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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This report presents results from a comprehensive study of child
support issues. The study was supported by the Office of Research and
Statistics of the Social Security Administration under grant number
18-800174. The study has four main components:

1. An examination of the socioeconomic characteristics of single
mothers that influence whether child support 1is awarded, whether
child support is received, the amount of child support received,
and whether child support payments are made regularly.

2. An investigation of the relationship between AFDC recipiency and
child support recipiency, and of how socioeconomic characteristics
of single mothers interact with welfare status and the receipt of
child support.

3. An investigation of what types of AFDC mothers are more likely to
receive services from the Child Support Enforcement Progran
(referred to as IV-D serviges). This component of the study also
investigates what socioeconomic characteristics of AFDC recipients
affect the success of the IV-D services.

4. An estimation of a) the impact of providing IV-D services to A:DC
families and bj the impact of various state administrative and
legal child-support-enforcement procedures on both AFDC and
non-AFDC families,

Data for this ctudy were obtained from three sources. The merged
March-April 1979 Current Population Survey (CPS) contains comprehensive data
on child support awards, receipt and characteristics of the absent father
for 2 nationally representative sample, The 1979 AFDC Recipient
Characteristic Study contains information on child support receipt and the
provision of IV-D services to AFDC women. The Employment Opportunity Pilot
Projects (EOPP) Baseline Survey includes data on monthly rhild support
receipt over 21 months for a sample of low-income women, The EOPP data are
particularly useful in examining the regularity of child support payments.
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Some of the major fiadings of this study are as follows:

. Marital status is a strong predictor of irecript of welfare and of
child support. Divorced mothers =zr: muck more 1ikely to receive
child support and much less likely to receive welfare than are
mothers who have never been married. According to the CPS results,
unwed mothers hive almost a 50% chance of being on melfare and less -
than a 10% chance of receiving child support. Divorced mothers, on
the other hand, have only a 30% chance of receiving welfare and more :
than a S50% chance of receiving child support. -

. The lack of a child support award seems to be the major factor
responsible for generating these differences in child support
receipt. Only 12% of never married mothers have a child support
award while 70% of divorced mothers have an award. Among all groups
havin? a child support award, the CPS data indicate that 75%
actually receive child support payments. These results imply that
establishing child support obligations is the major policy action
required to increase child support recipiency rates. Any attempt to
increase child support collections through a general system of wage
withholding, while likely to have some impact on recipiency rates,
may be of limited success unless new methods of increasing the
amount of obligations established are also developed.

. The longer the mother is a single par.nt, the more likely she is to
go on welfare and the less likely she is to rece‘ve child support.
If this is due to a lessening of the emotional bond between the
tathe and his children, increased efforts to maintain this bond
(perhaps through liberalized custody and visitation arrangements or
through specialized counseling sessions) couid potentially improve
the economic well-being of single parent families.

. Socioeconomic characteristics of the mother and her family exert a
strong influence on the various AFDC and child support cutcomes.
The data consistently show that older, more educated women are less
likely to receive welfare and more liiely to receive child support
than younger less educated women.

. Our investigation of the regularity of child support receipt found
some incorsistencies between the two samples -used for this
analysis. The CPS sample indicated that blacks, mothers who ware
married more than once, and mothers who were married a short period
of time were less Tikely to receive regular child support payments.
The EOPP sample indicated that younger and less educated mothers
were Jless likely to receive regular payments. Both samplc:
indicated that employed mothers are less likely to receive regular
support payments although it is unclear yviether their employment is
a result or a cause of receiving child support irregularly.

. The investigation of the association between child support receipt
and welfare receipt indicates that single mothers receiving child

id
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support are significantly less likely to receive welfare than single
others who receive no child support. However, our results suggest
that many of the characteristics that determine welfare recipiency
also influence (in the opposite direction) whether or not a family
receives child support. Child support alone has a fairly limited
1m?act on welfare recipiency. Part of the reason for such a
relatively small impact of child support may be low award amounts.
Data from the CPS indizate the average morthly child support award
amount is about two-thirds the average monthly AFDC benefit. Hence,
child support 2lone is not sufficient to cause the average mother to
become ineligible for welfare. Higher award amounts and/or other

‘sources of income (such as highar earnings) appear necessary to

significantly reduce welfare dependency.

The level of the absent father's income (as reported by the mother)
has a strong influenca on whether child support 1is received and
whether it is ~sce‘vrd regularly. Programs to enhance the earnings
capacity of absent fathers may be effective in increasing child
support recipiency and decreasing welfare dependency for single
mothers,

The investigation of wiiich families receive IV-D services indicates

"that  large families are most likely to receive paternity

establishment services, perent locator services and have a support
agreenment established. The success rates of paternity establishment
and parent locator services are greater for larger families, but the
success rate for enforcement actions is significantly lower. These
results suggest that IV-D agencies are targeting their activities to
larger families that receive Targer welfare grants, but that fathers
may be trying harder to avoid the larger support obligations.

The marital status of the parents was by far the strongest
determinant of whether a case received IV-D services and the success
of those services. Although marital status had relatively little
impact on whether paternity establishment actions were taken,
virtually all such actions for children of divorced parents were
successful, while only 42% of paternity establishment actions for
children of unmarried parents were successful. Children of
unmarried parents were less likely to receive parent locator
services, and only 36% of actions that -were taken resulted in
successfyl location of the father, compared to 71% of the parent
Tocator actions for children of divorced parents. Further, only 28%
of children of unmarried parents have an IV-D enforcement action
compared to 57% of children of divorced parents, and the success
rate of enforcement actions was lower as well for children of
unmarried parents. These pesults highlight the problems IV-D
Agencies face in cellecting child support for children of unmarried
parents, who comprise over 50% of the AFDC caseload.

‘he investigation of the impact of receiving IV-D services on child
support receipt indicates that paternity establishment services are
associated with a significant increase in child support receipt.

iii
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This impact is due to the fact that paternity establishment allows
‘other IV-D services, such as parent locator and enforcement actions,
to be provided.

Parent locator services are estimated to have a significant impact
on the receipt of child support. Although some of this impact is
due to the increased probability that child support awards can be
established and successfully enforced, the successful location of
the father, in and of itself, has an independent impact on whether
fathers pay child support.

The establishment of child support agreements and actions to enforce
those agreements have very significant impacts on child support
receipt. These results may be an overstatement of the true effect
because it 1is 1likely that 1V-D agencies target enforcement
activities to cases thai are more likely to receive support and that
some of the families may have received support on their own. On the
other hand, we cannot estimate with the data available the number of
families that stopped receiving welfare because IV-D actions were so
successful that they became ineligible for AFDC. Because of these
two factors we cannot estimate the size of the impact of enforcement
actions with certainty, but the evidence suggests that the impact on
thild support receipt is substantial, - _

Court ordered agreements were associated with somewhat greater
probability of receiving child support than were other types of
agreements, and actions to enforce court-ordered agreements were
somewhat more successful. These results are in contrast to results
using the CPS sample that indicated court ordered agreements to be
less successful, even for AFDC recipients. Part of the differences
may be due to differences in the accuracy with which the type of
agreement is measured, but evidence on the relative impact of court
ordered and other types of child suuport agreements is ambiguous.

The investigation of the impact of state administrative and legal
proceduras indicates that intercepting state tax refunds for fathers
that owe child support has a significant impact on the receipt of
child support for both AFDC families and for the population of
single mothers as a whole. This result suggests that the recently
enacted federal tax intercept is likely to have a significant impact
on the number of families that receive child support payments.

The use of automated procedures to monitor cases appears to be
particularly efficient: automated procedures increase the number of

successful enforcement action at the same time that they decrease
the total number of enforcement actions initiated.

iv
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I Introduction

Over the past 20 years there has baen a substantial increase in the
number of families headed by single parents, due to both a rise in the
divorce rate and a rise in the proportion of illegitimate births.* The
increase in the number of children 1iving with only one parent has brought
increased public concern over the issue of child support from the absent
parent, including how to determine equitable support arrangements and how to
enforce payment of support. This issue is particularly important because
many single-parent families lack the financial resources to be
self-sufficient. 1In 1978, for example, 42% of the families headed by single
women with children had incomes below the poverty level.** Without adequate
support from the absent parent, many single-parent families rely on welfare.

The changing nature of, and large increase in, the AFDC population
reflect this demographic trend. Although the program was originally
introduced to aid children impoverished by the death of their father, only a
small fraction (approiimate1y 2%) of the current AFDC population is eligible
due to death of a parent (see Table I.1). Hence, virtually all AFDC cases

*
Over 1 million divorces occur annually in the United States (compared with
about 2 million marriages) and the rate of illsgitimate births increased
from 10.7% in 1970 to 17.1% in 1979. It has been estimated that by the
year 2000, only one-half of the children born in the United States will
have spent their entire childhood 1iving with both natural parents (see
Daniel Patrick Moynihan, “Children and Welfare Reform", The Journal of the
Instritute for Sicioeconomic Studies, Vol. 6, No. 1, Spring 1981, pp. 1-20.

* .
U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, Characteristics of the

Population Bel.« the Poverty Level: 1978, Current Populiation Reports,
eries P=60, NO. 124,

I-1




Table I.1

COMPOSITION OF THE AFDC CASELOAD
(March, 1979)

Number of single parent families receiving AFDC 3.1 million

Situation of father

Deceased 2%
Absent from home 98%
" Parents divorced - 19%
Parents legally separated 3%
Parents non-legally separated 21%
Unmarried mother 49%
Other 8%
Fathers whereabouts unknown a7%
Child support awardec+ 30%
Average monthly award per family $117
Child support paid - 12%

*By court order (27%) or other legal agreement (3%).
Source: 1979 AFDC Recipient Characteristics Study.




involve an absent father and almost one-half involve a father never married
to the mother.*

In recent ye;rs. most attempts to reduce welfare dependency have
centered on increasing the employment of the custodial parents (e.g., the
WIN program). While changes in the AFDC program to increase employment of
the custodial porent may have had an impact on welfare dependency, they have
raised important and difficult trade-offs pertaining to the well being of
the mother and her children (issues of child care availability, cost, and
quality and providing adequate work incentives for all AFDC mothers). An
alternative to shifting financial réSponsibility for dependent children onto
the custodial parent is to attempt to collect child'support frem the absent
parent. The figures 1in Table 1.1 indicate the potential for reducing
welfare costs and' the difficulties in collecting support from absent
parents. Only 30% of the AFDC cases have a child support award and in only
12% of the cases is any payment made.** - '

Clearly, there are a large number of absent fathers who are
contributing nothing to the support of their children. The problems
encountered in collecting such support, however, are reflected in the fact
that almost half of the children had parents whe were not married. In some
instances, paternity is consequently in dispute. Furthermore, in 47% of the
cases the whereabouts of the father is reported as unknown, although the

*He exclude two-parent AFDC cases from these calculations. Approximately
9% of the total AFDC caseload (one and two parents) consists of families
in which the father is unemployed, incapacitated, or in the armed forces.

The 12% figure refers to the survey month (March 1979). The other data

sources examined in this study measure receipt of child support over a
given year and thus yield somewhat higher recipiency rates. As will be
indicated later, the fraction of AFOC families in the CPS reporting
regular receipt of child support is roughly equivalent to the fraction of
AFDC families reported as receiving child support in the survey month in
the AFDC Recipient Characteristics Study. . However, possible reporting
errors for AFDC recipiency in the .CPS may make figures from the two
sources noncomparable.




true percentage of mnissing fathers may be less because there exist
incentives for mothers to conceal this information (see the discussion
below).

1.1 The Child Support Enforcement Program

Although the Child Support Enforcement program was nct enacted until
1975, concern for enforcing chiid support obligations as a means of
controlling program costs has existed throughout the history of the AFDC
program. As far back as 1950, Congress passed legislation requiring state
welfare agencies to notify appropriate law enforcement officials if children
receiving welfare were either deserted or abandoned by a parent and to
reﬁuire the mother to take 7Jegal action against the father. Despite
supporting legislation to facilitate such esforts--such as the Unifora
Reciprocal Enforcement of Support Act (URESA), which made it legal to sue an
absent parent for support in another state without actually being present in
the absent parent's state--the notification procedure had little impact on
the probien.

One reason for this lack of dimpact was the fact that the mother's
refusal to cooperate could not be used to deny welfare benefits to her or
her family. Coupled with the fact that welfare benefits were reduced on a
dollar-for-dollar basis with the amount of child support received, little
incentive existed for her cooperation. In fact, it is likely that there was
a strong incentive not to do so; while such cooperation yielded her no
financial benefits, there was the possibility that lengthy court battles
required for obtaining an order directing child support from the absent
father could be emotionally and physically draining. Furthermore, it is
1ikely that the 100% benefit reduction rate may well have induced mothers
actually receiving child Support payments to conceal them from the AFDC
program, because there is no financial gain from reporting receipt of such
benefits.

18




Further attempts in the mid 1960s to enforce child support obligationsg
also had relatively 1little impact. In 1965 and 1967, Congress passed
lTegislation enabling state and local welfare agencies to obtain addresses
and places of employment of absent parents from the Secretary of Health,
Education, and Welfare (now Health and Human Services) and from the Interna]
Revenue Service. In addition, the 1967 legislation required states to
establish organizational units to establish paternity and secure support for
familias with illegitimate children, a rapidly growing segment of the AFDC
population. Many states placed Tow priority on implementing these
provisions., Furthermore, cooperation with the IRS was limited to AFDC cases
in which there was a court order for child support, and tracking was done
only on an individual case basis.

To remedy some of the problems of early legislation, the Child Support
Enforcement (CSE) program was enacted as a new Part D of Title IV of the
Social Security Act.* The IV-D program, primarily a state program, with
significant Federal invoivement and Federal funding, requires each state to
develop a child support enforcement program that provides the following
services: (1) establishing paternity, (2) locating absent parents, (3)
establishing support obligations, and (4) enforcing such obligations. The
states are required to provide these services to all AFDC families and to
non-AFDC families who request such services, although a fee can be charged
to the Jatter families.** To facilitate collection across states, a Federal
Parent Locator Service was established with access to Federal data files on
individuals, including Social Security Administration earnings records and
Internal Revenue Service tax records. States are also given financial
incentives for cooperating with one another.

*A detailed discussion of the legislative history of Title IV-D is given in
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, Office of Child Support
Enforcement, First Annual Report to Congress on the Child Support
Enforcement Program, June 30, 1975,

**The Tax Equity and Fiscal Responsibility Act of 1982 repealed the
mandatory fee for providing IV-D services to non-AFDC families originally
established as part of the Omnibus Reconciliation Act of 1981.
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The 1975 Tlegislation requires each state to develop a federally
approved plan for the operation of its programs. Currently, states receive
reimbursenent of 70% of. the costs incurred for providing child support
services, excluding certain court costs.* States are also eligible for 90%
federal matching funds. for certain program activities, such as the
development of automated management information systems.

In one departure from earlier legislation, the provisions of the CSE.
program explicitly require mothers to cooperate with agency officials as a
condition of eligibility for welfare benefits. Furthermore, all welfare
recipients must assign support rights to the IV-D agency in their state. .
However, it should be noted that despite thece provisions, there still
remains no financial incentive for mothers to cooperate with agency
officials; none of the child support payments received by the state are
given to the mother. The incentives exist only for the states which, by
securing the support payments, are able to reduce their overall AFDC program
costs.

It is also important to note that many states had operational child
support enforcement programs prior to 1975. Only about one-half of the
states required new legislation in order to implement fully the provisions
of the 1975 Act. What made the 1975 Act a iandmark is that it brought about
a coordination of a diverse set of programs operating in a range of legal,
economic, and political environments and assigned the Federal government
specific responsibilities for carrying out the objectives of the
legislation. ‘

Since its inception, the IV-D program has grown steadily. Table I.2
showed this growth for both the AFDC and non-AFDC components of the
program. As this table indicates, child support collections on behalf of
AFDC families totaled almost $800 million in 1982 and represented close to -

*Prior to October 1, 1982, the reimbufsement rate was 75%.
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7% of AFIC benefits paid. The non-AFDC component, although serving
significantly fewer families, collected almost $1 billion in 1982.%

In its most recent annual report to Congress, the Office of Child ’

Support Enforcement has expressed concern that growth in the program has
tappered off.** The extent to which growth will occur in the future may
hinge on whether new mechanisms are developed for establishing child support
obligations and for collecting child support. The recently enacted Federal
Income Tax Refund Offset Program, similar programs at the state level, and
proposals to use the general withholding system to ccllect child support
will all undoubtedly play an important role in determining future growth in
the IV-D program, =+

1.2 Previous Research

Compared with many other issues-in the AFDC program, relatively little
research has been conducted on the Child Support Enforcement program and on
the effectiveness of collection procedures. Several studies have evaluated

*®

Data for the non-AFDC component should be viewed cautiously because they
are suspected to be highly inaccurate, possibly overstating collections
by as much as several hundred million dollars. See U.S. Department of
Health and Human Services, Social Security Administration, Office of

Research and Statistics, Evaluation of the Child Support Enforcement
Program, second year final report prepared by Maximus, Inc., April 1982.

**U.S. Department of Heaith and Human Services, Office of Child Support
Enforcement, 7th Annual Report to Congress for the Period Ending
September 30, 73987, p. 3.

Section 2331 of the Omnibus Reconciliation Act of 1981 (P.L. 97-35)
authorizes the Internal Revenue Service to withhold federal income tax
refunds for persons seriously delinquent in child support payments to
AFDC families. As of 1982, nine states had sipilar programs for State
tax refunds and 16 states had laws to withhold Unemployment Insurance
benefits from currently delinquent absent parents. Several proposals are
pending in Congress to establish mandatory wage withholding systems for
court ordered child support.
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Table I.2
GROKTY IN THE CKILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT PROGRAM

1976-1982
Fiscal
Year AFDC Corporient
Caseload Collections <Csilections Caseload Collecticr
(absent perents, made as a (absent parents, made
in millions) (millicns) percentage of in millions) (millions
AFDC benefits
paid
1976 1.9 $204 2.0% N.A. $30¢
1977 3.5 423 4.0 ) N.A. 44
1978 3.5 472 4.4 .6 57%
1979 4.1 597 5.8 o7 37
1980 4.6 603 5.5 .9 87L
1981 5.1 671 5.7 1.2 982
1982 55 787 6.8 1.5 984

N.A. = Not available

Sources: U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, Social Security
Administration, Office of Child Supyort Enforcement, Child Support
3T, 1980 and 7th Anre:

Enforcement, S5th Annual Report to Congress, December 37,
Report to congress, vecemcer 31, 1982. -




specific  procedures, either through  demonstrations, or through
cost-effectiveness studies.*  However, no systematic study of these
procedures exists at the national level. Furthermore, 1ittle is known about
who receives the services of the IV-D agencies and whether these services
vary across differ.nt types of families.

On a broader perspective, there is also little known about how
socioeconomic characteristics of families are related to receipt of child
support.** Hore importantly, little is known about how receipt of child
support affects welfare dependency, and how socioeconomic characteristics
interact with receipt of child support to affect welfare dependency.

This study, which provides a comprehensive analysis of child support
1ssues, was funded by the Office of Research and Statistics of the Social
Security Administration in order to initiate research on the determinants of
receipt of child support and the relationship between receipt of child
support and welfare dependency.

For example, ses Coopers and Lybrand, "Development of a Model Parent
Locator Service System* project funded by the Division of Family
Assistance ' Studies, Social Security Administration, University of
Southern California, Center for Health Services Researzh, “Comparative
Analysis of Court Systems Procedures and Administrative Procedures to
Establish and Enforce Child Support Obligations,” September 1379, and New
York State Department of Social Services, "The Cost Effectiveness of
Enforcing Title IV-D Related Family Court Support Warrants,* project
funded by the Division of Family Assistance .Studies, Social Security
Administration.

Three studies that have been conducted on this subject include Judith
Cassetty, Child Support and Public Polic » Lexington, Massachusetts,
Lexington Eooks, lﬂgg, Maurice MacDonard, i‘éoﬂet:t'ing Child Support for
AFDC Mothers: An Empirical Analysis,* Institute for Research on Poverty
Discvssion Paper No. 564-79, University of Wisconsin, September 1979, and
Annemette Sorensen and Maurice MacDonald, "Child Support: Who Pays What
to Whom?" unpublished paper, April 198]1. The Cassetty study uses the

Panel Study of Income Dynamics and the other two Studies use data from the
. 1975 and 1977 AFDC Recipient Characteristics Surveys, :
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1.5 Goals of this Study

Our analysis centers around four major substudies, including
examinations of (1) the relationship between socioeconomic characteristics
of fanilies and various child support outcomes, (2) the relationship between
AFDC recipiency and the receipt of child support, (3) who gets different
types of IV-D services, and (4) the effects of IV-D services on various
child support cutcomes.

I.31 Relationship Between Socioeconumic Characteristics and Child
upport cones

The first major dissue to be addressed is the identification of
population groups for which there are measurable characteristics associated
with the probability of receiving child support, the amount received, and
the frequency of receipt.

Previous literature suggests that socioeconomic variables such as age,
education, income, work experience, and family structure are all likely to
be important determinants of the receipt of child support. Frequently these
characteristics form the basis of court awards in marital dissolution cases
and are, therefore, likely to be important for both the custodial and the
absent parent. In addition, these variables are also likely to be important
for determining payments under voluntary agreements between the affected
spouses.

In addition to the above variables, characteristics of the marital (or
living) arrangement between the two parents are likely to be important
determinants of the receipt of child support. Such characteristics include
whether the couple was legally married (as a proxy for the difficulty of
establishing paternity), length of time married, and length of time since
the marviage ended. Previous literature suggests that child support is
Tower amony couples that were not previously married and is higher among
couples that were married longer. Child support also tends to decline over
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time as the absent parent begins to take on new financial responsibilities
and Toses erotional attachment to his previous family.

In Section III.1, we present a detailed analysis of how socioeconomic
variables affect varlous child support outcomes. We examine three different
data sets in perforning the analysis. These data sets, and the samples we
use, are described in Section II.

)

1.3.2 Relationship Between AFDC Recipiency and Receipt of Child Support

The second major issue addressed in this study concerns the
reiationship between receipt of child support and AFDC recipiency. For
public policy, the main question 1is the extent to which IV-D activities
affect AFDC recipiency through securing child support payments. Examples of
1mportaﬁt questions on this subject that we address in-this substudy include:

- Does Tack of child support affect the 1ikelihood of a family
receiving welfare benefits?

. Do factors influencing welfare dependency also affect receipt of
child support?

. How do socioeconomic characteristics of fanilies interact with
receipt of child support to affect welfare recipiency and vice versa?

The results of this analysis are presented in Section 111.2.

1.3.3 Who Gets IV-D Services

The third major issue we address concerns the relationship between
socioeconomic characteristics of AFDC families and receipt of varjous IV-D
services. We examine how I1Y-D programs target their efforts to families
with various demographic and employment charateristics, marital histories,
and welfare histories. We also examine the impact of these case
characteristics on the success of IV-D actions. This analysis is presented
in Section 111.3.




1.3.4 Impact of IV-D Services on Various Child Support Outcomes

The final issue addressed in this study concerns the impact of 1V-D
services and various administrative practices and collection procedures on
the receipt of child support. Our analysic of this issue will focus on the
AFDC population.

There are two components to this analysis. The first examines whether
providing paternity establishment and parent locatcr services, establishing
child support agreements, and providing actions to enforce agr:ements
inCreases the probability that AFOC f:milies receive child support payments.

The second "component takes an-aggregate approsch. We examine whether
differences in state administrative and legal child support enforcement
procedures have an impact on the number r 1ilies, both AFDC and non-AFDC,
that receive child support. We also ne the impact of these state
procedures on the success of IV-D enforcement actions. The results of these
analyses are presented in Section 111.4.

In the following section, we describe the data and estimation
methodology used in this study.




I1 Data and Empirical Models

Three data sets are used to conduct the analyses reported in this
study. Each of these data sets has strengths and weaknesses for carrying
out particular types of analyses. In this section, we describe the three
data sets, indicate the usefulness of each data set for achieving the

overall objectives of the study, and discuss the criteria used to select the
samples used for the analyses.

I1.1 . 1979 Current Population Survey (CPS)

The most important data set we use is the merged March-April 1979
Current Population Survey (CPS). This data set represents the richest
source of information on child support arrangements currently available for
3 nationally represertative sample. Therefore, it plays a major role in our
analysis. The CPS is particularly useful for assessing the importance of
family characteristics and the nature of child support arrangements on the
receipt of child support and AFDC recipiency. It is the only data set that
has information on the economic obligations and resources of the absent
father, although this Jinformation is likely to contain considerable
measurement error because it is provided by the mother. In addition,
because it is a natfonal sample, the CPS data set will be useful for

assessing the effects of IV-D state program variables on various child
support outcomes.

Because the CPS uses a rotating sample, only 75% of the respondents to
the April child support supplement are included in the merged file.
Approximately 10% of the 41,000 eligible women in the merged file had their
child support and alimony {information imputed on the basis of fully




reported cases. This imputation slightly reduces the statistical power of
the tests we perform with these data.*

One potential problem with utilizing the CPS data to study the receipt
of child support is that there may be significant underreporting of child
support by women on AFDC, because AFDC women assign their child suppirt
rights over to the state IV-D agency. Thus, AFDC women might not be aware
that child support payments are being made for them. It is important to
note that this underreporting occurs from lack of knowledge, rather than
from the type of underreporting that may occur in the AFIC case study
sample, where thare is a direct financial incentive to underreport in order
to increase the size of the AFDC benefit,**

To some extent, the importance of the problem of underreporting child
suwpport in the CPS file can be assessed because another question in the
survey asks the mother whether she is entitled to child support and if so,
whether the payment is to be received by her or through a court or public
agency. Including a variable in the empirical analyses that denotes to whom
the payment is supposad to be made will partially control for biases created
by underreporting of this type.

Another potential problem with wutilizing the CPS data is the
underreporting of AFDC status. It has been estimated that the CPS
understates the number of AFDC recipients by scmewhere between one-quarter

- .
We have not made any adjustments in the statistical reliability of ou
results to account for the imputations. This should be kept in mind when
reading the subsequent sections. A full discussion of the imputation
procedures along with a discussion of the sample and the data .are
presented in U.S., Department of Commerce, bureau of the Census, Child

Support and Alimony: 1978, Current Population Reports, Special Studies,
riesS reid, NO. , oeptenber 1981,

"If the mother is concealing contributions from the absent father, this
information may ultimately become known if IV-D efforts to locate the
absent father are successful.




and one-third.* However, it is not known with certainty whether the
unidentified AFDC families are random with respect to receipt of shikd
support. If they are, none of the results presented in this study will pe
biased.

11.2 1979 AFDC Recipient Characteristics Study (AFDC)

The second data set we use is the 1979 AFDC Recipient Characteristics
Study. The information 1in this data set is based on a sample of
dpproximately 1% of the number of AFDC recipients in each state and was
collected by AFDC caseworkers,**

The main featur. of the AFDC file that makes it a useful source for
analysis is that it contains information on the utilization of 1V-D services
by AFDC'families. Hence, it represents the only data source available for
directly measuring the influence of the IV-D program on various child
support outcomes, such as whether there is an award, the amount of the
award, whether child support is received, and amount received, and whether
child support is received on a regular basis.

In addition to investigating 1V-D practices and their effects on
various child support outcomes, we will also use the AFDC file to examine
the effects of socioeconomic characteristics on the various outcome

. 3
This estimate 4s based on a comparison of the weighted count of AFDC
families in the CPS with the number of AFDC families derived from actual
program records. We are gratified to Richard Allen for point out this
potential source of bias and to Howard Iams for givins us estimates of the
potential size of the undercount. It should also be noted that the rumber
of teenage mothers in the CPS is thought to be undercounted by as much as
50%. OQur results for unwed mothers appear to be consistent across all
data sets examined.

**A description of the survey is given in Division of Family Assistance
Studies, Office of Research and  Statistics, Social Security
Administration{ Documentation for the 1979 Recipient Characteristics Study.
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measures. Such an examination will be useful because it will allow us to
draw comparisions regarding the consistency of the effects of socioeconomic
characteristics across various data sets.

I1.3 1979-1980 Employment Opportunity Pilot Projects Baseline Survey (EOPP)

|
|
l
The third data set we use in our analyses is the baseline survey -
conducted as part of the Employment Opportunity Pilot Projects (EOPP).* The
EOPP baseline survey was conducted by Westat, Inc. The sample includes 10
program sites and 10 comparison sites that are geographically dispersed
throughout the United States. These sites are listed in the Appendix to
this section, aiong with the sample sizes in each site. The baseline survey
was administered in April through October 1980 and covers the period January
T, 1979 through the date of the finterview. approximately 2,000 families in
each ptlot site and 1,000 families in each control site were interviewed,
giving a total of approximately 30,000 observations available for analysis.

Within each site, the EOPP sample is a stratified random sample of each
area's total population. Low-income families with children were
oversampled. Thus, the sample has a somewhat Tlarger proportion of AFDC
families than the population as a whole. Although the sites were not chosen
randomly, sample weights are available so that thesc data can be reweighted
to represent the entire population of the United States. We do not perform

" such a reweighting procedure in this study.

The EOPP file has two major advantages that make it a useful
supplemental source for analysis. First, sociceconomic characteristics
similar to those available in the CPS and AFDC data sets are available.
Second, monthly data on receipt of child support are available for almost a

*eor 2 description of EOPP, see Employment and Training Report of the
President, 1981,
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2-year period, enabling an analysis of how family conditions affect the
regularity of payments.

The EOPP data set has several limitations for analyzing issues related
to child support, however. First, it only has information on whether child
support was received and the amount received, but not on child support
entitiements. Second, Tike the CPS data set, child support may be
underreported for AFDC recipients because fanilies may be unaware of
payments made through IV-D agencies. Third, the relevant question in the
EOPP survey for our purposes combines child support and alimony, unlike the
CPS, which separates the two items. The combining of child support and
alimony is not a serious problem from a statistical standpoint, however,
because less than 2% of the sample of women with children report receiving
only alimony, Morecver, the distinction between child support and alimony
is often a tenuous one in practice for families with children because it is
unlikeiy that mothers who receive alimony do not -receive child support.
Hence, the EOPP survey 1is likely to measure quite accurately whether a
family receives child support, but probably overstates the amount.

Table II.1 summarizes the child support information availéble in the

three data sets. 1In addition, we collected supplementary data on 1V-D
program characteristics by state which we have added to each data file.

I1.4 Selection of the Analyses Samples

Because an important objective of our study is to focus on the
relationship between receipt of child support and welfare dependency, we
restrict our analyses to mothers who were unmarried at the time of the
surveys.* Table II.1 shows how the analyses samples were selected.

