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1. INTRODUCTION
1.1 Background
in 1988 approXimateiy 40 percent of all children under the age of 18 - a total of 25

million children - did not five with both of their biclogical parents.! Most of these children, -

about 19 milﬁo_n, lived with thelr mother, another 3.6 miliion lived with their father, and the

remaining 2.4 million lived with neithér parent. The number of children. living apart from one
or both parents has increased rapidly in recent years, mostly as a result of higher rates of
divorce and out-of—wedibck births. Between 1870 and 1988, for example, the number of
children living only with their mothers nearly doubled.

As a result of these trends, chiidren are much more at risk of being in poverty than the
general population. In 1987, 13.5 percent of the population had incomes below the poverty
level, but 20.6 percent of the nation’s children were impoverished. In female-headed fami!i'es,
the poverty rate for children was 55 percent in 1987. One source of impoverishment among
children with an absent parent is the lack of chiid support. In 1987, only 59 percent of
mothers with children under 21 from an absent father had been awarded child supbort, and
only 39 percent received any child stmpor’s.2

' fhe Federal government has been sensitive to the increase in the number of children
living in situations where chﬁd support is potentially an important source of income.

Beginning in 1975 the Federal government has taken a number of actions to improve the

' Data cited in this section are from Select Committee on Children, Youth, and Families,
U.S. House of Representatives, 1989. U.S. Children and Their Families: Current Conditions

and Recent Trends, 1989, Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office.

2 In 1985, the corresponding figures were 61 and 37 percent, respectively. . See U.S.

- Department of Commerce, Current Population Reports, Special Studies, Series P-23, No. 167,

Child Support and Alimony: 1987, U.S, Government Printing Office, Washington, D.C., June
1980, and Series P-23; No. 154, Child Support and Alimony: 1988 (Supplemental Report), U.5.
Government Printing Office, Washington, D.C., 1989,




nation’s child suppdrt system"‘3 The Office of Child Support Enforcement (OCSE) was
established by legisiaﬁbn in 1975 to provide financial support 1o states for locating absent
parents, establishing paternity and support awards, and enforcing support orders. The
progfém serves families receiving Aid to Families with Dep’endent Children (AFDC), who are
required to cooperate with state child support enforcement agencies, as well as other families
who have applied for such services. _

The Child Support Enforcement Amendments of 1984 (Public Law 98-378)

stren'gthened states' abilities to enforce delinquent child support orders through means such
as mandatory wage withholding, fiens against real and personal property, and withholding
state tax refunds.* The 1984 Amendments also contained provisions requiring states to take
actions to im-pr;)Ve the adequacy and"equity of child support orders. In particlar, states were
required to establish commissions to consider issues such as establishing appropriate‘
standards for support, and states were required to develop guidelines for determining support
obligations. These guidelines, which could bé eii’her_advisory or presumptive, had io be
made available to all judges and other child support officials in the state.

The Family Support Act of 1988 (Pubiic Law 100-485}) added enforcement tools and
required states to take additional actions to ensure that their child support systems are
. effective and equitable. States must meet standards for establishing patér‘nity; use wage
withholding from the start of the order rather than waiting unt-ii a delinquency occurs; meet

time standards established by the Secretary for processing cases; and develop state-wide

% The discussion of the child support enforcement program is based on material from
Committee on Ways and Means, U.S. House of Representatives, 1990, Overview of
Entitlement Programs. 1990 Green Book: Background Material and Data on Programs within
the Jurisdiction of the Commitiee on Wavs and Means, 1990 Edition. Washington, D.C.: U.S.
Government Printing Office, pp. 629-698,

4 The Amendments also exterded the Federal Tax Refund Offsét Program, initially
established In 1981 (Public Law 97-35) to recover delinquent child support debts among
AFDC cases, to minor chitdren not on welfare.
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] automated daia systems.. The Family Sdpport Act also requires that state guidelines be used -

for establishing support awards unless rebutted by a wiitten finding that application of the

‘guidelines would be unjust or inapprop'riate. The guidelines are to be reviewed by states
i every four years, and individual awards must be reviewed every three years for AFDC cases

{unless it is not in the best interest of the child) and at the request of either parent for all

other cases under the jurisdiction of the state child support enforcement program.
g The Department of Health and Human Services is in the process of developing final
reguiations for inﬁpiementing the guidelines requirements in the Family Support Act. In
b October 1989 the Department published proposed regulations in the Federal Register at
‘ C.F.R. 302.56, which would require that states establish by law or by‘judicial of administrative
action one set of guidsiines for setting and modifying child support awards in the state. Such
guidelines would also be required to: (1) take into account the earnings, income, and
resources of the abseni parent, (2) be based on specific descriptive .and numeric criteria and

result in a computation of the support obligation, and (3) provide for coverage of the

child(ren)’s health care needs including the provision of health insurance coverage. In
addition, in reviewing and possibly updating their guidelines every four years, states would be
required to analyze data on the number of cases complying with or deviating from the
gui_deiines and the reasons for deviation. Comments on the proposed regulations have been
received and analyzed, and the final regulations are expected to be published in fiscal year

k 1991. Within the parameters set by the Famity Support Act and the Department’s
implementing regulations,.states have been given broad authority to develop guidelines
consistent with their political and philosophical views on the equitable allocation of child
support expenditures beiween parents,

The Federal government aiso recoghized that there is a great deal that is not known

~about expenditures on children and the standards of living in houssholds of different—
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'compos'itibn. Such information is useful for developing guidelines for child support. Section

128 of the Family Support Act calls for the Secretary of Health and Human Services to carry

out two activities: (1) conduct a study of expenditures on children, and (2) submit a report on

- the results of the study:

The Seér’etary of Health and Human Services shall; by grant or contract,

conduct a study of the patterns of expenditures on children in 2-parent families,

in single-parent families following divorce or separation, and in single-parent

families in which the parents were never married, giving particular attention to

the relative standards of living in Households in which both parents and all of

the children do not live together, The Secretary shall submit to the Congress

no later than 2 years after the date of the enactment of this Act a full and

complete report of the results of such study, including such recommendations

as the Secretary may have for legislative, administrative, and other actions,

The study required under Section 128 of the Act.was conducted by Professor David
Betson of the University of Notre Dame.® Using data from the Consumer Expenditure
Survey, the Betson study examines patterns of expenditures on children in two-parent families
and single-parent families where the custodial parent was either divorced, separated, or never
married. The present report fulfills the Secretary’s obligation to provide a réport to Congress
on the results of the study along with the Secretary’s recommendations.f In addition to
examining the results from Professor Betson's study, this report also reviews the results of

many other relevant studies -- including other major studies of expenditures made on behalf

of children and studies of the economic effects of family disruption.

® David M. Betson, "Alternative Estimates of the Cost of Children from the 1980-1986
Consumer Expenditure Survey," U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, Office of the
Assistant Secretary for Planning and Evaluation, September 1990.

% The focus of this study is on the identification of expenditure patterns on children. The
study does not address issues such as joint custody and second families. Readers
interested in these issues are referred to earlier studies by Edward P. Lazear and Robert T,

- -Michael,-Allocation of Income Within the Household, Chicago: University of Chicago Press,
1888, and Robert Williams, Development of Guidelines for Child Support Orders: Final Report,
Washington, D.C.: U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, September 1887,
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One can pose three distinct questions regarding expenditures on children, and all
three are relevant for'estabiishing child support policies. First, what is the minimum amount
that must be spent to maintain children? Second, how much do families in different

circumstances actually spend on their children? Finally, how much should families in different

circumstances, including situations where the parents do not live togsther, spend on their

children? The first two guestions are empirical issues that researchers can and have

addressed. The question of how much parenis should spend on their children involves policy
and other value judgments. Many of the child support guidelines that have been proposed

and implemented consider aciual and minimum expenditures on children, but also make

judgments on how lmuch parents should spend on their children based on the competing
interests of parents and children.

The Congressional mandate (embodied in Section 128 of the Family Support Act)
addresses the second guestion, "how much do families in different circumstances g_c_:j_qaiiy
spend on their children?' This report, and the smdy on which it is based, discusses issues
related to determining how much parents actually spend on their children (both in single-
parent and two-parent families) and the implications of those expenditure patterns for child
support. Aithoug'h the Congressional mandate specified that expe_nditure patterns of different
types of single parent famiiies {divorced, separated, and never-married) be studied, this report
does not explicitly do so; the sample sizes in existing relevant data bases were inadequate to
support such an analysis, and time and budgetary limitations precluded the development of a

new data base for the purposes of this report.



1.2  Organization of the Report

The report consists of seven chapters. Chapter 2 provides a review and assessment
of the various methods that have been used to estimate expenditures on children. Although it
. might appear straightforward to develop such estimates, two fundamental problems make it
extremely difficult to do so. First, for many goods and services, such as food, even the beét
available data sources do not indicate how the goods are divided between aduits and
children within a household. Second, other goods and services, such as housing, are
consumed jointly by memberé of a household; even tremendoqsiy detailed data on family
expenditure patterns will be insufficient to identify what portion of these expenditures are
atiributable to the family’s children. To deal with these problems, researchers have
developed methods of estimating the relative weil-being of households with different
compaositions and allocating expenditures among children and aduits, These issues are
reviewed in Chapter 2, and the advanta.ges and limitations of alternative methods of
estimating expenditures on children are assessed. The chapter aiso notes that some
researchers have argued that all the standard methods used 1o estimate expenditures on
children do not properly account for the fact that having children is usually voluntary, and
therefore, while their expenditure patterns change, parents’ well-being do.es. not decrease as
is assumed in the methodologies discussed in this chapter.

Chapter 3 describes .the Consumer Expenditure Survey (CEX), an ongeing nationally-
representative statistical survey of consumer expenditures that includes 5,000 households per
guarter. The Betson study and all other major studies of expenditures on é:hildren in the
United States have made use of the CEX or its predeceséors. The chapter provides the
history of the CEX, describes the methodology used to conduct the CEX, and points out the

fimitations of the CEX for studies of expenditures on children,

i
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The Secretary's study of expenditures on children, the Betson sﬁ.zdy, is reviewed in
Chapter 4. The chapter presents the study's findings on expenditures on chiidren in different

typés of families using methodologies described in Chapter 2. This chapter also provides a

review of previous studies of expenditures on children and indicates how and why the resuits

of the Secretary’s study differ from previoﬁs research. The chapter coﬁc!udes that because ot
the considerable complexity involved in estimating average expenditures on children, there is
no one "correct" estimate. Rather there is a range of credible estimates which is quite wide.
Chapter 5 reviews a number of studies on the econofnic consequences of marital
dissolution based on sources other than the Consumer Expeﬁditure Survey (CEX).7 The
primary purpose of the Betson study is to déveiop estimates of expenditures on children by
parenté in one- énd two-parent families. Of particular interest in the context of child support
is the comparison of expénditures made on behalf of children by one- and two-parent
tamifies. Implicit in this comparison is an assessment of the types of changes experienced by
intact families that subsequently dissclve (i.e., the effects on a family of the transition from an
intact to a divorced or separated state).
| While inferences developed from gross-sectional survey data such as the CEX (e,
data collected from a sample of individuals and familigls at a single point in time) can be
useful in understanding the relationship between eco_nomic well-being and family composition,
a number of other studies have drawn on longitudinal data. These data, based on repeated
interviews of the same families over time, track changes in marital, socioeconomib, and other
characteristics and can address much more directly the relationship between family
composition and economic well-being. Unfortunately, time and budgetary constraints often

require that longitudinal data bases be less detailed than their cross-sectional counterparts.

=T Thastudies reviewed in Chapter 5 were not funded foror commissioned as part of the

Secretary’s study called for in the Family Support Act of 1988.

1-7



As a result, no data source can simultaneously support a detaiiéd study of family expenditure
patterns and a study of the transition effects of marital dissolution. Because of this ifmitation
in the CEX (and, therefore, of ail major studies of eéxpenditure patterns on children), 6hapter 5
reviews the findings of studies based on data that explicitly frack changes in the economic
circumstances of families that experience a marital disruption. In general, the available 7
research on this subject shows that the standard of living for women and children frequently
declines substantially after a marriage terminates.

Chapter & reviews the theory and practices among states in establishing child support
guidelines. The chapfer begins with a description of the three general types of guidelines
currently being used by states (ihe percentage of .income, income shares, and Melson
gui&ieiines) and then analyzes the relationship between existing state chiid support guid_e!iryes
and availabie estimates of expenditures on child‘ren. With some exceptions, all three
guidelines are implemented by the states in such a way as to be within the range of estimates
of expenditures for children in two-parent families. A brief .review of factors other than
expenditure estimates that are potentially relevant to the development of state child support
guidelines is also provided in Chapter 6. Among these factors are issues of fairess aﬁd
equity. Because of lost economies, ane“or more parties generally experiences a decline in -
economic well-being when a household splits into two, and the guidelines should consider
how this decline can moé’t equitably be spread between the children and custodial and
noncustodial parents.

A summary of the report’s major findings is presented in the final chapter. In addition,
Chapter 7 reviews a number of important topics not addressed in the report, and provides

recommendations and conclusions.




‘2. PROCEDURES FOR ESTIMATING EXPENDITURES ON CHILDREN

For many years _researchers have been attempting to determine how much parents
spend to raise their children, There are a number of complex issues that must be confronted
in developing such estimates. Recently, the importance of these issues has increased as
changes in child support legisiation have transformed the discussion about how best to
estimate expenditures on children from being primarily an academic quest.ion to a public
policy debate. The issue of child support and its relation to the cost of children is discussed
in Chapter 6. This chapter reviews the various methods that have been used to estimate
expenditures on children..

in any discussion of the“’costs" of children, one key issuse that quickly arises is that

children may not really "cost" anything. In cases of exireme neglect, for example, a child

- would cost almost nothing because little (if anything) would be spent on behalf of the child.

In less extreme cases, parents would incur the “minimum cost" necessary to ensure a child’s

basic survival. Most parents, however, spend more, and some spend substantiaﬂy more, than

- this minimum. Moreover, spending patterns are likely to vary with both children’s ages and

community standards. The "cost of children,” therefore, is not a well-defined concept because
their cost varies with parental income and preferences, with the ages and number of children,
and perhaps with community sténdards as well.

What we are concerned with in this chapter is not what children cost, but rather what
is spent on them. That is to say, we would like to know how expenditure patterns vary
between families without children and otherwise comparable families with children. In
addition, we are interested in knowing how expenditure patterns vary with children’s
characteristics (e.g., how many there are and their ages), as well as with the characteristics of

their parents (e.g., their socioeconomic and marital status).
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This chapter describes the general methods that havé been devéloped 10 estimate
what parenis spend on their children, Consideration of how expenditures vary with a variety
cf particular circumstances (e.g., children's ages and child care expenses) is postponed uﬁtil
Iatér chapters,

The first section of the chapter describeé the difficulties inherent in measuring what
parents spend on their children. Section 2.2 outlines the general approach used to estimate
expénditures on children. Section 2.3 describes the specific techniques that have been used
to implement the general proceduré, paying panicular attention to the assumptions that are
required for each of these techniques to produce accurate estimates. Section 2.4 discusses
the implications of these assumptions, focusing on the extent to which the assumptions limit
our ability to measure accurately the level of expenditures made on children. A brief summary

is provided in Section 2.5.

2.1 Difficulties Inherent in Measuring Expenditures on Children

The birth aﬁd aging of children typicaily alter a family’s spending patterns. Clearly, the
demands made on a famiiy’s-budget increase with the number of children. The birth or
presence of children, however, does not in itself typically result in an increase in the family’s
- income:! In fact, in many cases, just the opposite happens; one parent (often the mother)
often quits work, at least temporarily, to stay at home and care for the family’s children. In
increasing numbers, however, mothers are either not leaving the labor force after the birth of
their children or are returning to work much more quickly than in the past. As a result, child

‘care has become a major item in the budget of many families.

" The exception is for older chiidren who have jobs and contribute some or all of their
~earnings to the family.
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‘ N savings is more likely to oceur in high income
: income familjes, :
N

reducing savings,

In addition to adjusting savings, famil

ies are likely to adjust their Spending in a variety
of ways in reéponse to the changing'needs I}

hey face; they might consume less expensive
goods (e.g., Mmacaroni and cheese instead of

salmony; the aduits might reduce their own Jevel

of consumption (e.g., they buy fewer or less expensive ¢l

othes or luxury items); the types of

less frequently).

ods" (i.e.,

The vast majority of a family’s expenditures (g0 percent} are made either on shared
goods or Privately consumed goods, such as food,

family member,3

e

2 An increase |

-families than in low-




children .probiemaﬁc. What‘ portion of a family’s expenses on a shared good such as
housing, for exam.pie, should be attribﬁt_ed to the family's children? And what portion of a
privately consumed good such as a loaf of bread or a bottle of shampoo should be "charged"
to each family member? Only in cases where goods are consumed exclusively by aduits
{e.g., aduit clothing or alcohol) or consumed exclusively by children (e.g., children’s clothing
or toys) is there a reasonable prospect of sorting out on whose behalf the expenditure was

made.* The numerical example given in Table 2.1 may help to clarify the préblem.

Tapt = -
OANUS
1 samie T ,
lts
iid
Shared { 0
Adult Got coad }
s
o Sunset 50190
Children's: 13877 eston: NLamiS
xk‘éﬁ'wus.com
e _—
All Other Pi ‘
Consumed :. 0udd 12.000
Total Expenditures $30,000 $30,000

Ciearly the minimum expenditures made on the child in this hypothetical example is
the $1,000 increase in the amount spent on children's goods. There may, however, be other

increases in expenditures on the child as well, For example, the $500 increase in shared

4 Even then it might be difficult to attribute these expenditure to a particular adult or child.

~Typically; we-only know that these expenditures were made on-behalf of the family's- children
or on behalf of its adults, -
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goods 'may reﬂeét increased expenditures on housing, and some or al of that increase could
be attributed to the child. Further, the overall decrease in expenditures on privately
consumed goods is likely to conceal an increase in some privately consumed goods for the
child. The child will consume some food, but.we cannot tell how much. The point is that.
even the most detailed data on expenditures do not permit us to identify how shared gbods
are co'nsumed or which family members are consuming what amounts of privately consumed
goods,

This example points to the fundamental problem that must be sglved in order to
measure expenditufes made on behalf of children. If such expenditures are to be estimated
accurately, a method is neededl for dividing a family’'s expenditures on shared goods into two
components: the portion that should be atiributed to the family's.children and the portion
that shouid be attributed to the family’'s adui{s. in additioﬁ, a similar mechanism is needed for
dividing a family’s expenditures on privately consumed goods, such as food, where the
consumers cannot be identified without extreme data collection measures and invasion of
privacy. Determining what portion of privately consumed goods should be attributed to the
family’s children is not a straightiorward matter because, as.,has already been mentione.d',
expenditures for these goods are typically co-mingled among all family members.