*
This eliminates a large number of women in both the CPS and EOPP data sets
(including those in the AFDC-UP program). In subsequent work, we plan to
analyze currently married mothers and compare the results to those
obtained for currently single mothers.
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Table .}

SUMHARY OF CUILD SUPPORT INFORMATION AVAILABLE FROM VARIOUS DATA SOURCES

1978 AFOC Reciplent
Charscterist ics Study

1979-1980 EOPP Survey

llg.ged March-April 1979 cPS
Marftal status of mother
Wusber and ages of children
NFOC reciplency .
Parenthood of children

Type of child support agreesent
{volumtary, court order,
other)

Whether entitled to payment
in i578 and amount

Source of ent itlement (father,
court, or public ageacy)

Actual recefpt o7 payment
in 1978

Regularity of payments

Marital stotus of mother
Number and ages of children
Parenthood of children

Type of agreement (number

of each type)

Whether entitled to payment
and amount

Source of ent it lement
Actual rece!‘t during

tudy mont

Total amownt entitled
(month ly) !

thether 1V-D case

Marital status of mother
Nusher and ages of children
AFOC reciplency

Recelpt of child support

and alimony

Reqularity of payments
wmonthly data fros
Jan. 1979 to Oct. 1980)

Average amount received per month




- .

Merged March-Apri1 1979 cpS

Table 31.} {concluded)

1979 AFOC Reciplent
Characteristics Study

1979-1980 EOPP Survey

12.

n.

u.

15.

Reason for frregular payments
{father deceassd, finstitution-
allzed, refused to pay, loca-
tion unknown)

Tota) asount entitled to in 1978
Tota) amount recefved in 1978
Type of property settlement

Net value of property settlement

Whether absent father has other
ckildren

Total lnc;m of absent father
in 1978

Total fncome of mother by source

Regularity of child support
payments

2.

n.

",

15.

.

Total amount owed to IV-D
agency from absent father

W¥ho support s pald to
(1V-D or law enforcemen:)

Whether pateralty has been
established (each child)

Whether absent father has
been iocated (each child)

Whether support obligation s
belng enforced (each child)
AFOC payment characteristics

Income by source

Locaticn of absent father




For the (CPS data set, a deficiency in the structure of the child
support supplement resulted in the inclusion of several single mothers who
were very old. This occurred when there were children in the househo1d
under the age of 20 who were not the children of the mother in question.
This situation may have arisen, for example, if the grandmother has custody
of the chiidren from a dissolved marital or living arrangement. We used

information from other parts of the survey to exclude these mothers byt the
exciusfon was imperfect in cases where the .mother was not the head of
household.

The AFDC data set contained a significant number of cases with missing
information on key varfables. When information was missing on an outcome
variable, we were forced to exclude such cases from the analysis sample.
When information was missing on an explanatory variable, we included the
case in the analysis and specified a variable indicating that information on
that variable was missing.*

The basic samples we aralyze consist of 2,299 women in the CPS data
set, 15,116 women in the AFDC data set, and 3,749 women in the EQPP data
set. As indicated in Table 11.2, we also performed analyses on various
subsamples within each data set.

*This procedure corrects the results for cases where information is not
missing and allows us to determine whether cases with missing information
are systematically related to the outcome variables. The procedure is
somewhat more general than simply substituting in mean values over
observed cases because it allows the missing cases to have a different
impact.
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Table II.2
SELECTION OF THE ANALYSES SAMPLES

CPS Data
Full CPS sample of mothers over the age of 18
Mother not currently married ang either never married
with at least 1 child under 20 in the household or
previously married with at least ] child under 20 in
the household from the most recent marital dissolution

Youngest child of family head under 19 years of .
age or years since dissolution less than 19

Had a child support award
Due child support in 1978
Received child support in 1978

EOPP Data
Full EOFP sample of families
Familied headed by women aged 16 or older, not
currently married. with at jeast 1 child aged 21 or
under in the household as of the data of the survey
Families meeting the above criteria in 1979

Families receiving child support or alimony in 1979

40,981

2,900

2,299
1,198
1,056

794

29,620

4,115
3,748
875




Table 11.2 (concluded)

AFDC Data
Full AFDC survey sample of cases
At least 1 absent parent associated with case,
natural mother in home, at least 1 child in case with
an absent father where mother is not currently
married, and not in Puerto Rico or the Virgin Islands
Cases with valid data on receipt of child support
Cases with valid data on award of child support
Cases with an award

Cases with'vaiid data on award anu roceipt amounts
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17,807
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1.5 Empirical Models

Except where indicated otherwise, we perform standard regression

analyses in this study.* The basic form of the regresion model is as
follows:

Yy=xb+e, (1

¥ = the outcome variable of interest,

bad
[

the explanatory variables,**

o
"

the estimated coefficients representing

the marginal effects of the explanatory
variables, *x

e = a random error term.

*The only instance in which standard regression analyses is not used is in

Section II1.2.2 where we employ a statistical procedure called the
multinomial logit model.

**Hhen the explanatory variables are dummy variables, one group must be
omitted from the equation to avoid perfect collinearity with the constant

. term. The omitted group for the relevant variable is indicated in the
-, tables reporting the results.

***These regression coefficients are to be distinguished from “beta"

- coefficients (or standardized regression weights) which are coefficients
for standardized regression variables. For a discussion of the

differences between = “beta® coefficients and ordinary regression

coefficients, see Arthur S. Goldberger, Econometric Theor s John Wiley

and Sons, New York, 1964. Bata coefficients 'S?é"iiféﬁbively used in

psychological statistics but are rarely uysed in econometrics, Beta

coefficients can be derived from the results presented in this study and

the appropriate data for computing them is available upon request from
the authors.,
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For most analyses, we present the estimated coefficients of ali
varisbles included in the regression equation. We also present basic
summary statistics for each regression equation.

In addition to presenting regression coefficients, we also present
predicted values of the outcome variables for certain hypothetical mothers
in our samples. These predictions will &l1low the reader to assess the
importance of the explanatory variables on the outcome measures. The
predictions are generated using the following formula:

y* = x% , (2)
where

y* = the predicted value of the outcome variable,

x* = the characteristics of the hypothetical mother.

Usually, we calcylate the predictions at the sample averages of all
explanatory variables other than the one for which we are interested in
assessing the quantitative impact.
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APPENDIX TO SECTION 11

AREAS COVERED BY EOPP BASELINE HOUSEHOLD SURVEY
(Sample Sizes in Parentheses)

Program Sites

Lowell, Mass., SMSA
(N=2,051)

Lowell city
Billerica town
Cheimsford town
Oracut town
Tweksburg town
Tyngsbo rough town
Westiord town
Pelham town (N.H.)

Union County, N.J.
(N=1,645)
(including Elizabeth city)

Mobile, Ala. SMSA
{n=],843)

Mobile Coun-
Baldwin Cour.,
Escambia County

Part of Eastern Kentuckx
(N=1,915)
Pike County

Columbus, Ohio, SMSA
(n=1,883)

Delaware County
Fairfield County
Franklin County
Madison County
Pickavay County

39

Comparison Sites

Brockton, Mass., SMSA
(N=998)

Easton town

Avon town

Brockton city
gridgewater town

tast Bridgewater town
Halifax town

West Bridgewater town
Whitman town

Camden County, N.J.
(N=],043) . .
(including Camden city)

81 rmingham, Ala., SMSA
(N=1,007)

Jefferson County
Shelby County

Walker County

Part of Balance of Virginia

(N=978)
Buchanan County
Dickinsen County

Toledo, Chio, SMSA
(=979)

Fulton County

Lucas County

Ottawa County

Wood County

Monroe (Michigan) County




APPENDIX TO SECTION II (concluded)

Baton Rouge, La., SMSA
TN=Z,223]
Ascension parish
East Baton Rouge parish
Livingsten par sh
West Baton Rouye parish

Corpus Christi, Tex., SMSA
and balance of consortium
(N=},563)

Arkansas County

Bee County

Brooks County

Duval County

Jim Wells County

KeneCy County

X1eberg County

Live oak County

McMullen County

Nueces County

Refugic County

San Patricio County

Part of balance of Missouri
‘ {rlanning Div. Xii1)
IN®],884)

Chariton County

Saline County

Johnson ‘County

Lafayette County

Carrol County

Pettis County

Long Beach, Calif.
(NsZ, 156}
Long Beach city

10. Part of balance of Wash.
(Planning Div. 2 and 68)
(N=Z,015)

Grays Harbor County
Pacific County

11-14
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Beaumont-Port Arthur, Tex., SMSA
(H=901)

Hardir County

Jefferson County

Orange County

San Antonio, Tx., SHSA

and baiance of consortium
{H=543)

Bexas County

Comal County

Guudalope County

Dewitt County

Gonizalez County

Karnes County

Yictoria County

Wilson County

Part of balance of Missouri
ianning Div.

(N=3]9)

Bollinger County

Cape Girardeau County

Iron County

Perry County

St. Francois County

Ste. Genevieve County

Hawthorne-Inglewood, Calif.
(N=},1567

Hawthcrne city

Inglewood city .

Part of balance of Wash
lanning Div. 3A and 5.,

(N=1,092)
Skagit County
Whatcom County




I11. Empirical Results

We now pre: nt the results of our empirical analyses. The findings are
presented for each of the 4 main studies described in the introductory
section. After each study, we present a brief summary of the main empirical
findings.

I11.1 Effects of Socioeconomic Ch;racteristics on Receipt of AFDC and Child
Support

In this section, we utilize the three data bases (CPS, EOPP, and AFDC)
to examine the relationship between socioeconomic characteristics of the
mother and receipt of AFDC and child support. This section has two major
objectives. First, we wish to determine whether .a cons{stent pattern
emerges across data sets in the effects of certain variables. To do this,
we define a restricted set of variables that are available in all three data
sets and perfoim regression analyses on each data set. Second, we wish to
explore in depth specific aspects of child support receipt. To do this, we
make uyse of special features of each data set to perform further analyses.

He begin fhis section by presenting the results from what we term the
basic regression model, which utilizes the same set of variables from each
data set. We examine the effects of this restricted set of socioeconomic
characteristics on a variety of AFDC and child support outcome measures. We
then discuss the special nature of the EOPP data- set which allows us to
construct a measure of the regularity of receipt of child support payments
based on time series data and present results from a regression model in
which this time series constructed measurs is the dependent variable. We
compare these results to those obtained from the CPS data set where a
measure of child support regularity is available based on the answer to a
single question in the survey. Finally, we present results from analyses
that utilize additional information from the CPS and AFDC data sets.
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I111.1.1 Basic Regression Model Results

Each of the three data sets contain demographic information about the
mother (age, education, race, family structure, and geographic location),
employment information (whether employed and amount of earnings), and
marital information (marital status, years married*, years since the marital
dissolution, and number of times married). This information comprises the
restricted set of explanmatory variables specified in the basic regression
model. Because the focus of this report is on the relationship between AFDC
recepiency and child support recepiency, we begin by examining the impact of
these explanatory variables on whether the mother receives AFDC. We then
examine the characteristics that affect several dimensions of child support
recepiency. We examine the effects of these explanatory variables on the

following outcome measures:

. Whether the mother receives AFDC.
Whetiier the mother has a child support award.
The amount of the child support award.

.- Whether the mother receives child support.
The amount of child support received per year.
Whether the mother receives child support on an irregular basis.

Sample means of all the variables used in the basic regression model
are presented in Table II1.1.1 for the various groups analyzed.**

*
This variable is only available in the CPS data set but is included in the
basic regression mode?.

*%
The CPS analysis refers to the year 1978, the AFDC analysic to the survey
month (Mirch) in 1979, and the EOPP analysis to the year 1979.
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Table 111.1.0 .
SAHPLE MEANS FOR VARIABLES IN THE BASIC REGRESS)OM MODEL

- CPS NDC Survey® E0PP Survey
Those Those
Those with  Recelving Those with Recelving
All Mothers an Award  Child Support  All Mothers an Awsrd AL} Mothers CNild Support
{N=2,299)  (N=1,056) {N=794 (M=15,006)  (N=4,594) (N=3,749) (u-arsgo
Oulcoms Measures
1 = Recelves AFIC % 1 .26 21 -- .- 49 16
1 = Child support avard A6 -- -- «30 -- MR e
Amount of award (per year) - 3934 $2,033 $2,194 {11 $1,403 NA -
1 = Recelves child support JA5(.27)d rs(.58)d .- A2 %) 23 -
Amount veceived ipek-yeor) §652 $1,419 $1,892 $l48 $ W $ 562 $2,403
-1 = Recelves child support
frregularly .08 .18 .24 NA MA 0 .20
Demographic Characteristics
1 = Head of fomily J2 .84 .85 .8] .82 HA NA
1 = Northeast 21 .20 .21 .21 23 .28 .20
1 = forthcentral 23 217 .26 .28 %)) 4 A7
1 = Uest .22 .26 .28 16 .18 .22 .23
1 = Sauth : &1 27 .27 .37 27 36 39
1 = 8lack .32 .16 J4 .45 .28 .39 .21
Age of mother ’ 32.0 N3 N7 29.2 3.0 3.5 5.1
Educstion of mother .S 12.0 12.2 ; 10.5 l0.8 11.0 1.9
Number of children under
6 yusrs of ar .39 35 .32 .81 ) 58 .38
Nusber of childrea betwsen : .
6 and 12 years of age 52 .59 .58 9 1.01 .87 .08
Number of chiidren between
12 and 18 yesrs of age S .68 .68 43 .58 .69 I

A




Table 141.1.1 (concluded)

c?s NOC Survey® EOPP Survey
Those Those
Those with Recelving Those with Recelving
Al Wothers an Avard Child Support  All Mothers an Avard AN Kothers Child Suppert
_(N=2,299) K=1,056) (M=794 IN=15,116}  (N-4,594) (#+3,749) ln-.vss
) Employment Characteristics
I « Smployed .70 .81 .82 RY; .23 .54 .n
Earnings por year $4.470 $5.894 $5,132 P e 1,019 $4,089 $6.099
Horital Information
1 * Divorced® .48 Bl 76 2 .54 v Ji
| u’nlly separated .08 .10 .05 .0} 04 .28 .20
1 « Informally urnhd .15 © .09 .08 .20 15 - -
1 = Never marrfed .29 04 .01 .51 .26 .24 .06
Years married® %.0 9.5 10.5 NA KA KA NA
Years since ?rual
dissolutfoa 4.4 4.1 3.9 3.9, 4.4, 8.7 6.3
1 » Marrfed more than once® A7 .16 BT 1.3 1.4 .22 .23

3in the AFDC swu{. marital status varfables are defined as the fraction of children In the fanily within o particuler
category. A small maber of children fall In & category called "sbsent for other reason® and are not raported in table.

Sin the AFDC survey, this category refers to the fraction of children In the family born out of wedlock.
- Chmong those previcusly married.

* Yincome-based defInftfon n parentheses.

. ®Honthly date converted to annual totals,

'Anugc number of absent fathers per household.

Survey doss not distinguish these two Categories of maritat status.

NA: Information not available In the survey.




II1.1.1.1 AFDC Recipiency

The first outcome messure we examine is AFDC recipiency. Because al)
members of the AFDC survey sample receive welfare benefits, we are only able
to perform this analysis on the CPS and EOPP data sets. The regression
results are reported in Table III.1.2. '

The first thing to note about these results {is their remarkable
consistency across the two data sets. The signs of the coefficients agree
in every case and often the measured effects of the variable are similar in
magnitude. This gives us confidence that the measured effects are real and
not artifacts .of the way the particular survey was designed, although it is
important to note that similar biases in underreporting AFDC status may be
generating similarly biased estimates.

AFDC recipiency is lowest in the South. The results indicate that,
" holding personal characteristics consiant, single mothers 1living in the
South have a much 1lower probability of receiving welfare benefits than
single mothers 1living eisewhere in the U.S. In the CPS sample, the
probability of receiving welfare is between 12 and 14 percentage points
lower in the South. In the EOPP sample, the probability of receiving
welfare is between 10 and 25 percentage points lower in the South. The
differences in "the range of the effects across the two surveys is
undoubtedly due to differences in sanple composition. The CPS survey is a
random sample of the U.S. population while the EOPP survey is a stratified
random sample with a disproportionate number of low=income families. The
large effect of the Northeast in the EOPP survey results may be cue to the
oversampling of dense urban areas where welfare recipiency is more prevalent.

The remarkable similarity in welfare recipiency rates for all regions
other than the South supports the well<known fact that the South differs
significantly in the structure of its welfare programs. This, of course, is
well known. Benefit jevels and standards of need are much lower in the

South than elsewhere in the U.S. and therefore the probability of being
eligible for benefits is also lower.
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Table I11.1.2
eFFECTS OF SOCIOECONOMIC CHARACTERISTICS ON AFDC STATUS

cpPs EOPP Survey

(N=2,299)  _(N=3,749)

Demographic Characteristics

1 = Head of family JT72%%% .-
(.027) .-
1 = Northeast 123%%* . 246%**"
(.023) (.018)
1 = Northcentral 128w L 100%%+
(.022) (.021)
1 = West . 138%* W 131%*x
. (.023) _ {.019)
1 = South .- -~
1 = Black .090*** .068***
(.020) (.015)
Age =.004*** -.006***
(.001) (.001)
Education =, 014%*x -.008***
(.004) (.003)
Number of children under 6 .089**= 081 ***
(.016) (.011)
. Wumber of children between L040%** - L046%**
’ 6 and 12 (.012) (.007)
‘ Number of children between - .013 L055%**
; ' 12 and 18 (.011) (.008) :
Employment Characteristics -
n Survey Year
1 = Employed - 23]*%* -, 155%**
(.022) (.017)
Earpings {$1,000s) =.026%** =.026%**
{ . 111-6 (-002) (.001)
| 46




Table 111.1.2 (concluded)

CPS EOPP Survey
(N=2,299) (N=3,749)
Marital Information
1 = Divorced? -, 125%%x <. 119%**
(.029) (.020)
1 = Legally separated -, 103%** o=
-(.038) --
1 = Informally separated =.096%** - 115%**
(.031) (.020)
1 = Never married .- -
Years married -.0002 .-
: (.002) .-
Years since marital dissolution 0.016%** .001*
~(.003) (.004)
1 = Married more than once -.013 .027
(.028) (.019)
Constant term JA27%*% .628**x
(.056) (.0583)
Smnnéry Statistics
R, .375 .341
Standard error of estimate .374 .407
Mean of dependent variable 349 .487

Note: Standard errors are in parentheses.

qor the CPS survey results, a separate dummy variable for widow,
previously divorced is included in the regression, but not
reported. ’

*Significant at 105 Jevel.

**Significant at 5% level.
**Significant at 1% level. 111-7
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Also well known is the finding that blacks have a higher probability of
receiving welfare than other ethnic groups.* The black effect is 7
percentage pcints in the EOPP sample and 9 percentage points in the CPS
sample.  This result 1s undoubtedly due to the omission of many
characteristics of black families that make them more prone toward welfare
dependency, including lack of cnild support. However, it is worth noting
that in more elaborate model specifications that include child support
varfables, the black ~effect remains, suggesting that it ie - ° emely
Jifficult to measure the characteristics that differentially affect onlacks
in seeking welfare benefits.

Older mothars have a lower probability of being on welfare than younger
mothers. The age effect ranges from 4 percentage points for each 10 years
in the CPS sample to 6 percentage points for each 10 years in the EOPP
sample. It is not clear why older mothers have & lower probability of being
on welfare when other characteristics such as employment status, marital
status, and family structure are held constant. Even when various cnild
support variables are added to the equation (see the analyses in Section
111.1.1.8 below), the age effect remains. We specu'l'ate that the age
variabie is nicking up certain unmeasured human capitai characteristics of
the mother (such as her labnr market experience) which lead to higher
earnings capacities and lower welfare dependency.

Education also decreases the probability of receiving welfare. Hothers
with a high school diploma have between a 3 and 6 percentage point lower
probability of receiving w2lfare than mothers with only a grade school
education. The education effest, 1ike the age effect, can be interpreted as
capturing the influence of the mother's human capital on welfare dependency.

*

Originally, we specified an zdditional variable to distinguish Hispanics
and other ethnic groups from whites, but this variable was never
. statistically significant. We thus combined all groups other than blacks
in%o a single category. Hispanics comprise less than 10% of this combined
category.

111-8
Q . 48




Family structure has a predictable effect on the probability of
receiving welfare. The probability of receiving welfare increases with the
number of children and decreases with the ages of the children. Except for
the effect of the number of children between the ages of 12 and 18, the CPS
and EOPP results are remarkably similar.

The mother's employment status exerts the strongest effect on the
probability of receiving welfare. in the CPS sample, employed mothers have
a 23 perceﬁtage point lower probability of receiving welfare than
non-employcd mothers, while in the EOPP sample employed mothers have a 16
percentage points probability. For employed mothers, each additional $1,000

“in annual earnings further reduces the probability of being on welfare by 3

percentage points.

Marital status is also a strong predictor of welfare status. In both
the CPS and EOPP samples, divorced mothers are the Jeast iike]y to be on
welfare and unwed mothers are the most Tikely. In both samples, unwed
mothers. have more than a 10 percentage point higher probaBi]ity of being on
welfare than mothers previously married. This effect is undoubtedly due in

‘part to the fact that unwed mothers are much less 1ikely to receive child

support, but as our analyses in the next section will show, th. probability
of receiving welfare for unwed mothers remains higher even when receipt of
child support is held constant.

The results indicate that after a marital dissolution, the likelihood
of the mother receiving welfare increases over time, As we shall see, this
effect partially reflects the fact that receipt of child support declines
over time.

[11.1.1.2 Award of Child Support

The next variable we examine is award of child support. This variable
is only availahle in the CPS and AFOC surveys. In the CPS survey, we
combine information on whether the mother was awarded child support with the

1119
49




status of that award during 1978. In particular, we employ a definition
that signifies whether the mother was both awarded child support and due
¢hild support in 1978. This eliminates mothers for whom an award is
essentially meaningless.* Of the 1,198 mothers with a child support award,
1,056, or 88% were due ‘child support in 1978. For comparative purposes, we
assume that all mothers in the AFDC survey having an award were due child
support 1in the survey month, although this clearly may be a slight
overstatement,** '

The results of estimating the award equation are given 1in
Table III.1.3***, Because the composition of the two samples are so
different (the CPS sample is a random sample of all single mothers while the
AFDC sample is not), the results are not strictly comparable. However, some
similarities exist. )

First, both surveys raveal that mothers residing in the Northcentral
regicn of the U.S. have a higher provability of having a child support award
than mothers residing elsewhere in the U.S. (the effect is twice as strony
in the CPS sample). This result i3 primarily due to differences in the
Judicial systems and child support enforcement programs across regions. For
ezample, Kichigan (which 15 in the Morthcentral region) is recognized to

“Reasons why a mother with an awsrd would not be due child support in 1978
include death of the former spouse or children that are no longer
eligible for payments because of a provisicn in the divorce decree.

*r

Two possible measures of whether “he AFDC mother has a child support
award are available in the AFDC survey. One measure is based on
information given in the early summary section of the survey. The other
s based on information given later in the survey for each specific child
in the AFDC unit. There are very few discrepancies between the two
measures so they are virtually identical. We use the measure in the
summary section only because :he information available on award amount is
also given in this section.

k2 2 4
The AFDC equation is estimated over the sample of cases with valid award
- amount information. 749 cases are lost due to missing {information.
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50




Demographic Characteristics

Table III.1.3
EFFECTS OF SOCIOECONOMIC CHARACTERISTICS ON AWARD OF CHILD SUPPORT

1 = Head of family

—
L]

Northeast

—
]

Northcentral

—
.
]

West

—
]

South

—
]

Black
Ageb
Educationb

Number of children under 6

Number of children between
6 and 12

Number of children between
12 and 18

CPS (N=2,299) AFDC Survey (N=14,367)
Fﬁefﬁer Fnount i hether ount o
Due in 1978 Due in 1978 Award Award®
.050* -78.08 -.009 -3.90
(.028) (105.24)  (.009) (17.22)
.009 62.42 L030*** 102 0%
(.024) (88.96)  (.010) (18.36)
L047%* 25.58 . .022%*  104.8g%wr
(.023) (85.09)  (.009) (17.40)
.027 -52.19 -.015 54,12%**
(.024) (89.67)  (.0N) (20.40)
=.092%F*  .354,50%x . 027%%x  _3g_ggrrx
(.021) (78.40)  (.008) (15.00)
~.0002 7.94 .00004 .36
(.001) (4.65) (.001) (.96)
.010%*=* 77.50%%*  0Q9*+* 25, 80%**
(.004) (13.93)  (.002) (4.20)
-.007 3.66 L025%%% 114, 12%%x
(.016) (60.30)  (.005) (10.33)
.012 188,43%**  (ogwax 126, 7o%wx
{,013) (46.23)  (.004) (7.72)
.007 146,61%%%  2jwwx 129, 00%*x
(.012) (44.04)  (.005) (9.58)




Table 111.1.3 (continued)

CPS (N=2,299) AFDC_Survey (N=14,367)
whether Amount whether  Amount of

Due in 1978 Due {n 1978 Award Award®
Employment Characteristics
{1n durvey vear)
1 = Employed .038* 24.88 041 *xx 48.24~*
(.023) (83.68) (.013) (24.72)
Earnings ($1,000s)2 .003 22.43%* 002 2.04
(.002) (7.75) (.002) (4.68)
Marital Information
1 = Dive -zed® . 587%wx 976.29%** .. §G2%*x | (]],24***
(.031) (113.99) (.013) (24.00)
1 = Legally separated J473%x 731.57*%x  410*** 891.60*=
: (.040) (147.32) (.023) (43.92)
1 = Informally separatedd JA90%  257.70%  j01%ex  213.84%wx
(.033) (120.18) (.011) (22.32)
1 = Never married -- .- -- -
Years married .00l 14.28** -- --
(.002) (6.05) -- --
Years since garital -, 007** -26.48%** . (03** -19,2%**
dissolution® - (.003) (10.57) . (.001) (4.00)
1 = Married more than once -.048* -79.97 <032%** -61,56%**
- Constant term -.009 -882.16%** . 035 =291 ,48%**
(.059) (217.99)




Table II1.1.3 (concluded)

CPS (N=2,299) AFDC Survey (N=14,367)
"Whether Amount Whether ATOURtT 0
Due in 1578 Due in 1978 Awurd hward®
Summary Statistics
R2 .368 210 .276 .257
Standard error of estimate .398 1,471 .392 74.8
Hean of dependent variable .459 934.03 .303 443.76

Note: Standard errors are in parentheses.

3For the AFDC survey results, earnings reported in the survey month are
converted to annual terms.

bFor the AFDC survey results, dummy variables for missing cases are
included in the regression, but a0t reported.

CFor the CPS survey results, a separate dummy variable for widow,
previously divorced is included in the regression, but not reported.

dFor the AFDC survey results, a separate dummy variable for absent for
other reason is included in the regression, but not reported.

€Data reported for the survey month are converted to annual tems.
*Significant at the 10% level.

**Significant at the 5% level.
***Significant at the 1% level.
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have a more effective judicial process in awarding child support.* In later
sections of this study, we examine more closely the role of the judicial
system and the individual child support enforcement programs in affecting
child support recipiency.

Second, both surveys reveal that blacks are less 1ikely to have a child
support award than other ethnic groups (primarily whitec). The race affect
is more than three times greater in the CPS sample. It i3 not clear w;y
blacks have a lower award rate than whites. It may be reflecting a lower
incentive on the part of the mother to seek an award or it may be reflecting

characteristics of the absent father (such as low earnings capacity) that

prevent our award from being made. Lack of a child support award for blacks
is partly responsible for their higher welfare recipiency rates. However,
subsequent analysis will show that other factors appear to be more important.

More educated mothers hzve a higher probability of having a child
support award. ' This effect is virtually {dentical i~ both surveys and
probiaoly arises for two reasons. First, higher education of the mother may

ve reflecting greater ability and incentive on her part to seek a child.

support award. An educated sin_"e mother is probably more likely to
understand the legal requirements for obtaining child support, nore likely
to seek Tegal advice and aid through an attorney, and more likely to
successfully establish a support obligation through legal procedures.
Second, several human capital studies have found that education of the
mother and father ave positively correlated. Hence, higher education of the
mother may be reflecting a greater ability of the father to pay child
support because higher education usually implies ~igher earnings.

The effects of family structure on having an award differ in the two
survey simples. We would expect both the ages and muber of children to

*

For a discussion of the Michigan system, see David L. Chambers, Makm?

Fathers Pay: The Enforcement of Child Support, Chicago* University
33, 1979,
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have a positive influence on the probability of having an award because
child rearing costs increase with both age and size of family. Hence, the
mother's incentive to seek an award should increase with these family
structure characteristics. Our results reveal that only the number of
children in AFOC families is positively correlated with the existence of an
eward and that this effect appears to be independent of the age of the
children. Each additional child is estimated to increase the probability of
having an award by between 2 and 3 percentage points, depending on the ages
of the children. This represents between a 7% and 10% effect.

Both surveys reveal that working mothers have a greater chance of
having a child support award than nonworking mother-. However, the level of
- earnings does not affect the 1ikelihood of having an award. The employment
effect is virtually identical in the two surveys and probably arises for the
same reasons as the education effect, namely that working mothers are more
likely to seek and ohtain an award and may be more likely to have an
ex-spouse who is employed and capable of providing child support.*

Marital status exerts a strong impact on the probability of having an
award. The effects are remarkably similar in the two samples. Divorced
mothers 2re most likely to have an award, followed by iegally separated
mothers, informally separated mothers, and unwed mothers. Holding other
characteristics constant, the CPS results imply that the probability of
having an award is .70 for divorced mothers, .59 for legally separated
mothers, .31 for informally separated mothers, and .12 for unwed mothers.
The corresponding probabiiities for the AFDC sample are .72, .54, .23, and
.13, respectively. Clearly, awards are rare in cases where the mother was
never married. They are somewhat more likely (yet still infrequent) when

*

In the CPS sample, because the award was probably made prior to 1978, the
mother ndy not have been working at the time of the award. However, our
results provide no firm eviderce for the possibility of reverse causation;
namely that mothers without an award are more 1ikely to become employed at

3 later date.. However, such a result is not precluded by the results
presented.
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the mother was married but the dissolution is not legal. They are fairly
frequent when the dissolution has legal status but is not final. Finally,
they are quite frequent when the dissolution is both legal and final. Taken
together, these results indicate that marital status is the most important
variable determining whether a single mother has a child support award.