Given all of the difficulties outlined above, an easy way to "estimate” expenditures on
children is simply to divide the total eﬁpenditures of the family by the number of individuals in
the family and call the quotient "expenditures per family member." This approach, which is
usually called either thé per capita or average cost estimator, has obvious advantages. It
salves the problem of atiempting to determine what portion of a family’s shared goods and

privately (but co-mingled) consumed goods should be attributed to the children -- it simply

assigns each family member an equal share of expenditures. That is to say, each family
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member is assumed to be responsible for the same {i.e., the average) amo_unt of family
spending.

Unfortunately, the per cépita (average cost) procedure has little merit. The most
cbvious problem is that it does not really correspond to expenditures on children. Rather, it
assumes that the expendfture patterns are known. The other major probiem is that the
marginal (i.e., exira) expenditures on an additional family member are likely to be less than
the average expenditures on a family membeﬁ Up to some limit, an additional family member
can be accommodated without buying a larger house or a larger car. Even if additional
expenditures on 'shared goods become necesséry because of the addition of one.more
person, in many cases thé incremental (i.e., marginal} expenditures would be less than the
per capita (i.e., average) expenditures on the shared good. That is to say, per capita
expenditure "estimates” are Iikely to overestimate the true level of expendifures on children.®

' The remainder of this chapter reviews a variety of "marginal cost" estimators which,
uniike the per capita esﬁmator, atiempt to determine the incremental expenditures that

families make on behalf of their children.®

Expenditures are defined to include both direct
expenditures made for children's *private* consumption, as wéﬂ as that portion of a family’s
expenditures on shared goods that is atiributable to the tamily’s children. This focus is
dictated, in large part, by the nature of the available evidence; the literature oﬁ family

expenditure patterns has concentrated on these aspects of spending. This is not 1o say,

however, that this definition is ideal. Children pose costs in addition to those outlined above.

8 Interestingly, the Engel method of estimating expenditures on children, which is
~ discussed below, leads to results that are close to the per capita method.

8 Note that because children do not typically add to the income that families have
_available, these incremental expenditures will either result mreduced savings or reduced
expenditures on the other family members,
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costs and opportunity costs).

There is, for example, an “opportunity cost to children. This cost refers to the value of leisure
Or earnings that parents or other caretakers forgo in order to care for children. While the

opportunity cost of children is clearly important, this report does not address this component

of the total cost of children.

As the earlier discussion indicated, another important, but indirect, expense of children
is the "cost of saving" for their future. It is not clear how this expense should be handied,
‘even at a conceptual level. If a family reduces its savings, should this be considered an
expense 1o the parents? On the other hand, i the family increases its saving (perhaps to
finance future educational needs), shouldn’t this too be considered an expense? Empirical
attempts to estimate expenditures on children have focused exclusively on spending patterns.
That is to say, the estimates exclude the portion of a family's savings (be it a positive or
negative amount) that should be inciude.d as a component of expenditures on children.’
Unfortunately, correcting for this omission is beyond the scope of this report. Finally, in
addition to impaosing financial costs on their parents, children also provide non-monetary

benefits. A consideration of these benefits, however, is also beyond the scope of this report.

22  General Approach to Estimating Expenditures on Children

The inability to observe directly expenditures made on behalf of a chiid (i.e., the
marginal cost of a child) requires that an ind_irect approach be used to infer how much
families spend on their children. To make such inferences, we introduce the concept of "well-

being" or what economists refer to as "utility." Consider a childless couple with a particular

7 As noted above, there are substantial difficulties involved in estimating expenditures on
children, even during a relatively short period of time (a year, for example). These difficulties
have proven to be so formidable that there have not yet been any attempts to estimate
expenditures on children within a life cycle model {i.e., a model that includes both savings
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level of income. If a child is added to the housshold, the family will spend some of its budget
on the child. As a -ré"s'ult, the adults spend less on themselves and their level of econamic
well-being decreases because of the presence of the chiid.® The "cost" of the child to the
adults'may then be measured as the extra fesources needed to bring the parents back to the
same leve] of economic well-being they would have enjoyed had they remained childless.
Unfortuna’teiy, a household's level of well-being cannot be observed directly. By
making particular assumptions about the determinants of well-being, however, we can
estimate the resources required to equate levels of well-being for families with different
numbers of children. For example, one assumption that has been widely used is thét two
families that spend the same proportion of their budget on food have the same level of well-
being. This approach, first developed by Emst Engel in the nineteerith century, is described
in more detail later. A second assumption thé’t has been sometimes used is that the adults in
two houssholds that spend the samé amount on goods consumed exclusively by adulls have
equal levels of well-being. This approach, refefred to as the "Rothbarth method" after its
originator, is also described later. In both of these approaches, and in other methods that are
described in the following section, an assumption is made that permits us to determine when

the adults in two households have the same levels of well-being.?

8 Having a child is typically voluntary. Consequently, the adults’ expectation of what their
total well-being will be is not decreased by a child or the parents wouid not choose to have
the child. Our concern here is with parents’ ability to maintain the same ecénomic standard
of living {as measured by the consumption of material goods and services) for themsalves.
Furthermore, because the ultimaté purpose of this réport is to inform policymakers who must
make decisions about child support guideiines, it is important to bear in mind that child
support Is owed -- whether or not parenthood is voluntary.

% The assumptions made in each of the methods used to measure. expenditures.on. .
children are quite restrictive and have implications for the validity of the estimates produced.
A discussion of these implications can be found in Section 2.4.
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" spends the money,

track the expenditures of households over time as they add of lose children, 10

Consequentiy, We must estimate expenditures on children from cross-sectiona Surveys that

eir budget on fdod.

30 percent of their budget on food, then a family with one
child is assumed to have the same leve

of well-being i they also spend 3p percent of their
budget on fooq, 12

Given this assumption, it follows that the difference in total expenditures

between the two families indicates how much money must be given to g household, after a

% Even if we had such data, the numeric example in Table 2.1 indicates that we wouid
still not be certain about how to allocate the family’s expenditures on many goods across jts
members, '

Becauss the techniques that have been developed are based on
expenditures, it is hot

necessary to distinguish children’s inc
it necessary to cong

family income and
ider intrafamily transfers (

ome from parents’ income, nor is
€.g., allowances) or know which family member

"2 Note that the level of total expenditures may di

families even though the Bercentage of expend;




child is added, to maintain the ievel of well-being of the adults.’3 Thi§ amount is
considered to be the "cost" of the child (or, more correctly, expenditures on the child)
because if the extra resources were added to the budget of a family witﬁ a child, the aduits
would be at the same level of economic well-being as a childless couple. A numerical

example is provided in Table 2.2,

TABLE 2.2
HYPOTHETICAL EXAMPLE OF
ANNUAL EXPENDITURES:

Family A Famity B Family C
{No Chiidren) (One Child) (One Child)

Food $6,000 $8,000 $9,000
Adult Goods 2,000 2,000 3,000
All Other Goods 12,000 14,000 18,000
Total Expenditures $20,000 $24,000 $30,000

By the Engel criterion, the adults in Family C in Table 2.2 are as well off as the adulis

in Family A because both spend 30 percent of their total expenditures on food.'* The

3 By examining how these expenditures vary, it is possibie to derive an equivalence
scale (the ratio of expenditure levels, across families of varying size and composition, that Is
required to achieve a fixed level of well-being). In some applications (e.g., comparing
estimates based on expenditure data from different years), it is convenient 1o use equivalence
scales. In other applications (e.g., in child support determination), it is more convenient to
have dollar measures. In this chapter, our numeric examples focus on dollar estimates. i
should be noted, however, that one measure can be derived from the other because they
embody the same information.

4 Note that by the Engel criterion, the adults in Family B (which spends 33 percent of its
““total expenditures on food) would-be-judged to beworse off thanthe-adults in-either-Family A
or C.
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. By the Rothbarth Criterion, however, the

adults in Family B are as well off ag the
adults in Famjl

Y A because both Spend $2.000 on adult goods. 13 This estimate ihdicates

child, For example, children can share a

The approach outlined above can also be used 1o determine how expenditures on

chiidren vary with a variety of cifc:u-mstances. These circumstances include the ages of the

children, the region of the country in which the family lives, the demographic characteristics of

the parents, and their marita| status, The basic procedures are similar, but the analysjs

M

'S Note that by the Rothbarth criterion, the adults in Family C (which spends $3,000 on
aduit goods)

would be judged to be better off than the adults in either Family A or B,
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incorporatés vatiables to measure how éxpen’ditﬂre patterns vary with the characteristics of

interest.

2.3  Specific Estimation Technigues
This section describes the major techniques that have been used to estimate
expenditures on children (and aduits as well).

The FERG (Family Economics Research Group) Estimator

The Family Economics Research Group (FERG) at the U.S. Departmeni of Agricufture
has -for many years produced bi-annual estimates of expenditure patterns on children.'®
The FERG estimation technique combines some aspecté of both a marginal and average cost
estimator. That is to say, the FERG estimator considers the major categories of expenses
thai most families incur and attributes some of these expenses to children {and adults) on a
per capita basis and others on a marginal cost basis. |

In particular, housing, transportation, and misce!léneous cther expenses are all
assign'ed on a per capita (i.e., average cost) basis. That is to say, total family spending on
housing is first divided by the total number of family members and then multiplied by the
number of children in the family. The result of this calculation is defined fo be expenditures
on housing attributable to the family's children. The transportation énd other miscellaneous
expenses atiributable to the family’s children are similarly calculated, although transportation
expenses are adjusted to account for non-work-related travei only.

A variety of other procedures are used to assign the remaining categories of expenses

to either the family’s children or to its aduits on a marginal cost basis. Expenditures on

8 Mark Lino, "Mousshold Expenditures on a Child," Family-Economics Review, -
(forthcoming).
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children’s clothing, education, and child care are assigned on an equal basls to each child in
a household. Food and health care e;'-cpenditures are allocated among family members based
on individual member shares {(using findings from the National Food Consumption Survey
conducted by the U.S. Department of Agricutture and the National Medical Care Utilization
and Expenditure Survey conducted by the U.S. Department of Health and Human. Services).
.The estimates aﬁply to the younger child in a husband-wife household with two
children (the average number of children in a household in 1987). Formulae have been
devised to adjust these estimates for expenditures on the older child and for households with

only one or three or more children,

The Engel Estimator

The first empirical attempt to actually estimate expenditures on children (and aduits as
well) is attributable to Engel who noted two important regularities in expenditure patterns.!”
Engel documented that as a family’s size increased {holding family income constant), the
percentage df the family's expenditures devoted to food increased. This observation, which
still holds true today, has come to be known as Engel's Law. Engel also documented that as
a family’'s income increased (holding family size constant), the percentage of the family's
expenditures devoted to food decreased, even though total expenditures on food increased.
That is to say, expenditures on food increased more slowly than income increased.

Given these empirical regularities, Engel concluded that the percentage of a family’s

total expenditures that was devoted to food was a good criterion for evaluating well-being.

Engel assumed, therefore, that if two families were equal by this criterion, then the families

17 Ernst Engel, "Die Productions und Consumtionsverhaltnisse des Konigsreichs
Sachsen," Zettscnﬁ des Statisticshen Bureaus des Konsqilch Sachischen Mlmster:ums des
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wére equally well off (in economists’ terminology, the families have equal utility levels).
Alternatively, if one family devoted a greater parcentége of expenditures to food than another
farnily, ther that family was assumed to be less well off than the other fami!y.18

The assumption that the percentage of a family’s expenditures devoted to food is a
good criterion for evaluating fami!y well-being is quite restrictive. It implicitly incorporates an
assumption known as “separability” or "indépendence“ in the economics literature. The
assumption of separability requires that families compartmentalize their consumption
decisions into components that are, in some sense, independent of one another.'® In the
application at hand, these components would be: adults’ con'sumptic_)n of food, adults’
consumption of “all other" (i.e., non-food) goods, children’s consumption of food, and
children’s consumption of ail other items.?0 Further, it is assumed that the relationship
between food consumption and all othar consumption is the same for aduits as it is for
children. |
Using the "independence" assumnption, the assumption that the percentage of

* expenditures devoted to food Is a proxy for well-being, and observations about how food

‘ 18 A variation of this procedure was used by Orshansky in the early 1960s to compute
. paverty thresholds for families of different size. Since then, poverty thresholds have been
compuited by simply adjusting Orshansky’s original calculations to account for the effects of
inflation as measured by Consumer Price index. See Mollie Orshansky, "Counting the Poor:

Anocther Look at the Poverty Profile," Social Security Bulletin, 28, January 1965.

® Thatis to say, consumption decisions that are made within one component have no
impact on consumption decisions that are made within another component.

20 Clearly, the food components correspond to “private” consumption, while the “alf other"
compenent consists both of private and shared goods. As was pointed out earlier, however,

by assuming.that the percentage of expenditures that is devoted fo food measures well- ...

being, the problem of allocating non-food goods between aduits and children is avoided.
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expenditures vary across families, expenditures on children can be estimated.?’ The
estimaiion.prccedure req'i,fires that expenditure pattéms of families without children be
examined to determine how spending on food (as a percentage of total expenditures) varies
with a family’s socio-demographic characteristics {age and ed_ucation of the head of the
housshold, geographic location, etc.). In the second step of the analysis, food expenditure
patterns (as a percentage of {otal expenditures) in families with one child are then examined
to determine how they compare with similar famiiies without children. In one-child families

that spend the same proportion of their budget on food as families with no children, the

- aduits are assumed to be as well off as a childiess couple. Expenditures on a single child

are then computed as the difference between total consumption expenditures for the one-
child family and total consumption expenditures for a chiidless couple with the same level of
well-being. Finally, by examining how expenditure patterns vary between families with
different numbers of children, it is possible to estimate the expenditures on additional |

children. This procedure has come to be known as the Engsl estimator.

The Iso-Prop Estimator
The Engel estimator is actually one example of a broader class of estimators known
as "iso-props." The term iso-prop, adopted by Harold Watts, is short-hand for iso-proportion

(i.e., equai-propcr'tion).z‘? Like the Engel estimator, iso-prop estimators are based on the

2! There still remains a question, however, about how food expenditures should be
measured. Should food expenditures, for example, be based only on food consumed at
home, or should these expenditures also include food consumed away from home?
Researchers typically examine a variety of closely related measures of expenditures and then

use the best one, as determined by stafistical measures (e.g., highest Fig), to approximate
individuals’ preferences.

2 Harold W, Watts, “The Iso-Prop Index: An Approach to the Determination of Differential

_ Poverty Income Thresholds,’ Journal of Human Resources, 2, Winter 1967
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~ assumptions that: (1) the percentage of family expenditures devoted to a particﬁ!ar type of
consumption (e.g., food, shalter, clothing, and medical expenses) serves as a proxy for the
family’s well-being, and (2) the family’s expenditure patterns are independent (i.e., the same
~ portion of expenditures on the iso-prop that is attributable to the family’s children is aiso
attributable to all other family members).

A variety of alternative iso-props have been propesed, including expenditures on
shelter, clothing, total food plus clothing, food at home plus clothing, and total food plus
transportation plus medical expenses. Once a particular iso-prop has been chosen, the
procedures for estimating expenditures on children are exactly the same as those outlined

above for the Engel estimator.

The Rothbarth Estimator

An alternative estimator, which is closely related to the Engel/iso-prop estimatof, was
first proposed by Rothbarth.2® Rothbarth argued that the best way to measure
expenditures on childrén is to assess children’s impact on their parents’ consufnption. Rather
than defining families who spend an equal percentage of their {otal expenditures on food (or
some other category of goods) as being equally well off, Rotﬁbarth assurnéd that the well-
being of parents should be determined by the level of "excess income" available to them once
necessary expenditures on all family members had been made. Rothbarth defined excess

income 1o include "luxuries” (alcohol, tobacco, entertainment, and sweets) and savings.

23 Erwin Rothbarth, "Notes on a Method of Determining Equivalent Income for Families of
Different Composition,” Appendix 4 in Charles Madge (ed.), War-Time Pattern of Spending
“and Saving, National Institute for Economic and Social Research, Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1943.
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A number of authors have used the Rothbarth criterion to estimate expenditures on
children.?* In practice, however, Rothbarth's definition of excess income has been
narrowed to include only "observable adult goods," those goods that, with reasonable
certainty, can be assumed io be used exclusively by aduits.®® Once again, the idea is to
assess the impact that children have on their parents’ .consumption. Referring again to Table
2.2 may serve to clarify the rationale underlying this e-st.imation technique. By the Rothbarth |
criterion, the aduits in Families A and B (which have equal levels of expenditures on adult.
goods) are judged to be equally well off, while the aduits in Family C (which has higher
expenditures on adult goods) are considered to be better off than the adults in the other two
families.