Other information about the marital situation also plays a significant
role in determining the probability of having an award. For example, the
results from both surveys indicate that the likelihood of having an award
decreases with the length of time since the marital dissolution. Thig
effect is much stronger in the CPS sample. It is not entirely clear why
such an effect is observed. On the one hang, it would appear that thé
greater the length of time since the dissoiution, the greater the likelihood
the mother will seek an award because her needs will be more clearly defined
and she will be better prepared to make the necessury legal arrangements for
obtaining support. On the other hand, child support ubligations are usually
established at the time of the dissolution and the mother may be less likely
to seek an award as time passes because she perceives the father as less
willing and able to pay. The father may be less willing and able to pay
because he may have acquirad new financial obligations (for example througn
remarriage) or he may simply be more difficult to locate. Furthermore, the
mother may view the probability of actually winning an award as.declining
over time. In any event, the costs of seeking support may exceed the
benefits from the mother's perspective. Our results suggest that this
latter explanation is the dominant factor in determining whether a child
support award is made over time.

The one inconsistency in the results from the CPS and AFDC surveys
occurs with regard to the effect of the number of times married on the
probability of having an award.* The CPS samnle indicates that mothers
married more than one time have a lower probability of having an award while

Reca]] that in the AFDC survey sample, t4is var1ab1e measures the number
of absent fathers per family.
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the AFDC sample indicates they have a higher probability. Both results- ape
sensible given the way the variable was constructed in each data set. In
the CPS sample, having a child support award refers only to the most recent
marriage.* Even though there are children from the most recent marriage,
the probability of having an award-may be lower if the mother is already
receiving child support from an earlier marriage. It .may be lower because
the mother may be less likely to seek an award or because she may be less
1ikely to obtain an award.** In the AFDC sample, having a child supbbrt
award refers to any previous marriage. Hence, mothers married twice are
more likely to have a child support award on purely probabilistic grounas
because they may have children from both marriages,***

In addition to determining the effects of the various characteristics
on whether an award has been made, we also examinea their effects on the
amount of the award.+ These results display the same general pattern as tne
earlier results with a few important exceptions. First, in the CPS sample,
the probability of having an award is significantly higher 1in the
Northcentral region than in the South but the amount of the award is not
significantly higher. As we shall see, this result arises because the awarg
amount for those having an award is lower in the Northcentral region wnen
compared to the South. Furthermore, in the AFDC sample, the probability of

*
The questionnaire was structured so as to only elicit information about
the most recent marriage.

*%
We are unable to determine whether there are children from the earlier

marrisge(s) in the CPS sample.

L 2 &
It 1is possible to determine whether there are children from both
marriages us well as whether there i an award from both marriages in the
AFDC sample, however we did not make use of this information in our
empirical anaiysis.

+These‘_results are based on regressions run over the entire samples of
single mothers in each survey sample . Hence, they combine the effects
of the variables on the prooability of having an award with their effects
on the amount of the award conditional on Faving an award. Later in this
section, we report results from regressions run gver the restrictea
sample of mothers having an award (see Table 111.1.5).
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having an award is approximately the same in the South and the west but the
amount of the award is greater in the West. This may be reflecting the
higher cost of living in the West as well as higher award amounts. Second,
the effects of family structure in the CPS sample on the award amount are
significant while the effects on whether there is an award are not. Again,
this result arises because of a strong effect of these variables on the
conditional award amount. Third, employed mothers in the CPS sample have a
significantly higher probability of having an award, but do ‘not have
significantly higher award amounts when compared to nonemployed mothers.
This latter finding may be reflecting two countervailing effects; namely
that employed mothers are more 1likely to have been married to empioyed
absent fathers and therefore have higher award amounts ang fhat employed
mothers are less in need of child support than nonemployea mothers ana
therefore are likely to have lower 2ward amounts.

Fourth, for moti.2rs that are employed, the dward amount increases with
the mother. earnings in the CPS sample, but the probability of having an
award does not. This result may be reflecting the absent father's ability
to pay.* Fifth, in the CPS sample the number of years married does not
significantly influence tine probability of having an award but does
significantly influence the amount of the award. This result may reflect a
greater propensity on the part of judges to award higher amounts of child
support to women-who were married longer.

I11.1.1.3 Receipt of Child Support

We next examine the effects of socioeconomic characteristics on whether
child support 1is actually received. All three data sets enable us to
estimate equations determining whether child support is received as well as
the amount received.

*
Since child support awards are generally based on the difference between
the earnings of the mother and father, - this result implies that the
father's earnings increase at a faster rate than the mother's earnings.
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We first consider whether child support is received.*  Before
discusging the results, however, we give a brief description of how this
variable is measured. In the CPS sample, two different measures of receipt
of child support can be constructed using information given in the survey.
One measure is based on information in the child support supplement of the
questionnaire. We call this the supplement-based definition. The other
measure is based on information in the main body of the questionnaire, where
family income is reported by source. We call this the income-based
definition. In the EQPP sample, child support recipiency is measured in a
manner similar to the income-based definition in the CPS sample, being
derived from information on family income by source. In the AFDC sampie,
tha definition of child support recipiency is based on information providea
by the caseworker,**

Because of the thdroughness of the questions in the CPS supplement, the
supplement-based definition of child support recipiency is much more likely
to be an accurate indicztor of the true receipt of child support than any of
the income-based measures. This is especially true for AFUC mothers because
they are less likely to report in the income section child support payments
which were paid directly to public agencies on their behalf. Results
presented later in this section provide strong evidence supporting this
notion. Mothers who state that child support payments are supposed to be
received through the courts or through a public agency are much less likely

®

So that we may compare the results across the 3 data sets, we estimate
these models over the entire sample of single mothers. Later in this
section (Table II1.1.5), we report the results for models estimated on the
subsample of mothers having a child support award. Since award ogata are
not available in the EOPP survey, we can only estimate the conditional
recipiency models on the CPS and AFDC samples.

2
In the CPS and EOQPP semples, the income-based definition of child support

recipiency includes both alimony and chila suppori. Since there are very
few mothers with only aliminy, this is not a serious deficiency. Mothers
receiving only alimony (2% of the CPS sample) are excluded from the
supplement-based definition. However, including them has virtually no
effect on the empirical results. Alimony information is not available in
the AFDC survey.
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than other mothers to report receiving child support using the income-based
definition but no less likely to report receiving child support using the
supplement-based definition. This implies that the income-based definition
is not an accurate indicator of receipt of chi'd support for such families
but that the supplement-based definition is. Overall, 35% of the mothers in
the CPS sample report receipt of child support using the supplement-based
definitign while only 27% report it using the income-based definition.
Clearly, the income-based definition misses many cases where child support
is being paid. In the EOPP sample, where an income-based definition is also
used, 23% réport receiving child support. This is vary close to the
percentage for the income-based definition in the CPS sample. Hence, the
results using the income-based measure are likely to be less accurate than
the results using the other measures.

With these qualifications in mind, we now turn to the empirical
results. - The results are presented in Table IiI.1.4. In comparing the
coefficients, it is important to keep in mind that the composition of the
samples are different, particularly in the case of the AFDC sample. Thus,
for example, the finding that blacks have a much lower probability of
receiving child support than other racial groups in the CPS and EQPP samples
but not in the AFDC sample is not surprising, since all racial groups
receiving AFDC have similar socioeconcmic characteristics while blacks and
whites have substantially different socioeconomic characteristics in tne
general population.

The results vary across samples in the effect of location on receipt of
child support. This is primarily duc to the differences in the compusition
of the samples but also *~ differences in the way the outcome variable is
‘measured. For the supplement-tased definition in the CPS sample, the
results indicate no geographic differences in the probability of receiving
child support. This is perhaps the most credible result because the CPS
sample is random and because the suppiement-based definition has been judged
to be superior to the income-based definition. For the income-based
definition, both the CPS and EOPP samples indicate lower receipt of chila
support in the West and Northeast (although the Northeast effect is not
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Table I11.1.4
EFFECTS OF SOCIOECONOMIC CHARACTERISTICS ON RECEIPT OF CHILD SUPPORT

CpPS EOPP Survey AFUC Survey
(N=2,299) (N=3,749)  (N=15,116)

Supplement Income
Definition Definition

Demographic Characteristics

1 = Head of family .093%*% J]134%xx - -.003
(.029) (.027) .- (.007)

1 = Northeast .008 -.028 =.090*** .005
(.025) (.023) (.017) (.008)

1 = Northcuntral 011 -.027 -.024 016%**
(.024) (.022) ~(.020) (.007)

1 = West . 010 -.053** -.090**x* =, 0z4***
(.025) (.023) (.018) (.008)

1 = South .- -

1 = Black . ©.099%*%  _ 1]0%xx = 157%x= 010
. (.022) (.020) (.014) (.006)
Age? .002* .0002 .002%* .002%**
(.001) (.001) (.001) (.0004)
Education? L016%*x L016%*= L022%*x L010%**
" (.004) (.008) (.003) (.002)
Number of children under 6 «,035%x «,034*x ' -,018* .0003
(+017) (.016) (.010) (.004)
Number of children between -.0003 ~ .0005 .002 .004
6 and 12 (.013) (.012) (.007) (.003)
Number of children between -.008 -.008 -.009 .003

12 and 18 (.012) (.022) (.008) (.004)




Table II11.1.4 (continued)

CPS EOPP Survey AFDC Survey
(N=2,299) _(N2+3,749)  (N=15,116)
Suppliement Income
Definitica Definition
Employment Characteristics
iIiiI!ﬁil!ﬂlI!!ﬂI
1 = Employed .022 049** 074%** «029**x
(.023) (.022) (.016) (.002)
Earnings ($1,000s)° 1,002 .00g**+ .003**  -.002
(.002) (.002) (.001) (.002)
Marital Information
1 = Divorced® A21 %% 27 Tx%x J197%xx 215%wx
{.032) (.030) (.019) (.010)
1 = Legally separated «325%*® J148%xx .082**x .188*%*
(.041) (.038) (.019)_ (.018)
1 = Informally separatea J40%x* 073%%x .- J047%%x
(.033) (.031) .- (.009)
1 = Never marriedd .- .- -- --
Years married 004** J005%%* .- .-
(.002) (.002) .- -
Yezrs since marital =.0]8*** =.016%** . . QQzr** ~,003**
dissolution (.003) (.003) (.0004) (.001)
1 = Married mcre than once « 101 %wx -.026 -.036** J022%**
(.030) (.028) (.018) (.009%)
Constant term . 146** -.103* -.040 -, 105%**
(.060) (.057) (.050) (.024)
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Table III.1.4 (concluded)

cpS EOPP Survey AFDC Survey
(N=2,299) (N=3,749) (N=15.116)

Supplement Income
Definition Definition

Summary 3:atistics

R2 .273 .257 .158 .076
Standard error of estimate .341 .383 .385 .316

Mean of dependent variable .3245 .268 227 .123

Note: Standard errors are in parentheses.

aFor the AFDC survey results, dummy variables for cases with missing
data are included in the regression, but not reported.

bFor ¢he AFDC .survey results, earnings reported in the survey montnh are
converted to annual terms.

CFor the CPS survey results, a separate dummy variable for wigow,
previously divorced is included in the regression, but not reported.

dFor the AFDC survey results, a separate dummy variable for absent for
other reason is included in the regression, but not reported.

*Significant at the 10% level.
**3ignificant at the 5% level.
*exSignificant at the 1% lewal.
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statistically significant in the CPS sample). The AFDC sample results also
indicate lower receipt of child support in the. west but the effect is
smaller than in the other two samples. Une possib. 2xplanation for these
findings is that grealer amounts of chila support payments are being made
through public agencies in the West and Northeast as compared to the South.

As mentioned above, except for the AFDC sample, the results indicate
that blacks have a significantly lower probability of receiving child
support than the other racial groups (mainly whites). Earlier we found that
blacks have a 1pwer pobability of having an award. As we shall see later,
blacks a1so have & iower probability of receiving child support, given they
have an award. Hence, blacks receive child support at a lower rate than
whites and other racial groups because they are less likely to have an award
and because they are less likely to receive child support payments when they
do have an award.

The results are remarkably consistent across data sets in indicating
that receipt of child support increases with the age of the mother. Since
age does not affect the [ike]ihood of having an award, this finding arises
because receipt increases quite significantly with age among those mothers
having an award. '

The results ‘are also remarkably consistent with respect to the effects
of education on receipt of child support. Unlike the age effect, however,
higher education increases the iikelihood of both having a child support
award and receiving cnild support conditional on having an award.

Both the CPS and £OPP samples indicate that receipt of child support is
less likely in families with young children (under the age of 6). Such an
effect iz nct present in the AFDC sample. Since the costs of rearing
younger children are generally less than the costs of rearing older
children, this effect may be measuring both a lower willingness on the part
of the father %o pay support and a lower propensity on the part of the
mother to seek .support. Our earlier results for the CPS sample indicate
that families with younger children are just as 1ikaly to have an award as
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families with older children. Hence, this result is probably reflecting a
lower incentive on the part of the father to meet an dlready establishea
support obligation. However the mother may be also less likely to pursue
the father for payment under such circumstances.*

A1l three surveys indicate that receipt of child support is greater in
families where the mother is employed, although the effect using the
supplement-based definition is not statistically significant. Furthermore,
there is some evidence that receipt inzreases with the mother's earnings.
As indicated earlier, both the observed education and employment effects are
probably due to the same factors, namely 2 greater ability on the part of
the mother to seek support and a greater ability of the father to pay
support (assuming earnings and education of the mother and father are
positively correlated).

Receipt of child support varies greatly with the ‘marital status of the
mother. Divorced mothers are most likely to receive chila support and
mothers who have never been married are Jeast likely to receive child
support.  These marital status effects are due almost entirely to
differences in the probability of having an award. In fact, as we shall
see, once having obtained an award, mothers who have never been married are
more likely to receive child support than other single mothers. However,
only 6% of never married mothers in the CPS sample and 14% in the AFDC
sample actually have an award.

The probability of receiving child support increaces with the number of
years the mother was married. This effect is probably reflecting a greater
sense of obligation on the part of the father to pay support because of
closer emotional ties with his children. However, a 1longer marriage may
also give the mother a greater incentive to seek an award. Earlier, we were
unable to detect a significant impact of years married on the probability of
having an award. Such an effect is also absent for the probability of

uAnother possible explanation {s that younger children may have
correspondingly younger fathers who have a .lower ability to pay child
suppart,
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receiving support, conditional on having an award, as subsequent analysis
will show. Hence, the latter explanation (greater-incentive on the part of
tﬁe mother to seek an award) is probably not playing as important a role as
the former explanation (closer emotional ties between the father and his
children).

Receipt of child support decreases over time as indicated by the effect
of years since the marital dissolution. This finding reflects both a
decreased probability of having an award and a decreased probability of
meeting an established support obligation. A lessening of the emotional
ties between the father and his children over time may be responsible for
generating this result. An implication of of such a finding is that
attempts to maintain the bond between the father and his children could
increase the probability that child support obligations would be met. The
bond can be maintained by liberalizing custody and visitation arrangements
or possibly by arranging counseling activities aimed at solidifying family
ties. While current trends indicate a 1liberalization of custody and
visitation arrangements, the fact remazins that many fathers are likely to
lose their emotional ties with their children. Hence, our results suggest
that efforts to maintain these ties may increase the children's well-being
(both emotionally and financially). Of course, fathers would also penefit
from such efforts:-

Finally, the results are mixed regarding the effects of number of times
married on the 1ikelihood of receiving child supnort. As indicated earlier,
differences in the effect of this variable may pe reflecting aifferences in
the definitions used for receipt of child support. In the CPS sample,
receipt of child support refers oaly to the most recent marriage while in
the AFDC sample it refers to any previous marriage.  However, the
income-based definition of child support used in both the CPS and EOPP
surveys also refers %o any previous marriage. Hence, the {nconsistency in
the results may be due to differances in sample composition as well as
differences in the definition of child support recipiency.
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111.1.1.4 Amwount of Child Support Received

Table Iil.1.5 presents the results for amount of chilg support
received. In general, these results reflect the same patterns as the
previous results for the probability of receiving child support. One
notable exception is that family structure affects the amount of child
support received somewhat differently than it affects whether child support
is received. For example, as the number of children increases, the amount
of child support received generaliy increases while the 1ikelihood of
receiving child- support remains constant. This result probably reflects our
earlier finding that the award amount "increases with the number of chilaren
while the probability of having an award is independent of the number of
children. The additional amount received per child is greatest for children
between 6 and 12 years of age which is consistent with the pattern observed
for award amount. Also consistent is the finding that there is no relation
between fhe number of children under 6 years of age and-the amount receivea.

I11.1.1.5 Results for Mothers with a Child Support Award

The previous results combine the effects of the socioeconomic
Characteristics on the probability of having an award with their effects on
the particular outcome measure for those with an award. In this section, we
present the somewhat more meaningful results for the restricted sample of
single mothers who have a child support award.

As the sample means in Table III.1.1 indicate, the characteristics of
this restricted sample compared to those of all single mothers are quite
different. The most striking difference pertains to tha marital composition
of the samples.* Whereas one-half the CPS mothers are divorced and almost
one-third have never been married, over three-quarters of the mothers due

*
Information on whether the mother has a child support award is not
available in the EOPP survey so this sample is excludeg from tne analysis.
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Table III.1.5

EFFECTS OF SOCIOECONOMIC CHARACTERISTICS ON AMOUNT
OF CHILD SUPPORT RECEIVED

CPS EOFP Survey AFRC Survey
(Nx2,299) _(N=3,749) _(K=15,116)®
Demographic Characteristics
1 = Head of family 58.72 -- 3.77
(97.05) - (]].]2)
1 = Northeast 70.20 -92.69 39.72%*=
(82.05) (73.94) (11.89)
] ‘_NOl"thCentra] '36039 '980 4] 500 52***
(78.48) (93.14) (11.18)
1 = West -50.64 -155.86* 16.44
(82.50) (82.35) (13.52)
1 = South -- -- --
1 = Black =369.59%** =611,27%*x -17.64*
(72.31) (67.91) (9.76)
Age? 11,26%%= 27 . 52%%x 1.74%%x
(4.29) (4.53) (.64)
Education? 71.93%** 127.72%%% 16.84%=%
(12.84) (12.72) (2.72)
Number of children under 6 -32.70 -16.71 27.32%**
(55.61) (47.63) (6.73)
Number of children between 119.0; ex+ 69.23%* 29.40***
6 and 12 (42.64) (32.88) (5.00)
Number of children between 89,.84** -45,23 32.16%**
12 and 18 (40.62) (36.33) (6.18)
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Table I11.1.5 (continued)

63

cPsS EOPP Survey AFOC Survey,
(N=2,299) _(N=3,749) _(N=15,115)
Employment Characteristics '
. Iii!ﬂii!!ll!!ﬂl
1 = Employed -16.44 7.25 36.91**
(77.16) (74.96) (15.96)
Earnings ($1,000s)P 8.32%+ 5.16 -8, 27%%x
(7.15) (6.67) (3.00)
Marital Information
1 = Divorceq® 547.22%*« 43].96%*4 317.04%>*
(105.13) (88.41)" (15.60)
1.= Legally separated (377,15%x= ~137.16 280.20%**
(135.87) (90.99) 128.08)
1 = Informally separated 106.39 -- 86.927*x
(110.84) -- (14.44)
1 = Never marriedd - -- -
Years married 17.80%** -- .-
(5.58) -- --
Years since marital =33.89%** «4,74%* =7 .,93*xx
dissolution (9.75) (1.95) (1.85)
1 = Married more than once -268.27%*x =365.26%** 1.08
(99.22) (84.87) (7.81)
Constant term =921 .5]wex =1,647.74%*= «220,92%**
(201.05) (235.97) (37.32)
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Table III.1.5 (concluded)

CPS EQOPP Survey AFDC Survey
(N=2,299) (N=3,749) (N=15.116)®
Summary Statistics .
R .164 .088 .073
Standard error of estimate 1,356.29 1,810.62 497,28
Mean of dependent variable 651.61 §61.77 147.84

Note: Standard errors are in parentheses.

3For the AFOC survey results, dummy variables for cases with missing
data are included in the regression, but not reported.

bFor the AFDC survey results, earnings reported in the survey montn are
converted to annui: temms.

CFor the CPS survey results, a separate dummy variable for widow,
previously divorced is included in the regressior, but not reported.

dFor the AFDC survey results, a separate dummy variable for absent for
other reason is included in the regression, but not reported.

€Data reported for the survey month are converted to annual terms.
*Significant at the 10% level.

*#*Significant at the 5% level.
***Significant at the 1% level.
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child support are divorsed and less than 5% have never been married. This
illustrates the major problem facing the Child Support Enforcement Program,
namely that very few unwed mothers have sny form of legal child support
arrangement. Only 6% of all unwed mothers have a child support award, while
75% of all divorced mothers have an award. The figures are similar but not
quite as striking for the AFOC sample. About one-quarter of AFDC mothers
are divorced while over one-half are unwed mothers. Child support awards
exist for about 14% of the unwed AFDC mothers and 61% of the divorced AFDC
mothers. The figures for the AFUC sample suggest that the IV-D program has
been somewhat successful in obtaining child support for unwed mothers.
Additionally, they suggest that one of the reasons why divorced mothers may
apply for welfare benefits is because they do not have a child support
award.*

There are other significant differences in the composition of the
samples.” Mothers with a child supgort award tend to be older, more
educated, and more likely to be employed than mothers without an awarg.
They are also less likely to live in the South.

We examine three outcome variables for the sample of mothers due child
support. These are the amount due, the probability of receiving support,
and the amount of support received.** The results for both the CPS ana AFLC
samples are presented in Table III.1.6.%**

Later ir this study, we present a more detailed analysis of the effects
of the IV-D program on various child support outcomes.

These can be used to draw inferences about another intaresting outcome
measure--the fraction of support due that is received.

b ¢+ 2 4
For the AFDC sampie, only cases with valid award amount information are
analyzed. Hence, although 4,594 cases have an award, only 4,067 have
information on the amount of the award.
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Demographic Characteristics

1 » Head of family
1 * Northeast

1 = Northcentral

1 @ best

1 = South

1 Shack

Age? )
Education®

Nusber of children under 6

Nusber of children between
6 and 12

Number of children between
12 and 18

Table 313.0.6

CHILD SUPPORT DUE AND RECEIYED
(Sample of thase due child support)

£PS (N-1,056)

AFDC Survey fN<4,067)

Nhether
Recelved
-Amount (Supplesent Amount Asoiunt Whether Amount
Due Definition} Recelved  Awarded Received _Received
-304.42 1308e% g9 82 30.72 .009 35.93
(704.69) (.46}  (202.97} (40.08) (.028)  (3s.88)
143.0 -.001 1.8 32459000 <067%08 _ 194 74000
{170.}9) (.038) {168.76) (43.40) (.023) (38.81)
-164.62 -.042 -197.50 252.31000 066208 )59 £goee
(157.56) (.C35)  (156.24) (41.28) {.c22)  (36.90)
2313.44 -.022 -173.20 309.4400¢ .027 17244000
(161.75) (.036) (i60.41) (42.88) £.025) (42.78)
-402.869¢ -. 108000  _cgg (gees .13 .007 1.7
(174.05) (.639) {172.59) (39.6) (.021)  (35.45)
23.34000 007408 32 2jese 2.2% 006008 g green
{9.03) (.002) (8.95) (2.44) (.001) (2.17)
13477500 019%¢4 )29 GJecs 43 0gess Q1740 37, 7940
(27.01) (.005) (27.18) (10.31) (.00s) {9.22)
9M.12 -.060%% .25 255.17000 ~.026%%  39.9g¢
{113.59) (.026) (132.63) {23.24) (.013) (21.24)
335,730 -.019 218.94%0% 244 4geee -.023%¢ 33 3ges
85.14) (.N9) (84.42) (15.95) (.008) (14.29}
277.480 00 -.028 157.90%%  253.468%¢ -.025%¢ 47,45
(17.94) {.018) (71.29) (19.56) (.010) (17.47)
Lo
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Table 111.10.6 (continued)

CPS (M=1,056) : AFDC Survey (X=4,067)
Whether
Recelved
Amount  (Supplemant Amount Asmount Whether Amount
Due Definition)  Recefved Awarded Received  Recelved
leyment Characteristics )
n Survey Year
1 = fmployed n.n -0l ~81.97 -62.28 .058es 66.29
(173.76) (.039) (172.30) (50..28) (.027) (44.98)
Earnings (§1,0005)% 20.28 .001 18.80 -72.42 J1I6ee 292 J9ees
(12.56) (.002) (12.45) (108.94) {.058) (97.40)
Marital Information
1 = Divorced® 522.76* -.116 -51.82 660.12¢0¢ . 038 1731608+
’ (315.24) (.om) {312.60) (54.00) (.029) (48.30})
1 = Legally separated 491.49 -.119 ~50.62 879.55¢0a 019 245,980
(350.36) (.079) (347.42) (83.28) (.044) (76.47)
¥ = Informally separated si7.14 -.124 ~.A44 491.40¢ce . 036 140.35480
(347.33) (.078) (344.91) (59.04) (.031} (s2.7%)
1 = Never marriedd - - - - -~ -
Vears married ' 9.00 .002 13.8¢ -- -~ -
(10.34) (.002) (10.26): - - --
Years since marital ~31.82¢ ~.0274¢e -55.3640¢ .29 95ete . 903 =13.3000e
dissolut fo0,;® {18.73) {.004) (18.58) (s.s7) (.003) (4.98)
1 - Marrfed nore than once 79.52 = J104ee ~216.04¢ -224.8400e .028¢ 4.23
(175.66) (.040) (174.18) (28.15) (.015) (25.17)
Constant term <992.86¢¢ .482¢4¢ .7 301,52 25.54 ~.00} ~482.04000
(502.82) (.113) (498.30)  (345.66) (.077)  (130.24)
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Todle 101.1.6 (concluded)

€S _{N=1,056) NODC Survey (K=4,067)
. Whether
Recelved
Amount  (Supplement Amount Amount Whether Amount

Due_. Definftion) _ Recofved  Awsrded  Recelved  Received

Swmary Statistics

a? 108 - .106 R KL .020 034
Standard error of esticate 1,830 412 1,815 305.23 A7 809
Mesn 0f dependant varisble 2,00 752 1,419 1,403 .369 L1

Note: Standard errers ars fa parentheses.

Sfor fhe AFDC urva' results, dummy varfables for cases with afssing
data sre included In the regression, but mot roported.

pe-111

bror the AFDC surve results, earnings reported ' the survey month are
converied to sanval terms,

For the CPS survey results, » separste dummy varfeble for widow,
pravicusly divorced 13 included 1n the vegression, but not reported.

dfor the AFOC swivcv results, s separate verisble for absent for
other resson s’ included In the regression, bul not reported.

®Dats reported for the survey month sve converted to anaus! 'tcr-s.

*Stgnificent ot the 102 Teval.
*a5ignificant ot the 5% level.
*e*Significent st the IX Jevel.
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There are several important differences in these results and the ones
reported earlier for the full sample of single mothers. The most important
difference concerns the effects of marital status. Both the CPS and AFDC
samples reveal that once support is established, unwea mothers have a higher
probalilily of receiving support than the other marital groups, 2lthough the
differences are not statistically significant. This further illustrites the
importance of establishing support obligations for this group.

There are also several important differences hatween the two samples.
The CPS sample indicates no significant regional variation in any of the
three outcime measures, whereas the AFDC sample indicates sizeable
differences.* For example, the AFDC sample indicates signific.ntly lower
average award amounts in the South, significantly higher recipiency rates in
the Northcentral ana Northeast, and significantly lower support payments in
the South.

The CPS sample also indicates that blacks have lower award amounts,
lower recipiency rates, and lower payment amounts tﬁan do other racial
groups (mainly whites), while the AFDC sample indicates no such
differences. This, of course, reflects differences in sample composition.
A1l AFDC families tend to have similar socioeccnomic characteristics while
blacks in the general population differ significantly from whites.

The AFDC sample also indicates that werking mothers are more likely to
receive child support than nonworking mothers, while the CPS sample
indicates no such relationship. As we shall see, paft of this result arises
because IV-D agenciec tend %o target their enforcement efforts on working
mothe~s.

*
Part of the rezson for the lack of significant regional differences in the
CPS sample is the large standard errors of the estimated coefficient-
relative to the standard errors for the AFDC sample. Thi- of course
arises because the AFDC sample is about 4 times larger than the CPS
sample. However, differences 1in sample composition are primarily

responsible for the estimated differences in the coefficients.
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Finally, both awara amounts and payment amounts amounts are positively
related to the number of children over the age of 6 but are not
systematically related to the rumber of children under the age of 6.
Furthermore, the probability of receiving child support is negatively
related to the number of children under the age of 6. All of these results
are consistent with the notion that younger (pre-.chool age) children are
less costly to rear than older children. Hence, efforts on the part of the
mother to obtain support and the 1ikelihood of the father paying may be
expected to be lower in families where the children are young.

I1I1.1.1.6 Regqularity of Rece.pt of Child Support

Jne important issue we are able to address in this study concerns the
regularity of receipt of child support. We have two independent measures of
whether child support is received on a -egular basis by single mothers. The
first measure is based on the response to a question in the CPS survey wnere
the mother is asked whether in 1978 she received chila support regularly,
cccasionally, seldomly, or never. We create a dummy variable that takes on
the value of one if the mother said she did not receive child support
regularly, and zero otherwise.

The other measure of regularity of receipt is based on monthly gata in
the EOPP survey cn child support amounts received over a period of about
1 3/4 years. The period begins January 1, 1979 and ends at the gate of tne
survey. Using these monthly amounts, we construct spells indicating
continuous periods of receiving child support. -Information about these
spells is presented in Table Ill.1.7.* '

*

It is impcrtant to note that the EOPP monthly data are based on
retrospective responses. Hence there may be an upward bias in our measure
of regularity if mothers choose not to reveal short intervals in which
child cupport is not received.
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Table 111.1.7
DISTRIBUTION OF CHILD SUPPORT SPELLS AMONG

T RECIPIENTS OF CHILD SUPPORT
i (EOPP Survey)

Fraction of Sample

1979
1979 1979-1980 AFuC
Sample Sample Sample

N = 875 N=1,042 N =157

Number of Spelils

] .91 .92 .94
2 .06 .05 .05
3 or more .03 - .03 .01

Requiarity of Payments?

Received regularly ' .79(.76) .80 .75(.76)
Received irregularly .21(.24) .20 .25(.24)

Fraction of Period Receivina Child Support

Between 0 and .25 AR .10 6
Between .25 and .50 .08 .09 .13
Between .50 and .75 05 .09 .08
Between .75 and 1 .10 .09 R
) 1 .62 .63 .52

3Numbers in parentheses refer to figures from the CPS.
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More than 90% of the mothers report only one spell over the period.
However, this spell is not necessarily continuous over the entire survey
period. In fact, only about 63% of the mothers reported receiving chila
support continuously over the survey period.

In defining whethar chyid support is received regularly, we use the
methodology depicted in Figure III.1. This figure show: the 5 possible
spell configurations in the data. We define a mother as receiving child
support regularly if she has one spell that &ither spans the entire survey
period (Configuration 5) or began after January 1, 1979 but was still in
progress at the date of the survey (Configuration 4). Mothers with a single
spell that ended prior to the date of the interview (Configuration 2) or
with more than one spell (Configurations 1 and 3) are defined as receiving
child support irregularly.