Clearly, there are many difficulties involved in using observable adult goods as thle
basis for comparing well-being. Some goods that appear to be shared by all family members
méy, in fact, be adult goods. For example, a fami!y's'transportation expenses may inciude
expenditureé on a sports car that is used only by the parents, and a station wagon that is
used by all family members. To the analyst who is attempting to measure expenditures on
children, however, it would appear that all of the transportation expenses (i.e., both cars) are
Shared.l Similar probtems exist with private (but co-mingled) goods. A family’s expendiiures
on food may include items (such as coffee, bran cereal, and baking soda toothpaste) that are
probably consumed exclusively by the adults in the family. Yet, it would be impossibie for the
analyét to.know that these expenditures are being made entirely on behalf of the aduits. In

many instances, therefore, it is quite difficult to identify "observable adult goods." In practice,

24 A discussion of the resulis of these studies can be found in Chapter 4.

2% Note that by assuming that observable adult goods serve as a proxy for adult weil-
being, we have not precluded the possibility that adults shift their consumption of other

goods (either "shared" or "private”) in order to meet their children’s needs.
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data constraints have limited the definition of observable aduit goods to expenditures on
three categories o_f goods: alcoho!, fobacco, and adult ciothing.zs

‘Quite apart from the data limitations, the assumption that the level of expenditures
devoted to observable adult goods is a reliable criterion 1for evaluating adu!ts.' weli-being is
critical. As was the case with the iso-prop/Engel estimator, this assumption forms the
foundation for estimation and implicitly incorporates the concept of “independence” in the
‘consumption decision-making process. In this case, inde'pendence implies that: (1) families
compartmentalize their consumption decisions into observable adult goods and "all other”
goods (some of which would be shared goods, and others, private goods; some would be
coﬁsumed by the family's adults and some by the family’s children); and (2) the reiationship
between consumption of observabie adult goods and all other consumption is the same for
adults in families with children as it is for adults in families without chiidrén.' The Rothbarth
independence assumption does not, however, imply that aduits gain utility only from
observable adult goods. Rather, this assumption implies that the leve! of expenditures on
observable adult goods is a proxy for the Jevel of all goods consumed by adults or their total
Well-being.

The independence assumption and the assumption that the level of expenditures on
_ | Observabie adult goods is a proxy for adults’ well-being, provide the basis for estimating
expenditures on children. The procedure for computing expenditures on children using the
Rothbarth estimator is very similar to that Used for the iso-prop/Engel estimator. Expenditure
patterns of families without children are first examined to determine how spending on

observable adult goods varies with a family's socio-demographic characteristics (age and

.28 1t should-aleo- be-neted-that-some teenagers may consume thess “adult goods." This
creates problems in developing reliable estimates using the Rothbarth procedure for families
with older children, a point that is discussed further in Chapter 4.
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well-being, Similarly, the spending patterns of families with more than one chilg can be

examined to estimate éxpenditures on additional children,

The Prais~Houthakker Estimator

The Prais-Houthakker technique for examining family spending patterns was first

proposed in 195527 The primary focus of the original work was to provide a statistical

explanation for family Spending, rather than to measure family weil-being, Other analysts,

however, have since used the technique to examine how levels of well-being vary with the

number of children ang thereby estimate expenditures made on their behalf.

type of good (e.g.,

(i.e., children and adults of different ages and gender) varies with the good under

consideration, Teenage boys, for example, are likely to be relatively "food-intensive” while

teenage girls may be “cfoths'ng~intensive_." Parents who are relatively older (say, over the age

of 50} may be more *health care-intensive" than younger parents. In short, expenditures

%7 See S.J, Prais and Hendrick S. Houthakker,
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1955,

The Analysis of Family Budagets.
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made on behali of a family member are uniikely to bé constant across different categories of
goods 28
Prais and Houthakker developed an estimation procedure that incorporates this
assumption. Basically, the procedure deflates (i.e., divides) a family’s expenditures on each
major commodity group (e.g., food, housing,_ transportation) by a "relative expenditure scale"
specific to that group,?® The relative expenditure scale varies not only with the commodity
group, but also with the composition of the family. For example, the relative expenditure
scale for food would be a relatively large number for a family with a teenage boy and a
relatively small number for a family with an infant (because an infant consumes less food than
a teenage boy). The scale for medical expenditures may, however, be larger for the family
with‘thé infant than for the family with the teenage boy (because newborns typicaily generate
more medical expenditures than do older children). -
These scales are used to develop an adjusted per capita measure of spending' on
| each major commodity group. Unlike a simple per capita measure of expenditures, the
adjusted per capita measure recognizes that a given family member does not consume the
same proportion of each type of good. |
Once the adjusted per capita measures of spending I;aave been developed,
calculations can be done to dstermine how these measures vary with changes in family
composition. For example, the adjusted per capita consumption of medical care of otherwise

similar families with and without' an infant can be examined to determine how an infant affects

8 Racall that the Engel and iso-prop estimators implicitly assume that the percent of
expenditures attributable to a family member is constant across broad categories of goods
(e.g., food and non-food).

in order 1o identify (i.e., estimate) the relative expenditure scale.
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per capita medical expenditures. For most types of expenses, the addition of a child will
reduce the 'adjusted per capita expenditures made on behalf of the other family members.
Expenditures on the child are then determ.ined by adding up all of these reductions in the per
capita expenditures of the other family members.

it should be noted that this approach is primarily a statistical (i.e., mechanistic) one
that does not depend én a particular definition of weli-being. it is not necessary, for example,
to assume that the percentage of expenditures devoted to food or the Iével of expenditures
on observable adult goods is a proxy for well-being. This is a major advantage of the Prais-
Houthakker technique.

There is, however, also ‘a major disadvantage of the technique; in statistical terms, the
system of equations for estirhating édjusted per capita expenditures by commodity group is
not an "identified" system. That is to say, there sim'ply.is_not enough information to relia_bly
identify (i.e., estimate) the model. The fundamental problem is that if we knew the relative
expenditure scale by type of family member and by type.of expenditure, we would know how
much of each expenditure to attribute to each family member. In others words, we would
know the level of expenditures on children (and aduits as well}. In sum, by using a set of

relative expenditure scales to determine adjusted per capita expenditures we have essentially

30

assumed the level of expenditures on children.

%0 i practice, statisticians do not simply assume that the relative expenditure scales are
known. Rather, they estimate them. Nonetheless, the problems in estimating the scales is
exactly the problem described in the text. There simply is not enough information to reliably
estimate both the relative expenditure scales and expenditures on children. If one was
known, we could then estimate the other. But because neither is known, the Prais-
Houthakker technique is an intrinsically unstable (i.e., unreliable) estimation technigue.
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Utility Maximization Estimators .

The procedures outlined above have relied sither on explicit assumptions of how well-
being can be measured (the Engel, iso-prop, and Rothbarth estimators) or on an implicit
assumption about what types of family members consume a certain percentage of each type
of good (the FERG and Prais-Houthakker estimators). An alternative procedure is to assume
a particular mathematical feiaiionship (i.e., utllity function) between expenditures on each
category of géods and the level of well-being within the family. Once this mathematical
.rel.ationship is specified, it is possible to determine how much expenditures would have to
increase in order to hold well-being (i.e., utility) constant after the addition of a chilrd.
Procedures of this type encompass a broad class of utility maximization models that could be
used for the purpose of estimating the expenditures on children.

A simplified example may serve to clarify the discussion. Assume that well-being
{(which we shall label W) is a linear function of the level of per capita housing expenditures
{(which we shall label H) and the level of per capita expenditures on all other goods {which we
shall [abel G). That is to say: W=H+G : 1)
if & chiidless couple spends $3,000 per capita on housing {i.e., total housihg expenditures are
$6,000) and $6,000 per capita on all other goods (L.e., tbtal ekpenditures on all other goods
are $12,000), then W (well-being) wouid be 9,000 “utils” (when total expenditures on H and G
are $1 8.000).31 if a child is added to the fémiiy, then per capita consumption on H and G
would fall to $2,000 and $4,000, respectively, This would imply that the new level of well-

being would be 6,000 utils, In order to restore the family to 9,000 utils, total expenditures

3t Economists are fond of using utils as the unit of measurement for well-being (utility},
even though-it is well recognized that neither-utils nor weil-being-can-ever-actually be—-
measured,
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would have to be incréased to $27,000.% That is to say, expénditures on the child would
be estimated o be $9,000.

There a?e two points 10 note about this very simplified example. The first is that the
method used for deflating the exp'enditures into per capita ievels is ctitically important. The
procedure used above is the most straightforward orie; it divides total expenditures by family
size. As the discussion earlief in this section indicatéd, however, this embodies a very
important (and probably unrealistic) assumption that is likely to fesgit in an overestimation of
expenditures on children. A more realistic procedure would adjust per capita expenditures for
each comrﬁodity by a relative expenditure scale that is specific both to that commodity and
the age and gender composition of the family. Unfortunately, for reasons that were discussed
earlier, attempts to implement this procedure suffer from substantial technical problems
(because there is simply not énough‘information available to "identify” the estimates).

The secénd point to note is that the exact form that is chosen for the mathematical
refationship between expenditures and well-being is also exiremely important. Here we
chose, fc;r the sake of simplicity, a linear re!ationship.33 The assumption of iinearity, in |
combination with the simple per capita adjustment used to deflate expenditures, ensures that

the expenditure estimates will be identical to those produced by a per capita "estimate.”

- ¥ Note that because we have assumed that the mathematical refationship is a linear one,
it does not matter on which good, or combination of goods, the additional money is spent. If,
however, we had assumed a nonlinear relationship between per capita expenditures and well-
being, the allocation of additional expenditures between the goods wouid affect well-being.

33 By assuming a linear relationship, we have implicitly assumed that there ie a "constant

‘marginal utflity of income” (i.e., an extra doilar produces exactly as much additional well-being

for a rich person as it does for a poor person). Many economists and philosophers believe -
that this is an unrealistic assumption and that it is probably more reasonable to assume a
mathematical relationship that is consistent with "diminishing marginal utility of income" (i.e.,
each additional dollar produces less additional well-being as a person becomes more
wealthy).
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Clearly, the mathematical relationship chosen in equation (1) is too simple, and it is not one
that would actually be used to estimate expenditurés on children. It does, nonetheless,.
demonstrate that when an analyst assumes a particular relationship between expen’ditures
and well-being (i.e., chooses a utility function), he/she has gone a long way toward dictét'mg

the proportion of expenditures made on behalf of children.

The Barten-Gorman Estimator

The Barten-Gorman estimator, first proposed by Barten and then generalized by
Gor-maﬁ, is a particularly noteworthy example of a utility maximization rnodel.:_M It expands
and incorporates the central insight of the Prais-Houthakker estimator into é utility
maximization framework, Unfortunately, the Barten-Gorman estimator suffers from the same
problems in implementation as does the Prais-Houthakker estimator. That is to say, there is
generally not enough information available to produce reliable estimates of expenditures on
children.

Nevertheless, as Deaton and M_uel!bauér have shown, a théoreticai {rather than an
empirical) analysis of the properties of the Engel, Rothbarth, and Barten-Gorman estimators is
instructive.®® Such an examination (see Section 2.4 for a diséussion), can help establish

potential upper and lower bounds for the true expenditures on children.

3% Anton P. Barten, “Farhily Composition, Prices and Expenditure Patterns,” in P.E. Hart,
G. Milis, and J.K. Whitaker (eds.}, Econometric Analysis for National Economic Planning;
London; Butterworths, 1964; and William M. Gorman, "Tricks with Utility Functions," in M. Artis
and A.R. Nobay (eds.), Essays in Econometﬂc Analysis, Cambrldge Cambndge University
Press, 1976.

% See Angus S. Deaton and John Muelibauer, “On Measuring Child Costs: With

- Applications to Poor Countries,” Vol 94, No, 4, Journal of Political Economy, 1986. Deaton
and-Muellbauer’'s analysis-could-be-generalized-to-incorporate-a-wide-variety-of-utility
maximization models (not just the Barten-Gorman estimator).
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One of the major advantages of the Barten-Gorman estimator is that, unlike the

Engelfiso- -prop and Rothbarth estimators, it does not assume independence of expendttures

{either between food and non-food consumption, children's and adulis’ consumpition, or aduit

gooqs that are "observable” and those that are not). As a result, the Barten-Gorman
estimator is somewhat lesg restrictive than either the Engelfiso-prop or Rothbarth estimators.
By not assummg independence of consumption decisions, the Barten- -Gorman

estimator aflows for the possibility that adults may substitute between different categories of
goods in response 1o the presence and/or the number of children in their housshold, Adults
with teenage children, for example, may be less inclined to buy a new car (because the
children might use it so muc!j that the adults never get to), and be more inclined to spend ths
money on themselves (perhaps tlo improve their m.vardrc;f::es).36 The central insight here
(which expands on the insight of the Prais-Houthakker estimator) is that the presence of
children in a household alters the "price” (as it is perceived by the aduilts) of many of the
items consumed in the household. While the actual monetary value of a good is unaffected
by the presence of children, aduits may nonetheless perceive that the price (to them) of a

good increases when the sharing of the good by adults and chiidren is great. The reason is

‘smple when aduits have to share a commod;ty with their Ch!fdl‘éﬂ the implicit "price” of g unrt

of adult consumption increases (i.e., the aduits have to buy a larger amount of the commodity
in order to get the Same amount for themselves). As a result, adults in households with
children may have a tendency to substitute away from those goods wh:ch involve a large
degree of sharing and into those goods that need not be shared (i.e., adult goods). In sum,

adults in households with children, particularly those with large numbers of children, have an

36 lThis assumes that adults do not have to also share their ciothes with their teenage
children, an assumption that may, in fact be erroneous,
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economic incentive to spend a disproportionately smaller percentage of their total

expenditures on goods that are consumed by both chiidren and adults, and a larger share on

adult goods. While this type of "selfishness" strikeé many dbsewers (especially par_ents) as
uniikely, it is, nonetheless, a possibility that should ideally be considered.

it is not only the requirement of sharing, however, that alters the consumption price
that adults perceive in households with children. In addiﬁon to the material goods that
children require, they also require time and care. As a result, children alter the price of many
adult activities. For example, adults may substitute away from going to the movies (whiqh, in

* households with small children, requires either paying for additional admission or acquiring
the services of a babysitter) and into home videos (which does not require that moré tickets
be purchased or that a babysitter be hired).

The important point here is that even in the absence of "selfishness," children affect
adults’”perception of prices. Children increase the percsived price of going to the movies,
even if the children are left at home. As a result, adults substitute away from this activily and
into another one. In other words; the substitution mechanism works in an identical fashion
whether or not adults are behaving s.stlfishiy.37

A major difficulty arises in implementing the Barten-Gorman estimator precisely
because it allows for this type of substitution. In essence, implementation of the estimator

requires that we be able to measure both the actual (monetary) price of a good and how the

57 There is, of course, the possibility that aduits behave ‘selflessly," and that the
. Substitution mechanism works in the_opposite-manner of.that which is outlined here. In-this

case, the validity of all the estimation procedures discussed here is called into question (see
the discussion at the end of Section 2.4). '
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estimates of these perceived prices (by family size and composition) were available, it wouid

be possible to estimate the relationship (appropriately adjusted per capita) between

expenditures and utility, using the genera types of procedures outlined above.®® A has

already been mentioned at several points in this chapter, there is simply not enough

Information avaiiable to caiculate perceived prices. As a resuit, the Barten-Gorman estimator

has limited practical .applica'biiity.

2.4 Limitations of the Estimation Techniques

As the discussion heretofore has indiéated, there are many difficulties involved 'in
estimating the level of expenditures that are made on behalf of children. At the most basié
level, because one cannot directly measure how much is spent on children, some criterion
must be established by which adults’ well-being can be svaluated. This criterion formé the

basis for determining how much parents actually spend on their children.

The two criteria that have been maost widely used are the pércentage of a family’s

oxpenditures that are devoted to food (the Engel estimator) and the level of expenditures on

‘observable aduit goods" (the Rothbarth estimator). Because of the importance of these two

estimators in the empirical literature, this section focuses on an examination of their

properﬁes. As the discussion below indicates, both have important limitations.

B As with the Prais-Houthakker estimate, we need to be ap|

@ to measure relative
equivalence scales both by commodity group and family composition. This typically requires

that the researcher be ablg to identify variations (either by region or over time} in the prices
that families face. Such data aré usually not available,



The primary advantage of the Engel and Rothbarth estimators is that both offer a
simple solution to the methodological difficulties of allocating a family's expenditures for
shared as well as co-mingled private goods among its members (children and adults).
Essentially, both estimators avoid these difficulties by choosing a simple criterion for
measuring adult well-being {and thereby Erﬁpli_citly incorporaté fth.é assumption of
independence in the consumption decision-making procesé). The choice of the criterion has
substantial implications for the validity and reliability of the estimates of expenditures on

children.*®

Biases in the Engel Estimator

The validity of the Engel estimator is critically dependent on the assumption that the
percentage of the family’s expenditures on non-food items that should be attributed to the
family’s é:hiidren is the same as the percentage of the family’s food expenditures that is
attributable to the family’s children. There is reason to believe that this assumption Is invalid;
children are probably relatively "ood-intensive." That is to say, the percentage of the family's
food that is consumed by children is probably greater than the percentage of non-food items
consumed by c:hi'ldnszn."'1 if this is the case, then the Engel eétimator overestimates the true
expenditures on children. Unfortunately, Deaton and Muellbauer's analysis indicates that the

degree of overestimation may be quite substantial. This leads Deaton and Muelibauer to

%0 The discussion in the remainder of this section is based on a line of reasoning
outlined by Deaton and Muelibauer in "On Measuring Child Costs: With Applications to Poor
Countries," Vol. 94, No. 4, Journal of Political Economy, 1986.

41 While this assertion is intuitively appealing, it is impossible to test empirically, Such a
_test would require that we know how much of each category of a family’s spending is
attributable to its children, [ this was known, expenditures on children wouid aiso be known
(i.e., there would be no need to estimate expenditures).
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conciude that, "We can construct no plausible defense for the belief that the food share

correctly indicates welfare [well-being] between households of different size, and we do not

believe that credence should be given to estimates based on that belief."*

Biases in the Rothbarth Estimator

The Rothbarth estimator, on the other hand, is likely to underestimate expenditures on

children. The Rothbarth estimator does not account for the possibility that the presence of o

D

children in a househoid may lead to subsﬁtﬁtion from goods that must be shared with
children toward goods consumed only (or mostly) by adults *3 1 such substitution does
occur, the Rothbarth estimator will indicate that relatively low levels of additional income are

needed to restore the level of adult expenditures to that which would have prevailed in the

~absence of children. While it is impossible fo document the significance of this phenomenon,

recent empirical work by Nelson indicates that the underlying assumptions of the Rothbarth
technique are in fact violated.** As a result,‘the Rothbarth estimator will lead to the
conclusion that children are relatively inexpensive (because the level of additional income

needed to restore the pre-children level of adult expenditures forms the basis for calcu{ating"

42 Angus S, Deaton and John Muellbauer, "On Measuring Child Costs: With Applications
to Poor Countries," Journal of Political Economy, 1986, vol. 94, no.4, p. 741. _

* The Engel and iso-prop estimators also do not account for this type of substitution.
However, because neither of these estimators rely on adult goods as a proxy for well-being,
this omission is not a source of underestimation in the Engel and iso-prop ‘estimates.