Based on this procedure, we find that roughly- 20% -of the mothers
received child support on an irregular basis over the 1 3/4 year survey
period. To be strictly comparable to the CPS question, which refers to a
single year, we also constructed a measure of irregularity for 1979 only.
Over this period, 21% received child support irregularly. This _ is
remarkably close to the 24% reporting irregular receipt of child support in
the CPS survey. AFDC mothers are slightly more likely to receive chilc
support irregularly in the EOPP survey but not in the CPS survey.>

Table II1.1.8 reports estimates of the basic regression model in which
the dependent variable is a dummy variable indicating whether the mother

E
These figures offer a rough way of comparing chilc support recipiency
rates in the CPS (which are based on annual data) with recipiency rates in
the AFDC survey (waich are based on monthly cata). 7The fraction of AFODC
mothers in the CPS who receive child support on a regular basis is roughly
equivalent (but slightly larger than) the fraction of mothers who receiveg
child support in the survey month in the AFDC survey sample. Hence,
although the two survey; appear to be inconsistent in certain dimensions
for AFDC families, part of the differencss may be attributable to the time
frame used in collecting the data.
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Figure 111
DEFINING WHETHER CHILD SUPPORT IS RECEIVED IRREGULARLY IN THE EOPP DATA

2 or more spells . 1 (.03)

1 spell ending before 2 (.12)
interview date

2 spells 3 (.05)
1 ¢pell not ending - 4 (.17)
at interview date
1 continuous spell 5 (.63)
Jan. 1, 1979 Date of
.. Interview

Sequences 1, 2, and 3 are defined as irregular.

Sequences 4 and 5 are defined as regular,

, Numbers in parentheses refer to fraction of sample
- in each category.
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received child support irregularly.* There are some notable differences in
the results from the two surveys. First, the EOPP data reveal that mothers
living in the West are more likely to receive child support irregularly than
mothers living elsewhere in the U.S. (particularly the South). No such
regional variation exists in the CPS data. Second, the CPS data ingicate
that blacks are much more likely to receive child support irregularly than
are other racial groups while the EOPP data indicate no significpnt racial
differences.* Third, the EOPP data indicate that older, more educated,
mothers are less likely to receive child support on an irregular basis than
are younger, less educated, mothers (the education effect is not significant
in the 1979 sample). Such effects, which are absent in the CPS cata, are
consistent with our earlier findings regarding the impact of age and
education on receipt of child support and probabiy arise for vhe same
reasons.

Fourth, both surveys indicate that employea mothers are less likely to
receive child support on a regular basis than are nonemployed mothers.
Although not statisticelly siguificant in either survey, this result
provides some evidence suggesting that fathers are less likely to pay chila
support regularly when the mother is working. It is also possible, however,
that the result is due to the mother becoming employed as a result of
irregular child support. We have no way of directly testing for this
potential reverse. causation.

Fifth, the CPS results in Table II11.1.8 reveal that when chila suppurt
is received by mothers who have never been married, it is much nore likely

*
For the EOPP sample, two equations are reported: one covering the year
1979 and the other covering the entire sample period (1979-1980). The
resylts for th~ entire sample period ara reported because there is a
larger sample size and the effects are estimated a bi{ more precisely.

L
Since the EOPP data have a higher concentration of low-income families,
absence of a racial effect in the EOPP results is consistent with the
notion that most high-income white mothers receive chila support on a
regular basis. -
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Table I11.1.8

EFFECTS OF SOCIOECONOMIC CHARACTERISTICS ON WHETHER CHILD SUPPORT
IS RECEIVED IRREGULARLY

Demographic Characteristics

1 = Head of family
1 = Northeast .

Northcentral

—
L}

—
]

West

1 = South

1 = Black

Age

Education

Number of children under 6
Number of children between

6 and 12

Number of children between
12 and 18

(Recipients of Child Support)

CcPS

(N=794) EOPP Survey
1979 1979-1980
Sample (N=875) Sample (N=1,042)

-0099* - bt
(.055) -- .-
-.065 .002 .020
(.044) (.039) (.L35)

.006 016 ~ .020
(.042) (.040) (.036)
"'00]6 0048 006]*
(.042 (.037) (.033)

S136%** -.006 -.004
(.049) (.036) (.033)
-.002 -.005**  -.005%*
(.002) (.002) (.002)




Table 111.1.8 (continued)

cPS
(N=794) EOPP Survey
1979 1979-1980
Sample (N=875) Sample (N=1,042)
Emg]ofggnt Characteri-tics
in Survey Year
1 = Employed .050 .025 .040
(.047) (.037) {.032)
Earnings ($1,000s) .000 .00 .002
(.000) (.003) (.003)
Marital Information
1 = Divorced® 234w 062 ~ .02
(.080) (.061) (.057)
1 = Legally separated J62*
(.09vu)
.044 -.030
(.066) (.060)
1 = Informally separatea L201%*
(.090)
1 = Never married- .- -- .-
Years married =.005* - .-
(0003) - -
Years since marital -.005 .000 - -.0003
dissolution (.005) (.001) (.001)
1 = Married more than once Rt .016 .026
(.049) (.035) (.032)
Constant term W27 3%* « 398wt L433%x*
(.129) (.128) (.115)
11142




Table 111.1.8 (concluded)

cpPS
(N=794) __EOPP Survey
1979 1979+1980
Sample (N=875) Sample (N=1,047)

Summary Statistics

R _ .063 .022 .024
Standard error of estimate 417 402 .396
Mean of dependent variable .236 .205 .197

Note: Standard errors are in parentheses.

3For the CPS results, a separate dummy variable for widow,
previously divorced is included in the regression, but not reported.

*Significant at the 10% level.

**3Significant at the 5% level.
***Significant at the 1% level.
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to be received regularly than among other single mothers. This is further
evidence in support of the notion that estatlishment ~f a child support
obligation 1is critical for this group. The EOPP data indicate that
regularity of recaipt of child support is independent of marital status, buc
errors in measurement of cnild- support recipiency may be responsible for
procducing this anomolcus result.

Sixth, the CPS data indicate that the longer the mother was married,
the more 1ikely she is to receive child support payments regularly.* This
also supports the earlie~ notion that length of the marriage is a proxy for
the degree of the emotional tie between the father and his children. Hence,
this result suggests that policy efforts to maintain this bond may increase
the 1ikelinood that child support obligations are met on a regular basis.

Finally, the CPS (but not the EOPP) data indicate that regular child
support payments are less likely when the mother has been married more than
once. Like the earnings effect discussed above, this may be a reflection of
the father nerceiving less of a need for child support because alternative
sources of income (such as alimony or child support from the previous
marriage) are available to the mother.

I11.1.1.7 Summary of Basic Regression Model Results

To facilitate surmmarizing the large number of results presentedkin this
section, we have prepared a set of predictions for the most important
variables analyzed in each survey. These predictions are presented in
Tables II1.1.9 through III.1.11. The predictions show how the various
outcome measures vary with the selected socioeconomic characteristics of the
mother and her family. Mean values of the outcomes are also presented.

*As 1indicated eariier, information on the number of years married is not
available in the EOPP survey.
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Toble 1§1.1.9

PREDICTIONS FOR THE VARIOUS OUTCOME MEASURES
(Based on CPS results)

Fraction
Fraction Having & Amount of  Fraction Amount  Fraction Due Fraction

Recefving Child Support Miard Receliving a Received s Mt s Iecolvln'
NDC Miard _  Per Honth® Child Support” Per Month Recelves® lrreguhr
Location
* Northeast .39 . A5 $178 A7, $138 81 .19
Northcentral .39 A9 152 k) 107 .70 .26
South .26 A8 166 07 u 5 .25
Yest .40 A7 185 J5 109 .59 24
Age of Mother ' ‘ .
20 A0 .46 142 .85 80 56 .28
0 .36 .46 161 J2 107 .66 .26
40 .32 46 181 .19 133 73 24

Education of Mother

s .40 A2 125 .68 15 .60 .22
1] k1] A6 169 J5 m .70 .24
13 .29 .50 21 .83 162 .76 .25
Race of Moiher '
1 Black Al 40 jar .66 70 .50 .35
: Other .32 49 s n 127 1N .22
Childrin Between § rnd 12 Yaars of Age
0 .3 .45 153 .76 107 .70 .25
] 7 46 18! J 126 70 .25
2 A .48 209 0 144 .62 .26
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tglql,\t Status of Mother

.{'uplopd

Marital Status of Mother

Divorced

Leqally separated

In 'nully separsied ’
fov: - mavried .

Years Karrisd

Overall Mean Prediction

Not=:

SFor those with an avard.

bfor those receiving znfld support.

Fraction

Table 111.1.9 {con Tuded)

Fract lon

Having Ampunt of

Fraction

Amount

Fraction Due Fractioe

Recelving Onild Support hiard . Recelving . Recelved . That is Iocolvlng
AFDC Auard Per Month® child Support® per Month® Recetved®  irregularly®
.28 47 170 75 111 .59 24
51 .43 169 .76 124 .73 19
.30 .70 m IS 118 N1 .26
.32 .59 169 74 118 .70 .19
J33 %] i J4 122 I .23
A3 12 128 .06 122 .95 .03
35 A5 163 Je 109 .67 .28
25 .46 166 J4 3 3 ] .26
.35 A6 170 Js 9 ] 24
.32 A7 m .03 132 J5 .26
a8 .85 167 J m .68 .24
46 .4 I§3 .59 % .89 21
35 48 169 5 s .70 24

Predictions ere made st the means of vartables other than the ane {a quest {on,




Table 1l).1.10

PREDICT (ONS FOR THE YAR/OUS OUTCOME MEASURES
{Based on AFOC survey results)

Fraction
Having a Amount of  Fraction Amount  Fraction Oue
Child Support Avard Recelving Received that s
Aard Per Month Child Support Per Month _ Recelved

Location .
Northeast .32 $127 .39 $4 % [
Northcentra’ . %)) 12} .39 40 .33
South .29 0 .36 2] .21
West .28 125 .33 L ¥4 4
Age of Mother
0 .30 15 .30 k1) 27
30 .30 i «36 k) i
40 .30 19 A2 42 .35
Education of Mother
8 .28 108 ) 28 .26
b4 .32 122 .38 1] .24
|1 .36 7 .45 54 39
Race 1
Black .29 HY 37 k! % 14
Other % ] 111 37 k) J2

Children Setween 6 and 12 Years of Age

0 .28 96 .39 ) N «35
1 X1 W A7 ¥ .12
H 1) 137 .35 40 .29
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Tabie 115.3.10 (concuded) R

fraction
Havieg o Amount of  Fraction Amount  Fraction Due
Child Support  Award Recefving  Recelved that s

Avard Per Aont) Child Support Per Month _ Recelyed

Emploment Status of Kother
Employed I (1K) .4 QR &
E Not employed .30 18 .36 35 |
Mar1tp} Status of Mothey
. Divorced J2 13 .36 4 .3
Legally separated .54 111 4 4 %}
Informally separated .23 111 .36 » .35
Never warried 13 18 .39 7 .35

Yeorg Since Wwita) Dissolution

i .32 12 .38 a .33
5 3 13 k1] % 32 .
10 .29 01 236 3 3 ,
Orera)) Mean Prediction 30 " 3 3 32 S

Note: Predictions are made at the means of virfables other than the one in Question.

or those with an z.ard.
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Table 111.1.17

PREDICTICNS FOR THE YARIOUS OUTCOME MEASURES
(Based on EOPP survey resylts)

|
|
Fraction Fraction Amoynt Fraction |
Receiving Receivizg Received Recaiving a
) . 1. Child Support Per Month Ipre ulariy’

Location
Northeast ' .62 .19 $45 20
Northcentral 43 25 45 20
South 38 .28 83 .18
Nest <51 .19 40 24
Age of the Mother
20 57 «20 16 26
30 ; 51 &2 39 22
40 . 45 24 . 62 17
Education of the Mother
8 oS8T .16 15 23
12 48 25 57 20
16 45 36 100 «16
Race of the Mother .
Black 53 13 16 N
Other 46 29 67 .20
Children Batween 6 axd 12 Years of Age
h——-_—_,_g_
¢ A5 23 42 22
1 ' 0‘9 .23 48 019
. 2 <54 23 53 17
lo t Status of Mother
Employed 42 28 &7 21
Not employed 87 .19 46 W17
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Table II1.1.17 (concluded)

Recaiving  Receiving  Received Raceiving 2
, : ~NX__ child Susport Per Month Irrequliarly

|

|

|

|

Fraction Fraction Amount - Fraction

Marital Status of Mother
-‘_

Divorced 46 31 62 <5
Separatad A6 .19 38 .16
Never murried .58 J1 25 .19
Years Since Marital Dissolution
‘“
1 .45 24 49 .20
1 49 23 47 20
10 49 22 45 .20
Gverall Mean Prediction 49 23 47 20

Note: Predictions are mad2 at the mpeans of variaples other than the ane in question,
IFor those receiving child support,




In general, our results indicate that socioeconomic characteristics of
the mot'ier and her family exert a strong influence on the various AFD ang
child support outcomes. The data consistently show that older, more
educated women are less likely to receive welfare and more likely to receive
child support thu:. younger less educated women. Assuming these variables
are- measuring human cazpital characteristics of the mother, we conclude that
favorable child care arrangements are partly the result of explicit actions
taken by the mother to obtain support. Marital status is also 3 strong
predictor of receipt of welfare and child support. Uivorced mothers are
much more likely to receive child support and much less likely to recejve
velfare than are mothers who have.never been married. In fact, our results
indicate that much of the problem of welfare dependency and lack of child
svpport rests with the never married group. They have almost a 50% chance
of being on welfare and less than 2 10% chance of receiviné chila support.
Divorced mothers on the other hand have only a 30% chance of receiving
welfare and more than a 50% chance of receiving child support. Furthermore,
lack of a child support award seems to bé the major factor responsible for
generating sych differences. Only 12% of never married mothers have a chilg
support award while about 70% of divorced mothers have an award. /mong all
groups having a child support award, about three-quarters actually receive
child support payments.

Another important factor that apprars to be closely related to child
support and w3lfare recipiency rates is time. Our results suggest that the
longer the mother is a single parent, the more likely she is to go on
welfare and the less likely she is to receive child support. We attribute
this pattern of behavior to a lessening of <he emotional bond between the
father and his children. Hence, increased efforts to help maintain this
bond (through perhaps liberalizad custody and .visitation arranyements or
through specialized * .unseling sessicns) could potentially improve the
economic well-being of single parent families.

I11.1.1.8 Additional Analyses

Having presented our findings for the basic regression model, we now
turn to a more extensive analysis of the CPS and AFUC data sets. First, we
repirt on more elaborate model specifications for the CpS gata set. Then we
examine additional variables for ‘the AFDC data %gfl
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Additional CPS Results

The child support supplement tc the CPS econtains information not
avaijable in the other two data sets, most importantly information about the
absent father, All qothers due child support in 1978 who had been
previously married ware asked a series of questions about the absent
father. These questions pertain to the nature and value of the property
settlement (for those divorced), the father's income, and the father's
current family situation. Because the information about the absent fathe-
is based on the mother's perception, it is Tikely to be guite unreliable,
Moreover, in many instances, the mother was unable to provide answers to
these questions. For these reasons, the results reported below should be
treated as suggestive only. Nevertheiess, because they are the only data of
their kind available on a nationwide basis, we feel they are worth close
\xamina;ion.

In addition to information about the absent father, two other pieces of
information are used in our extended analysis. First, the mothers were
asked whether their child support agreements were court ordered or
voluntary. 64% of the mothers due child support in 1978 said they had 2
court-ordered award. Second, the mothers were asked whether their ¢hild
support paymert:s were to be received directly from the father, through a
court or pubiic agency, or by some other method. 46% said their payments
were made through a court or public agency. We include variables measuring
this information in the analysis. ’

Table II1.1.12 shows the effects of these additional variables on four
dutcome measures--the probabilily of receiving AFDC, the probability of
receiving child support, the amount of child support received, and vhether
child support was received irregularly. Each equation contains all the
variables from the basic regression model in addition to the ones reported
in the table. The basic regression model coefficients are virtually
identical to the ones reported ‘sarliar (see Table II11.1.6) and are not
presented again. As a summary of these other coefficients, we present the
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1 = Court ordered
sward

T = Payments to be
received through
court or public

agency

Father's income (up
to 25 thousand)

1 = Father's incone

greater than
325 thousand)

T = Father's income

unknown

1 = Father has

other children

ts support

1 = Don't know if
father has other
chiTdren to support

Predicted value of
Jutcome o mean
of other variables

.m’
(.024)

.mm
(«023)

’.007"‘9"
(.002)

-, !8"
(.052)

-, 090%*

- (.037)

-0060"
(.028)

°.009‘
{.026)

29

Definition

-‘100."
(.032)

’oO“”
(.031),

Q14wwe
(.003)

«355%we
(.0€8)

oJ7]www
(.046)

001‘
(.037)

=055
(.047)

51
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Table IIT.T.1Z

ADOITIONAL CPS REGRESSION RESWLTS
(SampTe of those duc child support in 1978, N=1,056)

AFOC
Receipiency Recaipt of Child Support

emen

)
Definition

’0181'"

(.029)

025
(.027)

005
(.003)

o13]we
(.061)

’0023
(.044)

Whether

e
o

Amount of Child Suppors
Child Support  {s Recsived
Received Irregularty
«303. 34w 024
(125.03) (,027)
.18Tq‘3 0058”’
(120.05) (.026)
i 32.05” '0004,
(12.54) (.002)
1,774 .06%ww « 164wwrr
(268.5¢) (.058)
moz‘ ’0084"
(190.53) (.041)
68,58 027
(188.10) (.031)
17.45 .018
(185.65) (.040)
$1,265 .20




predicted value of the outcome measures evaluated at the means of the basic
model variables.

The results indicate that mothers having a court order are more Tikely
to receive AFDC and less likely to receive child support, although the type
of obligation does not appear to influence whether child support is received
irregularly. This result can be interpreted in at least -two ways. First,
because mothers having a court order are leis likely to receive child
support, they are more likely to go on welfare. Second, IV-D agencies may
be more likely to seek court orders for mothers on welfare. Either of these
interpretations is consistent with the data and it is Tikely that both play
an important role in generating the result.

The finding that court orders are less successful than voluntary
agreements in securing child support can also be interpreted in at Teast two
ways. First, voluntary agreemeats may only be sought in cases where the
mother and father are on amicable terms. Second, valuntary agreements may
be better because the father may be more willing to make payments under such
conditions. If the second interpretation is correct, then a clear policy
implication of the result is that more voluntary agreements should be séught
by IV-D agencies. Such an approach will be cost-effective not only because
it will lead to a higher probability of receiving support but also because
it will involve fewer collection costs since use of the court system can be
avoided.

However, if the first interpretation is correct, then it is not clear
that voluntary agreements will be more cost-effective. They may, in fact,
be less cost-effective if they significantly reduce the probability of
receiving support 'in the most difficult cases. Because voluntary agreements
are more difficult to enforce than court orders, they should only be sought
in cases where the probability of receiving support is expected to be
reasonably high. One possible policy that appears to be a reasonable
compromise would be to attempt to establish voluntary agreements, but to
impose court orders later if payments are missed, In a Jater section of
this study, we report results from the AFDC survey indicating that voluntary
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dgreements are no more successful than court orders in securing child
support for AFDC fanmilies. Hence, the evidence on the relative
effectiveness of thre two types of agreement is uncertain and requires
further study.

When child support payments are to be received through a court or
public agency, the family is more Tikely to be on AFDC. This resylt is
expected because 11 AFDC mothers are required to assign their child support
rights to'the IV-D agency in their state. Such families are no more Tikely
to receive child support ‘according to the supplement definition, However,
they are 1less likely to receive child support according to the income
definition., This is an important finding because it lends credibility to
the accuracy of the supplement-based definition of child support while at
the same time highlighting an important deficiency in the income-based
definition. Nevertheless, such families report a significantly higher
frequency of irregular payments. Hence, it appears families for whom child
support'payments are made to be IV-D agency are aware of such payments but
do not think they are being made on a regular basis,

As the absent father's income rises, the probability of the mother
receiving AFDC benefits declines and the probabiiity of her receiviug child
Support on a regular basis increases. Though based on sketchy data, this
finding is important and suggests that ability to pay is an important
determinant of welfare dependency and the wother's economic status. In the
next section, when we consider more explicitly the relationship between
welfare dependency and receipt of child support, we will have more to say
about the role played by the absent father,

The final result given in Table III.1.2 indicates that if the father
has other children to support, the mother is no Jess Tikely to receive child
support and less Tikely to be on welfare than if the father has no other
children to support. This is a perplexing result because additional
children to support means additiona] financial responsibilities and
presumably a Jower incentive on the part of the favier to pay child
Support. Hence, we would have expected this variaple to be positively
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correlated with the probability of receiving welfare and negatively
correlated with probability of receiving child support.

Additional AFDC Results

The AFDC survey contains two additional pieces of information that may .
affect the various child support outcomes. First, there is information on
the absent father's whereabouts. Second, there is information about the
welfare history and current WIN status of the mother.

Table II1I1.1.13 preseﬁts results that include variables based on this
information. As one would expect, location of the father plays an important
role in determining whether there is an award and whether child support is
received, once an award has been made. These variables do not exhibit a
strong pattern on the amount of the award, but do have an impact on the
amount received.

AFDC mothers are more Tlikely to have an award if the father lives in
the same state. Being in the same county or being elsewhere in the sta:e
does not seem to matter. The same hc”is true for actual receipt of child
support. In both cases the probabilities are more than doubled when the
father resides in the same state. This is an important finding because it
implies that IV-D agency efforts are likely to be successful even if the
father does not reside in the same county as ti. mother. If the father is ,
in a different state, the probability of the mother having an award is much '
Tover but is still greater than if the father lives outside of the U.S. The
probability of receiving support falls more dramatically when the father
resic's in another state. Clearly, IV-D agency efforts are made
considerably more difficult when the father and mother do not reside in the
same state.

The Tlonger the mother has been on welfare, the more 1ikely she is to
have an award, however she is less likely to receive support. This implies
that IV-D efforts to obtain an award are eventually successful, but the
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Location of Father

1 = Same county

1 = Same state

1 = Different state,
in U.S.

1 = Qutside U.S.

1 = Unknown

Welfare Information

Years on AFDC
1 = WIN registrant

1 = Mandatory MIN
registrant

Predicted Value of Qutcome
at Mean of Other Variables

Table I11.1.13
ADDITIONAL AFDC REGRESSION RESULTS

All Single
Mothers Those Witn an Award
(N=14,367) (N=4,067)
Whether
Whether an Award Receive Amount
Award Amount Support  Received
o267 %% 3.83 o235%*% 23 Q4rrx
(.008) (3.22) (.020) (2.86)
221 %%% 4,66 0222%%% 19 Q7%xx
(.012) (4.06) (.025) (3.61)
.10g*** 3.65  .064% 2,10
(.011) (3:94) (.021) (3.50)
-,003 -.630 191+ 8.76
(.033) (16.22) (.101) (14.47)
0007*** .2.47**-* .0004* -0114***
(.001) (.40) (.003) (.36)
.023* 15.81%%% -.045  -8.92%
(.014) (5.17) (.032) (4.59)
-.Q15 =15.87%%%  0g7%x 15, 23%*+
(.016) (5.84) (.037) (5.19)
.18 $122 .24 $28
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Tikelihood that the father will pay declines over time so as to offset any
positive effect of having an award. Hence, in order to be successful, the
IV-D agencies need to work quickly. The more time that elapses before an
award is established, the lower the ultimate payoff.

Voluntary WIN registrants are more likely to nave an award but Jess
1ikely to receive c¢hild support than mandatory WIN registrants, One
possible eoxplanation for this pattern of effects is that exempt mothers
register for WIN because they have difficulty in obtaining e, 'd support and
wish tc invest in training activities that will enhance their future
earnings and allow them to become self-sufficient. Another possible
explanation i¢ that voluntary WIN registraats are more motivated in general
than mandatory WIN registrants so that they are more likely to seek an
award. Howeve., the father perceives less of a need for child support in
such cases and is hence less likely to pay.

I11.2 Relationship Between Helfare Status and Receipt of Child Support

Up until now, we have been examining the direct link between
socioeconomic characteristics of single pareat families and various measures
of AFDC and child support recipiency. We have not attempted to ascertain
how receipt of AFDC and child support ar2 interrelated. In this section, we
extend the previous analysis by investigating such an interrelationship.

The analysis in this section is based on data from the CPS and EOPP
surve;s, where economic and demographic information on both welfare and
non-welfare families are available. The availability of data on non-weifare
families enables us to construct empirical models capable of predicting both
welfare status and receipt of child support as well as various combinations
of the two outcomes. Data from the AFDC survey cannot be used in the
analysis because all sample members receive welfare benefits and hence
provide no information on the determinants of welfare status.




We begin our investigation by presenting some findings that allow for
simple additive effects of each outcome measure on the other. e then
present a more comprehensive analysis that allows for complete interaction
among  welfare status, receipt of child support, and socioeconomic
characteristics of the mother and her family. Using’ the results of the more
comprehensive apalysis, we present a series of predictions showing how
socioeconomic characteristics interact with welfare status and receipt of
child support. These predictions form the basis of our policy conclusions,
which we present at the end of the section.

111.2.1 Simple Exte~sions of the Basic Regression Model

111.2.1.1 Effects of Child Support Recipiency on Weifare Status

Earlier, we demonstrated that several important economic and
demographic characteristics affect the receipt of we€lfare. Data from both
the CPS and EOPP surveys indicate that geographic location, race, age of the
mother, education of the mother, family structure, work behavior of the
mother, and marital history of the mother are all stronn predictors of the
receipt of welfare. Since many of these variables also affect the receipt
of child support, it is of interest to determine whether they exert
independent effects.

To 1nve§tigate this possibility, we reran the basic regression model
(Table II1.1.1) including as an additional independent variable, a’ durmy
variable indicating whether or not the mother received child support
payments during 1978. Such a procedure has the obvious limitation that the
coefficients may be biased because of the simultaneous nature of the child
support and welfare recipiancy decisions. However, the results should
provide a rough indication of whether receipt of child support exerts an
independent affect on welfare status,

As indicated in the previous section, data from the CPS are used to
construct two different measures ¢f child Support recipiency. One measure
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is based on information provided in the child support supplement of the CPS
questionnaire. The othar measure is based on information given in the
income section of the CPS questionnaire, For the EOPP data, the measure of
child support recipiency we use is conceptually equivalent to the
income-based definition in the CPS survey, being based on similar type
questions.*

As discussed above, the income-based definition is not an accurate
indicator of receipt of child support for AFDC families that have child
support paid directly to the IV-D agency or their behalf. Because of the
comprehensive nature of the supplemental quesiions on child support, the
supplement-based definition of child support receipt is much more accurate
for AFDC families. Overall, using the supplement-based definition, 34.5% of
the mothers in the CPS sample report receiving child support whereas cnly
26.8% report receiving child support using the income-based definition. In
the EOPP sample, where an income-based definition is also used, 22.7% of the )
mothers report receiving child support, which %5 very close to the
percentage 1in the (PS sample using the income-based definition. .The
definitional differences are even greater for AFDC families. In the AFDC
samples, 21.3% of the mothers report receiving child support using the CPS
supplement-based definition, while only 7.5% of the CPS families and 7.4% of
the EOPP families report receiving child support using the income-based
definition. As we shall see, differences in measurement of receipt of child
support significantly affect the impact of this variable on the probability
of receiving welfare and lead to different policy implications regarding the
importance of receiving child support on welfare status.

Table 111.2.71 summarizes the findings when the child support variable
is included on the right-hand side of the welfare status equation (the full

*

In both the CPS and EOPP samples, the income-based definition of child
support includes a very small fraction of mothers who report receiving
alimony but not child support, which is an unusual situation for families
with children. Mothers receivin% only alimony are excluded from -our
supplement-based definition of child support, although their exclusion has
.virtually no effect on the empirical results. .
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Table I1l.2.1
EFFECT OF RECEIVING CHILD SUPPORT ON WELFARE STATUS

Effect on Probability

of Receiving Welfare
CPS Survey EOPF Survey

(N=2,299) (N-3,749)
1=Receipt of Child Support?
Income definition <. 195%ex =261 %
{.020) (.017)
. Supplement definition ' =.066%** -
(0019)"'
Sample Statistics
Fraction receiving welfare 349 .487
Fraction receiving child support
Income definition .268 227
Supplement definition 345 .-

L 2 2

Significant at 1% level.

3standard errors are in parentheses.

Note: Full results presented in Appendix Table A-1.




regression results are presented in Appendix Table A-1). As one would
expect, receipt of child support significantly reduces the probability of
being on welfare, holding constant economic and demographic characteristics
of the mother and. her family. Those receiving child support {using the
income-based definition) are 20 percentage points less likely to receive
weifare in the CPS sample and 26 percentage points less likely in the EOPP
sumple. These represent percentage effects of 49% inb the CPS sample and
48% in the EOPP sample, respectively.* These estimates are remarkably
close, considering that the two data sources zre independent.

As indicated above, estimates using the income-based definition of
child support are likely to be biased because of measurement error in the
child support variable. That is, many families receiving AFDC benefits are
Tikely to report zero child support payments even though such payments are
being made for them through the IV-D agency. This implies that the
estimated effects using the income-based definition are 1likely to be
overstated. S

When we use the preferred supplement-based definition of child support
recipiency, the impact on the probability of receiving welfare is lowered
considerably. The effect is -.07, or an 18% lower probability of receiving
welfare for recipients of child support. This is one-third the effect
obtained using the income-based definition. Thus, the more credible results
using the supplement-based definition imply a modest, but statistically
significant impact of child support recipiency on the probability of
receiving welfare in 1978.

Inclusion of the child support variable as an additional explanatory
variable on the right-hand side of the welfare status equation has little

*Percentage effects are calculated as b/(y-bx), where b is the estimated
coefficient on the child support variable, y is the maan fraction of AFDC
recipients in the sample, and x is the mean fraction of child support
recipients in the sample. A1l percentage calculations presented in this
section are based on this general formula. ’ . ..
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impact on the cc-“ficients of the other explanatory variables (see the
Appendix Table A-1,, Geographic location, race, family structure, age,
education, and employment behavior of the mother continue to exert strong
independent impacts on welfare recipiency. The only excepfion is for the
Jarital status variables where the coefficients (relative to the never
married category) decreased by about 20 percentage points. Thus, holding
Constant receipt. of child support, mothers who have never been. married
continue to be more likely to receive welfare than other single mothers.
However, the effects are lesseried due to the fact that never married mothers
are also much less likely to receive chiid support. .