As was noted in an earlier footnote, none of the estimators discussed in this chapter
incorporate the possibility that aduits behave "selflessly.” Some economists believe that
because of this, all of the estimators discussed here are flawed (see the discussion at the end
of this chapter).

# See Julie A. Nelson, “Separability, Scales and Intra-Family Distribution: Some Empirical
Evidence," Working Paper Series No. 346, Department of Economics, University of California,

- -Davis, January 1980..
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expenditures on children). In reality, however, the family's consumption of "sharec" goods
(i.e., all goods other than those consumed exclusively by adults or chiidren) may be
disproportionately low because adult goods are substituted for shared goods in families with
children.*® In other words, the true level of expenditures on children (as measured by the
level of additional income needed to restore adults to the level of consumption of shared
goods), is greater than the level estimated by the Rothbarth methodoiogy.

In addition to the problem of underestimation that arises because of possible
substitution of adult goods for shared goods, the procedures typically used to implement the
Rothbarth estimator are problematic. As Deaton and Musfibauer point out;

Rothbarth himself used a very broad definition of adult goods including virtually

all luxury goods and saving. Later authors have tended to work with narrow

groupings, most popularly with drink and tobacco. As pointed out by Cramer

(1869), this can cause problems since neither category seems to be typically

very responsive to changes in income so that the income effects required to

measure the compensation are hard to establish.*®
Thus, the narrow definition of observable adult goods that is typically used in modern

| appilications of the Rothbarth estimator is likely to further reduce the reliability of the estimates

that it produces.*” In short, the estimates of expenditures on children produced by the

® i a family consisted only of adults, all goods would be adult goods (i.e., there would
be no "shared" goods). Only some (typicaily smail) percentage of total expenditures,
however, would satisfy the more narrow definition of adult goods that is used by the
Rothbarth estimator. The remainder would be "shared."

46 Angus S. Deaton and John Muellbauer, “On Measuring Child Costs: With Applications
to Poor Countries,” Journal of Political Economy, 1988, vol, 94, no.4, p. 731,

4 gSee Jan S. Cramer, Emgﬂriricral Econometrics, Amsterdam: North-Holland, 1964, for a
more detailed discussion of this point.
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" Rothbarth estimator are likely to be highly sensitive to the definition of "observabie adult

gc;ods.“"‘B

Comparing the Biases of the Engel and Rothibarth Estimators

Unfortunately, there appears o be no way around this dilemma. One of the most

commonly used estimators appears 10 overestimate expenditures on children, while the other '

~ appears to underestimate them. The Barten-Gorman estimator could, in theory, provide a

much better estimate of the "true® expenditures on children. in practice, however, the Barten-
Gorman estimator is extremely difficult to implement.
Estimates tﬁat are prodﬁced using the Barten-Gorman estimator need to be
interpreted cautiously. Even though the theoretical assumptions on which.the Barten-Gorman
estimator is based are somewhat less restrictive than those of the fso«prop/Engel or
Ro{hbarth estimators, the empirical assumptions (conceming perceived prices) that must be
made to implement the Barten-Gorman estimator are quite restrictive, GiQen this, it may well
be the case that the actual (as opposed 10 theoretical) estimates produced by the Barten-
Gorman estimator are less reliable than those produced by the Engel or Rothbarth estimators.
Nonetheless, the Barten-Gorman estimator remains important. The theoretical
properties of the Barten-Gorman e#timator indicate that the Engel elstimates are likely to be an
upper bound of the true expenditures on children, while the Rothbarth estimates are likely to
be a lower bound. If we find that other estimators (the FERG or iso-prop, for exampie) |
produce estimates that fall outside the range of estimates prodﬁced by the Rothbarth and '
Engel estimates, we have reason to believe that these estimates should not be given a great

deal of credence. If the resultant range of "sredible” estimates is not too broad, then knowing

48 The degree-of sersitivity to the actual definition used is discussed in Chapter 4.
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that they bound the true expenditures on children could prove to be very useful to policy
makers, Table 2.3 summarizes the estimators discussed, their assumptions, and our'
judgmeants about the reliability of each of thése techniques,

Finally, it is important to note that some researchers have argued that the standard

approaches used {o estimate expenditures on children are fundamentally ﬁawec! because the

decision to have children is usually voluntary*? i aduits decide to hé_ve children and if they -

behave rationally, then the aduits’ well-being should be-at least as much as when they were
childless. That is, even though the adults consume fewer goods for thefnseives than had
they remained chiidtess, they are at an equal or greater level of well-being or they wouid not
have elected to have children. All the methods for estimating expenditures on children are

based on the assumption that adding a child does not increase the well-being of the aduits in

the family.

25  Summary

A variety of techniques have been developed to estimate expenditures made by
families on behalf of children. These techniques have been used to calculate the amount of
-money that would be needed to restore the adults in a family to the same level of economic
well-being they would have enjoyed had they remained childless (or not had an additional

child). This amount represents expenditures on the child and is sometimes calied "the cost of

a child.”

*® For a summary of this line of reasoning, see Robert A, Pollak and Terence J. Wales,
"Welfare Comparisons and Equivalent Scales,” American Economic Review, Papers and
Proceedings, May 1979. Pollak and Wales' argument.assumes-that-the-decision to hays
childrenis based on sufficient information to make a well-informed décision. That is o say,

when deciding whether or not to have children, potential parents do not typically make
mistakes about the levef of well-being they will derive from their children,
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Estimator

Por Capita

FERG

Engel

{so-Frop

Rothbarth

TABLE 2.3

Assumptions

Each family member receives the same
proportion of family expenditures.

ldentifiable child-related expenditures
allocated among children and cther.
categories of expendiures assigned to
family members based on previous
research findings of household member
shares, :
Assumes that some categories of
expenditures should be assigned on a
per capita basis,

Assumes that if two famiiles spend an
equal persentage of their total
expenditures on food, then the familles
are equally weli off.

Assumes “independance” of
consumption decisions. This implies
that the relationship betweeén
expenditures on food and *all other
goods" is the same for families with and
without children,

Based on the same assumptions as the
Engel estimator, but uses a variety of
categories of goods {e.g., food pius
housing o food plus housing pius
transportation) as the measure of well-
being,

Assumes that if two families spend an
equal amount on ‘observable aduflt
goods,” then the adulis in the families
are equally well off,

Assumes "independence” of
consumption decisions. This implies
that the relationship between
expenditures on “observable adult
goods" and "alf other goods® is the
same for families with and without
children,
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SUMMARY OF ALTERNATIVE ESTIMATION TECHNIQUES

Comments

This technigue is based antirely on its
underlying assumption that all goods are

" shared (divided) equally; no estimation

technigues are used. It is likely to overstate
true levels of expenditures on children.,

This estimator suffers, at least in par, from
the same problems as the per capita
estimator. I, too, is likely to overstate true
levels of expenditures on children.

This estimator is Hkely to over-estimate true
lavels of expenditures on children; because
children are likely to be “food-intensive.”

The reliability of this olass of esfimator is
not known, i the iso-prop that is chosen
{such as food) is disproportionately
consumed by children, the estimator will
overastimate true ieveis of expenditures on
children. If the reverse is true, the estimator
will under-estimate expenditures on ’
children.

This estimator is iikely to underastimate
lavels of expenditures on children because
it dees nat account for the possibility that
the presence of children may cause adulls
to consume disproportionately large
amounts of "observable aduit goods.®



Estimator

Prais-Houthakker

Usifity Maximization

Barten-Gorman

TABLE 2.3 (Continued)

SUMMARY OF ALTERNATIVE ESTIMATION TECHNIQUES

Assumptions

1. Assumes that a "relative expenditure
soale’ can be estimated for each major
category of expenditures and for eash
type of family member (based on age
and gendet).

1. Assumés a particular mathematioal
relatiohship betwean expsenditures (by-
category) and the level &f well-being.

1. Based on the assumptions of both the
Prais-Houthakker and utliity
maximization estimators,
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Commaents

There is not snough information avaiiable {o
‘identify" {i.e., reliably estimate)
expendifures on children using this
technique.

The reliability of this class of estimators is
not known.

The very strong empirical assumptions
raquired to implement this estimator
indicate that it is Hikely to vield unstable
estimates.
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The various techniques reviewed differ in how. economic well-being is measured. A
per capita estimator assumes that each family member receives thé same afnou’nt of
expenditures. The FERG estimator uses a combination of a pér capita approach for
estimating the proportion of some categories of ekpenditures that should be attributed to
chiidren, and a variety of other marginal cost procedures for estimating other eXpenditures.
The Engsl estimator uses the proportion of a famiiy’s budget that is devoted to food as a
measure of economic well-being. Iso-prop estimators are similar to the Engel estimator
except that other necessities are used in addition {o or instead of food. The Rothbarth
estimator uses the amount of money spent on a given set of adult consumption itemns. The
Prais-Houthakker technigque is ;1 statistical technique for assigning expenditures to the family's
children that does not rely on a particular measure of well-being. Utility maximization models
for estinﬁa’ting expenditures on children assume a particular mathematical relationship
between per capita expenditurés and wefl‘befng.

Finally, the Barten-Gorman estimator is based on the premise that the presence of

children results in changes in the cost of a unit price of adult consumption as children are

added to a family. Once these changes are accounted for, it is pbssible to estimate the

amount of moneay needed to restore a family's economic well-being to the level that prevailed

when the family was childless (or had one less child). Unlike the Engel and Rothbarth

. estimators, the Barten-Gorman estimator does not assume that the proportion of consumption

devoted to food or the level of adult consumption can be used as measures of adult well-

~ being. Although the Barten-Gorman estimator is the most general of the techniques that have

been proposed to estimate expenditures on children, the difficulties involved in measuring the
perceived price of a unit of adult consumption imply that the Barten-Gorman estimator has

limited practical application. However, the theoretical properties of the Barten-Gorman
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estimator can be used to show that the Engel estimator is likely to overestimate expenditur_es
on children and the Rothbarth estimato? is likely to underestimate expenditures on children.
Consequently, the true level of expenditures on children is likely to fall within the range of
~estimates produced by these two techniques. This is a useful finding that we wili return to in
later chapters. |
All of the techniques outlined in this chapter are indirect methods of estiméting
expenditures on children. With the exception of the FERG estimator, none of the technigques
explicitly consider expenditures (such as child care or medical care) that might be made |
directly on behalf of a family’s children. Conséquenﬂy, these types of expenditures are
accounted for only indirectly, insofar as {hey affect the measure of well-being {e.g.,
observable adult goods or percentage of expenditures devoted to food)..so As a resutlt, the
techniques outlined here will generate estimates of the average expenditures on children.
Consequently, the estimates will- be too low (high) for families that have unusually high (low)
expenditures on items such as child care, This is an issue that is discussea further in

Chapter 6.

%0 once again, the exception to this point is the FERG estimator,
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— gxpanditires on children.

3. DATA USED TO ESTIMATE EXPENDITURES ON CH]LDREN

Most estimates of expenditures on children in the U_nited States have been based on
analyses of data from aj.variety of consumer expendiiure s;.ir\;reyrs.1 Conducted under the
auspices of the Bureau of LaBor Statistics (BLS), these surveys represent a substantial data
gathering effort. The primary purpose of the surveys is to provide detailed information on
family expenditures for goods and services used in day-to-day life. This information forms the
basis for calculating the Consumer Price index (CP!}. Given this purpose, the Consumer
Expenditure Survey (CEX) contains the most extensive and detailed information available on
how expenditure patterns vary between families of different composition, size, geographic
location, and socioeconomic and demographic characteristics.

The high quality 6? the CEX data makes it well-suited for addressing a wide variety of
issues. Itis by far the best available source of information for implementing the techniques
for estimating expenditures on chiidren that were describé_d in the previous a:hap’te:r.2 This is
not 1o say, however, that the CEX is ideally suited for this purpose. Nonetheless, given
budget constraints and privacy considerations that must be honored in any data effort, it is
uniikely that the CEX could be greatly improved for the purpose at hand.

The first section of this chapter provides background on the CEX and the sampling
procedures and methodology used. A more detailed discussion of the interview component
of the CEX is provided Section 3.2. The survey's limitations, for the purpose of estimating |

expenditures on children, are discussed in Section 3.3. In addition to these limitations, there

' As the survey has evolved since its inception in 1888, so too has its name (i.e., it has
not always been called the Consumer Expenditure Survey).

2 Given the timeframe and budget, it was not possible to do & separate survey
specifically designed 1o answer the congressional mandate for a study of patterns of
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are other limitations that restrict our ability to tailor the estimates of expenditures on childreri
in a way that would be most useful for the purposes of determining child support. A

discussion of these latter limitations is postponed until Chapter 6.

3.1  Background of the CEX

The BLS surveys of family expenditure patterns are among its oldest data gathering
activities. The first national survey was conducted in 1888-91 .ta' study the spending patierns
- of workers. While subsequent rounds of the survey focussed exclusively on urban fémilies,
by 1960, the seventh and eighth versions of the CEX were expanded to collect national data
on both urban and rural families. As the CEX evolved, so too did its purpose. increasingly,
the surveys were used to study the economic weil-being of the population and selected
groups within it, as well as to provide the Wei_ghts used in computing the Consumer Price
Index.® This latter focus required that the BLS develop extremely detailed survey instruments
and procedures to capture the hundreds of goods and services that the average family
consumes. This detait makes the CEX particularly well-suited for estimating expenditure
patterns for different types of families. No other data set matches its detail and scope,
explaining why analysts in the United States have relied on the CEX to develop estimates of
expenditures on children,

Before 1679, one of the major limitations of the CEX was the infrequency with which
the survey was conducted. Particularly during times of rapid economic change, thére was a

clear need for more timely data than could be provided by surveys conducted every 1010 12

8 The weights in the CP| represent an estimate of the percentage of an average family's
expenditures that are devoted to a particular type of consumption (e.g., food, shelter,
--transportation,-etc.).- These weights-are-used to-calculate the total price-of-an-average-— -
"market basket of goods and services” which, in turn, is used by BLS to calculate the CPL

3-2




years. As a result, in late 1978 the BLS initiated an ongoing annual CEX. Because it takes a
substantial amount of time to process the data, 1987 is currently the most recent year for
which the CEX is available for public use. |

Currently, the CEX consists of two separate surveys. In the "Interview Survey " each
consumer unit in the sample is interviewed every 3 months over a period of five calendar
quarters." The second component of the survey, the "Diary Survey," consists of detailed
record~keepiﬁg and is completed at home by the respondent for two consecutive one-week
periods, Although the sample sizes of the two components of the CEX are approximately the
same, data from the Interview Survey are better suited for estimating expenditures on children
because they cover a much ionger period of time and contain a sufficient level of detail for

these purposes. As a result, the Diary Survey is not discussed further here.?

3.2  The Interview Survey Component of the CEX

The sampie of consumer units (fami!i'es) included in the CEX is designed 1o be
representative of the entire civilian noninstitutional popuiaﬁon.s The sample includes
approximately 5,000 families per quarter from 31 Metropolitan Statistical Areas (MSAs) with

populations of over 1.2 million, 22 medium-size MSAs, 24 small MSAs, 14 urban

* The diary component of the survey provides a great deal of detail on food
expenditures. For more information on the Diary Survey component of the CEX, see Chapter
18 of the BLS Handbook of Methods, U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Siatistics,
Bulletin 2285, April 1988, ‘

5 A consumer unit is defined as: (1) all members of a household who are related by
blood, marriage, adoption, or other legal arrangement, (2) a person who is financially
independent and living alone or sharing a household with others, or (3) two Of More persons
who live together and pool their income to make joint expenditures decisions. Thus, while a
consumer unit is not necessarily the same as a househald or family, we wilf use the term
"household" or "family" to refer to consurner units. Analysts using CEX data to examine
expenditures on children often restrict their analysis to particular types of consumer units or

N - 11 1111 1= 1= OSSR s
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nonmetropolitan areas, and 18 rural nbnmetropolitan areas.® Approximately 90 to 95 percent
of all family expenditures are covered in the lnterQiew Survey. These are expenditures that
respondents are expected fo be able to recall for a period of 3 months or longer -~ nameily
~ expenditures on items that are éither relatively iar:ge (e.g., property, cars, or major appliances)
or that are incurred on a regular basis (e.g., rent, utility bills, etc.). in addition, global
questions (i.e. the respondent's estimate of the average expenditure over the 3 month period)
are asked about food and other selected items.

in the iniﬁal interview, the interviewer collects information on the demographic and
family characteristics of the consumer unit and on the major durable goods thét the unit
possesses. In the second through fifth interviews, a uniform questionnaire is used to collect
information on expenditures over the previous quarter. A final profile of the consumer unit is
obtained by collecting data on annual income in the second and fifth interviews (using 12-
month recall); when there are significant chéngeé in economic circumstances, these déta'a're

supplemented in the third and fourth interviews.”

 The CEX is subject to strict confidentiality requirements which insure that respondents
cannot be identified by data users. The response rate to the survey is quite high. in 19886,
for example, 86 percent of alil eligible housing units participated in the Interview Survey. See
Chapter 18 of the BLS Handbook of Methods, U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor
Statistics, Bulletin 2285, April 1988.

7 Once a survey has been completed by a consumer unit, it is transferred to the Census
Processing Center, where computer processing is performed. Computer programs check for
coding errors, inconsistent relationships, and missing data. Coding efrors are corrected,
inconsistencies are reconciled by field staff through office review or interviewer follow-up, and
missing data (except for income) are replaced with imputed data (i.e. estimated values).
Imputation is done at the “cell level,” where a cell Is defined by variables such as income
group, family size, and region of the country. Different methods of imputation (hot deck,
weighting class, and percerit distribution) are used for different expenditure items. These
methods esseritially estimate the expected value of a missing expenditure item based on the
characteristics of the consumer unit and the average value of that expend:ture item for s:rmlar
consumer-units. - e e
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After the fifth interview, the consumer unit is dropped from the survey and refaiaced. by
a new consumer unit. As a result, 20 percent of the sample is dropped each quarter and a
new group is added. The BLS releases each quarter's data independeniiy so that data én
families who have participated for less than the full five quarters can still be used.

Each.famity included in the survey is assigned a "weight" that indicates the number of
similar families within the civilian noninstitutionalized population that this family represents.
This weight is used to calculate a weightéd average of all responses to the survey. The
weighted average of expenditure patterns is representative of the expenditure patterns for the
entire U.S. population. The weight can also be used .to create estimates of expenditure
patterns for particular subgroups of consumer units (e.g., single-parent families, rural families,

etc.).

3.3  Limitations of the CEX

Even though the CEX is the besf avaiiable data source for estimating expenditures on
children, it has a number of limitations that constrain our ability to develop precise estimates.
These limitations, which ére described below, become particularly severe when we atiempt to
develop estimates tailored to the particular characteristics of a family (such as its size,

camposition, income, race, and region).

Small Sample Sizes

Although the sample sizes in the CEX seem quite large, they do not allow for as much

detailed analysis (by variations in family circumstances) as one might hope. For example,

8 Expenditure data from the first quarter are used for bounding purposes dn{y (i.e., to
classify the unit for analysis and to prevent duplicate reporting of expenditures In subsequent

interviews) and are not released by the BLS.

35



only 6 percent of approximately 5,000 consumer units responding to the 1987 Interview
Survey questionnaires were single-parent families (a subg'roﬁp of particular interest in this
study). With such a low proportion, estimatés of expenditures on children in these families
are likely to be imprecise (particularly if we want to account for variations by region of
residence, urban-ruraj status, number and ages of the children, empioymenf status of the
parent(s}, e’tc:.)‘9 Identifying how expenditures vary between different types. of singie-parent
families (divorced, separated, or never-married) is also likely fo be difficult. Even for two-
parent families With children, {which make up 31 percent of the 1987 CEX sample), it is
unlikely that precise estimates, tailored to the wide variety of circumstances in which these
families find themselves, can be deveioped. |

One way of addressing this problem is to pool data across yeai’s {from 1980 to 1987,
for exampie). Although it masks some of the year-to-year fluctuations in prices, there are a
 number of distihc-t advantages to pooling the CEX data, including increasing the number of
observations for which there are four completed quarters of data (i.e., annual data). | Like
many other studies, the Betson study uses this approach. The results of this study are

reporied in the next chapter.

Limited informaﬁon on *Observable Aduit Goods®

Although the CEX publishes expenditure data on approximately 500 items, there are
relatively few ifems that can be defined as observable aduit goods (i.e., a good that is
consumed only by adults). The items in the CEX that can be used for this purpose are adult

clothing, alcohol, and tobacco. This limitation, of course, is not unique to the CEX; there are,

% Given that not alf families in the sample respond to each of the five interviews, the
"~ usable sample size is smaller still, - For greater accuracy, many analysts restrict their analysis
to families who have compileted at least three quarierly surveys, '
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in fact, very few items that are (typically) consumed only by adults. As was memioned in
Chapter 2, the narrow measurement of adult goods is likely to reduce the reliability of the

estimates of expenditures on children when the Rothbarth estimation technigue is used.'?

Other Limitations

Despite the fact that the CEX is the best available data set on families’ expenditure
patterns, it has two deficiencies which make it impossible to calculate direct expenditures on
children. The first is that the information available on chiid care expenses (which may be a
substantial portion of expenditures on small children) is poor, Specific questions are asked
about expenditures on: (1} babysitting or othar home care for chiidren, and (2) day care
expenses including tuition. This information does not allow one to differentiate between
necessary expenditures on child care expenses {e.g. those that enable a parent to work
outside the home), and child care expenditureé that are more discrétionam.“

A second problem with the CEX data is that ft is impossible to determine what
proportion of a family’s expenditures on health care is_ attributable to the family’s children. if a
family has unusually large health care expenses, it may be a child, a parent, of an ei;ierly

relative who is generating these expenses. Unfortunately, there is no way to allocate such

expenses across family members. 2

0 Similarly, there are very few "observable children’s goods" in the CEX. This limitation,
however, does not represent a serious problem for estimating expenditures on children
because none of the estimation techniques are based on the measurement of children’s
goods,

' The notion of necessary and discretionary expenses could be heipful in identifying the
minimum level of expenditures on a child,

2 Food expenditures vary systematically (and predictably) between families with and
without children and between families with different numbers of children. This systematic

__variation allows analysts to determine {with some degree of certainty) that portion of a family’s
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A family's expenditures on child care and health care may not only be quite
sUubstantial, but these expenditures are likely to vary dramatically frdm family to family.
Although these two data limitations do not affect our ability to measure expenditures on
chiidren using the indirect estimation techniques outlined in Chapter 2, they do restrict oiJr
ability to tailor the estimates to account .for unusually high expenditures ma‘de.by soéme
families.

in addition, there are other potential avenues of inquiry that carnot readily be
addressed by the CEX, if at all. These include (but are not limited to) how exbenditures are
affected by: child support or welfare receipt in single-parent households; custody/visitation
arrangements; and special needs (e.q., tuition, second families, non-child deperidencies,
provision of in-kind services, intra-year consumption fluctuations).

it is also important t.o note tha’; expenditure measures such as those that can be
deveibped from the CEX, do not account for a number of indifect- costs associated with
children, even in the absence of any data limitations. These:indirect costs inciude the.
opportunity cost 6f children — the value of leisure or earnings that parents forgo i order to
care for children — and the cost of savings (including pensions and life insurance). While the
o;ﬁportunity costs of children could be measured using other data sets, '® no models have

yet been developed that would aliow anéiysts to measure the savings cost of children.

food expenditures that should be attributed to the family's children. Health. care expenditures,
however, do not vary in nearly as predictable a manner as do food expenditures. As a result,
it is very difficuit to determine accurately what portion of a family's health care expenditures
should be attributed to the family’s children. Furthermore, heaith insurance premiums are, in
some sense, a joint consumption item. As a result, it is difficult to know how to allocate them
among the family's adults and children.

3 The Current Population Survey, for example, has the variables that are needed for
such estimation and has much larger sample sizes than the CEX,; allowing for much more
precise estimation. |deally, however, estimates of the opporiunity cost of children would be
...based on longitudinal data sets {data observed on the same individuals over a long peried of
time) such as the Natioral Longitudinal Survey (NLS). See Charles A. Calhoun and Thomas
J. Espenshade, "Childbearing and Wives’ Forgone Earnings,” Population Studies, No. 42,
1988, for an example of such estimation based on the NLS.
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Finally, CEX data on income, as distinct from expenditures, may be guite unreliable.
e too high relative 1o

al consumption (of expenditures) ar

published CEX data suggest that tot

14 \while this problem does not affect our ability to estimate

reported levels of income.
E expenditures on children, it does complicate attempts to relate expenditures on children to

at is particularly salient in the context of developing child

I parental income -~ a problem th

support guidelines.

1
he CEX income data aré likely 1o

- 14 gtaff at the Bureau of Labor Statistics confirmed that t
of underreporting and nonreporting. These problems are present in
likely to be more severe in a survey such as the CEX where the

ion other than income.

be inaccurate because
many surveys; they are

N ~ - grimary emphasis is-on collecting informat
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4. THE EMPIRICAL LITERATURE ON EXPENDITURES ON CHILDREN

Empirical attempts to measure how well-being varies with family size (and, thereby, to
measure expenditures on children) can be traced back to Engel's work in the nineteenth
century.1 Engel's work has st_imutated a great deal of other research on expenditures on
children, work that has g:ontinued throughout the twentieth century. As a result, there are
now many studies that have attempted to estimate the level of expenditures tﬁat are made by
parents on behalf of their children.? This chapter reviews studies that have been done within
the past <:!Iec:ade'3

The first study discussed below was performed by Dr. David Betson of the University
of Notre Dame for the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services.* Betson’s research
was funded fo mest the requiremeﬁt in Section 128 of the Family Support Act of 1888 for a
comprehensive study of expenditures on chiid_ren.s Betson pooled data from recent years of

the Consumer Expenditure Survey (1980 through the first quarter of 1987) and used a variety

! Ernst Engel, "Die Productions und Consumtionsverhaltnisse des Konigsreichs Sachsen,"

Zeitscrift des Statisticshen Bureaus des Koniglich Sachischen thstenums des Innern, 3,
1857.

2 For reviews of this fiterature see Thomas J. Espenshade, Investing in Children: New
Estimates of Parental Expenditures, Washington D.C.: Urban Institute, 1984; Lawrence Olson,
Costs of Children, Lexington: D.C. Heath, 1888; and Jacques van der Gaag, "On Measuring

“the Cost of Children,* Children and Youth Services Review, 4, 1982.

3 Given that the ultimate purpose of this report is to inform policy makers who. are
responsible for child support guidelines, the focus is on studies that are most relevant to this
process. As a result, studies that use data from countries other than the United States and
those that use data that are now out of date are not discussed. The review focuses on
studies that used the 1972-1973 or more recent versions of the CEX.

* David M. Betson, "Alternative Estimates of the Cost of Children from the 1980-1986
Consumer Expenditure Survey," U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, Office of the
Assistant Secretary for Planning and Evaluation, September 1990.

5 See Chapter 1 for the statutory language regarding the mandated studyon -
expenditures on children.
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of estimation procedures (Engel, lsb-pr.op, Rothbarth, and Barten-Gormary), The major
contribution of the Betsoﬁ study, in addition to producing estimates of expenditures on
children based on the most recently available data, is that it gives us a consistent framework
within which to examine the sensitivity of the estimates to variations in the estimation
procedures.

During thé 1980s, five major studies of expenditures on children Were funded (in part
or in total) by grants from the National Institute of Child Health and H'Uman. Development
(NICHD), These studies were conducted by Mathtech (1981), Olson (1983}, Turchi {1983),
Espenshade (1 984), and Lazear and Michael (1988).° While each of these studies was
based on the same data base, the 1972-1 973 Consumer Expenditure Survey (CEX), the
procedures used for estimating expenditures on children varied from study to study.

Espenshade used the Engel prot:edure";7 Lazear and Michael uséed a varigtion of the
Fothbarth estimator: Turchi used a version of the Prais-Houthakker procedure; Olson used a

particular utility function;® and Mathtech attempted to use a variety of alternative utility

6 The results of these studies are reported in the following: Mathtech inc., The Cost of

Children: A Mousehold Expénditures Approach, Washington, D.C.: National Institute of Child

" Health and Human Developmient, October 1981; Lawrence Olson, Costs of Children, '
Lexington: D.C. Heath, 1983; Boone A. Turchi; Estimating the Cost of Children in the United
States, Washington, D.C.: National Institute of Child Health and Human Development, June
1983; Thomas J. Espenshade, lnvesting in Children: New Estimates on Parental Expenditures,
Washington, D.C.: Urban Irstitute Press, 1984; and Edward P. Lazear and Robert T. Michael,
Allocation of Income within the Househsid, Chicago: University of Chicago. Press, 1988,

7 Espenshade also ekperiménted with a variety of alterhative is‘o—'props, but concluded
that the percentage of expenditures devoted to food consumed at home was the most
appropriate measure of well-being.

8 Although Olson used a variant of the Cobb-Douglas utility function, his estimation
methodology is based implicitly on the Rothbarth technique. We have, however, classified his
__work as. utility maximization beécause his estimator is derived in a uility maximization
framework. - :
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functions.? Finally, the Family Economics Research Group (FERG) at the U.S. Department of
Agricufture produées bi-annual estimates of expenditures on children, using the approach
described in Chap?er 2. The FERG estimates summarized ﬁere are based on data from the
1987 CEX.'0 |

By comparing the results of these studies, we can gain additional insight into how
sensitive the estimates of expenditures on children are to the estimation procedure ;xsed.ﬁ
in addition, since the NICHD studies are based on the 1972-1973 CEX and the Betson study
is based on the 1980-1986 CEX, the comparisons may yield information about how the

estimates of expenditures on children have varied over time.'2

® Mathtech encountered insurmountable technical difficulties in implementing their
estimation procedures. As a result, they had only very limited results to report.
Consequently, we shall not discuss the Mathtech results further in this chapter.

10 See Mark Lino, "Household Expenditures on a Child," Family Economics Review,
(forthcoming).

' For the sake of completeness, we should note that Tetrill has used a {slightly
modified) per capita cost calculation to "estimate” expenditures on children. See William T.
Terrill, "Child Expenditure Estimates for Child Support Guidelines," December 1986,
unpublished manuscript, and "Expenditures on Children for Child Support: Economist As
Policy Advisor," March 1989, unpublished manuscript. As was pointed out in Chapter 2, a per
capita procedure does not really estimate expénditures on children. Rather, it assumes that
each famlly member receives the same level of expenditures.

In addition, Jacques van der Gaag and Eugene Smolensky use a utility maxjmization
procedure to estimate expenditures ort children in "True Mousehold Equivalence Scales and
Characteristics of the Poor in the United States," Review of Income and Wealth, Series 28,
No.1, March 1982. The utility function used by the authors is based on the Extended Linear
Expendnture System (ELES) developed by C. Lluch in 1873 and is estimated using 1972-73
CEX data. Unfortunately, in some cases, their procedure yields negative (or zero) estimates
of expenditures on chiidren. Determining whether this counter-intuitive finding Is a result of
the specific utility function adopted or the empirical estimation of the function, is beyond the
scope of this report. It does suggest however, that the results of this estimation procedure
are highly unreliable.

12 should be noted that Lazear and Michael used both the 1960-61 and 1872-738 CEX.
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Unfortunately, comparing the results from these studies is not as straightforward as |

‘one might hope. One of the difficulties that arises in making meaningful comparisons is. that

. the primary purpése of many of the studies was to estimate the total expenditures made on

behalf of a ch}ld from birth to age 18. This focus required that the authors make assumptions
about future economic conditions (employment, unemployment, labor force participation
rates, wage rates, and inflation rates). Since each of the authors used a different set of
assumptions, comparing the level of expenditures {measured in dollars) on children across
the studiés is difficult, We have dealt with this difficulty by comparing how the estimated
expenditures on children, measured as a percentage of a family’s total expenditures, varies
aérbss studies; in other words, we do not compare dollar levels. This eliminates the need to
adjust each author's estimates to account for a variety of diﬁérent assumpﬁons about the rate
of inflation. |

In the first section of this chapter, the results of the Betson study are summarized.
Section 4.2 summarizes the results from the other studies (the NICHD studies and the FERG
estimates) and compares them to Betson’s results. Section 4.3 summarizes the findings of
the chapter.

It is important to note that the estimates reported in this chapter are based on average
expenditure levels. Expenditures on items such as child care and medical care are'
incorpofated only indirectly to the extent that they affect the measures used 1o approximate a
family’s vs.uta'll'-l:nz-:-ing._13 Furthérmor_e, these éxpenditures are incorporated (albeit only

indirectly) at their average level. Consequently, the actual range of expenditures is likely to

13 This statement does not apply 16 the FERG estimator.
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be much broader than the rahge reported here.'* Families with atypical expenditure
patterns such as unusually high {or low) expenses for child care or medical care for children
will spend more (or iess) on their children than is indicated by the estimates réported in this

chapter,

4.1 Results of the Betson Study

The Be_tson study focused on estimating how expenditures on children vary with the '
number of children, their ages, the total level of family expenditures, the number of aduits
fiving ih the ho_dsehold, and the estimation technique used. In particufér, Betson devesloped
detailed estimates of expendiﬁ.tres on children as a percentage of total family expenditures
for; (1) families with one child .at a variety of different ages (4, 8, and 186), (2) families with two
children at a variety of different ages (4 and 8; 8 and 10; 10 and 16), and (3) families with
three children at a variety df different ages (4, 8, and 10, 4, 8, and 1.3; 10, 13, and 18).

Each of these estimates .was calculated separately for one- and two-parent families, at
a variety of annual family expenditure levels (ranging in $5,000 incremenits from a low of
$5,000, up to $50,000). Finally, all of the astimates were calculated using a variety of
estimation techniques. Two alternative deﬁnitions.of the percentage of total expenditures
devoted to food were used in implementing the Engel technique; the first was based on food
consumed at home, and the secon& was based on all food expenditures (at home and away).
Three alternative iso-props were used; these were the percentage of expenditures devoted fo
(1) food at home, shelter, cidthin_g,_ and health care, (2) food at home, shelter, and clothing,

and (3) food at home and shelter. Two alternative definitions of "observable adult goods"

14 Lazear and Michael (1988) examine the actual range of expenditures and find that it is,
in fact, very broad. Readers interested in more detail on this point are referred to Chapter 7
of Lazear and Michael's book. .
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were used to implement the Rothbarth technique' the first was the Iéve! of expenditures on
adult clothing, alcohol, and tobacco, and the second was the level of expendltures or adult
clothing. anaiiy, the Barten-Gorman estimator was also used.