These results suggest that many of the characieristics that deternine
welfare dependency also influence whether or not & family receives child
support, * Child support alone has a fairly limited impact on welare
dependency. A major reason for such a relatively small impact may be Tow
child .support award amounts. The CPS data indicates that in 1978 the
average award amount per single-parent familiy was $170 per month, or about
$105 per child. Because the average AFDC benefit was about $250 per month,
it is clear that even if all existing obligations were fully met, child
support alone would npt be sufficient to cause a mother to escape welfare

_dependence. Higher award amounts and/or other sources of income (primarily

earnings) are necessary.

Of course, not all existing obligations are fully met. However, in the
CPS sample, 75% of the mothers with an award received child support and
among those receiving support, 85% of the award amount was paid.
Unfortunately, only 46% of the mothers had an award. Hence, increasing
award amounts and establishing awards rather -than enforcing existing
obligations appear to be the main policies that could eventually lead to a
significant reduction 1in welfare dependency. This implies that recent
proposals to establish a general system of wage withholding for child
support payments may be of Ilimited success unless new methods of
establishing support obligations are also developed.
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Table 111.2.2

EFFECTS OF WELFARE STATUS ON THE PROBABILITY OF RECEIVING CHILD SUPPORT

Effect of Receiving Welfare.on?

Probébi]ity of receiving child support

Income definition
Supplement definition
Amount of child support received

Probability of receiving chi]db
support on an irregular basis
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CPS EOPP Survey
=, 200%** = 234¥*x
(.021) (.015)
=07 7%%* >
(0022.\ -

=136.15* «779.60%*=
(74.99) (71.74)

.018 60
(.045) (.033)




Table 111.2.2 (Concluded)

cPS
Sample Statistics
Fraction receiving welfare
Total sample : .349
Recipients of child support w214
Fraction of total sample receiving
child support ‘
Income definition .268
Supplement definition 345
Mean yearly amount of child support received
Total sample $652
Recipients of child support $1,890
Fraction receiving child support
on an irregular basisP 236

3standard errdrs are in parentheses.
bFor those receiving child support,
*Significant at 10% level.

***Significant at 1% Tevel,

Note: Fuli results are presented in Appendix Tables A-2, A-3,
and A-4,
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111.2.1.2 Effects of Welfare Status on Receipt of Child Support

We als. attempted to determine whether welfare recipients are “ass
Tikely to receive child support. To investigate this possibility, we reran
the basic regression model with three child support outcome measures as
dependent variables--the probability of receiving child support, the amount
of child support received, and the probability of receiving child support on
an irregular basis. We include as explanatory variables in each equation a
dummy variable that takes on the value of one of the family reports
receiving AFDC benefits, and zero otherwise.

Yhe results are summarized in Table 111.2.2. (Full regression results
are presented in Appendix Tibles-A-2-A-4.) These results are consistent
with the previous findings. Using the income-based definition of child
support as the dependent variable, AFDC mothers are much less Tikely to
receive child support than non-AFDC mothers. However, when the more
appropriate supplenent-based definition of child support is used, the effect
falls considerably. The findings using the supplzment-based definition
imply that welfare recipients are about 21% Tless likely to receive child
support than are non-welfare recipients, which is considerably less than the
estimated effects using the income-based definition.

When amount of child support received is used as the dependent
variable, the differences between the CPS and EOPP results, which use
different definitions of child support amount, are dramatic, In the CPS
sample, where the supp]ehent-based definition of child support amount is
used, welfare recipients are estimated to receive about $136 per year (or
20%) less in child suppcrt than non-welfare recipients. In the EOPP sample,
where an income-based definition of child support amount {s used, welfare
recipients are estimated to receive about $780 per year (or 83%) less than




non-we Ifare recipients.* Based on our previous discussion, the CPS result
should be viewed as being closest to the “true" effect of child support
‘amount on welfare recipiency.

Finally, we examined the effect of welfare status on the probability of
receiving child support irregularly for recipients of child support. Recall
from Figure III.1 earlier that in the EQPP sample, we define a mother as
receiving child support on an irregular basis if she had more than one
continuous spell of child support during the observation period (roughly
13/4 years) or if she received child support early in the observation
period but not Tlater in the observation period. In the CPS sample,
irregular receipt of child support is defined directly on the basis of the
responses to a question about the frejuency of receipt of child support.
The CPS measure does not utilize data on spells of child support and thus
may be a less accurate indicator of the regularity of receipt.

As Table 111.2.2 indicates, the CPS and EOPP surveys give different

results for the effects of welfare status on regularity of receipt of child

support. The CPS data sugyest that welfare recipients are no less likely to
receive child support irregularly than are non-welfare recipients while the
EOPP data suggest that they are. In fact, the EOPP data suggest that
welfare recipients are almost twice as Tikely to receive child support on an
irregular basis as non-welfare recipients.

These results should be ?nterpreted with caution, however, because as

suggested earlier, the EOPP survey probably fails to identify cases where

child support payments are made directly to the 1V-D agency. If such cases
are more likely to receive child support regulariy, then the EOPP results in
Table I111.2.2 wili be overstated. Nevertheless, the EOPP data do suggest

*

It is not possible to construct an income-based definition of child

support amount for the CPS sample because this amount is not given
" separately in the income section of the questionnaire., (It is combined

with a measyre of “other income.*)
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that d{rregular receipt of child support may be an imports @ fuctor
determinining receipt of welfare.

111.2.2 A More Comprehensive Analysis of the Relationship Between
Weitare S%qus'ana Rece%p% 0T Child Support o

We now turn to a more comprehensive analysis of the relationship
betwezh welfare status and receipt of child support. For this analysis, we
define four possible family situations for 2 mother and her children:

S = The family receives AFDC but not child support.
S, = The family receives child support but not AFDC.

S3 = The tamily receives both AFDC and child support.

S = The fanily receives neither AFDC nor child support.

These four family situations are mutually exclusive .and exhaustive so
that the probability of a family being in a-v given situation is between
zero and one and the sum of the probabilities over all foir possible family
situatior. is equal to one. )

Our objective is to determine how socioeconomic characteristics of the
mother and her famii, influence ths probability of being in each of these
four family situations. We take a very general approach, allowing the
effects to be different for each family situation. From the results of our
analysis, we will derive some implications for how changes in family
circumstances..affect..a. family's. 1ikelihood-of -receiving welfare and/or child
support. We also attempt to determine whether receipt of child support
cxerts an independent effect on welfare depencency.
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I17.2.2.17 The Statistical Mode]*

The probability that a given family will be in family situation J may
be expressed as:

Pj = Pr (S = Sj) y J2ly00.8 (n

In statistical terminology, these Pj are called joint probabilities,

The statistical model we employ to relate socioeconomic characteristics
to these joint probabilities is called the multinomial logit model.** The
multinomial Togit model is given as follows:

exp (x bj)

Pj y J=l,..0.4,

g exp (x b} (2)

kel -
where x = a vector of socioeconomic characteristics for a
given family,

bj * 3 vector c7 unknown parameters for situation Je

Note that each of these probabilities falls between zero and one and that
the sum of the probabilities over all family situations is equal to one,

. *This section may be skipped by readers not intérested in the details of
the statistical model.

*For a discussion of the multinomial logit model, see Henri Theil, ™A
Multinomial Extension of the Linear Logit Model,” International Economic
Review, Vol. 10, October 1969, pp. 251-260, “or Daniel McFadden,
"onditional Logit Analysis of Qualitative Choice Behavior,* in P,
Zarembka (ed.), Frontiers of Econometrics, New York, Academic Press, 1974,

or Marc -Nerlove "and 3. J. Press, Univariata and Multivariate Log-Linear
and Lo%istic Models, Santa Monica, California, Rand Corporation Report
- - A’ N
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As 1t stands, the parameters of this statistical model (the b:s) are
not uniquely identified because the addition of a constant to all parameter
values would leave the probabilities unchanged. To achieve identification,
we must impose a normalization on the parameter vector bj, One convenient
normalization, which we adopt, is to set all the parameters of one of the
family situations equal to zero. In our analysis, we choose to get

by = 0. The choice of the normalization is completely arbitrary and has -

no bearing on the empirical results obtained or on the implied probability
estimates.

By normalizing b, = 0, we are able to rewrite equation (2).as follows:

This equation says that the logarithm of the “odds* of being in family
situation j relative to family situation 4 is a Tinear function of the x's. i
The parameter vector b; measures the effects of the socioeconomic l

characteristics on the log of the odds of being in famil; situation j
relative to family situation 4.*

From estimates of the ij it is straightforward to calculate various
unconditional and conditional probabilities of receiving child support and -

welfare as functions of the Jjoint probabilities. The unconditional (or
marginal) probability of receiving child support (CS) is given by

P (CS)=p

2+P3 . (4)

*In general, log (Pj/Pk) = X (bj-l:‘). J#k, so that the difference in

the parameter values for all non-normalized family situations represents
the effects on the logarithm of the odds for those two family situations.
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The unconditional probability of receiving AFDC is given by ~
P(AFDC) = Pp + Ps. (5)

It is also possible to calculate.conditional probabilities of receiving
child support and AFDC. For child support thece conditional probabilities
are given by:

p
P (CS|AFDC) = 3 _ ( 6)
P+ P,

P

P(cS|no AFDC) = 3, (7)

PFT
24

For AFDC, the conditional probabilities are given by:~

. - .
PIAFDC[C5) = 3 (8)
Po* Ps

P
P(AFDCmo CS) = 3 ( 9)
=,

The unconditional and conditional probabilities given in (4)-(9) can be

-used to assess whether AFDC and child support recipiency are independent of

one another. For example, a comparison of (6) and (7) will tell us whether
receipt of child support is independent of welfare status. If there is
independence, then equations (4), (6), and (7) should yield similar
probability estimates and we would conclude that receipt of child support
does not depend on welfare status. Similarly, if the probability estimates
in (5), (8), and (9) are similar, we would conclude that being on welfare is
not affected by receipt of child support. These comparisons can be made
either for the sample as a whole or for certain subgroups within the sample
(such as those due child support).
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111.2.2.2 Data and Variables

For the empirical analysis, we use data from the CPS. 1In specifying
whether 2 mother receives child support, we utilize the supplement-based

definition, which we view as being the most accurate child support measure
available in the CPS.

Table II1.2.3 gives the means of the variables used in the analysis,
The means are presented for the sample as a whole and for each of the four
family situations depicted earlier.*

Roughly 28% of the sample of single mothers receives AFDC only and 7%
‘receive both AFDC and child support (170/2,299). Hence, about one-fifth of
the AFDC recipients (who comprise about one-third of the entire samp.e)

- receive child support (170/(624+170)). Similarly, about 27% of the sample

receives child support only (624/2,299), implying that about one-fifth of
the families receiving child support also receive. AFDC (170/(624+170)).
Like AFDC recipients, child support recipients comprise about one-third of
the sample. Thus, these figures indicate some'overlap between receipt of
AFDC and child support (about a 20% overlap), but for the most part,
families tend to receive either one or the other. About 38% of the sample
receives neither AFDC nor child support (872/2,299).

The means vary significantly over the four family situations. Among
the demographic variables, blacks are 5 times more Tikely to receive only
AFDC than receive only child support and recipients of only AFDC tend to be
younger and less educated than recipients of only child support. Families
receiving both AFDC and child support tend to be similar in terms of these
characteristics to the sample as a ‘whoie. Families with younger children

(under the age of 6) are more likely to be AFDC recipients and less likely
to receive child support.

*, .
The means are unweighted sample means. They correspond only approximately
to nationwide means for the same subgroups.
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Demographic Characteristics
1 © Head of femily

1 * Northeast

1 * Northcentral

1 * Hest

1 * South

1 = Black

Age (years)

Education (years)

Mumber of children under 6

Nusber of children between
6 and 12

Nusber of children between
12 and 18

Employment Characteristics (19/8)

1 = Ewployed
Earnings ($),000s)

Table 111.2.3
MEANS OF VARTABLES BY FAMILY SITUATION
(CPS Sample)
()
’ Total

(2)
AFOC "On!

(3) (4)
Child Support Both AFOC and
Only Child Support
(W = 624) (8 = 170)

(5)
Neitier AFDC nor

Child Support
{4 - 872)

n=2,299) (w=63

4.4 7.36 1.62 - 5.3
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Table 111.2.3 (concluded)

M4

{1) (2) {3) (1) (5)
Childd Support Both AFDC and  Melther AFDC mor
Jotal AFOC On)y Only Child Support Child Support
Marital Information
1 = pivorced . . .48 .2 .83 .58 .30
1 = Legally separated .08 .06 .08 .16 .07
1 = Informa)ly separated A5 2 .07 A2 16
V * Never married .29 .44 .02 A4 .39
Vears married . 6.3 4.08 0.8 7.56 4.9
Years since marita) dissolution 3.09 3.06 1.6 n 2.69
1 = Narried more than once .42 .09 A4 A2 02
(M= 1,056) (R=108) _(n=620) (N =170) (% = 154)

onld  Inforsation for '
those 14 Suppori
1 = Court erdered child support .64 .83 .54 .67 .06
1 = Payments are to be recelved

through coprt or pudlic agency .46 .59 .36 .68 .50
Fathers anmua) Income (up to !

$25 thousand) ($),000s) 4.2 2.62 5.09 2.98 .52
1 = Fathers income greater .08 .0l A .02 0l

* than $25,000

1 = Fathers income unknown .52 .63 .45 .52 .70
1 = Father has other children

to support .20 .19 .20 .14 .26
) = Don’t know if father has

other children to support A2 .19 .09 14 .18




Anong the employment variables, there are some striking differences in
the sample means. About 40% of the AFDC only families are employed (column
(2)), while over 90% of the child support only families are employed (column
(3)). Families receiving only child support earn on average about seven
times as much per year as families receiving only AFDC ($7,360 versus

$1,150). In contrast, families receiving both AFDC and child support have
earnings that are similar to the AFDC only group.

As one would expect, marital status differs significantly across the
four family situations. While roughly one-half the samp]é consists of
divorced women, over 80% of the sanple receiving child support only are
divorced (column (3)), while only one-quarter of the families receiving AFDC
only are divorced women (column (2)). A significantly higher fraction of
mothers who were never married receive AFDC only while virtually none of the
never married women receive child support only. Furthermore, never married
women receiving AFDC are not very likely to also receive child support.
Only 8% of the never married AFDC women also receive child support, while
37% of the divorced AFDC women receive child support,*

Receipt of AFDC and child support varies with the length of time the
mother was married. Women receiving only AFDC were married a much shorter
time than women receiving only child support (4.1 years versus 10.4 years).

Roughly 46% of the sample was due child support in 1978
(1,056/2,299).** 0Of those due child support, roughly three-quarters
actually received child support. Child support recipiency is greater among

*These percentages are calculated as follows. There are 302 never married
women on AFDC ((.44)(633) + (.14)(170)). Of these, 23 received child
support ((.14)(170)). Hence, 8% of the never married AFDC women receive
child support (23/302). Similarly, there are 270 divorced women on AFDC
((-27)(633) + (.58)(270)). Of these, 99 received child support ((.58)

(170)). Hence, 37% of the divorced AFDC women received child support
(99/270).

'**This’1§ a striking statistic. It implied that support obligations had not
been established for Gver-one-half the cases.
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non-A7DC families. About 80% of the non-AFDC families (624/778) and 61% of
the AFDC families (170/278) due child support actually received child
support in 1978. As indicated earlier, these figures for AFDC families are
larger than corresponding figures from the AFDC Recipient Characteristic
Study, however, after adjusting for the different time frames used (annual
data in the CPS and monthly data in the .AFOC Recipient Characteristics
Study), the fraction of families receiving child support is similar,

Among those due child support, almost two-thirds had a court order
“(column (1)) and one-third were due child support through a voluntary
written agreement or other arrangement. However, among families receiving
only AFDC, over 80% had a court order (column (2)) while among families
receiving only child support, about one-half had a court order (column
(3)). Of those receiving child support, 57% had a court order (451/794) and
among those not receiving child support, 85% had a court order (222/262).
It appears, therefore, that when voluntary agreements exist, they usually
result in payment of child support and that they entail a greater success
rate than court orders. The multivariate analysis presented below tends to
confirm this result.

Court orders are more prevalent ameng AFDC families. Overall, 73% of
AFDC families due child support had a court order (203/278) where only 60%
of non-AFDC families had a court order (469/778). The apparent greater
success rate for voluntary agreements holds for both AFD. and non-AFDC
families. Among AFDC families receiving child support, 67% had a court
order (column (4)) while among AFDC families not réceiving child support,
83% had a court order (column (2)). Similarly, among non-AFDC families
receiving child support, 54% had a court order (column (3)) while among
non=AFOC families not receiving child support, 86% had a court order (column
(5)).*

*Hhi le the CPS data suggest that voluntary agreements have a higher success
rate than court orders among AFDC families, the AFDC survey data do not
generate the same conclusions (see our analysis below in Section 111.4).
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The CPS contains some i{nformation about the absent father. However, as
indicated earlier these data are probably somewhat unreliable because they
are based on the mother's perception. Nevertheless, they are the only major
survey data available on absent fathers' economic situation and we have
attempted to make use of them in our analysis.

For cases where information is available (48% of tha sample), 83% of
the fathers have an annual income below $25,000 (.40/.48). The average
income among this group is about $10,300 (4,120/.4). In roughly one-fifth
of the cases, the father has other children to support, either from a prior
or subsequent relationship (column (1)),

Table 111.2.4 presents mean child support and welfare recipiency rates
for various groups. These means are not adjusted for differences in
socioeconomic characteristics of the various groups and are presented to
i]]ustrate the potential dangers in inferring causality from unadjusted
means. The figures seem to indicate that receipt of child support greatly
reduces the probability of receiving welfare. However, as our earlier
results indicate (see Section 111.2.1.1), it is not receipt of child support
that reduces the Tikelihood of receiving welfare but rather the
characteristics of the mothers and their families that make them more likely
to receive child support and less likely to receive welfare. As we shall
see, the resu]ts from our multivariate analysis confirm this result. We
fiond that for the sample as a whole, holding family characteristics

constant, the probability of receiving welfare is only about 11% lower for
families who receive child support.

111.2.2.3 Results

The multinomial logit model is estimated on two Jifferent samples--the
full sample of single mothers (N=2,299) and the subsample of single mothers
due child support in 1978 (N=1,056). The model estimated on the full sample
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Receipt of AFDC

Overall
Among recipients of child support
Among non-recipients of child support

Receipt of Child Support

Overall
Among AFDC recipients
Among non-A~DC recipients

groups constant.
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Tevle 111.2.4
RECEIPT OF AFDC AND CHILD SUPPORT AMONG SAMPLE MEMBERS

Sample Mean Fraction

11178

ingle. dingle Mothers
Mothers Due Child Suppor:
»35 .26
o2l 21
.42 .41
.35 .75
.21 .61
.42 .80

Note: These means do not hold socioeconomic cnaracteristics of the various




does not contain variables indicating type of child support arrangement,
whether payrents are made through a court or agency, and information about
the absent :ather. These variables are excluded because they are only
available for mothers due child support. Hence, the model cannot be
estimated on the full sample with these variables. Instead, a second model]
is estimated on the restricted sample of mothers due child support, where
these variables can be included.

Tables 111.2.5 and II1.2.6 present the parameter estimates for the two
models. ‘Because of the nonlinear functional form of the leylt model, the
parameter estimates are not easy to interpret. However. the signs of the
coefficients and their magnitudes relative to one another indicate the
direction of the effect on the joint probabilities. For example, if ‘the
coefficient for a certain family situation is positive, the effect on the
joint probability for that family situation is positive relative to the
omitted category (in this case category 4, the probability of receiving
neither welfare nor child support). Thus, the negative coefficient of ~.074
on the education variable in Table 111.2.5 implies that women with greater
education are significantly less likely to receive AFDC only relative to
receiving neither AFDC nor child support. Similarly the +.196 differenze in
the education coefficient for the first two columns of Table I11.2.5
(,122-(-.074)) implies that women with greater education are much more
Tikely to receive only child support than only AFDC.

Because the coefficients in Tables 111.2.5 and 111.2.6 are difficult to
interpret, we have used these results to generate a series of predicted
probabilities indicating the effects of certain variables, These predicted
probabilities are derived using equations (4)-(9) and are presented in
Tables 1II1.2.7 and 1I11.2.8. Significance levels of differences in the
predicted probabilities are also reported to provide an indication of the
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Table III.2.5

RESULTS FROM MULTINOMIAL LOGIT MODELa
(CPS-Full Sample)

Child Support Both AFDC
AFDC Only Only and Child Suppor:
Demographic Characteristics -
1 = Head of family 1,587 %= .868%x 1.412w*=
(.229) (.214) (.342)
1 = Northeast o764 % k% .091 1.095%+*
(.187) (.181) (.276)
1 = Northcentral 1.032w%w* 219 1.075%%*
(.180) (.168) (.275)
1 = West 1.083%*> 167 1.300%*~
(.198) (.169) (.289)
1 = South -- . -
1 = BYack L49Qwrnx =907 *x* .350
. (.157) (.180) (.234)
Age (years) =.036%** 012 -.016
(.010) (.009) (.015)
Education {yesars) -.074%* J122%%x -.074*
Number of children under 6 .306** -, 292%* .322*
_ (.129) (.146) ) (-165)
Number of children between < 280%** .066, .205
6 and 12 (.098) _(.702) (.129)
Number of children between -.046 -.138 .088
12 and 18 (.091) (.089) (.118)
Employment Characteristics (1978) .
1 = Ez5loyed -.533%x* .154 -.375
(.170) (.209) (.243)
Earnings ($1,000s) «,330%** -.020 -.300%*>
(.030) (.010) (.040)
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Table III.Z:S (concluded)

Child Support Both AFDC
AFDC Only Only and Child Suppor:
. Marital Information
1 1 = Divorced . 516** 2.353%xx 1.917%x=
. (.251) (.295) (.361)
1 = Legally separated -.956%%* 2.248%x+ 1.821%=w
(.326) (.344) (.410)
1 = Informally separated -.584% 1.573%%* .556
(.242) {.328) (.391)
1 = Never married - -- .-
Years married 014 .020* .00z
(.014) (.011) (.019)
Years since marital dissolution o 107 %%* D7) %%x -.021
. (.023) £.020) (.032)
1 = Married more than once -.289 -.558%*x «.93)**x
(.230) - (.183) (.308)
Constant term .204 -4 546 %x* ~2.719%=>
(.462) (.495) (.695)
Summary Statistics
Mean of dependent variable 275 .27 074
-2 109 1ikelihood ) 4,087
Sample size 2,299

Note: Omitted (normalized) category is neither AFOC nor child support.
Coefficients are relative to this catagory.

3Est imated asymptotic standard errors in parentheses,
*Significant at the 10% level.

**Significant at the 5% level.
***Significant at the 1% level.
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Table 111.2.6

RESULTS FROM MULTINOMIAL LOGIT MODEL2
(CPS-Sample of Those Due Child Support in 1978)

Child Suppurt Both AFDC
AFDC Only Only and Child Support
Demographic Characteristics
1 = Head of family 1.652%w* 1,152+ 1,352
(.567) (.347) (.474)
1 = Northeast 1,258 %% .187 1,340y
(.484) (.317) (.421)
1 = Northcentral 1.338%w* .075 .902%*
(.423) (.274) (.391)
] = HeSt ]o 053‘* - 0090 ] 0298***
(.461) (.275) (.403)
1 = South . -- - --
1 = Black 1.118%%x -.400 .675*
(.426) (.311) (.386)
Age {years) -.088*** .027* -.014
(.030) (.015) (.021)
Education (years) -. 1M 091+ -.080
(.075) (.050) (.067)
Nurmber of children.under 6 ~440 -.394~* .394
: (.276) (.239) (.264)
Number of children between .302 : -.121 .270
6 and 12 (.212) (.167) (.200)
Nurmber of children between .164 -.180 .091
12 and 18 (.197) (.145) . (.178)
gmployment Characteristics (1978)
1 = Employed =, 930%* -.428 =T1.216%**
(.467) (.402) (.437)
Earnings ($1,000s) =.333%w -.032 -.308%**
. (.054) (.021) {.045)
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Table 111.2.6 (continued)

Marital Information

1 = Divorzed

1 = Legally separated

1 = Informally separated

1 = Never m;rried

Years married

Years since marital dissolution

1 = Married more than once

Child Support Information

1 = Court ordered child support
1 = Payments to be made through
court or public agency

Father's annual income (up to
$25 thousand) ($1,000s)

1 = Father's income greater
than $25 thousand

1 = Father's income unknown

1 = Father has other children
to support

1 = Don't know if father has

other children to support

Child Support

Both AFDC
and Child Support

AFOC Only Only
.338 -.284
(.992) (.757)
.067 -,449
(1.057) (.803)
-.004 -.886
(1.035) {.791)
-.001 -.0004
(.035) (.018)
.130* -.091%*xx

(.081) (.032)
125 -.482*
(.429) (.282)
-.233 -1.521***
(.421) {.275)
.249 -.020
(.317) (.210)
-.009 .052**
(.044) (.026)
.0352 2:022**
(1.394) (.801)
-.557 -.155
(.539) (.352)
-.720* -.213
(.394) (.249)
-.235 -.346
(.437) (.304)
111-83

123

-.145
(.858)

.030
(.916)

=741
(.905)

.008
(.026)

'.028
(.046)

'0993*'
(.416)

'1-265***
(.351)

957 %
(.291)

'0025
(.037)

.376
(1.021)

'-993*
(.476)

-.571
(.362)

'-222
(.409)



Table 111.2.6 (concluded)

Child Support Both AFDC .

AFDC Only Only and Child Support
Constant term 1.662 JIN 1.587

(1.447) (1.001) (1.242) )
Summary Statistics
Mean of dependent variable .102 591 161
-2 log likelihood 1,638
Sample size 1,056

Note: Omitted (normalized) category is neither AFDC nor child support.
Coefficients are relative to this category.

dtstimated asymptotic standard errors in parentheses.

*Significant at the 10% level.
**Significant at the 5% level.
w*xSignificant at the 1% level,




Table I11.2.7

PREDICTED PROBABILITIES OF RECEIPT OF CHILD SUPPORT
(Basea on Multinomial Logit Analysis of CPS Data)

Conditional Probabilities

. eceipt o eceipt o
Probability Child Support Child Support
" of Receiving Given AFDC Given Non-
- Child Support Recipient AFDC Recipient
A1l Single Mothers
Annual Earnings of Mother
0 .22 - .20 .27
$1,000 .26** .23 .29
3,000 27 .24 .29
5,000 .28 .25 .28
7,000 27 .26 .28
9,000 27 .27 .27
Race
Black .19 .22 17
White or other KV dabald ~ 425 34w
Age
20 .23 .20 .25
30 . .26 .23 .27
40 .29 .27 T .29
Years of Education
8 .21 .24 .20
12 J2B**% .24 . 29%**
16 37%% .24 AQxrx
Number of Children
1 aged less than 6 .27 . W23 .29
. None aged less than 6 31* .23 . 35%*
1 aged 6 to 12 .29 .22 .33
None aged 6 to 12 .29 .24 .32
1 aged 12 to 18 29 .24 3
None aged 12 to 18 .30 .22 .34
. Marital Statusa
Divorced ) Rabald L J44%xx J52xxx
Legally separated J40xax J5Q*E* J37xex
Informally separated J22%%* J6* J23%%*
Never married .08 .10 .07
. Qo . e
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Table 111.2.7 (continued)

Conditional Probabilities

eceipt o eceipt. o
Probability Child Support Child Support
of Receiving Given AFDC Given Non-

Child Support . _ Recipient AFDC Recipient

Years Married

1 41 .39 .41
6 .42 .38 La4*
n ‘ .44 .36 .46*
Years Since Separation or Divorce
1 .47 .44 .48
3 N Xt S 3BARX JA4xx
6 o 36%** “.29*** o 39%%x
Prediction at Mean of All Variables 27 .24 .27
Single Mothers Due Child Support
Type of child support obligation
Court ordered .75 .63 77
Voluntary agreement or other K bl J83Fr J93FEx
Fathers Annual Income
$ 5,000 .83 74 .85*
10,000 .86* .72 .88*
15,000 .88* .70 .90**
20,000 9 - .69 J92¥**
25,000 8 Kbt .67 J94xxw
Greater than 25,000 .96 .86 .97
111-86
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Table 111.2.7 (concluded)

Conditional Probabilities

eceipt o xeceipt o
Probability Child Support Child. Support
of Receiving Given AFDC Given Non-

Child Support Recipient AFDC Recipient

Father's Current Family Situation

Has other children to support .83 .74 .83
Does not have other children .84 71 .86
to support -

Prediction at Mean of All Variables .84 W71 .85

Note:

Predictions are made at the means of all other variables. *s indicate that the
difference in predicted probabilities associated with the change in the
specified variable is statistically significant at the 10% (*), 5% (**), or 1%
(***) level. For example, an “average” single female head earning $1,000 per
year is .04 more likely to receive child support than an “average" single
female head who does not work. The standard error of the difference is .023
which implies the predicted difference is significant at the 10% level.

aSignificance levels given are relative to the never married group.

a7
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Table I11.2.8

PREDICTED PROBABILITIES OF RECEIPT OF AFDC BENEFITS
(Based on Myltinomial Logit Analysis of CPS Data)

Conditional Probabilities

eceipt o eceipt o
Probability AFDC Given AFDC Given No
of Receiving Receipt of Receipt of
" AFDC’ Child Support” Child Support

A1l Single Mothers

Annual Earnings of Mother

0
$1,000
3,000
5,000
7,000
9,000

Black
wWhite or other

20
30
40

Years of Education

8 .34 .38 . e32
12 . 25%** P 22%%* . 26***
16 7 wRE B el 21%

Number of Children

1 aged less than 6 .39 .34 A7
None aged less than 6 J30%** S 22%%* o 34mx
1 aged 6 to 12 .36 .28 .40
None aged 6 to 12 K] Rl .25 W33%x*
1 aged 12 to 18 .34 .28 .36
None aged 12 to 18 .33 .24* .37
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Table 111.2.8 (continued)

Marital Statusa
Divorced
Legally separated
Informally separated
Never married
Years Married
1
6
1N
Years Since Separation or Divorce

1
3
6

Prediction at Mean of All Variables

Sinqle Mothers Due Child Support

Type of child support obligation

Court ordered
Voluntary agreement or other

Probability
of. Receiving

AFDC

21
.22
.23
.29

.22
.22
.22

19
22%¥*
Y el

.26

J1Q%*x

I11-89

Conditional Probabilities

Kecelpt o .Receipt o7
AFDC Given AFDC Given No
Receipt of Receipt of

Child Support Child Suppor:

9 ' .24
.28 . 18**
7w .25
.37 .29

- .2] .22
.19 .23
.18 .25
.18 .20
19 WX el
.21 30**>
.24 .27
J1 19
.09 .23
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Table I11.2.8 (concluded)

Conditional Probabilities

KReceipt o eceipt o -
Probability AFDC Given AFDC Given No
of Receiving Receipt of Receipt of
" AFDC Child Support Child Support
Fathers Annual Income
$ 5,000 JJ7ex J15% .26
10,000 37w R R .25
15,000 9P J07%%x .24
20,000 JQ7 %= oQ5%%x .24
25,000 - JQ5wr J04rwx .22
Greater than 25,000 .05 .05 .20
Fathers Current Family Situation
Has other children to support .08 .08 .13
Does not have other children W 2%R* .10 J23%
to support
Prediction at Mean of A1l Variables .12 10 .20

Note: Predictions ‘are made at the means of all other variables. *s indicate that the
difference in predicted probabilities associated with the change in the
specified variable is statistically significant at the 10% (*), 5% (**), or 1%
(***) level. For example, an *average" single female head earning $1,000 per
year is .21 less likely to receive AFDC than an "average* single female heao

who does not work. The standard error of the difference is .039 which implies
the predicted difference is significant at the 1% level,

8Significance levels given are relative to the never married group.
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precision of the estimated differences,* Finally, we present predicted
probabilities.of receiving welfare and child support evaluated at the sample
means of all the variables. These predicted probabilities evaluated at the
sample means may be contrasted with the raw sanple means in Table 1I1.2.4.
Unlike the raw sample means, the predicted probabilities at the sample means
hold constant characteristics of the mother and her family. Hence, they
more closely reflect the true impact of receiving child support and welfare
on the various family situations depicted because comparisons across
different family situations are for families with the same socioeconomic
characteristics.

Receipt of Child Support

The first set of predictions (Table 11I1.2.7) are for various
probabilities of receiving child support (equations (4), (6), and (7)). We
examine the impact of family characteristics on the unconditional
probability of receiving child support and on two conditional probabilities
of receiving child support--receipt of child support given receipt -of
welfare and receipt of child support given no receipt of welfare. A
comparison of the conditional probabilities with the unconditional
probability enables us to determine the impact of AFDC status on the
probability of receiving child support for each variable considered (holding
other family characteristics constant).

*The significance levels are based on estimated standard errors of
differences in two predicted values. The estimated asymptotic variance of
the difference in two predicted values is given by

V(F) = (§F/8b)* V(b)(6F/8b),

where F is the difference in the two relevant predicted probabilities, b
is the vector of estimated parameters (b1, b2, b3)', and V(b) is the
variance-covariance matrix of the estimated parameters, Like the
predicted probabilities, the variance of the predictions also depends on
the point at which the probabilities are evalyated, )
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The first variable we examine is annual earnings of the mother. The
predictions indicate that the probability of receiving child support
increases with the mother's earnings, although this relationship is not a
very strong one and exists only for AFDC recipients. It is not clear why
higher earnings would be associated with a greater likelihood of receiving
child support for AFDC recipients. On the one hand, higher earnings imply
greater self-sufficiency and less need for child support. On the other
hand, earnings may be correlated with an unobserved characteristic of the
mother, such as maturity or responsibility, which enables the mothe: to more
effectively deal with the absent father:. Another possible explanation is
that the IV-D agencies target their efforts on working AFDC mothers. From
the IV-D agency's point of view, potential savings in AFDC program costs may
be greater for working mothers because successful enforcement of child
support obligations could lead to lower dependency in the long run. As our
analysis in the next section indicates, IV-D ager_mcies do seem to target
their enforcement efforts on mothers who work. Furthermore, for mothers who
do work, IV-D efforts to establish a support obligation appear to be
positively correlated with earnings. Finally, earnings of the mother may be
correlated with similar characteristics of the absent father that make him
more likely to pay support. Our results suggest that these latter three
explanations dominate, but we are unable to determine whether the effects
are due to explicit actions on the part of the mother or father.

The second- variable we consider is race. The results suggests that
blacks are much less likely to receive child support than whites and other
racial groups. This effect is almost exclusively concentrated among
non-AFDC families, the difference for AFDC families being small and not
statistically significant. Why non-AFDC white families are twice as iikely
to receive child si;port as non-AFDC black families is not entirely clear.
The estimates upon which these predictions are based do not hold constant
characteristics of the absent father so it is possible that the higher
unemployment and lower earnirgs capacities that are prevalent among black
males may be partially responsible for this predicted differential.
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The next variable we consider is age of the mother. There is some
evidence that the probability of recefving child support increases with the
mother's age, holding constant the number of years she was married and the
length of time since her marital dissolution. However, this age effect is
not statistically significant for any group. Since there is no evidence
that the IV-D agencies target their efforts on older women, the age effect
must be due to other factors that are correlated with age but are not
included in the model, such as maturity and responsibility of. the absent
father and his overall economic capacity to provide child support.

There is strong evidence that .receipt of child support increases with
years of education of the mother. However, this effect only exists for
non-AFDC recipients, The predictions indicate that non-AFDC recipients with
a college education are twice as likely to receive child support as nen-AFDC
recipients with only a grade school education. There are two possible
reasons for this effect. First, to the extent that education levels of the
mother- and father are positively correlated, the education variable may be
picking up effects of the absent father's ability to pay. Because the
education effect is not present for AFDC recipients, this seems to be a
plausible explanation. Second, greater education of the mother may enhance
her ability to seek and obtain child support from the absent father.
Educated women may be more likely to utilize the courts to legally establish
support ob]igations and are probably more Tikely to use legal as well as
informal methods to ensure that support obiigations are met.

There is little evidence that receipt of child support varies with the
number and ages of the children. The only significant effect occurs in
comparing families with and without children of school age. Families with
school age children (over the age of 6) are more 1ikely to receive child
support than families with no school age children (under the age of 6).
This may reflect a greater need for support by school age children (child
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rearing expenses are higher) and hence greater efforts by the mother to
obtain such support when her children reach school age.*

Receipt of child support varies dramatically with marital status, as
one would expect. Divorced women are most Tikely to receive child support,
Tollowed by Tegally separated women, informally separated women, and finally
by unwed riothers. For the sample as a whole, divorced women have a 50%
chance of receiving child support, which is'6 1/2 times greater than the 8%
probability for unwed mothers. All marital groups have a significantly
higher probability of receiving child support than unwed mothers. Lack of
child support is clearly a very serious problem for unwed mothers,**

The cifferences in receipt of child support by marital status are
greatest for non-welfare recipients. Divorced women not on AFDC are almost
8 times as likely to receive child support as unwed mothers., Two factors
are probably responsible for causing such vast differences in receipt of
child Eupport by marital status. First, for those--women who were married,
receipt of child support is positively related to the legal status of the
marital dissolution. Divorce is, in some sense, the final step in a marital
dissolution and hence is the most likely to involve a legal and enforceable
child support arrangement (either in the form of a court order or a
voluntary agreement). Second, married women have a much higher probability
of receiving chiTd support than women who have never been married presumably
. because paternity is less likely to be in question and because the emotional
bond between the father and his children is Tikely to be much stronger. A
Stronger emotional bond probably increases the Tikelihood that the father
will pay child support,

*Hothers with children under 6 years of age are not generally subject to
work requirements under AFDC and other transfer programs. Hence, they may
be more willing to be supported by the welfare system than seek support
from the absent father, especially in Tight of the fact that AFDC benefits
are reduced dollar-for-dollar with any child support payments made.

**In the Tast section, we indicated that lack of a child support award is
the principle reason underlying lack of child support for unwed mothers.
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Receipt of child support is positively related to the number of years
the mother and father were married, but this relationship is a fairly weak
on2 and exists only for non-AFDC recipients. To the extent that length of
marriage increases the father's sense of financial responsibility to his
family, this result makes sense,

For both AFDC and non-AFDC families, the probability of receiving child
support declines significantly with the length of time since the marital
dissolution, This pesult presumakly reflects a lessening sense of
commitment on the part of the father 2s time passes, due to perhaps new
financial obligations acquired through remarriage or lack of contact with
his children, however it may also reflect legal factors that result in
termination of support after a specified period of time* or even death or
total disablement of the abseni father.

For the sample as a whole, the predicted probability of receiving child
support’ for the average sample member 1{s ,27.%* Surprisingly, this
predicted probability is not much different for AFDC and non-AFDC families,
suggesting that much of the observed difference in receipt of child support
among AFDC and non-AFDC families is due to differences in the socioeconomic
characteristics of the mother and her family rather than to receipt of child
support. In other words, characteristics that determine welfare dependency
are also characteristics that lead to a lower likelihcod of receiving child

* .
For example, in most divorce cases, child support terminates when the
child reaches the age of 18. Since our samp e contains saveral families
with children between the ages of 18 and <y such an effect may le
+ partially present.

**This “prediction at the mean" is somewhat Tower than the npean fraction in
the sample, reflecting the nonlinearity of the logit model and errors in
prediction, If we were to make a prediction for each sample member and .
compute the "mean prediction® (as opposed to the *prediction at the mean*)
we wfuld obtain a figure much closer to the observed mean fraction in the
sample,
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Support. Nevertheless, the results do indicate that receipt of child
support Towers the Tikelihood of the mother receiving welfare bpenefits,*

The next set of predictions are for the restricted sample of mothers
due child support in 1978. Three sets of predictions are made for this
sample: (1) a comparison of court ordered support payments with other types
of support payments (prima. .ly voluntary agreements); (2) comparisons among

varying levels of the absent Father's yearly income (based on the mother's -

perception); and {3) a coc-parison of fathers with and without other children
to support (also based on the mother’s perception),

The predictions reveal that voluntary agreements lead to a much higher
probability of receiving child support than do court orders. In fact, child
support is virtually always paid (with a probability of .93) when voluntary
agreements exist, compared to a probability of .75 with court arders. This
result holds for both AFDC and non-AFDC families.

The finding that voluntary agreements are a more succassful method of
establishing child support obligations is an important one but has several
qualifications. First, although many observed characteristics of the mother
and her family are being held constant, certain unobserved characteristics
of the motiiar may be generating this result. For example, voluntary
agreements may be -sought only in cases where the mother and father are on
amicable temms.** Anoth-  important qua:ification pelates to the results
reported below for the AFDC survey sample where we find no evidence that
voluntary agreements lead to a higher probability of receiving child support
among AFCC families. In our analysis of the AFDC survey data, we are able

*7his finding is generally consistent with the earlier result
(Table 111.2.1) where we find that receipt of child support (according to
the CPS supplement definition) reduces the probability of receiving
welfare benefits by about 7 percentage points.

**In other words, "voluntary agreements may not be sought in the more
difficult cases. )
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to hold constant other V<D activities (such as locating the absent father)
that may be partially responsible for generating a higher probability of
receiving child support,

The level of the ibsent father's income is an important determinant of
receipt of child support for mothers actually due support. In cases where
the father's income is $5,000, the probability of receiving child support is
.83, If the father's income is $25,000 the probability rises to ,93.

The effect of father's income on the Tikelihood of receiving child
support appears to exist only for non-AFDC families. However, it is
important to note that - these findings &re based on very sketchy data.
Clearly, better data on absent father's income are needed to make more
definitive statements about the relationship between the father's ability to
pay and the receipt of child support. However, our results suggest that
enhancement of father's income could significantly increase the likelihood
that he will meet his child support obligations, In.fact, for fathers with
incomes above $25,000 per year, our results indicate that payment of child
supp:-: is virtug]]y assured,

Our results also suggest that having other children to support does not
alter the father's likelihood of meeting his child support obligations,
However, as in the case of absent father's income, this result is based on
sketchy data,

For the sample of mothers due child support, AFDC recipients have a
lTower probability of receiving child suppert than do ron-AFDC recipients, as
evidenced by the predictions reperted -at the means of all variables. This
is a different resuit than obtained for the sample as a whole. One reason
for this is that we have more adequately explained variation in receipt of
child support among all single mothers than among those due child support.
Greater explanatory power is achieved because the determination of who Fis
an award is higily predictable and is the dominant factor in deternining
major differences in recipiency rates among AFDC and non-AFDC families.
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Among those having an award, however. major differences in recipiency rates
among AFDC and non-AFDC are due to variables we have been unable to measure.

Receipt of AFDC and Its Relation to Receipt of Child Support

The second set of predictions (Table 111.2.8) are for various
probabilities of receiving AFDC (equations (5), (8), and (9)). . Unlike the
case of child support, the predictions indicate a strong relationship
between the mother's annual earnings and the probability of 'receiving AFDC
benefits. This is as one would expect because AFDC eligibility (and the
Tevel of benefits) is based on the mother's earnings. In our sample,
mothers who do not work have about a two-thirds chance of being on AFDC.
The probability is somewhat Tower (.62) for mothers receiving child support
and somewhat higher (.70) for mothers not receiving child support. As the
mother's_ earnings rise, the probability of receiving AFDC benefits falls
dramatically. For mothers with annual earnings of $9,000, thc probability
of receiving AFOC is only .07. Receipt of child support has no effect on
the likelihood af being on AFDC for mothers with this level of earnings.

The predictions indicate that blacks have a much higher probability of
being on welfare than whites (.36 versus .22). This effect of race is
particularly strong for recipients of child support suggesting that when
child support bayments are made for black families they are not sufficient
to prevent the mother from going on welfare. However, we obtain the
perplexing result for blacks that the probability of receiving AFDC is
higher for recipients of child support. We have no explanation for this
result but it is possible that reverse causation is present; namely that
that blacks on AFDC have a somewhat higher probability of receiving child
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suzport than do blacks not on AFDC.* Furthermore, although there are
difficulties in inferring causation from our findings, the results presented
in Table II1.3.2 of the next section indicate that IV-D agencies
f - differentially target their efforts to enforce chiid support obligations on
black families.

The probability of receiving AFDC benefits declines with both age and
education of the mother. The education effect is particularly strong for
recipients of child support. For the sample as a whole, mothers with only a
grade schooi education are twice as Tikely to be on welfare as mothers with
3 college degree (.34 versus .17). For recipients of child support, mothers
with only a grade school education are more than three times as likely to be
on welfare as mothers with a college degree (.38 versus .11). Receipt of
child support has its greatest impact on welfare status among the more
educated, reflecting presumably higher award amcunts.

Fam{Iy structure also significantly affects the probability of being on
welfare. The probability of receiving welfare benefits increases with the
number of children and mothers with younger children are more likely to
receive welfare benefits than mothers with older children. The family
structure effects are similar for both recipients and non-recipients of .
child support,

The probability of receiving welfare does not vary significantly with
marital status (unlike the likelihood of receiving child support), although
unwed mothers do have a somewhat higher probability of receiving welfare
than mothers who were previously married. The differences across the

. “While we have specified as general a model as possible (by allowing fimily
characteristics to have a different impact on each of four separate family
situations), we have not explicitly accountad for the possibility of
reverse causation. Reverse causation does not appear to be a serious
problem in our analysis and accounting for it (through the use of
simultaneous equation techniques] would greatly reduce the predictive
power of our model. ,
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various marital status categories appears to be greatest for mothers
receiving child support,

Receipt of welfare appears to be independent of the number of years
married but dincreases with years since separation or divorce. The
dissolution effect occurs only for mothers who do not receive child
support. Apparently regular child support payments are sufficient to keep a
divorced mother off welfare over time.

Evaluated at the sample mean of all variables, we find thai receipt of
welfare 1is about 11% Tower for mothers receiving child support. This
estimated impact is not as great as impliec dy differences in the raw means
in Table I11.2.4. Again, the predictions reinforce our earlier conclusion
that characteristics of the mother that determine receipt of child support
are also important determinants in the opposite direction of the receipt of
welfare. Holding these characteristics constant significantly reduces the
impact of child support on the likelihood of receiving welfare benefits.,

For the sample of mothers due child support in 1379, earnings of the
absent father is significantly related to the probability that the mother is
- on welfare. This effect is strongest for recipients of child support and
apparently reflects the fact that the size of the child support payment
varies directly with the fathers ability to pay {(as measured by his
income). The Tower the father's income, the lower the child support payment
and hence the higher the probability that the mother will be eligible for
and receive welfare benefits.

The type of child support agreement has a small but statistically
significant effect on the likelihood of the mother being on welfare, In
Cases where a voluntary agreement exists, the probability of being on
welfare is slightly lower, This is consistent with our earlier finding that
voluntary agreements are a somewhat more successful type of child support
obligation,

111-100

140




The probability of being on welfare is significantly related to the
father's current family situation. When the father has other children to
support, the mother is less Jikely to receive welfare. The effect is
strongest for mothers who do not receive child support. We have no
convincing explanation for this result. We would have expected mothers to
have a higher prebability of being on welfare when the absent father has
other children %o support, because his ability and incentive to pay child

support would be lower,

Evaluated at the sample means, receipt of child support reduces the
probability of being on welfare for mothers due child support. As before,
this effect is more pronounced than for the entire sample of single mothers
and s probably due to the same factors mentioned earlier for receipt of
child support, ‘namely that among those due child support, major differences
in welfare recipiency rates are due to unobserved variables not included in
our model.

111.2.2.4 Surmary and Conclusions

In this sectiun, we have investigated the interrelationship between
receipt of child support and receipt of welfare benefits for single
mothers. A large number of results have been presented in an attempt to
sort out the precise nature of this relationship. Although definitive
results are not obtained, our findings do provide some important insights
regarding the major problems facing the AFDC and child support enforcement
prograns.

First, it is fairly clear from our results that if child support
obligations can be established and if the absent father has a job that
provides stable, secure income, the mother will be virtually assured of
receiving child support payments and she will have a good chance of avoiding
the welfare rolls. This implies that the AFDC and 1V-D agencies may find it

effective both to intensify efforts toward establishing support obligations.

and to explore ways of enhancing the earnings potential of the absent
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father. Possible methods for enhancing the earnings potential of the absent
fathers include varjous job training or job search assistance activities,
such as those currently available to AFDC mothers, or even public emp loyment
programs. Of course, such activities are very difficult to put into
practice for certain groups, particularly for unwed mothers when the
father's whereabouts are unknown and paternity is in dispute.

Second, our results imply that the traditional approach adopted by
welfare agencies of -enhancing the earnings potential of the mother (such as
through WIN activities), while likely to remove her from the welfare rolls
if successful, will do little to increase hor chances of receiving child
support. Hence, IV-D agency activities provide an important complsment to
welfare agency activities in generating an overall increase in the economic
well-being of single parent families.

In sumary, establishing a support obligation emerges as the key policy
action in our analysis. Once such an obligation is established, the chances
of actually receiving support are predicted to be close to 85% for the
average mother in our sample and the probability of her being on welfare is
only about 10%. Hence, policymakers should focus attention on developing
new methods of establishing support obligations as well as on developing new
methods  for collecting support under  existing  obligations..
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111.3 Determinants of Which AFDC Recipients Receive IV-D Services

We turn now to the role of IV-D services in obtaining child support
from absent fathsrs. Prior to 1975, there were several state statutes to
collect support from absent fathers whose children were on A'DC, but there
was substantial variation across states in this type of legislation and
reciprocity was often a problem. In 1975, Title IV-D of the Social Security
Act was passed, which required states to establish a ¢hild support
enforcement program to establish paternity, locate absent parents, establish
support obligations, and enforce such obligations. The states are required
to provide these services to all AFDC families and to non-AFDC families who
request services, although 3 fee could be chargad to the latter families.
To facilitate collection across states, a Federal Parent Locator Service was
established, and states were given financial incentives to cooperate with
one another, h

Determining which cases should receive IV-D services is an important
but difficult issue. If the goal is to target resourzes to produce the
greatest cost savings for the AFDC program, then there are two factors to
consider. First is the probability of obtaining and enforcing an agreement,
and the second is the cost savings that would result if such an agreement
were established, It is possible that there is a trade-off between these
two factors. It is probably 2asier to increase child support payments for
relatively affluent cases, for example, cases where the father pays support
irregularly and could be forced to pay regularly through enforcement
procedures. These cases may result in relatively little AFDC cost saving,
however. On the other hand, it may be difficult to establish child support
for a young unwed mother, but if such agreement could be ehforced. it may
result in large, long-term savings to the AFDC progran. In this section, we
examine what types of AFDC families receive IV-D services, including action
to establish paternity, action to locate an absent fathbr, establishment of
a child support agreement, and action to enforce such an agreement. We also
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examine whether these services are successfully provided. In the subsequent
section, we examine the impact of these services on the receipt of child
support for AFDC families.

I11.3.1 Methodology

The data that we use to examine the receipt and impact of IV-D services
are taken from the 1979 AFDC Recipient Characteristics Study. As a re.. s
we can observe the receipt of IV-D services only for those who continue to
receive AFDC. * This data set does not include families for which IV-D
services led to the collection of sufficient child support payments that the
family was no longer eligible for AFDC. This limitation is particularly
important when estimating the impact of IV-D services and procedures to
overcome the problem are discussed in the next section. With respect to the
determinants of who receive IV-D services, it should be borne in mind that
families for whom 1IV-D services are particularly effective are
underrepresented in this analysis.

The data are taken from two sections of the Receipt Characteristic
Study record schedule. For each chiid 4n the family, information is
recorded about whether actions to establish paternity, to locate an absent
parent, or to erforce a child support obligation were ever undertaken, and
whether those actions were successful. The dependent variable in our
analyses of these services is the proportion of the children in the family
who received paternity establishment, parent locator, or support enforcement
services and the proportion for vhom the services were successful and the
proportion for whom the services were unsuccessful.

Another section of the record schedule indicates whether support
obligations were ever established for each of the absent parents for the
family. For those with an established support order, whether that order is
court ordered or- some other legal agreement, such as an administrative
ajreement, is recorded. Unfortunately, the record schedule does not
indicate whether the support agreement was established by the lV-D 2gency or
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whether the agreement had been established before the family began receiving
AFDC. There is also no indication of whether the IV-D agency attempted to
establish an agreement but failed. OQur dependent variables in the analysis
of which families have support agreements are, therefore, the proportion of
absent fathers with a child support agreement, the proportion with a court
ordered agreement, and the proportion with an agreement other than court
ordered.

In the following subsections, we examine the impact of demographic,
Tocation and employment characteristics, marital history, and welfare
characteristics on which families receive IV-D services.* We examine first
the determinants of which families receive paternity establishment and
parent Tocator services because these actions are necessary first steps in
collecting child support payments. We then examine which families have
child support agreements established and which receive enforcement services
to collect child support payments. ‘

I11.3.2 Determinants of the Provision of Paternity Establishment and of
arent Locater Services

Table II1.3.1 presents the proportion of families receiving AFDC during
the survey month 1in 1979 that had ever received paternity establishment
services or parenf Tocation services. Paternity establishment services are
frequently provided to AFDC recipients and these services appear to be quite
effective in establishing paternity: 45% of the AFDC cases had raceived
paternity action, and of those cases, neSrTy' 702 resulted in successful
estab]jshment of paternity.

*

Setween 3% and 12% of the sample had missing data on scme of the case
characteristics either because the client did not report The information
to the agency or the agency did not record the fiiformation in the case
record. In our regressions we included separate variables for whether
age, the pumber of absent fathers, the number of years the parents were
diverced, and Food Stamp receipt were missing. The coefficients of these
missing data v-riables are not presented and had no consistent correlation
with whether IV-D services were provided.
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Tabie I11.3.1

PROPORTION OF 1979 AFDC RECIPIENTS WHO HAD RECEIVED PATERNITY
. ESTABLISHMENT AND PARENT LOCATION SERVICES
(AFDC survey, those with an absent parent and valid
receipt data, N=15,116)

Overall Mean for Those

Mean Receiving Service

Paternity Action i

Action taken 45.4 .-

Paternity established 31.5 69.4

Patarnity not established 13.9 36.6
Action to Locate kbsent Parent

Action taken 59,7 -e

Parent located 30.4 50.9

Parent not locaced 29.3 49.1
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Parent locator services are also frequently provided, but the success
rate is somewhat lower: nearly 60% of the cases received at Teast one
action to locate an absent parent; in 51% of those cases the absent parent
was successfully located.

Table I11.3.2 presents the impacts of demographic characteristics, work
history, marital history, and welfare characteristics on the receipt of
paternity establishment and parent locator services and on the success of
these services. The coefficients in the first column represent the impact
of each characteristic on whether the action was taken. The coefficients in
the second column represent the impact of each characteristic on whether a
successful action was taken and the coefficients in the third column
represent the impact on whether an unsuccessful action was taken. The sum
of the impacts on successful and unsuccessful actions (columns 2 and 3)
equals the ‘mpact on any action (column 1).*

Paternity Establishment Services--AFDC recipients who were _heads  of
households were ezually as 1ikely to receive paternity establishment
services as were recipients who were not household heads, and there were no
differences in the success of establishing paternity by whether the
recipient was a househoid head. There are also no significant differences
by the mother's age or education in whether paternity establishment services
were provided or in the success of such services.

*The coefficients for successful and unsuccessful actions do not represent
conditional probabilities--that is they do not represent the -probability
of a successful or unsuccessful action, given that an action was taken.
Instead they represent unconditional proBabiTit es, for example, the
probability that a case had a successful action relative to having no
action or having an unsuccessful action. Thus, if we find that a
characteristic reduced the total number of actions, and that the number of
successful and unsuccessful actions were also peduced in the same
proportion, then we sonclude that the characteristic reduced the number of
actions taken but did not influence the success rate, On the other hand,
1f a characteristic disproportionally affected either the number of
successful or unsuccessful actions, then we conclude that the
characteristic influenced the success rate of the acticn,
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Table 111.3.2

DETERMINANIS OF WHICH AFDC FAMILIES RECEJVLD PATERNITY ESTABLISHMENT AND PARENT LOCATOR SERVICES®
(AFDC Survey, those with an absent pareat and valid (receipt) data, ¥ = 15,116)

Paternity Action Action to Locate Father

Pateraity Paternity mot Father Mot
Action Takem Established Established Action Taken Fa.her Located Llocated

Semegraphic Characteristics
i1 = Mead of household .008 -.00

.009 -.0270% -.040%%e .04
: (.01) (.010) (.008) (.o1) {.010) (.011)
: Age (In years) .00} .000 -.000 -.0010e -.00140 -.000
i (.001) (.000) {.000) (.001) (.001) {.001)
E1 - Bleck 028 o3seee  _ o6 005 | -.08300e .03g8ee
y (-009) (.008) {-006) (-009) (-008} (.009)
. Education (years) -.003 .000 -.004 .00) 008 -.007%00
i (.003) (.002) (.002) (.003) (.002) (.002) -
S Wusber of children less than 6 L0170 .022800 -.006 .027800 .G27084 .000
: (.007) (-007) (.004) (.007) (.007) (.607)
" Mumbor of children buiveen .01gess .024880 -.009%8 .01440e .005 .010¢
|6 e 12 (.008) (.005) (.004) (-005) (-005) (-005)
A} .
i Wmber of children between .010 .0190ee -.010 .012¢+ .0190ee -.006
P 1218 ) ‘ (.006) (.005) {.004) (.006) (.006) (-006)
. 1« Northeast JAljese 001, i jopees .0708%¢ 043040 .0270e
: (.013) (.012) (.009) (.013) (.012) (.012)
1 = Northcestra) .04qsee .01 .026804) .009 -.002 .0210
; (.012) (.011) {.008) (.012) (.o1) (.oh)
T e st .104000 .05480e .050%04 -.0770a0 - 04§t -.03208
; (.014) (.013) (.009) (.G14) ¢.013) (.013)
1 = South -- -
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le t Choracteristics
of v [In Survey )

t = Enployed

Caralngs ($1,000s)

Horitel Infermation

Fraction of children with
diverced parents

Fraction of chitdren with
legally separatad parents

Fraction of children with
non-legally separsted parents

Fraction of children with pareat
sbseat for snother reason
(other than wamaryled)

Fraction of chltdren with
wnasrried parents

Nusber of absent parents

Years since father left

iadle 111.3.2 (coatinued)

Paternity Action

Action to Locate Fatter

Paternity Paternity mot Father Not
Action Taken Established Established Action Taken Fathér Located Located
013 .016 -.003 .0313 0320 .000
(.015) (.014) (.010) (.015) (.014) (.014)
030 -.012 0420 .003 002 .00t
(.035) (.003) (.024) (.003) (.003) (.003)
.010 260000 -.250400 230000 % kLU . J1)eee
(.015) (.001) (.010) (.015) (.on), (.014)
71000 Q24000 -.25)000 79000 .J1]0ee ~. 134000
(.027) (.02) (.018) (.02) (.024) (.025)
056000 218000 -, 221000 128000 13300 -.005
(.014) (.012) (.009) {.014) (.012) (.o13)
.056* 228000 . 172000 0540 Jd1gnres ~. 06500
(.029) (.026) {.019) (.029) (.026) (.027)
-.050 ~. 046000 -.004 -.050408 - 053¢ee .003
(.007) (.007) (.005) (.007) (.007) (.007)
.000 -.001 «.00800¢ 007000
{.002)

(.002)




Velluwre Information
Years on AFDC

AFOC Benefit ($100s)

1« Receives food stamps
Food stamp benefit ($100s)
V = WIN registered

1« Kandatery WIN registered

Constant term

Sumnary Statistics
r2 .

Standord error of estimate
¢ Hean of dependent varfsble

85tandard errors In parentheses.

*Significant at the 10X level.
“4Significant at the 5X level.
s44Significant at the 1% ltevel.

Tadle 111.3.2 (concluded)

Paternity Action

Action to Locate Father

Pateraity Pateraity mot

Action Token Established Established

-.00}
(.002)

004
(.003)

-.02}
{.013)

-009
(-009)

01§
(.o17)

-.018
{.019)

426000
(.035)

.020
474
454

-,002¢ .00}
{.001) (.001) °
.00 .003
(.003) (.003)
.o0l8 -.04004¢
(.012) (.009)
-.0)30e 023000
(.o008) {.006)
-.010 0260
(.015} (.o1)
.022 -.040
(.017) (.013)
151000 275000
(.032}) (.923)
.094 .10}
423 315
235 139

149

Father Mot
Action Takem Father Located Located
D0S5ees 001000 .002¢
(.001} {.05?) (.001)
.006 .003 .003
(.004¢) 1.003) £.004)
.008 .007 .00}
{.013) (.012) (.012)
-.012 -.002 -.010
(.008) (-008) (.008)
-.013 .00) -.015
{.016) (.015) (.015)
.02} 906 .013
{.0t9) {.019) (.018)
571000 232000 2339000
(.035) (.032) (.033)
.056 .100 .0l8
4862 420 .438
.597 304 .293

P ——




Black AFDC recipients were significantly more 1likely than whites to
receive actions to establish paternity and were significantly more likely to
have paternity successfully established. The number of children in various
age categories had an impact on whether a paternity action was taken,
particularly the number of children under 12 years of age. These results
suggest that IV-D agencies are targeting paternity establishment services to
Targe families who receive larger grants for longer periods and to younger
¢hildren .for whom it may be easier to establish paternity. The number of
children had an even greater positive influence on whether vaternity was
successfully established, probably because it was easier to definitively
establish paternity for at least one of the children in the family.