The results of Betson's analysis are too voluminous to report here in their entirety.
Consequently, this section summarizes the resuits for a few prototypical two-parent families
and similar one-parent families. We tumn first to a discussion 6f Table 4.1, the resuits for ﬁvp-
parent famiiieé. For purposes of comparisbh, the last column of the {able reports estimate&
per capita expenditures on chiidren.'® As would be expected, based on the discussion in
Chapter 2, the Engel estimates are substantially higher than the Rothbarth estimates.'® For
example, the Engel estimates indicate that between 45 and 49 percent of total family
expenditures are attributable to the children in an average-income family (with annual
expenditures of $30,000). with two children. The remainder of expenditures (51 to 55 percent)
are attributable to the family’s édu[ts, indicating that each adt.ﬂt accounts fo-r approximately 25
o 27 perceﬁt of total family expenditures.. The Rothbarth estimates indicate that the
expenditures 'aﬁributabie to the children in such éfami!y are between 33 and 35 percent of
total expenditures. Consequently, these estimates indicate that each of the two adults
account for approximately 33 to 34 percent of total family expehditures.. With a few
exceptions, the iso-prop estimates are lower than the Rothbarth estﬁmates.ﬁ Since the

Rothbarth estimates are likely o represent a lower bound for the true expenditures on

5 Recall that for a per capita calculation, the iotal level of family expenditures is divided
by the total number of family members,

16 The reader may want to refer again to the discussion beginning on page 2-27 which
outlines the biases inherent in the Engel and Rothbarth estimators.

7 The exceptions are the est:mated expendstures on three chﬂdren us:ng the sso-prop('i) .

“and iso-prop{2) estimates.
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TABLE 4.1

Results From the Betson Study
Percent of Expendutures Attnbutab!e to Children in Two-Parent Families?

i

Enge! iso—propf Rothbarth Barten- Per
12 i 2 3 1 2 Gorman' Capitad
Number of Children:° _
One 33 30 16 13 9 25 23 11 33
Two 48 45 2 27 2 35 33 . 16 50
Three . 59 585 41 41 34 38 37 21 - 80
Children’s Ages
{2 Children):®9 |
4and 8 - 46 37 27 25 22 - 36 33 13 50
g and 10 ) 49 45 20 27 21 35 33 16 50
i0and 16 - 53 80 34 32 24 nfa n/a 19 50
Family Expenditures
{2 Children)®

Low 49 48 34 33 28 36 36 13 50
Medium 48 45 29 27 21 35 33 16 50
High 49 45 27 23 17 35 #H 17 50

Ses David M. Betson, "Alternative Estimates of the Cost of Children from the 1980-86 Consumer Expendiiure
Survey," 1.5, Department of Health and Human Services, Office of the Assistant Secretary for Planning and
Evaluation, September 1930. The measurss of well-being used by sach of the estimators are as follows:
Engel(1) is percentage of expenditures devoted to food at home; Engel(2) is percentage of total expenditures
devoted to food (at home and away); iso-prop(1) is the percentage of total expenditures devoted to food at
home, shelter, clothing, and health cars; Iso-prop(2) is the percentage of total sxpenditures devoted to food at
home, shelter, and clathing; Iso-prop(d) is the percentage of total expenditures devoted to food at home and
shaiter; Rothbarth(1) is expenditures on adult clothing, alcohol, and tobaceo; Rothbanh(z) is expenditures on
aduit clothing

Based on annual expanditures of $30,000.

In families with: one child, the child Is assumed to be 8 years old; two children, the children are assumed to be
8 and 10 years old; thrée children, the children are assumed to be 4, 8, and 13 years old.

The Rothbarth estimates for older children are unreliable because of a data probl'em in the CEX.

Based on two childrén (ages 8 and 10). The Betson study reported expenditure patterns for familles with
ekpanditures between $5,000 and $50,000 (in $5,000 increments). Low expsriditiite families are defined to be
those with annual expenditures of $5,000, $10,000, or $15,000. Medium expenditure families are defined to be
those with expenditures in the $20,000 to $40,000 range. High expenditure families are those with annual
expenditures of $45,000 or $50,000. The figures reportad In the table represent the average over this range,

Nate that while the iso-prop and Barten-Gorman estimates are included in this table for the sake of
completenass, Betson believes (and we concur) that these estimates should be discounted.

“This colimn is included to indicate how the estimates compare to a per capita cafculation.
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children, these results suggest _that--the iso-prop estimates summarized in Table 4.1 should
not be considered reliable.® Simiiér!y, the Barten-Gorman estimates shouid not be
considered reliable; while this estimétqr has attractive theoretical properties, the discussion in
Chapter 2 indicated that its empirical properties are fikely to cause it to be quite unstable,

In general, the estimates follow the pattern that we would expect: the greater the
number of children, the greater the percentage of expenditures attributable to the chiidren.
Expenditures on older children are estimated to be greater than expenditures on younger
children.'® Finally, expenditure patterns on children vary with the level of total fam'iiy.
expenditures {i.e., the family budget). With the exceptions of the Engel(1) and Barten-Gorman
estimatoré, all of the estimates indicate that low-budget (presumably low-income) families
spend a higher percentage of their total budget on children. The variation in the percentage
éf expenditures devoted to children between high- and iow-budget families, however, is quite
moc_iest.zo Rased on the percentages reported in Table 4.1, Table 4.2 presents doilar
estimates of expenditures on children assuming total annual family expenditures lare_‘

$30,000.2! Note that some level of total annual expenditures must be assumed in order to

18 1t should be noted, howsver, that an alternative set of iso-prop estimates (using
different definitions of the iso-prop) could well produce estimates that fall within the bounds of
the Engel and Rothbarth estimales.

8 Expenditures for the clothing of 16 and 17 year old children is included as "adulit
clothing” in the CEX. As a result, some of the expenditures on "observable adult goods" are
really expenditures on children's goods. Consequently, the Rothbarth procedure
underestimates the total level of expenditures that would be required to restore the adults to
the level of aduit goods that they wouid have enjoyed in the absence of children in this age
group. Given this data problem, we have not included Betson's Rothbarth estimates for older
children in the table.

20 This statement is paﬁécﬁtarly true if we excludé the iso-prop estimates.

21 Dollar estimates for other two-family total expenditure levels can be similarly calculated
by muitiplying total annual family expenditures by the appropriate percentages reported in

Table 4.1.
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TABLE 4.2

e | Resuits From the Betson Study:
Expenditures Attrlbutabie to Children in Two-Parent Families With Total Annual Expenditures of $30,000%

Barten.  Per

Engel iso-prop® Rothbarth  Gorman-® Capital
1 2 1 2 3 1 2

Number of Children:®+¢

One 9,905 8,010 4,807 3,874 2,796 7,480 6994 3,417 10,000
Two 14,744 13,606 8,757 8,064 6,315. 10695 9815 4,995 15000
Three 17,787 16,598 12,357 12217 10,181 11782 11,126 6,492 18,000
Children's Ages

12 Children}:>¢

4and 8 13,674 11,146 8.028 7,370 6,728 10,781 9,847 3852 15,000
8 and 10 14,744 13,606 8,757 8,064 6,3_15 © 10,585 9,815 4,995 15000

i0and 16 15,788 15060 10280 9605 7,206 n/a nfa 5790 15000

2 gpe David M. Betson, "Aliernative Estimates of the Cost of Children from the 1980-86 Consumer Expenditure
Survey,* U.S. Department of Heatth and Human Sarvices, Office of the Assistant Secretary for Planning and
Evaluation, September 1990. The measures of well-being used by each of the estimators are as follows:
Engel{1} is percentage of expenditures devoted to food at homs, Engel(2) Is percentage of total expendiiures
devoted to food (at home and away); lso-prop(1) is the percentage of total expenditures devoted to food at
horme, shelter, clothing, and health care; Iso-prop(2) is the percentage of total expenditures devoted to food at
home, shalter, and clothing; Iso-prop(3) is the percentage of total expenditures devoted to foed at home and
shelter; Rothbarth(1) s expenditures o adult clothing, alcohol, and tobacco; Rothbarth(2) is expenditures on
adult clothing. :

Based on annual expendituras of $30,000.

© |n families with: one child, the child is assumed to be 8 years old; two children, the children are assumed 1o be
8 and 10 years old; three children, the chiidren are assumed to be 4, 8, and 13 years old.

The Rothbarth estimates for older children are unreliable because of a data problem in the CEX.

Note that while the iso-pro;: and Barten-Gorman estimates are inciuded in this takle for the sake of
completeness, Betson believes (and we concur) that these estimates should be discounted.

This column is included to indicate how the estimates compare to a per capita calculation,
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develop dollar estimates from the perce'ntag'e estimates reported in Table 4.1 precisely'
hecause the percentages vary with the level of total family expenditures.

Before moving on 10 a discussion of the results for one-parent families, there are two
final points to note about Tables 4.1 and 4.2, The first is that the Engel estimates, especiétiy
those based on Engel(t) (which uses the percentage of Iexpenditure”s devoted to food
consumed at home as the measure of well-being) are remarkably close to per capita
estimates of éxpenditures on children.

The’secoﬁd point to note is the pattern of reéuits produced by the three iéo-prop'
estimatoré and their relationship to the Engel estimates. The most broadly defined of the iso-
props (food at home, shelter, clothing, and health cgre) produces the highest of the three iso-
prop estimates, while the mdst narrowly defined of the isb—props (food at home and shelter)
produces the lowest of the three estimates. Given that food at home [Engei(1)] produces thé
highest estimates, and that food at home and shelter produces the lowest estimates, these
results appear 1o confirm that while children are "food-intensive,” there do appear to be
substahtial economies of scale in housing expenses (at least in two-parent families).

The striking feature of Table 4.3, which reports the estimates of expenditures on
children in one-parent families, is.how farge the estimates are, particularly in comparison to
those in Table 4.1. ltis importaht to remember that to some. extent, the larger estimates of
the percentage of total expenditures attributable o children in one-parent families are
inevitable; there. are fewer individuals over whom the budgst must be spread in a one-parent
tamily than in a similar two-parent family. Nevertheless, even bearing this conéideration in
mind, the results in Table 4.3 indicate that e&penditures on children in one-parent families (as

a percentage of total expenditures) are very high.,
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TABLE 4.3

Results From the Betson Study: .
Percent of Expenditures Attributable to Children in Cne-Parent Families®

Engel tso-prop" Rothbarth  Barten- Per
12 i1 2 3 1 2 Gomman Capita®
Number of Children:>° _
) Cne 61 49 E6 B5 60 38 38 40 50
' Two 78 66 B9 68 74 = 53 55 50 87
Three B T3 77 75 81 60 65 B3 75
* Children’s Ages
[2 children]: d :
4 and 8 76 81 67 66 73 81 BB 52 67
8 and 10 78 66 69 68 74 B3 b5 50 67
10 and 18 78 68 70 689 T4 n/a nfa 57 67
Family Expenditures
2 children]:®
Low 81 66 70 68 77 55 54 39 87
Medium 78 €6 69 68 74 53 B5 50 67
High 77 65 69 68 73 B3 58 &1 67

See David M. Betson, "Alternative Estimates of the Cost of Children from the 1980-86 Consumer Expenditure
Survey," U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, Office of the Assistant Secretary for Planning and
Evaluation, September 1990, The measures of well-being used by each of the estimators are as follows:
Engel(1) is percentage of expenditures devated to food at home; Engel(2) is percentage of total expenditures
devotad to food (at home and away); Iso-prop(1) s the percentage of total expenditures devoted to food at
home, shelter, clothing, and. health care; Iso-prop(2) is the percentage of total expenditures devoted to food at
home, shelter, and clothing; iscprop(8) is the percentage of total expenditures devotad to food at home and
sheiter; Aothbarth(1) is expenditures on adutt clothing, alcohol, and tobacco; Rothbarth(2) is expenditures on
adult clothing.

Based on annual expenditures of $30,000.

In families with; one child, the child is assumed 10 be 8 years old; two children, the children are assumead to be
8 and 10 years old; three children, the chiidren ars assumed to be 4, 8, and 13 years oid.

The Rothbarth estimates for clder children are unreliable because of a data problem in the CEX.

Based on two chiidren (ages 8 and 10). The Betson study reported expenditure patterns for families with
expenditures between $5,000 and $50,000 (in $5,000 increments). Low expenditure famiiies are defined to be
those with annual expenditures of $5,000, $10,000, or $15,000. Medium expenditure families are defined to'be
those with expenditures in the $20,000 fo 340,000 range. High expenditure farnilies arg those with annual
expenditures of $45,000 or $50,000. The figures reported in the table represent the average over this range.

Note that while the Iso-prop and Barter-Gorman estimates are Included in this table for the sake of
completeness, Betson balieves (and we concur) that these estimates should be discounted.

3 This cofumn Is included to indicate now the estimates compare to & per capita calouletion.
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As was the case for the estimates for two-parent families, the Engel estimates are
always greater than the Rothbarth estimétes. The Engel estimates indicate that between 66
and 78 percent of total expenditufes are attributable to two c;hildren in a one-parent family,
which implies that 22 to 34 percent of expenditufes are atiributable to the adult. The
Rothbarth estimates indicate that between 53 and 58 percent of total expenditures are
attributable to children in such a family, which implies that 45 to 47 percent of expenditures
are attributable to the adult. Uniike the estimates for two-parent famitiés: ('1) the iso—:prop
estimates in Table 4.3 are always greater than the Rothbarth estimates, but less than the
Engel estimates, and (2} the Barten-Gorman estimates do not always fall below the Rothbarth
estimates. |

The high level of expenditures on children (in percentage terms) in one-parent families
undo‘ubte'diy captures the fact that children are typically more of a financial burden in such |
families than they are in two-pafent families. However, it should be pointed out that while
children account for a higher percentage of fotal expenditures in a one-parent family thaﬁ
they do in a two-parent family, the percehtage of expenditures attributable to the adult may
actually be higher in éne-parem families. > Nonethéless, while the percentage of
expenditures attributable to each adult and child in one-parent families is higher than in two-
parent families, the level of expenditures is likely to be lower in one-parent families. The
reason is that one-parent families typically have much Iowef income levels, and therefore
lower expenditure levels, than do demographically comparable two-parent families.

The general 'ﬁp.aﬁe_rn of the results for one-parent families is consistent both with our

- expectations and the results for two-parent families: the greater the number of chilldren, the

22 That is to say, the résidual percentage of expenditures (after accounting for children’s

expenditures) that___remai'ns for adult consumption is more than half as large in one-parent

families as it is in two-parent families.
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greater is the percent of total expenditures devoied to the children; _oldér children are more
expensive than yoﬁnger children; and with the exception bf the Rothbarth(2) and Barten-
Gorman estimates, the percentage of expenditures devoted to children in low-budget (low-
income) families is slightly higher than the pefcentage in highér-budget famf!iés.23

There are, however, some impértant differénces between the-expenditure patterns that
emerge for one and two-parent famiiies. For two-parent families, the Engel(1) estimates are

strikingly similar to per capita estimates. For one-parent families, the Engsel(1) estimates

actually exceed the per capita estimates, but the Engei(z) estimates (which are based on .focd
consumption both at and away fr&m home) are quite close to the per capita estimates.

The pattern of estimates produced by the three iso-prop techniques‘is‘atso different
from that for two-parent families. The most broadly defined of the iso-prpps {food 'a'_c home,
shelter, clothing, and health care) produces the lowest of the three estimates, while the most
lnarrowty defined of the iso-props (food at home and shelter) produces the highest of the
three estimates. This pattern, which is exactly the opposite of that which emerges for two-
parent families, indicates that children in one-parent families are "shelter-intensive.”

Finally, in some cases, the Barten-Gorman estimates for one-parent families fall
between the Engel and Rothbarth estimates (whereas for two-parent families they were always
less than the Rothbarth estimates;). Nonetheiess, the conclusion remains that the Barten-
Gorrﬁan éstimates appear to be unreliable.

In summary, while the range of Betson's estirhates is quite broad, all of the estimates

indicate that children account for a substantial portion of total family expenditures (especially

23 1 should be noted that for the sake of comparability, we have used identical definitions
for low, medium, and high budgets in Tables 4.1 and 4.3. In reality, of course, one-parent
families typically have much lower budgets {incomes) than do demographically sirmilar two-
~ parent families. _ .
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in one-parent families). Expend“it‘ures ‘on children increase with the number of children and
their ages. Low-budget (income) families appear to spend a siightly higher percentage of

their expenditures on their children than do high-budget (income) families.

4.2 Comparing the Results of the Betson, NICHD, and FEF:G Studies

The overall results from the earlier NICHD studies and the FERG étudy are
summarized in Table 4.42* For the sake of comparison, we have also summarized
Betson’s results in this table. Once agam the numbers in the tabie represent the percent of
total family expenditures that are attributable to two children in a two-parent family of average
income, based on the range of estimation techniques described in Chapter 225 Since the
NIC.HD studies focused primarily on estimating expenditures over 18 years, these nunﬁbefs
should be interpreted as the average expeénditure Jevel over the ¢ourse of the children’s
eighteen years.

An exarnination of Table 4.4 indicates that, as was the dase with the Betson results,
the estimates from other studies follow the pattern that would be expected based on the
discussion in Chapter 2. The Engel estimator, implemented by Espenshaae, produces the
highest estimated expenditures on children, indicating that 41 percent of expenditures in an

average-income, two-parent family with two children is attributable to the family's children.?

24 Recall that the NICHD studies all used the 1972-1973 CEX and the FERG study Is
based on the 1987 CEX.

25 We have reported the estimates for two-parent families since the earlier studies
focused almost exclusively on this type of family. The definition of "average income" (which Is
often not made explicit by the authors) varles from study to study. As a resuli, we have '
simply adopted each authors’ definition of average income. For the Betson study, we have
chosen an annual expenditure level of $30,000 to represent the average family.,

26 Esperishade examines expenditure patterns by socioeconomic status (SES) We have

-—assumed that-a medium SES family corresponds to-an average income family. -
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TABLE 4.4

PERCENT OF EXPENDITURES ATTRIBUTABLE TO TWO CHILDREN
' IN AN AVERAGE-INCOME, TWO-PARENT FAMILY?®

FERG Prais- Utility

Method  Engsl [so-prop Rothbarth Houthakker Max,
Cther _
Studies® 37 41 n/a 27 28 - 38
Betson
Study® n/a 45-49 21-29 3335 nfa 16

See Appendix 4.1 at the end of the chapter for notes explaining how these numbers were
derived. The definition of "average income” (which is often not made explicit by the
authors) varies from study to study. As a result, we have simply adopted each authors’
definition of average income. For the Betson study, we have chosen an annual
expenditure level of $30,000 to represent the average family. -

The Engel estimate was produced by Espenshade; the Rothbarth by Lazear and Miclhaei;
the Prais-Houthakker by Turchi; and the utility maximization by Qison.