-There are significant regional differences 1ir the provision of
paternity establishment service-.* Southern states took significantly fewer
paternity establishment actions than did states in any other regien. On the
other hhqd, the regional differances in the number of successful actions is
much smaller. Only the Western states had significantly more cases with
paternity successfully established than did the Southern states. Thus, the
paternity establishment services appear to be more efficiently targeted in
the South. :

In the earlier sections we found that the mother's employment status
and earnings had significant imnacts on the receipt of child support.
However, neither the mother's employment status nor her earnings had an
influence on whether paternity es;ablishment actions were initiated by the
IV-D agency or on the success of those actions.

The marital status of the parents had a éirong influence on the
provision of paternity estabiishment services. Surprisingly, children whose

*,

The coeificients in the table represent the differences in outcomes for
the specified regions relative to the south. : For example, families living
in the west were 10.4 percentage points more likely to receive paternity
establishment actions than were families 1iving in the south.
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parents were never married and those whose parents were divorced were nearly
equally as Tikely to receive such services* while those children whase
parents were separated, particularly those whose parents were legally
separated, and children whose father ‘was absent for other reasons were
significantly more 1ikely to receive paternity establishment services. The
pattern in success rate, however, 15 considerably different. Paternity
establishment actions for children of unmarried parents were significantly
Tess 1ikely to be successful while those actions for children of divorced or
separated parents were very successful.

In the previous secticns, it was found that unwed mothers were the
least 1ikely to receive child support, primarily because they did not have a
child support obligation established. The fact that actions to estabiish
paternity for children of unmarried parents--a necessary first step to
establishing a child support award--are so unsuccessful points out a major
barrier facing the IV-D program.

The fact that the mother had children by more than one father also
makes paternity more difficult to establish. The number of absent parents
significantly reduced the number of paternity establishment action that were
taken, particularly the number of successful actions. The number of years
that the father has been gone from the household had no effect on whether a
paternity establishment action was taken but significantly increased the
probability that the action was unsuccessful. '

The number of years that the family received AFDC did not influence
whether paternity establishment actions were taken but did reduce the
success rate of such actions. Longer term recipients have a longer period
in order to receive services but it may be difficult to establish paternity
unless the action is taken early. This result is consistent with the fact

*Discussions with child support enforcement staff in California shed no
Tight on why such a high proportion of children of married parents receive
paternity establistment services. It 1s possible, however, that in some
states paternity establishment services may -iuclude pro forma procedures,
such as notifying the former husband that he is the presumed father.
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that the number of years since the father left reduced the success rate of
paternity establishment actions.

The amount of AFDC benefits the family received had ho effect on
paternity establishment actions., This is surprising because we had expected
that IV-D agencies would target their efforts to cases where successful
collection of child support would result in the largest welfare savings.
However, the regression equation controls for many factors that influence
the: grant Tlevel (e.g., _the number of children), and the independent
influence of the grant level may be small.

Families that were also receiving foodstamps had significantly fewer
unsuccessful paternity establishment actions. Whether the family receives
Food Stamps may be a proxy for whether the mother is Tiving with other
individuals with sufficiently high income that the household does not
qualify for foodstamps. It is possible that the mother has less incentive
to cooperate with paternity establishment actions if she has alternative
sources for support. On the other hand, the benefit level of Food Stamps
received is u.gativeiy related to successful paternity establishments.

Cases in which the mother is a WIN registrant had significantly lower
success rate for paternity establishment actions. It is possible that women
for whom the paternity of their children carnot be established have no hope
of receiving child support and are more likely to register for WIN on their
own or to be required to register for WIN in order to find alternative means
of establishing independence.

L]

Parent Locator Services--With respect to parent 1tocation services,
recipients who were household heads and older recipients were both
significantly less 1ikely to receive location services and the success rates
of locator services were Tower for both groups. Blacks were about equally
Tikely as whites to receive parent locator services but the probability of
successfully Iocating the absent father was significantly lower for blacks
than for whites. The education of the mother did not influence whether a
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lTocator service is provided but significantly incrcased the probability of
successfully locating the father.

The number of children, particularly the number of children under
age 6, significantly increased the probability that parent locator services
were provided. Furthermore, the additional services that were provided to
large families were generally associated with successful location of the
father.

The regional pattern in the provision of parent locator services
indicates that the Northeastern states were the most likely to provide
parent locator services and had greatest success in finding absent fathers.
In contrast, Western states were the least 1likely to provide 1locator
services and the success in finding absent fathers was the lowest in the
Western states as well,

Whether the mother was employed was not significantly associated with
receipt of locator services but was positively associated with whether the
father was successfully located. It is 1ikely that the mother's employment
status is positively correlated with the father's employment status and that
emloyed fathers are easier to locate.* The amount of the mother's earnings
had no influence on the receipt of, or success of, parent locator services.

There {s considerable variation by marital status in whether parent
locator services were provided. Children of unmarried parents were
significantly Jess 1ikely to receive locator services while those of
divorced parents were the most likely to receive locator services. Further,
when such actions were undertaken, the parent was significantly more 1ikely
to be found for children of divorcad parents than for children of unmarried
parents.

*Alternativeiy. it {is possible that the father maintained closer contact
when the mother is employed, perhaps even receiving some support from her.
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The number of absent parents reduced the probability that parent
Tocator services were provided and the probability that the locator services

were successful. The number of years the father was absent did not

significantly influence whether Tlocator services were provided but did
significantly reduce the probability that the father was successfully
found. This result again highlights the importance of prompt action on the
part of 1V-D agencies,

The provision of parent locator services was not strongly influenced by
welfare characteristics of the family. The number of years the family has
received AFDC significantly increased the probability that parent locator
services were provided. However, none. of the other welfare characteristics
influenced whether a case received parent locator services.

o tnforce )UDPOI“E Obhgaf'lons

The second set of services provided by IV-D agencies includes the
establishment of child support obligations and various actions to enforce
child support obligations.* Table III1.3.3 presents the proportion of AFDC
cases that nad a child support agreement and that received actions to
enforce an agreement. Nearly 30% of the cases had a child support
obligation. Of these obligations, 90% were court orderes and only 10% were
other types of obligations such as voluntary agreements., Nearly 40% had
received at- Jeast one action to enforce a child support obligation. It
should be noted that these support enforcement efforts have the lowest

success rate of any IV-D activity: 42% of these enforcement actions result
in successful enforcement. '

111.3.3 Determinants of the Establishment -of Suggori Obligation and Actions

Table 1I1.3.4 presents the dimpact of demographic and employment
characteristics, marital history and welfare information on the

*
As noted above, information is not available on whether the IV-D agency
established the child support agreement,

I1I-115

154

i -




Table 111.3.3

PROPORTION OF 1979 AFDC CASES FOR WHICH CHILD SUPPORT OBLIGATIONS
WERE ESTABLISHED AND ACTIONS TO ENFORCE OBLIGATIONS WERE TAKEN
(AFDC survey, those with an absent parent and
valid (receipt) data, N=15,116)

Overall Means for Those
Mean Receiving Service

Support Obligation

Support obligation established 29.9 " .-
~ Court ordered obligation 27.9 90.3
Other legal obligation 2.9 9.7

Action to Enforce Obligation

Action taken 39.7 .-

Obligation enforced 16.6 41.8

Obligation not enforced 23.1 58.2
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DEVERMINANTS OF WHICH AFDC FAMILIES MAVE CHILD ¢
ANO ACTIONS TO ENFOR
(AFOC Survey, those with an

Demographic Characteristics’ _

1 * Head of household

Age (in years)

1 2 Black

Education (years)

Nusber of children less than 6
Husber of children between

6 and )12
* Mumber of children setween

12 and 18
1 © Northeast
1 = Northcentral

1 = Nest

t = South

Table §11.3.4

UPPORY AGREEME
CE CHELD SUPPORT AGREEMENTSS
absent psrent and valid receipt data, N = 15,116)

NTS ESTABLISHED

Estabiish QQEE& Obligation Action to Enforce Ob)iastion
y our her [egal on ation qation mo
Obligation Order Obligation Taken Enforced Enforced
-.006 -.004 -.00) 014 .00) 013
{.008) (.008) {.004) {.009) {.007) {.010)
.000 -.000 .00) 48¢ 000 001440 -.000
{.000) {.000) {.006} (.001) {.000) {.om)
-.0218%0  _ (2giee -.001 0190 0lee .008
{.007) {.007} {.003) {.008) {.006) (.008)
-009¢4¢  _gojess  ggzess  _ gop .002 -.004
{.002) {.002) {.001) {.002) {.002) {.002)
-.000 -.006 J0050¢ .007 -.009¢ 01600
{.005) {.005) {.002) {.006) (.004) (.006)
J01708e 0184 . 00y -.002 -.005¢ .00)
(.004) {.004) {.002) (.004) {.003) (.005)
.002 .005 -.004¢ .005 -.00) .008
{.005) (.005) {.002) (.005} {.004) {.005)
-.0222¢ -0 ~.011e2 015 0194 -.004
{.010) (.009) {.004) {.on) {.008) {.on)
014 028040 _ g)qene 065008 .018¢ 046000
{.009) {.009) (.004) {.010) (.007) (.010)
-.046%%¢  __035e0e  _ g)pes 040000 .0)4¢ .0264¢
(.on) {.010) (.005) {.012) {.003) {.012)




Table 111.3.4 (continued)

- Establish Support Obligatien Action to Enforce Obligation
n 'Sour! U[aer TegaT “NcElon UblTgation U6T1gation mot

y
Obligation Order Obligation Taken Enforced Enforced

Employment Characteristics
ﬂn Evey Honth)

) = Esployed . .026%  026%  ..000 .024¢ .017# .007
. (.onn)  (.on)  (.005) (.024)  (.009) (.013) -

Earnings ($100s) 006  007%e¢ __00) -.001 -.0044¢ .203

(.003)  (.003)  (.0Gi) (.003)  (.002) (.003)

Marita) Information

Fraction of chlldren with "o J32ee 512000 000 012 -.015 027*

divorced parents (.on)  (.022)  (.005) (.014)  (.010) (.014)
Fraction of children with < J6Gaee . 352008 017¢ 071888 L0448 .027
legally separated parents {.020) (.019) (.009) (.023) (.016) (.023)
Fraction of children with 085404 062404 023884 03644+ 002 L0348
non-legally separated parents {.010) (.010) (.005) (.or2) (.008) (.012)
Fraction of children with parent 096444 04080 L0402 L0654%¢ . 00§ 071880
absent for another reason {.022) (.021) (.010) (.024) (.017) (.025)
(other than unmarried)
Fraction of children with - .- - - - -
unmarried pareats ] - -- - - -
Nusber of absent parents ~.029%%% . 02500 -.004* ~.0164* .002 =01 7088
{.006) (.005) (.003) (.006) (.004) {.006)
Yeors since father left .000 .00) -.000 -.000 -.000 .00}
(.001) (.001) (.000) (.001) (.001) (.002)
Fraction of children with 26484 22000 030084 :062“' L1500 ) -, 0540se
father in same county (.c07) (.007) (.003) (.009) (.006) (.009)
fraction of children with 20484 1808 J02] 008 056444 108 -~ 054 00e
father in different county, (.on) (.on) (.005) (.012) (.009) (.013)

same state
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Table 111.3.4 (continued)

Estab)ish rt Ob)igation Action to Enforce (b)igation
Kay Soori Ui"bir Tegal Action O6TTgatTon U TqatTon not

Obligation Order  0Ob) lgnlon Taken Enforced Enforced

Fraction of children with 1044en 09642 °  _008¢ -.002 01788 -.019¢

father in different state (.010) (.009) (.004) _ (.on) (.008) (.on)
Fraction of children with ~.016 -.030 014 -.009 .033 -.043

father in a foreign country (.03%) (.030) (.014) (.035) (.025) (.036)

Fraction of children with - - - -- - -
father’s whereabouts unknows - - - - - -

Helfare Inforaation

Years on AFOC L00644s L0500 00) oe .000 -.000 .00)
(.001) (.001) (.000) (.001) ( 001) {.co1)
AFOC bemefit ($100s /month) Ol)ree 014040 .002% 00444 004 .003
(.003) {.003) (.001) (.003) (.co2) (.003)
1 © Recelves food stamps 00 L1e .000 -.018* -.005 -.003
. (.010) (.010) (.004) . {.on) ( 008) (.on)
Food stamp benefit ($100s /month)- 010 L0150 .005* 005 -.00) .006
(.006) (.006) (.003) (.007) (.005) (.007)
} = NIP crgistered .020 .020 .000 -.017 002 . -.018
(.012) (.012) (.006) (.004) {.010) (.0l4)
1 * Mandatory WIN registered -.007 -.017 .009 .021 .006 015
(.014) - (.019) (.006) (.016) (.on) (.016)
Ch1d Support Information !
Fraction of children with -- - -- S750as 470400 098440
court ordered support - - - (.009) (.007) (.010)
. Fraction of children uith - .- -- 59208 -. 400 o0 9] aae
other Jegal support obligation - -- .- {.020) (.0%4) (.021)

fraction of children with .- .- - - == .
no Yegal obligation . - - - -- - -

Constant term =.073%%¢  _ 039 -.034000 162000 _ pg3ees 204000
(.027) (.026) (.012} (.030) (.021) (.031)
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Summary Statistics
a?

Standard error of estimate
Hean of dependent varfable

85tandard errors fm parentheses.

*Stgniffcant at the 10X evel,
S4Sfgnificant at the 5% level.
44SHgnificant at the 1K level.

Table 311.3.4 {concluded)

.Establish Support Ob)igation Actlon to Enforce Obligation
y Court — Other Legqal Kctlon GbTTgatTon ObTTgation not
Obligation _ Order Obilgation Taken Enforced Enforced

357 <364 .021 323 .400 .023
350 .339 159 .3%0 206 406
.299 .270 029 .397 166 .230



establishment. of child support obligations and on actions to enforce these
agreements,

Child Support Agreements--Whether the mother was a head of household
had no bearing on whether a child support obligation was established. The
mother's age also had no influence on whether an obligation was established
but was positively associated: with ‘the establishment agreements other than
court ordered. Blacks were less Tikely to have 3 child support obligation,
established as were women with Tower educational attainment.

The number of children in varfous age categories had differing impacts
on the establishment of child support obligation. Generally the number of
children Tess than 6 years of age and the number of children 12 years of age
and above had no impact on whether an obligation was established but the age
of the children was negatively associated with the use of agreements other
than court orders. The number of children in the middle ages of 6 to 11 was
positively assocfated with establishment of support  obligations,
particularly court ordered obligations.

There was considerable verfation by region in whether child support
obligations were established. Families Tiving in Western states were 4.6
percentage points less Tikely to have oblfgations established than were
families Tiving in Southern states and were 3.5 percentage points Jless
Tikely to use agreements other than court orders.

Whether the mother was employed and the size of her earnings were both
positively associated with the establishment of child support obligations,
particularly court ordered obligatfons. It {s Tikely that these employment
Characteristics of the mother are correlated with employment characteristics
of the father and that it {s easier to establish support obligations for
employed fathers. Because the father's employment status fs not available
in the Recipient Characteristics Study, however, we cannot definitely test
~ this hypothesis.
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The marfta] status of the parents had a considerable 1mpact on whether
a child support obligation is established. Children whose parents were
never married werv significantly less Tikely to have an obligation
established while children whose parents were divorced were the most Tikely
to have an obligation established. The use of legal obligations other than
court orders were concentrated among children whose parents were separated,
. both legdlly and informally, or whose father was absent for other reasons.

The number of absent parents significantly reduced th' probability of
establishing a child support obiigation. The number of years since the
father Tleft had no impact on the establishment of an obligation or on
whether the obligation was court ordered.

The Tocation of the absent father had considerable impact on the
establishment of chiid support obligations. Children whose fathers'
Tocation was unknown were, quite expectedly, less likely to have a child
support obligation established. Among children whose father's Tocation was
known, 2 similar proportion of children whose fathers lived in the same
county and of children whose fathers lived in the same state but different
counties had a child support obligation established. The fact that the
father Tived in a different county within the state does not appear to pose
3 significant burden to the establishment of a child support agreement.
Compared to those: whose Tathers lived in the same state, children whose
fathers 1lived in another state were less Ilikely to have an obligation
estainshed, particularly a support obligation that was not court ordered.

The number of years the family had received welfare was positively
associated with whether a chiid support obligation was established, as was
the size of the AFDC benefit. Further, whether a family was also receiving
Food Stamps and the size of those benefits were positively associated with
whether a2 support agreement was established. Thus there is evidenceé that
services to establish agreements are targeted to cases that are receiving
the most public assistance and thus would result in the greatest savings in

public expenditures if the support obligation is successfully established
and enforced.
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Support Enforcement Actions--Actions to enforce support obligations

were no more Iikely to be undertaken for heads of households than ¢ her
individuals. The mother's age had no bearing on whether she received
snforcement services, but enforcement actions were significantly more
successful for older women than younger women. Blacks were significantly
more 1ikely to receive enforcement services and significantly more likely to
have the child support obligation successfully enforced than were whites.
Generally, the mother's education had little impact on the receipt of
entforcement services, although less educated women were more Tikely to have
an unsiccrssful attempt to enforce the fathers child support obligation,

The number of children %n various age categories had little impact on
whether enforcement actions were taken, but enforcement actions were 7Jess
Iiiely to be successful for families with more children, particularly more
children under 6 years of age. Because support awards are Ilikely to be

" larger for larger families, this result suggests that fathers may try harder

to avoid support obligations when they have more to Tose. . *

The regional pattern indicates that the Northcéntral and Western states
were significantly more Tikely to initiate enforcement actions than were the
Southern states. Although some of these additional actions were successful,
the Northcentral and Western states had a disproportionate number of
unsuccessful actfons compared to the Southern states. In contrast, states
in the Northeastern region were equally as Tikely as Southern states to

initiate enforcement activities but were significantly more likely to have

those actions result in successful enforcement of child support obligations.

Whether the mother was employed was positively associated with the
receipt of enforcement services and with the success of those services. As
mentioned above, the mothers' employment status is Tikely to be a proxy for
whether the father is employed. On the other hand, there is a surprising

‘h]though there is a correlation betweer large families and the number of
absent fathers, the latter variable is controlled for in estimating the
above relationship. :
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negative association between the size of the mothers' earnings and the
success of enforcement actions. It is possib]é that the fathers are less
1ikely to meet their child support obligations if the mother has more
earnings; alternatively 1t is possible that the IV-D agency is less vigorous
in their enforcement activities for women with relatively high earnings
because the size of her AFDC grant, and thus the potential savings to the
government, is relatively low.

Marital history characteristics also <nfluenced whether actions were
taken to enforce child support obligations. Controlling for whether an
obligation has been established, children whose parents were married but not
divorced were more 1ikely to receive enforcement services than were children
whose parents were divorced or children whose parerits were never married.
These actions were more Iikely to be su.cessful for children whose parents
were legally separated and less 1ikely to be successful for children whose
parents were informally separated or whose fathers were absent for other
reasons.

Controlling for whether an obligation was nstablished, children whose
parents were 1iving in the same county or same state were the most likely to
receive enforcement actions. Tae success of that zetfon Gid not depend on
whether the fathsr Tived in the same county or in a different county within
the same state.

Welfare characteristics have a small impact on whether an action to
enforce the agreement was taken, controlling for the fact that an obligation
has been established. The number of years on AEDC has no influence on
whether enforcement actions are taken. The size of the AFDC benefit is
positively associated with whether an enforcement actiorn is taken,
suggestiiig that enforcement actions are targeted to cases where welfare
savings are largest.

Children with established chiid support obligations wsre far more
Tikely to receive enforcement actions, as expected. The more interesting
comparison is between children with court ordered obligations and those with
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other types of legal obligations. The type of ob]igatidn had very 1ittle
impact on whether an enforcement action was taken. Howaver, the enforcemant
action was more 1ikely to be successful for children with court oprdered
agreements. This provides some evidence that agreements other than court
ordered are less successful in obtaining child support for AFDC recipients.
This resuit is in contrast to the results in Section 1I1.2 that indicated
that court ordered agreements were less successful. Further evidence on
this issue is presented in the next section.

I11.3.4 Summary

In this section, we have examined the impact of demographic and
employment characteristics, marital history,- and welfare characteristics on
whether IV=D services are provided.  With respect to demographic
characteristics, we find that large families are more Tikely to receive
paternity establishment sarvices, parent locator sérvices and, for those
with children between 6 and 12 years old, have a support agreement
estaolished. The success rates of paternity establishment and parent
Tocator services are greater for larger families, but the success rate for
enforcement actions is significantly lower. These results suggest that IV-D
agencies are targeting their activities to larger families that receive
larger welfi=e grants, but that fathers may be trying harder to avoid the
Targer support obligations.

The‘number of years that the father has been absent was associated with
significantly more unsuccessful pa.arnity establishment and parent Tlocator
actions. These results highlight the importance of the IVeD agencies taking
prompt action in establishing paternity and Tocating the father.

Black families are more Tikely to have paternity-establishment actions
taken and those actions are more 1ikely to be successful than for whites.
On the other hand, parent locator actions are significantly less successful,
and black families are less 1ikely to have a support obligation
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established. Nonetheless, blacks are more 1likely to receive successfyl
enforcement actions than are whites,

Mothers who are employed are more 1ikely to have the father
successfully Tlocated, an obligation established, and an obligation
successfully enforced than are unemployed mothers. It is possible that the
cnployment status of the mother is correlated with whether the father is
employed and that IV-D activities aimed at employed fathers are more
successful,

Welfare characteristic had only a modest independent impact on whether
IV=D activities were provided. The size of the AFDC grant had no influence
on whether paternity establishment and parent 1locator services were
provided. However, mothers receiving larger AFDC benefits were more likely
to have child support obligations established, and were more likely to
receive successful actions to enforce those agreements.

The marital status of the parents was by far the strongest de‘erminant
of whether a case received IV-D services and the success of those services.
As a summary, Table III.3.5 presents the predicted probability that a c=se
received IV-D services and the predicted proportion of actions that were
successful by the parents’ marital status. Although marital status had
relatively little impact on whether paternity estas®’shment actions were
taken, virtually all such actions for children of divorced parents were
successful, while only 42% of paternity establishment actions for children
of unmarried parents were successful. HMarital status did significantiy
influence whether parent locator services were provided: children of
unmarried parents were not only less likely to receive parent locator
services, but only 36% of actions that were taken resylted in successful
lTocation of the father, compared to 71% of the parent locator actions for
children of divorced parents. Further, only 28% of children of unmarried
parents have an IV-D enforcement action compared to 57% of children of
divorced parents, and the success rate of enforcement action< was lower as
well for children of unmarried parents.
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Table I11.3.5

PREDICTED PROBABILITY OF RECEIVING AND SUCCESS RATE FOR VAKIOUS
IV-D ACTIONS BY PARENTS' MARITAL STATUS

Marital Status of Parents

Legally Non-legally
Divorced Separated Separated Other Unmarried
(.24) " (.03) (.20) (.02) (.51)

Paternitx Establishment
Action

Paternity establishment

action taken .44 .61 .49 .49 .43
Proportion of paternity

establishment actions

that are successful .99 .99 .93 .83 42

Parent Locator Action

Parent locator action - .
. taken .74 €9 .64 65 51
Proportion of parent
lTocator actions that
are successful 71 72 .49 .47 .36

Child Support Obligations

Child support obliga-

tions established 66 .52 .24 .25 .15
Proportion of obliga-

tions that are court

ordered .96 .30 .79 .68 .80

En?orcement Actions?

Enforcement actions )
- taken .57 .57 .37 .41 .28
. Froportion of enforce-

ment actions that are
. succassful .59 .51 42 .40 .40

3These predicted levels of enforcement actions are based both on the direct
impact of marital status on enforcement actions and on the indirect effect
of murital status on whether an obligation exists.
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The results prasented in Section 11I.1 indicated that unwed mothers
face severe difficulty 1in obtaining child support payments from absent
fathers. The results of this section highligit the problems the Iv-D
agencies face in attempting to remedy that situation. It is more difficyit
to establish paternity, locate the father, :=d enforce ia agreement for
children of unmarried parents. Because over 50% of the children who
received AFDC in March 1972 had unmarried parents, these facts imply that
there are major barriers to the effectivoness of the IV-D actions.
Nonetheless, the success rate for IV-D activitves is quite high for children
of divorced parents, another 24% of the caseload. In the next section, we
estimate the overall impact of IV-D activities on child support receipt.
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111.4 Impact of I1V-D Activities on Child Support Receipt

In this section we examine the impact of child support enforcement
activities on various child support outcomes. This investigation presents
important methodological problems for two reasons. First, we 1lack
information for families who previously had received IV-D services but who
are no longer receiving AFDC. As a result, the most successful cases--cases
for which IV<D services resulted in the mother getting off weifare--are not
included in the sample of AFDC recipients. This analysis, therefore,
examines the 1bpact on IV-D services on families that continue to receive
AFDC.

The second methodological problem arises because the provision of 1V-D
services-is not random but fis 1ikely to be targeted to families in the
greatest need or those for whom the agency feels the ability to collect
payments is greatest. To the extent that the agencies target IV-D
activities on the basis of objective characteristics for which data are
available (e.g., fa.ily size or marital status), we can control for those
characteristics in the analysis. To the extent that 2gencies tarcet V<D
activities on the basis of unmeasured characteristics, however, t :re will
be unmeasured differences betwesen families who receive IV-D services and
those who do not. The analysis may then attribute differences in child
support receipt to 1V-D activities that are in fact due to preexisting
differences in unmeasured characteristics between the two groups that the
igencies use to decide which cases get services.

Initially we had planned to correct for the non-random targeting of
some of %the IV-D services by using the CPS sample to obtain predicted
probabilities of having need for parent locator services and for having
court-ordered agreements. These predicted probabilities were to be used to
control-for the need for services in the analysis of the impact of IV-D
servicgs; Unfortunately, we were unable to adopt this approach because of

111129 ,
[*8

e e a0 e e it o 12 s . ek e e b




incomparabilities between the CPS and the AFDC data sets and the lack of
ability to predict the required variables with sufficient accuracy.

As alternatives, we have used two other procedures to overcome the
methodological problems. First, in estimating the impact of IV-D services

on various outcomes using the AFDC sample, we have included two varisbles

whether the acticn was successful and whether the action was unsuccessful,
It is reasonable to assume that unsuccessful actions have no impact on child
support receipt. Thus, any difference between the child support receipt of
those who received no action and those who received unsuccessful actions are
1ikely to be due to unmeasured differences between these two groups. The
estimated difference in child support outcomes for those with unsuccessful
actions and those with no actions can provide ewvidence about whether IV-D
activities are targeted to easier or harier cases and, therefore, about the
probable direction of the bias in the estimated impact of successfu® IV-D
activities. -

The second procedure takes an aggregate approach. It eramines the
impact of asdministrative and legal child support enforcement procedures that
vary across states (e.g., wage attachment or criminal proceedings) on the
amount of child support collected. The independent variables in this
analysis are whether the state allcws specific procedures, not whether a
partfcular case received those services. Because we are comparing the
aggregate 2xperiences of states that use a specific procedure to the
ajgregate experience of states that do not, this analysis is not affected by
a bfas from nonrandom targeting of procedures to particular cases within a
state. Further, we can exarine the impact of state procedures both on the
AFDC sample and on the CPS sampia. Thus, the impact of IV-D procedures on
families not currently receiving AFDC can be estimated using the CPS sample.

111.4.1 Impact of IV-D Actions

We first examine the impact of the four main IV-D activities--paternity
establichment, parent Tlocator services, establishment of child sunport
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obligation, and actions to enforce obligations--on child support receipt and
on.the amount of support received. The activities of establishing paternity
and locating the father are prior steps to establishing and enforcing an
agreement. We Took first, therefore, at the dmpact of paternity
establishment and parent locator services on whether an award is
established. The results are presented in Table I11.4.1.*

After controlling for the provision of parent locator servides, 40% of
the cases for which paternity was successfully established had ‘a child
support award established. Only 18% of the cases that received unsuccessful
paternity establisiuient services had a child support award established so
there is no evidence that the actions are targeted toward the more prom:sing
cases, although that possibility is nc: ruled out by the data. Averaging
over the successful and unsuccessful actions, 33% of the cases that received
paternity establishment services had a child support obligation established,
compared to 27% of the cases that had no paternity action taken.

Actions to Tocate the absent father also were associated with a greater
probability of having a child support agreement established. In cases where
the father was successfully located, 50% had a child support award
established, compered to 19% of cases where no parent locator services were
provided. Because-23% of the cases with an unsuccessful attempt to locate
the father had a child support award established, however, there is evidence
that parent lncator services are targeted toward sasier cases. In some
cases, the fact that there was a child support award may have led to parent
locating activity rather than the other way around. Nonetheless, the
successful locacion of the father is associated with a substantial increase
in the probaniIigy of hdving a child support award, aithough the 31
percentage poini increase {s probably an overestimate of the impact on
families currently receiving AFDC.

*?hé coeffiéients from which the predicted probability of having an
obligation established aré derived and presented in Appendix Table A.5.
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Table I11.4.1

PREDICTED PROBABILITY OF HAVING CHILD SUPPORT .
OBLIGATION ESTABLISHED BY WHETHER PATERNITY
ESTABLISHMENT AKD PARENT LOCATOR SERVICES ARE PROVIDED

(AFDC Survey, those with ar absent parent and
valid award data, n = 14,367)

Probab111ty of Having Child Support
Oblirations Established

Paternity Establishment Services

Paternity Action Taken (.44)2 .33
Successful Action to .40
Establish Paternity (.30)
Unsuccessful Action to .18
_ Establish Paternity (.14)
No Paternity Action Taken (.56) 27

Parent Locator Services

Parent Location Action Taken (.60) .37
Father Successfully Located (.30) .50
Father Nét Located (.30) .23

No Parent Location Action Taken (.40) .19

8 Means 1n parenthesis
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Table 111.4.2 presents the predicted probapility of receiving chilg
support by whether the families received paternity establishment and parent
locator activities.* The first column contains the estimated impact of
these two services wher beth Paternity establishment and parent locator
services are controlied for. The second column contains the impact of these
two services on child support receipt when all IV-D services are controlled
for. By examining how the impacts change as other activities are included
in the regression, we car determine if an activity has an independent effect
on child support receipt or if it affects child support receipt indirectly,
by increasing the probability that other actions will also be undertaken.

The results in the first column indicate that 14% of the families who
had a paternity establishment action received child support compared to 10%
of families who received no paternify establishment actions. Of families
who had a successful establishment of paternity, 16% received chilg
support.  .However, when we also control for whether a child support
agreement was established or enforced (column 2), we find that the
establishment of paternity had no independent impact on child support
receipt; its effects on child support receipt are entirely due to the
increased probability that other actiuns can occur once paternity is
established.