Betson used several alternative measures of well-being to implement the Engel, iso-prop,
and Rothbarth estimators. Consequently, there is a range of estimates produced by each
of these procedures. Betson's utility maximization estimator was the Barten-Gorman. The
iso-prop and Barten-Gorman estimates have been included for the sake of completeness;
Betson believes (and we concur) that these estimates should be discounted.




The FERG and utility maximization techniques pr_odi:ce esﬁmates'of 37 and 38
percent, respactively. The Rothbarth technique (implemented by Lazear and Michael) and the
Prais-Houthakker technique (implemented by Turchi), however, both produce substantially
lower esﬁf;wates, indicating that 27 and 28 pe'rc:ent of total family expenditures, respecti{/eEy,
are aﬁributabie to the childfen.

The specific utility function assumed by Olson leads to an estimate that.38 percent of
expenditures in an average income, two-parent family with two children are attributable fo the
family's children.?” Once again, as the discussion in Chapter 2 indicated, the relationship
between thié estimate and the others in Table 4.4 is to be expected. Since Olson’s approach
allows for the possibility that parents change their consumption patterns in response to the
presence and number of children, we should expect this.approach 1o generate estimates that
are greater than those produced by the Rothbarth technique.aﬂ Simiiarfy, because the
FERG estimator combines aspects of both a marginal and average cost estimator, i is not
surprising that it falle below the Engel estimates but above thé Rothbarth estimates.

Of all of the earlier studies, Espenshade’s and Lazear and Michael's are - most directly

comparable to Betson's. . Betson's Engel(1) estimator (see Table 4.1) used the same

27 Williams concluded that Olson’s estimates of expenditures on children were higher
than Espenshade’s, but he did not consider that Espenshade and Olson made different
assumptions about future inflation and economic growth and Olson estimates the cost of
children for thelr first 23 years while Espenshade estimates costs for 18 years. See Robert G.
Williams, Development of Guidelines for Child Support Orders: Final Report, Washington,
D.C.: U.S. Departmerit of Health and Human Services, Office of Child Support Enforcement,
September 1987.

%8 That is not to say, however, that the Olson estimates are necessarily valid. Because of
the mathematical properties of the estimator that Olson used (a variant of the Cobb-Dougias
utility function), the degree to which parents substitute between diiferent types of goods
(while not zero) is assumed to be known. In other words, the parameter that measures
parents’ ability to substitute is assumed to be known {i.e., i is not estimated). Nonetheless,
the utility maximization procedure that Olson chose appears to produce more reliable
—estimates than the-Barten-Gorman-{ulility- maximization}-estimator-used-by-Betsone— - -
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~ Michael's estimating equation at the mean set of family characteristics.

" definition of well-being ({the percentage of expenditures spent on food consumed at home) as

Espenshade used. Using this definition, Betson estimated the expenditures attributable to
children to be 49 percent, while Espenshade’s estimate was 41 percent. Similarly, Betson's
Rothbafth(n'esﬁmate used the same definition of well-being (the level of expenditures on

aduit clothing, alcohol, and tobacco) as did Lazear and Michael. Using this definition, Betson

estimated the expenditures attributable to children to be 35 percent, while Lazear and.

Michaei;s estimate was 27 percent.

Interestingly, both Betson’s Engel and Rothbarth estimates, using 1980-1986 data, are
greater than the Engel and Rothbarth estimates based on 1872-1973 data.®® In private
correspondence, Betson has noted that there were a number of differences between his
study and Lazear and Michael's in the procedures used to implement the Rofhbarth
technique. In addition, the Engel estimator was implemented differently in the Espenshéde
and Betson: studies, and the Espénshade estimate includes periods when only one child is in
the family. (This is not alﬂaw in Espenshade’s work but reflects different goals of his
research.) Consequently, the differences in the results between the 1980-1986 data and the
19721973 data could either be caused by the differences in the procedures used or by true

differences in expenditure patterns over time. Given the currently available information, it is

" impossible to distinguish between these two alternatives, However, as Betson has noted in

2 This comparison of Lazear and Michael's and Betson’s Rothbarth estimates differs
slightly from the comparison made by Betson in Appendix G of his report. Afthough both this
and Betson’s comparison are based on an evaluation of Lazear and Michael’'s main
estimating equation (their phi-function, see Appendix 4.2); the comparison provided here has -
been implemented in a slightly different mahner; Betson’s evaluation of Lazear and Michael's
estimating equation (see Appendix G of Betson’s report) is based on a pre-determined set of
family characteristics, while this comparison is based on an evaluation of Lazear and
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Appendix G of his report, the differences between his Rothbarth estimates and Lazear and
Michaal's estimates are (in most cases) not statistically significant.®°
In addition to the overall estimates presented in Table 4.4, there is considerable

richness of detail in the earlier literature, Table 4.5 summarizes how expenditures on children s

(as a percentage of total family expenditures) vary with the number of children and their ages,

the level of family expenditures, and the number of parents living in the household,

Before turning to a discussion of these results, we should mention some of the factors i !
that are not included in this table. A number of the authors examined how expenditures on G

children vary with region of the country, place of residence (e.g., metfopo[itan ofr non-

metropolitan}, race and age of the head of household, and the number of parents empioyed
outside the home. With the exception of Lazear and Michas!'s estimates, these examinations
did not adequately control for how income varies with these other factors. This makes it

impossible to sort out the separate effects of these factors on expenditures from the effects of by

income on expenditures.

The results in Table 4.5 indicate that expenditures on children as a percentage of total )
family expenditures vary substantially with the number of children.®! The Engel estimators
{(Espenshade and Betson1) indicate that: one child living with two adults accounts for 24 to

33 percent of all expenditures; two children account for 41 to 49 percent of all expenditures, o

% Betson does not consider whether or not there is a statistically significant difference ; |
between his Engel estimates and those of Espenshade, but because Espenshade’s estimates :
include periods when only one child is-in the family, their findings are likely to be very closs.

31 Because the'B_etson(S) (utility maximization/Barten-Gorman) estimates are considered _ o
~to-be-unreliablerthey will ot be discussed further i iis shapter. R | o
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Which is Setween 1.48 and 1.71 times as much as one child: and three children account for_ s
59 percent of all expenditu;;es, which is 1.79 times as much as one child. The Rothbarth
estimates (La;ear and Michael and Betson2) indicate that: dqe child living with two adﬁ!ts
accounts for between 16 and 25 percent of all expénditures; two children accdunt for 27 t0 35
percent of all expenditures, which is between 1.40 and 1.69 times as much as one child: and
three children account for 35 to 39 percent of all expenditures, which is between 1.56 and
2.19 times as much as one-child. Olson's utility maximization estimates geﬁeraﬂy fall between

the Engel and Rothbarth estimates; one child accounts for 22 percent of all expenditures: two |

children account for 38 percent of all expenditures,‘,‘which is 1,69 times as much as one child;
three children account for 50 percent of all expenditures, which is 2.24 times as much as one
child.* The resuits from the FERG estimates are similar to Olson’s: one child accounts for

22 percent of all expenditures, two children account for 37 percent of all expenditures for 1.68 |

times as much as one child), and three children account for 43 percent of all expenditures (or

1.95 times as much as one child). |
All of the estimates indicate that expenditures on children do not increase in

proportion to their numbers.3 Expenditures on two children are less than twice as much

as those for one child; the estimates for two children range from 1.40 10 1.73 times that for

one child. Similarly, expenditures for three children are less than three times as much as

32 Note that these ratios of expenditures for two and three children, relative to one chiid,
are based on results reported directly by Olson. Because of rounding errors, these ratios are
. slightly different than the ratios implied by expenditures of 22, 38, and 50 percent {for one,
two, and three children, respectively).

33 As the discussion in Chapter 2 indicated, there are at least two reasons why this is so.
First, there are likely to be some economies of scale in caring for children. Second, the
. addition.of another child-puis-an-added-strain-on -a-family's-budget that typically requires thiat
all family members (both children and adults) make some sacrifices In their consumption.
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those fof one child; the estimates for three children range from 1.56 to 2.24 times that for one
child. |

In addition to varying with the number of children, the results in Table 4.5 indicate that
expenditures on children as a percentage of total family expendgtures also vary with children’s
ages.34 Turchi’s estimates indicate that expenditures on children as a percentage of total
expenditures increase by almost 68 percent - from 19 percent when children are less than 8
years old to a2 percent when children are over 10 years old. If more detailed age groupings
were used, the estimated growth in expenditures would be even more pronounced.®
Using the Engel estimator (Bstson1), Betson also finds an increase in expenditu'res as a
percentage of income as chi‘ldren age, but the 15 percent increase (from 46 to 53 percent) is
less pronounced than that found by Turchi. As was mentioned earlier, Betson's Rothbarth -
estimates (Betson2) for older children are unreliable because of & data problem in the CEX,
and as a result, are not reported here.>®

The resuis from the FERG, Turchi, and Betson(2) estimates indicate that expenditures
on children (as a percentage of total family expenditures) decline modestly as family income

increases. The Betson(1) Enge! estimates, however, are constant across low, average, and

high-income families.

34 as was mentioned in an earlier footnote (and in the Betson study), there is reason to
believe that a data problem in the CEX has caused a substantial downward bias in Betson's
estimated expenditures on 16-17 year olds using the Rothbarth estimator.

% The age grouping used in Table 4.5 was chosen {0 conform with the groupings that
Betson used in presenting his results. The reader is reminded that these estimates account
for child care costs, and how they vary with the ages of children, only indirectly through the
effect that these costs have on the measure of well-being (see the summary in Chapter 2 for
further discussion).

% See Appendix 4.2 for a more detailed discussion of the data problems.
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The Lazear and Michael and Betson studies were th‘e‘onty ones that examined how
the p_eréent of expenditurgs attributable to children varies with the number of parents liviﬁg in
the household. Both Lazear and Michael and Betson found that holding expenditures
constant, on_e-.pareht househoids spend a substanﬁal'iy higher percentage of total
expenditurés on children than do two-parent households.3 The Rothbarth estimators
(Lazear and Michael and Betson2) indicate thét between 52 and 53 percent of expenditures in
a one-parent household with two childrén is devoted to the children, while the Engel estimator
(Betson1) indicates that 78 percent of all expenditures In such a household is attributable to
the children.

As was mentioned eértier, this finding |s not surprising. If expenditures are held
constant while family size decreases (i.e., one adult is no ioﬁger there), the same level of
resources Is then.spread among fewer family members. A simple per capita calculation
indi.{pates that two éhi!dren in a one-parent household ac_couht for 67 percent of all
expenditures, The Rothbarth estimators indicate, therefore, that while children account for a
higher percentage of expenditures in a one-parent family than in a two~parent family, a child
still consumes less than the adult, These estimates also indicate that the percentage of
expenditures attributable to the adult in a one-parent family is ﬁigher than in a two-parent

’fami!y,38 The Engel estimator, however, indicates that a child in a one-parent family actually
accounts for more expenditures than doss the adult, and that the adult accounts for a lower

percentage of total expenditures than in two-parent families.

% 1t should be noted, however, that Lazear and Michael did not find this effect (hig_h_er'
percentage of expenditures atiributable to children in one-parent than in two-parent families)

when they used the 1960-61 CEX,
38 That is to say, the residual percentage of expenditures (after accounting for children’s
~-expenditures)-that-remains-for adult-consumption-is-more than half as large’in one-parent
families as it is in two-parent families.
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it should be pointed out that while the discussion above is based on holding
expenditures constant across one- and two-parent families, the level of expenditures does not
typica'ily remain constant in response to changes in the number of ..adults in the household.
in the vast 'maforit-y of cases, one-parent householids have expendituré {and income} levels
that are substantially below those of demographically comparable families with two parents.
Although the total amount spent on children falls as total family expenditures fall, the final set
of results in Table 4.5 provides limited evidence that the percent of expenditures attributable
to children rises (albeit by a very modest amount) as family expenditures fall 3 ‘While the
Engel estimates (Betson1) indicate that expenditures on children as a percentage of total
family expenditures are constant across a wide range of income, both Turchi's estimates and
Betson’s Rothbarth estimates (Betson2), indicate that expenditures on children as a
percentage of total expendi_tures falt slightly as expenditures rise, We should point out that, in

any event, whether the percent of expenditures attributabie o children is constant or falls as

expenditures rise, all of these estimates indicate that the percentage of a family's income
spent on children falls as income rises. 0

Finally, it should be pointed out that all of the estimates summarized here represent
average expenditu.res. The range of actual expenditures s likely to be very broad -- much

broader than the range of average expenditures summarized here. It appears that Lazear and

% That is to say, the percentage of expenditures attributable o children in one-parent
tamilies may be somewhat higher than indicated in the discussion above. The level of
expenditures on children in a one-parent household, however, is likely to be lower than in a
two-parent household (with similar demographic characteristics) because income is typically
lower in one-parent households than in two-parent households.

40 Bgcause the percentage of income "spent' on taxes and savings generally rises with
income, the percentage of income spent on consumption falls. Therefore, if children account
for a constant percentage of expenditures across expenditure categories, they must account

* for a declining percentage of income.
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Michael are the on!y authors who have considered this point in detail, Their estimates
indicate that while average expenditures on two children in a two-parent family account for 27
percent of total family expenditures: 10 percent of such families spend less than 15 percent of "

tbta! expenditures on their children; another 10 percent spend more than 36 percent of total

expenditures on their children; and the remaining 80 percent of such families spend between
15 and 36 percent of total expenditures on their children.*! In sum, the averages reported -

here are likely to mask substantial variation in actual expenditure patterns.

43  Summary of the Findings

The results of the NICHD, FERG, and Betson studies indicate that there is a very wide
range of estimates of expenditures on children. Drawing on the conclusions In Chapter 2 on
the properties of the various estimators, a portion of this range can be ruled out as.being ) E
extremely unlikely. In particular, we know that the Rothbarth estimator is likely to
underestimate expenditures on children; any techﬁique that produces estimates that aré lower

than those produced by the Rothbarth estimator should probably be considered unreiiable.

Consequently, we conclude that Betson’s iso-prop and Barten-Gorman estimates (for two-

parent families) are too low. Similarly, we know that the Engei'estimator is likely to
overestimate expeniditurés on children. In practice, the Engel estimator appears to produce
results that are dcse 10 per capita estimates, estimates thét are higher than those produced
by any other technique. As a result, knowi'ng that the Engel estimates are an upper bound
does not prove very helpful in narréwing the range of estimates. |

Unfortunately, the remaining range of estimates islqﬁ.ite wide. One child is estimated E

to account for 16 to 33 percent of total family expenditures; two children are estimated to

' These figures have been derived from Chapter 7 of Lazear and Michael's book.
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account for 27 to 50 percent of total family expenditures; and three children are estimated to

account for 35 to 60 percent of total family exﬁenditures, if we were to consider only the

' 1980-1086 estimates developed by Betson, the range would narrow somewhat: 23 to 33

percent for one child, 33 to 49 percent for two children, and 37 to 59 percent for three
children.

The 1980-1986 Betson Engel estimate_s are somewhat higher than the 1972-1973
Espenshade Enge! estimates, the 1980-1986 Betson Rothbarth estimates are 11 to 56 percent
(for one and three chiidren; respectively), which a_re‘higher than the estimates based on the
'1 9‘?2-1 873 daia, Unfcrtunatety, it is impossible to determine whether the higher estimates in

1980-1986 reflect a genuine increase in the percentage of family expenditures attributable to

children, or whether the higher estimates reflect differences in the procedures used by

Betson, Espenshade, and Lazear and Michael to implement the Engel and Rothbarth
estimators. This is a point that deserves further attention in future empirical work.
Although the range of estimates from the studies summarized is quite wide, there are

nonetheless some well-defined regularities that emerge from these studies:

= Expenditures made on behalf of children do not increase in proportion to their
numbers: 1.e., each additional child accounts for fewer expenditures when there are
more children. Expenditures on two children are estimated to be between 1.40 and
1.73 times as much as expenditures for one chiid; expenditures on three children are
estimated to be between 1.56 and 2.24 times as much as expenditures for one child.

= The percentage of total family expenditures spent on a child increases with the age of
the child. In a two-parent family with two children aged 0 and 8, the children are
estimated to account for 19 to 46 percent of total family expenditures. In a similar
family with two children aged 10 and 17, the children are estimated to account for 32

1o 53 percent of total family expenditures.

B Children in one-parent families account for a higher percentage of total expenditures
than children in similar two-parent families. In a two-parent family with two children,
the children are estimated to account for 27 to 50 percent of total expenditures. In a
one-parent family; the children are estimated to account for 52 to 78 percent of total
~family expenditures. This general finding is to be expected; if income is held constant
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_ while family size decreases (i.e., one adult is no longer thera), the children are likely to
receive a higher percentage of the family’s expenditures. [t is important to note that L
while a higher percentage of expenditures may be attributable to the childreri in a one- L
parent family than in a two-parent family, in most-cases the level of expenditures is i)
likely to be iower (because one-parent families typically have iower incomes than r

. demographically comparable two-parent families). . ‘ _ '
" There is some evidence that expenditures on children as a percentage of total family " f
expenditures decrease slightly as income increases.*? -

15
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N

;

“2 it should be noted that because of small sample sizes, none of the studies on which , J
these findings are based examined expenditure patierns among relatively high income

——families: The Betson siudy, for example, does not consider families with annual incomes
greater than $75,000. :
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APPENDIX 4.1 | :

The purpose of this Appéndix is to explain the derivation of the numbers in Table 4.4,

The FERG Method

The number reported in Table 4.4 is the FERG's estimate of average expenditures on
2 children, based on data from the 1987 CEX that has been updated to 1988 using the
Consumer Price Index. The FERG reported that in 1989, average expenditures for a
younger child in a family wi_t_h 2 children.at a middie income (before-tax income '
between $28,300 and $46,900) were $6,340' (or $114,150 over the course of 18
years, divided by 18). As a percentage of income, the range was 28 to 45 percent, for
an average of 37 percent. ' '

Engel Estimate (1972-1973)

This estimate is taken directly from Table 20 (page 86).2

Rothbarth Estimate (1972-1973)

Trils number is derived from estimates reported by Lazear and Michael® The

authors estimate that an average household (with 2.2 children and 1.93 adults) spends
$38 per child for every $100 spent per aduit. In other words, a child is approximately
equivalent to 0.38 adults (in terms of consumption expenditures). After adjusting
Lazear and Michael's estimates to find the relationship between children’s and adull’s
consumption in a two-parent household with 2.0 children, we calculate that $37.50 is
spent on children in such a household for every $100 spent on adults. As a result, the
percent of expenditures attributable to two children in a two-parent family is equal to
0.27. The calculation necessary to derive this percentage is outlined below:

1. Expenditures on two children (in terms of adult equivalents) = 2 X 37.5 = 75
2. Expenditures on two aduls (in terms of adult equivalents) = 2 X 100 = 200
3. Total family expenditures (in terms of adult equivalents) = 75 + 200 = 275

Therefore, expenditures on two children as a percentage of total family expenditures,
is equal to 0.27 (which is 76/275).