Controlling only for whether paternity establishment actions have also
been taken, 155 of families that had parent locator services received child
support, compared to 7% of families that had no parent lscator services.
Successful attempts to locate the father are associater with an 18
percentage point increase in the probability of receiving child support
Payments compared to cases for which no parent Jocator activities were
provided. Cases for which there was an unsuccsssful location attempt are
significantly less 1ikely to receive child support so there is no evidence

*
The coefficients from which the predicted leve® of child support receipt
and amount of support are derived are presented in Appendix Table A.6.
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Table II11.4.2
ESTIMATED IMPACTS OF PATERNITY AND LOCATOR SERVICES
ON THE PROBABILITY OF RECEIVING CHILD SUPPORT
Probability of Rece%v1ng Child Support
(.12)

Controlling for
"Paternity Establish-

ment and Parent Conrolling for
Locator Services all Iy-D
Recefved Services Received
Paternity Establichment Actions
Paternity action taken (.45)2 .14 : Jd2
Paternity successfully
c¢stablished (.31) .16 - W12
Paternity not successfully -
estabiished (.14) .09 12
No paternity action taken (.55) .10 _ 12
Father Locator Actions
Father locator action taken (.59) .15 12
Father successfully
Tocated (.30) _ .25 .14
Father not successfully
Tocated (.29) 04 . .10
No father locator action
taken (.41) 07 .12
3Means in parentheses.
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that the location activities are targeted to the easier cases, although that
possibility cannot be ruled out.

Much of the impact of parent locator actions is accounted for by the
relationship between actions to locate the father and whether child support
agreements are established and enforced. However, even after contro1ling
for other IV-D activities, successful location of the father, in and of
1tself, is associited with a significant increase in the receipt of child
support: 14% of families for whom the father is successfully 1located
receive child support compared to 12% of those who recedved no parent
Tocator services. ’

The impact of child support agreements and actions to enforce those
agreements are presented in Table 1I11.4.3. As expected, whether a child
support agreement {s established has a Targe and significant impact on
whether child support s received: only 2% of families without an agreement
received child support. When an agreement is established but no actions are
taken tc enforce the agreement, the probability of receiving child support
is approximately 20%. Without enforcement actions, the type of
agreement--that {s. whether the agreement is court ordersd or ancther legal
agreement--has 1ittle impact on whether child support is received.

When actionslare taken to enforce an agreement, there is a.large and
significant impact on child support receipt: 40% of the families that had
an action to enforce court ordered agreements received child support and 34%
of families that had an action to enforce on another type of agreement
received child support. Although IV-D agencies may have targetted
enforcement actfons to easier cases, it {s not Tikely that they would have
instigated actions for cases that regularly received child support. These
results suggest, therefore, that enfurcement actions are very succassful 1in
increasing the receipt of child support.

Actions taken to enforce court ordered agreements tend to be more
effective in obtaining child support than those taken to enforce other types
of agreements. Again, this is in contrast with the rasults reported in the
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Table I11.4.3

ESTIMATED IMPACT OF SUPPORT AGREEMENTS AND ACTIONS TO ENFORCE
AGREEMENTS ON THE PROBABILITY OF RECEIVING CHILD SUPPORT

Agreement and Probability of
Enforcement Status Receiving Child Support

No child support award (.70) W02

Award but no enforcement action taken

Court ordered award (.06)
Other. award (.01)

Award and enforcement action taken

Court ordered award (.21)
Other award (.02)
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earlier sections using the CPS data. 1t is not clear why this discrepancy
exists between these two data sets. The CPS interview asked mothiers whether
their child support obligation was a voluntary, written agreement, a
court-ordered agreement, or another type of agreement. Among the 278 AFDC
recipients in the CPS sample who repirted that they had a child support
dgree~ent, 731 reported that they had a court ordered agreement. The
Recipent Characteristic Study recorded information about the nature of the
chiid support obligation from the AFDC case record. Anong the 4,520 AFDC
cases that had a child support obligation, 90% were court ordered. It is
possible that the women in the CPS sample were less aware that their support
obligations were court ordered and not voluritary if the fathers were paying
¢hild support. This possibility would lead both to an underreporting of the
number of court-ordered obligatfons and an overestimate of the probability
of receiving child support from voluntary obiigations. There is no way to
test this hypothesis, however. Unfortunately, the results about the
relative effectiveness of court ordered and other types of child support
obligations are not consistent.

I11.4.2 Impact of State Administrative, Legal and Environmental
Characteristics

The second approach to determining the impact of IV-D services examines
the impact of state differences in the use of various child support
enforcement procedures. TJhere s considerable variation across states in
the administrative and legal procedurss used to establish child support
obligations and to enforce obligations. In this subsection, we examine the
impact on child support receipt of residing in a state that uses a specific
procedure, for both the AFDC sample and the CPS sample members. For the
ADC sariple, we also examine the impact of statewide procedures on whether
an enforcement action is taken and on the success of that action,

An advantage of this approach {s that we can examine the impact of
thes2 procedures on both non-AFDC and AFDC families. Further, we can avoid
the methodological problems that arise from the fact that IV-D services may
be provided to either easier or more difficult cases because we are

111137

176




measuring whether a procedur2 was avaflable for use, not whether it was
actually provided to a specific case. On the other hand, there are some
imortant limitations to this aggregate approach. There 1is considerable
correlation in the use of various procedures, so that it is difficult to
distinguish the independent effects of each procedure. Further, states that
have the greatest problems in collecting child support payments through
ordinary procedures may have adopted new procedures to aid in collection.
Thus, it is likely tizt there is reverse causation in this analysis as
well. These I1imitations should be borne in mind in interpreting the
resuits. This enalysis should be considered suggestive rather than
definitive. )

Impact on Child Support Receipt--Table 11I1.4.4 presents the impact on
child support receipt of state administrative, 1legal and environmental
characteristics*., The two characteristics of IV-D. services that apply to
non-AFDC cases--whether a fee is charged for V=D services and whether IV-D
costs are recovered when collection <5 successful--have no significant
impact on chiid support receipt in the CPS sample. Thus, there is no
evidence that these procedures reduce the effec.,veness of IV-D services to
non-AFDC families.

Whether administrative procedures are used to establish child support
obligations had no impact on child support receipt for the CPS sample but is
assocfated with a significantly lcwer probability of receipt for famiiies
receiving AFDC. This 1s consistent with our findings in the previous .
section that court ordered agreements are relatively more effective for AFD.
cases. .

Whether the state allows criminal proceedings for aon-support had no
infiuence on child support receipt in the CPS sample but, surprisingly, was

*He wish to thank Gaile Maller and her staff at the Office of Child Support
caforcement for providing us with these statewide characteristics. ‘
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Application fee for
non=AFDC cases

Recovery of costs
from non-AFDC case:

: Administrative procedures used to
B establish agreements

, . Criminal procedure used for
W nonsupport -

Statute of limitations on
paterni / establisiment

Enforcement procedurés

- State tax intercept
Liens

Wage assignment

Automated caie monitoring

Table I11.4.4

ESTIMATED IMPACT OF STATE ADMINISTRATIVE, LEGAL, AND ENVIRONMENTAL
CHARACTERISTICS ON CHILD SUPPORT RECEIPT--CPS AND AFDC SAMPLES

CPS Sample
Whether Keceivea
Child Support
income pplement
Definition Definition
’0006 o'\ﬂz
(.023) (.022)
-.026 -.020
(.019) (.018)
‘0009. 0003
(.028) (.024) -
-.008 -.004
(.027) (.025)
"0044* "0031
(.023) (.021)
.095** .021
(.040) (.038)
‘0004' °.0(.35
(.022) (.021)
.0046* .0040
(.028) (.027)
-.0N .033
(.029) (.027)
I11-139

AFDC Sample
Thether Recerwes

_Child Support

«070%**
(.017)

‘0005
(.007)

.00]3
(.012)

012
(.010)




Table 111.4.4 (concluded)

CPS Sample AFDC Sample
Whether Recei ved Whether Receiveo

Child Support : Chila Suppor.
Tncome Supplement

Definition Definition

Time collections continue after .012 .010 -,013%**

family becomes ineligible for (.008) (.008) (.003)
AFOC

State administered welfare -.034 -.031 -« 057%*x
systems (.026) (.025) (.009)

Number of child support cases/ -.0001 001 ** 00z**=*
number of full-time equivalent (.0006) (.0006) {.0002)
staff B

State unemployment rate =.014** -.004 -.008***

(.007) (.006) (.002)
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associated with Tower child support receipt among AFDC recipients. It is
possible that this is due to reverse causation. The fact that child suppert
receipt is low may have caused some states to adopt criminal procedures for
non=support,

Families in the CPS sample that were 1living in states that have
statutes of limitation on estabiishing paternity were significantly 1less
Tikely to receive child sunport. This relationship is not observed in the
AFDC sample, perhaps because IV-D agencies were more aware of this statute
than non-AFDC women and took prompt action to establish paternity.

The impact of three enforcement procedures zre examined: whether the
state income tax refund can be intercepted if the father owes child support,
whether liens can pe used, and whether wage assignments, which require
emrloyers to withhold wages on a continuing basis, are used. The state tax
refund iatercept had a positive impact on child support receipt for both
AFIC recipients and the CPS sample. Recently a tax refund intercept for
federal taxes has been enacted. Our results suggest that this federal
procedure is Tikely to be effective in increasing child support recipiency.

The ability to use liens had no significant impact for either sample.
Whether wage assignments were used had an unexpectedly negative association
with child suppo}t receipt for the CPS rample. Again, it is possible that
this relationship is due to reverse causation, Low child support receint
may have causea states to adopt wage assignment _rocedures rather than the
other way around.

Automated procedures for moritoring had no significant impact on
whether child support was received in either sample, Results discussed
below indicate, however, that automation has increased the efficiency of
IV-J actions. The time that the IV-D agency continues to eallect child
support payments after the family is no longer eligible for AFDC
significantly reduces the number of AFDC fam!lies tha: receive child support
and increases, although not significantly, t.2 number of families in the CPS
sample that receive child support. This pattern of pesuits is not
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inconsistent with the hypothesis that the length of collection period shifts
families who are 1ikely to receive child :upport off the AFIC roles and
increases the probability of receiving chid support in the total population
of singla mothers.

Two characteristics of the we'fare agencies have ancmolous associations
with the receipt of child support. It s 14kely that state administered
welfare systems have more unified systems for collecting child support,
which would increase the probability of collecting from fathers who moved
out of the county. The results of this analysis {ndicate, however, that
AFDC families Tiving in states with a statz sdministered welfare system are
significantly less Tikely to receive child support payments.

The other characteristic that had an unexpected relationship with child
support receipt is the number of child support cases per ful' time
equivalent xt:ff member. We had expected states that devoted more staff
resources. per case would be more effective in cojlective =hild support.
Instead, the results indicate that states with more cases per' worker have
greater rates of child support rec2ipt. The number of cases per work.: may
be an {ndication of the intensity of the state's effort to pursue child
suppoert entorcement.

The unemployment rate in the state had a consistently negative impact
on child support receipt in both the CPS and AFDC samples. This provides
further éevidence that the employment of the father {s an importan*
determinant of whether child support payments are made.

Impact on Enforcement Actions--Table 111.4.5 presents the impact o
state characteristics on whether the 1V-D agency initiated an action to
enforce an ygreement and whether the action was successful. The expected
effect of some of the state procedures on whether an enforcement action is
initiated is ambiguous. To the extent that the procedures increase the
perception on the part of the fathers that the chilg support obiigation
cannot be avoided, the procedures may reduce the number of enforcement

111-14%
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Table 111.4.5

ESTIMATED IMPACT OF STATE ADMINISTRATIVE, LEGAL, AND ENVIRONMENTAL
CHARACTERISTICS ON CHILD SUPPORT EMFORCEMENT ACTIONS

Enforcement Successful Unsuccessful
Aztion Enforcement Enforcement
Taken Action Action
Administrative procedures used to = 065%** -, (35** =, 030%+
. establish agreements (.013) {-010) (.012)
Criminal procedure used for -.009 -, 059%* 050%**
nonsupport (.015) (.012) (.014)
Statute of limitations on 055 %*e 005 o051k
paternity astablishment (.010) (.008) (.009)
Enforcement procedures
State tax intercept -.067%« .003 -.070%*
(.024) (.018) (.022)
Liens <050%e* J022%* -028%+
(.010) (.008) (.010)
Wage assignment <064 %>+ -.016 .080**=
(.017) (.013) (.015)
Automated case monitoring ¢ 0424 046%*+ - 087%%*
(.014) (.011) (.013)
Time collections continue after .008* o 010%* JQ17%%x
family becomes ineligibie for (.005) (.003) (.004)
AFDC )
Stace administered welfare =.N43%nr =, 078%** J035%w%
systems (.012) (.009) (.011)
Num'-2r of child support cases/ <002%** <002+ =, 001**
numder of full-time equivalent (.0003) (.000) (.000)
staff
State unemployment rate =,020%** = 010w =, 0]0%**
111-143
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actions that are required. To the extent that the procedures increase the
ability of the IV-D agency to enforce obligations, the agency may inftiate
more enforcement actions. The expected net effect of these two influences
is unclear. The varfous procadures are ciesrly expacted to increase the
success rate of enforcement actions, however.

The availability of administrative procedures to establish child
support obligations - is associated with- fewer enforcement actions, both
successful and unsuccessful attempts. The availability of criminal
proceedings for non-support has no impact on whether an enforcement actic
was undertaken but 1s assocfated with significantly fewer successful actfons
and significantly more unsuccessful actfons. As discussed above, the
unexpectedly negative impact of criminal procedures may be due to reverse
causation. The fact that a state has a statute of limitation on paternity
establishment {ncreased the probability that an azction was taken, but
virtually &11 the additional actions were unsuccessful.

With respect to the varfous enforcement procedures, the state tax
refund intercept is assocfated with a reductfon in the number of actions
taken, and all of this reducti~n occurs in the number of dnsuccessful
enforcement actions. The availability of liens increased the number of
actions taken and the success rate of these additfonal actions was roughly
the same as the overall success rate for enforcemant actions.

The availability of wage assignment is associated with more enforcement
actions, but the increase in the number of unsuccessful actions is even
larger. It is possible tha: wage ass’ .ment s a particuiarly ineffective
procedure. As discussed above, it is also possible that the iarge number of
unsuccessful attempts led to the adoption of wage assignment procedures.

The use of automated procedures to monitor cases appears to be a
partic:larly effective procedure. It led to a decrease in the number of
enforcement. actions taken but to an {ncrease in the number of successful
actions. Thus; automation appears.to increase substantially the efficiency
of 1V-D enforcement activities.
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The length of time that the IV-D agency continues to collect child
support payments aftar the family is ineligible for AFDC is associated with
an increase in the number of unsuccessful enforcement actions. Stato
administered welfare systems had fewer enforcement actions but more
unsuccessful actions than did county systems.

The number of child support cases per full-time staff member was
associated with more enforcement .actions, particularly more successful
actions. As discussed zbove, this variable may be serving as a proxy for
the dintensity with which IV-D agencies are pursuing child support
enforcement,

The unemployment rate in the state is associated with fewer enforcement
actions, both successful and unsuccessful actions. This suggests that IV-D
agencies are Tess likely tc attempt to enforce ouligations when there are
fewer employment opportunities for the father.

111.4.3 Summary

The 1investigation of the impact of receiving IV-D services on child
support receipt . indicates that paternity establishment services are
associated with a significant increase in child suppert receipt. This
impact is due to the fact that paternity establishment allows otiier IV-D
services, such as parent locator and enforcement actions, to be provided.
After controlling for all other 1IV-D services provided, paternity
establishment services have no independent impact on child support receipt.
This result indicates that once paternity 1s established, other IV-D
services must be provided if child support is to be increased.

Parent locztor services are estimated to have a significant impact on
the receipt of child support. Although some of this impact is due to the
increased probability that child support awards can be established and
successfully enforced, the successful location of the father, in and of"
itself, has an fndependent impact on whether fathers pay child support.
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Actions to enforce child support obligations are estimated to have a
very significant impacy on child support receipt. This result may be an
overstztement of the true :ffect because it is 1ikely that IV-D agencies
target enforcement activities to cases that are more likely to receive
support and that some of the families may have received support on their
own. On the other hand, we cannot estimate with the data available the
number of families that stopped receiving welfare because IV-D actions were
S0 successful *' st they beczme ineligible for AFDC. Because of these two
factors we cannct estimate the size of the impact of enforcement actions
with certainty, but the evidence suggests that the impzct on child support
receipt is substantial,

Court ordersd agreements were assocfated with somewhat greater
probability of receiving child support than were other types of agreements,
and actions to enforce courteordered agreements were somewhat more
successful. These results are in contrast to results using the CPS sample
that indicated court ordered agreements to be less successful, even for AFDC
recipients. Part of the differences may be due to differences in the
accuracy with which the type of agreement is measured; but evidence on the
relative impact of court ordered and other types of shild support agreaments
is ambiguous.

A preliminary 1hvestigation of the impact of state administrative and
legal procedures indicates that intercepting state tax refunds for fathers
that owe child sspport has a significant impact on the receipt of child
support for both AFLC families and for the population of single mothers as a
wiole.  Sincea Che time period covered by this study, many other states have
enacted state tax intercepts and recently a federal tax intercept has been
enacted. The results of this study indicai~ that these actions are Tikely
tc have a significant impact on the number of {_.ilies that peceive child

support payments.

There is evidence that states that use administrative actions to
establish child support obligations take fewer actions to enforce those
agrecments but that the probability of AFDC families receiving support 1s
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significantly Tower. The use of automated case monitoring procedures
appears particularly efficient: 1t decreases the total number of
enforcement actions but increases the number of successful enforcement
actions.

Some of the state procedures that were expected to increase chiid
suppert receipt, particularly wage assignmant procedures, were associated
with significantly Tower child support receipt. It is possible that these
amamolous results are due to reverse causstion, wheeby states that have a
particulariy large child support enforcement problem have enacted these new
procedures. Further research is required before a definitive conclusic: ean
be drawn about the effects of these specific procedures.

Both approaches that we have used to estimate the jmpact of 1IV-D
procedures have methodological problems. 1In particular, the possibility
that IV-D .procedures are targeted to either easier or more difficult cases
or that states adopt procedures as a result of a large enforcement problem
qualify the results of our analysis. Nonetheless, the preponderance of
evidence suggésts that IV-D activities substantially increase the number of
families receiving child support payments.
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Appendix A.l
EFFECTS OF RECZIVING CHILD SUPPORT ON- WELFARE STATUS
. (Full Regression Results)
N CPS (N = 2,299) ECPP Survey. (N = 3,749)
D_g_ggg_nh'lc Charscteristics ‘
1 = Head of family 19gwew ] 7gwew -
(OW’ (QW) -
1 = Northeast _ J1 7w J23wew 223w
(.022) (.023) (.017)
T = Northcentrs! 1 22wew 128w Q94w
(.021) (.022) {.020)
1 = Nest JJ28vew ] 3gwer 108w
(.023) (.023) (.018)
1 Ld &um L4 - -
% = Black .068™ 083w Lo
(.020) (.020) ~(.008)
”' -, m‘m -, wm -, onsm
(.001) (.001) (.001)
Edmﬁ@ﬂ .om1m -.m3"" ’0002
: (.004) (.004) (.003)
Number of chiTdrem under 6. . 083www Qg7 www QT
) (.015) (.016) (.010)
. Number of childrer betwern N i <040 ; QAG Y™
6 and 12° {.012) (.012) (.007)
o hmber of chiTdrem between 0N 012 . LYo
12 and 18 (.011, (.011) (.008)
- mtgg_ﬂt Characterd stics
_ n survey Teir)
' 1 = Esployed - 222w .. 230w . 136%r
’ : {.021) (.021) (.016)
Earnings ($1,000s) . 024w . 025w | ..026%
(-002) (.002) o (.001)
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Marital Inm'ormation
1 = Divorced?

T = Legaily separatad
1 = Informally separitad
T = Never- married

Yeaars married

Years since marital dissolution

T = Married more than once

£hild Support Information
n_Survey Year

1 = Receipt of child support
(1ncome definition)

T = Recaipt of child support
(supplement definition)

Constant tarw

Summary Statistics

RZ
Standard ervor of estimate
Mean of dependent vartable

Aypendix A.1 (Concluded)

cPS (N = 2,299)

EOPP Survey (N = 3,749)

AQ7w
(.056)

399
370
<349

Hote: Standard errors are in parentheses.

For the-CPS survey results, a separate dummy variable for wid

is included in the regression, but not n_ppmd.

wSignificant at 102 level,
o ™significans at 5% level.:

A ruitoxt provided by EAl

E rSignificant at 1% level.
’ I AT 13 Teve!

"

A2

.0097,"
{.030)

378
378
«349

188

.0057*"
(0020)

-0093"'
{.020)

.000
(.000)

018
(.018)

°02ﬂm
{.017)

ow, previously divorced




Aspend iz A.2

EFFECTS OF WELFARE STATUS ON THF PROBABILITY OF RECEIVING CHILD SUPPORT
(Full Regression Results)

Demographic Characteristics
1 » Head of family

1 = Northeast

1 = Northcentral

1 = West

1 = South

1= Black

Age

Education

Nusber of children under §
Number ’of children between

6 and 12

Mumber of children between
12 and 18

%lognt Characteristics
 n _survey Year]

1 = Exploycd

Earnings ($1,000s)

. . 2
R U R o T I

CPS (X = 2,299
2uppliement nition ncome nition EOPP Survey (N = 3,749)
o’“m o]“m bt
(.029) (.027) -
0017 °o°°‘ '0032'
(.025) (.023) {.017)
<021 -.001 -.001
(.022) {.022) {.019)
.020 '0026 °0059"‘
{.025) (.023) {.017)
.0092'“ 092> -.“2"’
(.022) {.020) {.014)
owz -.001 .001
(.001) (.001) {.001)
015vwe 0130 ,020 e
(.004) (.004) {.003)
°¢°28' 0-515 .00]
{.017) (.016) {.010)
.003 .008 .013*
{.032) {.012) {.007)
°o°°7 °.005 4-(‘04
(.012) (.011) {.008)
004 .003 +038ee
(.024) (.022) (.016)
.000 +004¢ 003ee
(.000) (.002) {.001)
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Marital Informtion
1 » Diverced®

1 = Legally separated

1 » Informally separated

1 » Never married

Years merried

Years since marital dissolution

1 » Married more than once

Welfare Information
N SUTvey Yaar

1 » Roceived AFIC

Constant term

Summry Statistics

[ 4

Standard error of estimate
Mean of dependent variable

Appendix A.2 (Cancluded)

CPE (N s 2,299) - o .
Supplement DetTaition — Income DeTinTETon EPP Survey (N = 3,749)

d11owe

(.032)

o3| 7wew
(.041)

o 13200
(.033)

.m“
(.002)

"0017"'

(.003)

-.102"'
(.030)

.0077."
(.022)

"0113'
(.061)

2N
+406
« 345

Note: Standard errors are in parentheses.

3or S0 (PS5 swrvey results, a separate dumsy varfable
the regression, Bt Aot reported

*Significant st the 105 level,
*eSignificant at the 5% level.
eweSignificant st the 13 level.
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2530we
(.029)

12]vee
{-038)

.m'
(.031)

".2”"’
(.021)

-.013
(.056)

«286
376
268

180

1690w
(.G18)

.“sm
(.019)

=.00]ewe
(-0004)

=.030*
(.018)

'.234"’

J107%e
(.050)

210
313
227

for widow, previously divorced is included in




Appendix A.3
EFFECTS OF WELFARE STATUS ON AMOUNT OF CHILD SUPPORT RECEIVED

(Full Regression Results)

CPS (N = 2,299) EOPP _Survey (N = 3,749,
Demqriphic Characteristics
1 = Head of family 82Z.08 -
(97.86) -
T = Northaast 86.87 99.185
(82.52) (79_.71 )
T = Northcentral =19.0T «20.56
(79.02) (9Z.00)
T = Hast =37.82 «53.63
' (83.10) (87.63)
1 = Black =387 . 38w =558 ., 20www
(72.58) (67.05)
Me 10.71v> 22 .95wwe
(4.29) (4.48)
Educatiom 63.98v- 121, 24w
. (12.88) (12.54)
Number of children under § «20.57 46.88
(55.98) (47.29)
Number of children between 124 .48vww . 105, 27w
6 and 12° (42.42) (32.54)
Nusber of childrenm batween 91.57w «2.37
1Z ¢~4 18 (40.61) (35.99)
Emlo ¢+ Characteristics
'En survei !urz o
T = Esployed «47.31 «1713.69
.EIP (79.08) (74.65)
Earnings ($1,000s) 4,80 15,50
(7.40) (6.83)




Appendix A.3 (Concluded)

CPS (N = 2,299) EOPP Survey (N = 3,749)

Marital Information

1 = Divorced? $30.20we> 339,51wwr
: (105.50) (87.47)
T = Legally rated 363.08ver
b s (136.02) 47.89
(89.97)
T = InformalTy saparated 93.30 - ' '
(T11.02)
T = Never married - -
Years mrried 17.77cwn -~
(5.58) -
Years since marital dissclution =31, 70vew -4, 12>
(9.82) (1.93)
T = Married more than once «Z70.07ver 343,97 e
(99.18) (€ ..59)
lielfare Information (in survey vear)
1 = pecaived AFIC «136.13» «779.6Qve
{74.99) (71.74)
Constant term 863 44w «1,158.06ww
(203.48) (236.69)
Summary Statistics
RS 165 116
Standard error of estimta 1,355.67 1,782.88
Mearr of dependent variable 65T.6T 561.77

Nots: Standard errors are in parentheses.

iFer the CPS survey results, i separate dummy variable for widew, previously
divorced is included in.the regression, but not reportsd.

*Significant at the 102 level.
wSignificant at the 53 level.
rmSignificant at the 13 level.
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Appendix A.4

EFFECTS OF UELFARE STATUS ON RECEIPT OF CHILD SUPPORT

Duzghic‘ Charactertstics
L = Head of family

1 = Notheast

T = Northeantral

1 = lest

T = South

1= Black

. Age

Education:

Number of children under §
Number of children bctunn

6 and 12

tumber of children betiveen
12 and 18

) loyment Characteristics
n Ervez Year)

T = Eaployed

Earnings (31,000s)

jents of Child Support)
ull Regression Results)

CPS (N = 794)

(.002)

(.007)

.020
(.032)

.0G3
(.023)

-0011

(.021)

055
(.003)
.001
(.003)

EOPP Sumvey (N = 1,042)

.006

(.035)

011
(.038)

043
(.033)
°-022
(.032)

°.m4""
(.002)

(.032)

004
(0003)




Appendix A.4 (Concluded)

T = Married more than once oJ52rer .18

¥elfare Informtion (in Survey Year)

crs (N = 794) EOPP Survey (N = 1,042)
Marital Information
1 = Divorced® 237%ee 046
(.081) (.058) v
Ts TTy separated ' 164> .001
Lm "m .050 e ‘
1 = Informelly separated o] g - |
) {.090) -
1 = Never married -
Years married -, 005» - 1
(.003) -
Years since mrital dissslution -.005 -.0004
1 = Recaived AFOC . -s018 o 160w
(.045) (.033) 1
Constant term 282V . 350w
’ (131) (.118)

Sumpary Stati st'lcs. .

R¢ . .063 045
Standard error of estimate 416 392
Mean of dependent variable 236 ) 187

Note: Standard errors are in parentheses.

IFor the CPS survey results, a separate dumy variable for widow, previously
divorcsd fs included in the regression, but not raported.

*Significant at the 102 level.

mwSignificant at the 5% level.
rwrSignificant at the 13 level.
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Appendix A.5

EFFECTS OF PATERNITY ESTABLISHMENT AND PARENTaLOCATOR ACTIVITIES ON AWARD

(AFOC Survey, those with

OF Cl_'iIL_Q SUPPORT
an absent parent and valid award data, N = 14,367)

Awared of Child Support

Court Ordered
Any Mard Award Other Obligatien
(.30) (.28) (.02)

Establish Paternity

Unsuccess?ful atlempt to 5
establish paternity (.14)

Successfuyl at::apt %0
establisir paternity (.30)
Locate Father

Unsuccessful attampt
to Tocate father (.30)

Successful attemt to
locate father (.30)

Predicted Probability Without
Ivities (4t Mean or Utner

ar3d (@S

3Standard errors in parentheses.

bMean in parentheses.

*Significant at the 105 leveT.
wSigmificant at the 53 Tevel.
weSignificant at the 1% Tevel.

= 0790w o Q9ver o Qv o Q8w o Q]r o ()]rew
(01) (01 (61 (01)  (.003) (.004)6)

Llvrs  [3wew  Jgwew  J2www  _(2wew  (lvew
(.01) (.01) (.01) ~ (.01) (.003) (.003)2)

- Jbvre oo J3ver 002
-~ (.01) - (.01) o (.004)0)
- Sl e LB JQ3rwe

25 .18 o33 J17 .02 01




Appendix A.6

EFFECTS OF 1V-D ACTIVITIES OK RECEIPT AND AMOUNT RECEIVED OF CHILD SUPPORTS
(AFDC Survey, Those Wish an Absent Parent and Valid Receipt Data, N = 15,116)

Establish Paternity

Unsuccessful attempt to
establish paternity (1490

Suctessful attespt to
establish paternity (.31)
Locate Father

Unsuccessful attespt to
Jocate father (.29)

Successful attemspt to
Jecate father (.30) °

Support Agreement
Court ordered award (.27)

Other obligation (.03)

Enforce Support Agresment

Unsuccessful attempt to
enforce court order (.08)

Successful attempt to
enforce court order (.13)

Unsuccessful attespt to
enforce other obligation (.01)

Successful attempt to
enforce other obligation (.01)

3Standard errors in parentheses.
Bhean in parentheses.

*Significant at the 103 level,
soSignificant at the 53 level.
sweSignificant at the 13 level,

Recaipt of Child Support Amount Received
(120 (12.32)
.002" 0.01 .01 ow .1070 -.50 ].25 072
(.o1) (.ol) (.01) (.01) (1.07) (1.14) (1. (1.05)
o]]”‘ o“m 001" ow 7057”’ 30]0‘" '1046' '2069"‘
(.01) (.o01) (.01) (.o1) (.80) (.85) (.84) (.79}
e -3 o OAS o,02%%  -e 3.39mee g,S3ee o],g6eee
i (.01) (.0” (.0" .- (ods) (037) (033)
ee ol'm 009”. 002” haied 15033'" 7006“‘ '099
-- (.01) (.01) (.01) .. (1.00)  (1.02) {.99)
haied ee 030'" o]‘m e e 300]]“' 13.‘1”’
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