T This figure is 3 percent higher for the older of the two children.

2 Thomas J. Espehshade, Investing In Children: New Estimates of Parental Expenditures, -
Washington D.C.: Urban Institute, 1984, :

e B paaa P T azear and Robert T.Michzel, Allocation-of income within-the- Household;
Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1988, p.&6.
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Prais-Houthakker Estimates (1972-1973)

This estimate Is based on calculations reported by Turchi.* As was the case with the
Lazear and Michael estimates, Turchi’s estimates are reported in terms of equivalence
scales (the percentage of consumption expenditures that are attributable to a child
relative to those that are attributable to an adult). Turchi reports equivalence scales by
age and sex of the child. By taking the average value of the equivalence scales
across children's ages and sexes, we find that Turchi's equivalence scale for children
is .38_,5 To translate this gquivalence scale into the percentage of total family
expenditures that are attributable to two children in a two-parent family, we followed
the same procedure as was used for the Lazear and Michael estimates. A child
equivalence scale of .38 corresponds 10 an estimate that 28 percent of total family

- expenditurés are attributable to the family’s children. [(2 X 38)/(2 X 100 + 2'X 38)].

Utility Maximization Estimate (1972-1973)°

This estimate is based on expenditures for two-children families, by age and sex
reported by Olson.” In order to make his figures roughly comparable to those of the
other authors, we have chosen an average income family with a 12 year old boy and a
7 year old girl® Olson estimates that the expenditures atiributable to the children in
such a family are 29.8 percent of total (pre-tax) family income. As & result, the percent
of expenditures attributable to children (as a percentage of total family consurmiption) is
38 percent. The calculation necessary to derive this latter percentage is outlined
below:

1. Expenditures on two children = 298 X family income
2. Total family expenditures = .789 X famlly incoma®

4 Boone A. Turchi, Estimating the Cost of Children_ in the Uritted States, Washihgton,
D.C.: National institute of Child Health and Human Deveiopment, June 1983, p.59.

5 Note that the estimated value of Turchi's equivalence scale is nearly identical to Lazear
and Michael's, : _

€ As was mentioned in Chapter 4, Mathtech did a 1981 study using a utility maximization
approach. Unfortunately, there were severe technical difficulties in the implementation of this
approach, making it difficult for the computer estimation techniques to converge upon an

estimate. As a result, Table 4.4 does not include a summary of the Mathtech results (which
were guite limited in their scope).

7 Lawrence Olson, Costs of Children, Lexington: D.C. Heath, 1983, p.44,

8 Olson does not report detailed expenditure patterns by the age of the children. As a
.F..e._.s..u_ﬁ.:.-_\!‘_/_@__YY_QIQ_.Q.Qﬂgt_r.a_i_ﬂ_eg__jig;_U.Siif-l'gJh.eyage_svﬁepg_{:tad,,,in,the_,,text,_,,,,,,,,,, I

9 This percentage, which was derived from Table B-26 of the 1989 Ecoriomic Report of
the President, is very nearly constant over time.
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Therefore, expenditures on two children is 38 percent of total family expenditures
(.298/.789). '

Engel Estimates (1980-1986)

These estimates are taken directly from Betson’s study, Tables F-1 and F-3, using a
family with a $30,000 income. The lower estimate (45 percent) is based on Tabie F-3,
in which Betson used the percentage of expenditures devoted 10 food (both at home
and away from home) as the basis for evaluating family weil-being. The higher
estimate (49 percent) Is based on Table F-1, in which Betson used the percentage of
expenditures devoted only to food consumed at home as the basis for evaluating

family well-being.

lso-prop Estimates (1980-1986)

Thesa estimates are taken directly from Betson’s study, Tabies F-5 and F-8, using a
family with a $30,000 income. The lower estimate (21 percent) is based on Table F-9,
in which the iso-prop uséd as the basis for evaluating family well-being was the
percentage of expenditures devoted to food at home and shelter. The higher estimate
(29 percent) is based on Table F-5, in which the percentage of expenditures devoted
to food at home, shéiter, clothing, and health care was the basis for evaluating family
weli~being.’° :

Rothbarth Estimates (1980-1986)

These estimates are taken directly from Betson's study, Tables F-11 and F-13, using a
family with a $30,000 income. The lower estimate {33 percent) is based on Table F-
13, in which the basis for evaluating well-being was the level of expenditures on adult
clothing. The higher estimate (35 percent) is based on Table F-11, in which the level
of expenditures on adult clothing, alcohol, and tobacco was used as the basis for
evaluating well-being. -

Utility Maximization (Barten-Gorman) Estimate (1980-1986)

This estimate was taken directly from Betson's study, Table F-18, using a family with a
$30,000 income.

o _.____‘10 A third iso-prop (the percentage of expenditures devoted to food at home, shelter, and
clothing) produced an intermediate estimate of 27 wercent {see Table F-7 in Betson):—-——-
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APPENDIX 4.2

The purpose of this Appendix is to explain the derivation of the numbers in Table 4.5.

Esgenshade_

Number of Children: X ' .
These estimates are taken directly from Table 20 (page 66)."

Children’s Ages:

it is not possible to derive meaningful estimates of how expenditures on children as a
percentage of total family expenditures vary with the ages of the children from
Espenshade’s study. Although Espenshade’s standard-of-living equation (Table A-1 5)
could; in theory, enable us to make the netessary calculations, the results would be
highly unstable (because of a lack of stabiiity in the. underlying regression coefiicients
measuring the consumption impacts of children by their ages).

Number of Parents Living at Home:

Since Espenshade limits his sample to two-parent families, it is impossible to
determine how his estimates vary with the number of parents living:in the household.

Family Income:
Espenshade’s standard-of-living equation. (in Table A-15) does not control for income.
As aresult, it is impossible to calculate how expenditures vary with income.2

Lazear and Michael

Number of Children: _ '

These numbers are based on estimates that Lazear and Michael present on page
86.3 They estimate that a typical family, with 2.0 children and 2.0 adults spends
$37.50 on children’s consumption for every $100 of adult consumption (see the

discussion in Appendix 4.1). #f an additional child is added, each child’s consumption

{relative to an adult's consumption) is estimated to fall by $1.67 (fo $35.83). As a

! Thomas J. Espenshades, [nvesting in Children: New Estimates on Parental Expenditures,
Washington, D.C.: Urban Institute Press, 1984,

2 1t should be noted that Espenshade produces estimates at three different _
socioeconomic status (SES) levels. These SES levels, however, are not synonymous with

8 Edward P. Lazear and Robert T. Michael, Allocation of Income within the Household,
Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1988,
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result, the percent of expenditures attributable to three children in a two-parent family
is equai to .35, The calculation necessary to derive this pe‘rcentage is outlined below:

. Expenditures on thres chaldren (in terms of adult equwaients) = 3 X 35.83 = 107.49
2 Expenditures on two adults (in terms of adult equivalents) = 2 X 100 = 200
3. Total family expenditures (in terms of aduit equivalents) = 107.49 + 200 = 307.49

Therefore, expenditures on three children as a percentage of total family expenditures,
is equal to .35 (107.459/307.49),

Similarly, their calculations indicate that in a family with only one child, that child’s
consumption (relative to an adult's consumption) would be $39.17. As a result, the
percent of expenditures altributable to one child in a two-parent family is equal to .16,
The calculation necessary to derive this percentage is outlined below:

1. Expenditures on one child (in terms of adult equivalents) = 38.17

2. Expenditures on two aduilts (in terms of adult equivalents) = 2 X 100 = 200
3. Total famiiy expenditures {in terms of adult equivalents) = 39.17 + 200 = 238.17

Therefore expendﬁures on one child as a percentage of total tamiily expenditures, is
equal to .16 (39.17/238.17).

Children’s Ages:
Lazear and Michael do not examine how expendltures vary with the ages of the
children in the family.

Family Income:

While Lazéar and Michael report regression results (page 96) on how expenditures
vary with income, these results are not sufficiently detailed to make the calculations
requ:red for Table 4.5.4

Number of Parenis Living at Home

This Aumiber is also based on estimates that Lazear and Michael report on page 86.°
If incomie were held constant, and thé fumber of adults in a household were reduced
by one, Lazear ahd Michael estimate that expenditures per child (in adult equivalents)
would rise from $37.50 to $53.90. As a result, the percent of expenditures atfributable
to two children in a one-parent family is equal to .52. The calculatlon necessary o
derive this percentage is outhned below: -

1. Expenditures on two children (in terms of adult equivalents) = 2'X 53.90 = 107.8
2. Expenditures on one adult {in terms of adult equivalerits) = 100

4 Because of the mathematical properties of the estimator that Lazear and Michael use,
the percentage change in expenditures that results from a decrease in income is constrained
to be of equal magnitude (but the opposite sign) of the change in expenditures that results
from an increase in income. This leads to unrealistic estimates of how expenditures
attnbutable to chsldren as a percentage of total famuy expend:tures vary with mcome

5 Lazear and Michael express some skepticism about ihe plausibility of their numbers.

4-31



3. Total family expenditures (in terms of adult equivalents) = 107.8 4 100 = 207.8 -

Therefore; expenditures on two children asa percentégé of total farnily expenditures,
is equal to .82 (107.8/207.8). ' '

Qlson

The estimation method used by Olson does not allow us to identify (with an adequate
- degree of precision) how expenditures vary with the age of children, the number of
parents-living in the household; or the income of the hc:useahoid.6 He does, however,
report (on page 3) how his estimates vary with the number of children; they are 1.69
as times as great for two children as one, and 2.24 times as great for three children as
one.

Since Olson reports expenditures made on behalf of children as a percentage of
income, these percentages must be transiated into percentages of total expenditures.
The procedure for doing so was described in Appendix 4.1. Since, according to this
procedure, two children consumed 38 percent of total family expenditures, one child
must then consume 22 percent of expenditures [{1/1.69) X .88),.and three chiidren
must consume 50 percent of total expenditures [(2.24/1.69) X .38].

Turchi

Number of Children:-

Turchi does not report any estimates of how expenditurés vary with the number of
children.

Chiidren’s Ages: _

These numbers are based on estimates of equivalence scales by age and sex of the
child, reported on page $8. The procedure for translating these equivalence scales
{by age group) into the percentage of expenditures attriputable to children (by age
group); is identical to the procedure described for Turchi's estimates in Appendix 4.1,

Family income:

These numbers are based on the equivalence scales for children in three
sociceconomic status (SES) groups (high, medium, and low) that Turchi reports on
page 59. While these SES groups do not correspond exactly to income groups, they
are intended 1o be correlated with long-run earnings capacity. The same procedures
were used to transiate the equivalence scales into-a percentage of expenditures
attributable to children as those outlined in Appendix 4.1,

& Olson reports how expenditures vary with the ages .o_f two children, making it
impossible to sort out the separate effects of the change in the age of each of the children.

—-His-regression-results-that-report-how expenditures vary with the number of parents ing n~

the household and the income of the household are not sufficiently detailed to produce
reliable estimates.
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Number of Parents Living in the House: . :

While Turchi does report some evidence on expenditure patterns in one, as well as
two-parent householdg, these estimates do not account for differences in income -
between the two household types. Therefore, it is impossible to determine how
household type affects expenditures, independent of its effects on income.

Betsont

These numbars are taken difectly from Tables F-1 and F-2 which report Betson’s
estimates from the Engel estimator (using percentage of expenditures devoted to food.
at home as the basis for measuring well-being). Except for the cases where family
income is explicitly varied, income is assumed to be $30,000 (both for one and two-
parent families). The family income groupings are as follows: the low income
grouping consists of families with income up to $15,000, the middle group has income
between $20,000 and $40,000, and the upper income group has income between
$45,000 and $50,000. The numbers in the table represent an average over these -
ranges. o : :

" Betson2

These numbers are taken directly from Tables F-11 and F-12 which report Betson's
estimates from the Rothbarth estimator (using the level of expenditures devoted to _
adult clothing, alcohol, and tobacco as the basis for measuring well-being). Except for
the family income estimates, income is assumed to be $30,000 (both for one and two-
parent families). The family income groupings are as follows: the low income
grouping consists of families with income up to $15,000, the middle group has income
betwesn $20,000 and $40,000, and the upper income group has income between
$45,000 and $50,000. The numbers in the table represent an average over these
ranges.

One peculiarity of Betson's estimated expenditures is that they are very low for 10-17
year olds (@ percent). Betson believes (and we concur) that this extremely low
estimate is not credible. 1t appears to reflect a data problem in the CEX.”
Consequently, we have not reported Betson’s estimates for 10-17 year olds.
Fortunately, this data problem does not affect Betson's other estimates of
expenditures.

7 Expenditures for clothing for 16-17 year old children is coded as aduit clothing in the
CEX, resulting in what appears to be a substantial downward bias in the estimated cost of
children in this age group. :

8 Since most of the estimates are based on the average child (who is younger than- 16},
the average estimates are unaffected by the data problem.
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Betson3d

These numbers are taken. directly from Table F-15 which reports Betson’s estimates
from the Barten-Gorman estimator, Except for the cases where family income is
explicitly varied, income is assumed to be $30,000 {both for one and two-parent
families). The family income groupings are as follows: the low income grouping
consists of families with income up to $15,000, the middle group has income between’
$20,000 and $40,000, and the upper income group has income between $45,000 and
$50,000. The numbers in the table represent an average over these ranges.

These numbers were derived by Mark Lino, the author of the FERG sfudy, and made
available for inclusion through private correspondence.
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" U.S. Children and Thair Families: Current Conditi

5. THE ECONOMIC CONSEQUENCES OF MARITAL DISSOLUTION

inéreasing rates of divorce, separafion, and out-of-wedlock child’bearing over the past
few de_cadés, together with large differences in economic well-being by family type, have
generated a great deal of interest in the economic consequences of marital dissolution and
the well-being of female-headed families. Since 1970, the number of female-headed famities
has increased by over 110 percent while the number of two-parent families has declined by 4
percent. Currently, an estimated 15 million children live in tamilies in which the father is
absent.’

The importance of these changes was reflected in a recent report of the Select
Committee on Children, Youth, and Families:

For the past two decades, we have known that single parenthmd s a

prescription for poverty, regardiess of race... Seventy percent of children living

with both parents were in families with incomes of $25,000 or moreé per year,

but only 12 percent of children living with mothers only achieved this economic

level, Conversely, about 47 percent of the children living with single mothers

were in families with income levels below $72500 compared with a mere 4

percent of those residing with both parents,

In 1987, the poverty rate among female-headed householdérs was over 5 times the rate

among householders in all other families (34.3 percent compared to 6.3 percent). Differences

_in poverty levels among children were equally dramatic: 55 percent of children under the age

' U.S. Bureau of the Census, Statistical Abstract of the United States: 1989, Tabies 70

“and 71, {109th Edition), Washington, D.C., 1989. For a review of these trends with a

pamcuiar emphasis their implications for public policy, see Irwin Garfinkel and Sara S.
Mcl.anahan, Single Mothers and Their Children: A New American Dilemma, Washington,
D.C.: Urban Institute, 19886, and Andrew J, Cherlin (ed.}, The Changing American Family and
Public Policy, Washington, D.C.: Urban Institute, 1988,

Note that the term "absent father® is one that is used and defined by the Bureau of the
Census. Children from an absent father are a woman’s sons and daughters (including step-
children and adopted children) whose father is not living in the same household.

2 select Commlttee on Chlidren Youth, and Families, U. S. House of Representatives,
s and Recent Trends, 1989, U.S.

Government Printing Office, Washington, D.C., 1988,




- of 18 living in female-headed househo_[ds were living below the poverty level in 1987,

compared to 11 percent of children in other family types,®
It s in part because of these differences In economic well-being that the study

mandated by the Family Support Act of 1988 was required 16 give “particular attention to the
relative standards of living in householdé in which both pareﬁts and ail of the children do not
live together. wé Emplzczt in any comparison of two-parent and smg!a-parent families is an
understanding of the types of changes experienced by intact families that subsequentiy
dissolve (i.e., the effects on a family of the transition from an intact to a divorced or
separated state), Currently, much of what is known about the rejationship between méritai
status, family composition, and economic well-baing is based on inferences developed from

cross-sectional survey data.’ These data are used to compare economic and other

characteristics of adults and children in intact families with those of aduits and children in
single-parent households at a sirigle point in time; differences between famii'ies'- economic
characteristics are typically attributed to differences. in family composition. Often, however,
familles that differ in terms of family composition also differ systematically on other variables

affecting economic well-being. Unless these other differences are controlled for, observed

3. S Bureau of the Census Stat:stical Abstract of the United States: 1988, Tabie No
735 (109th Edition}, Washington, D.C., 1988.

4 Section 128, Study of Child Rearing Costs, Title |, Chiid Support and Establishment of
Paternity, Family Support Act of 1988 (Public Law 100-485),

-2 Note-that-the data used-in the Batson study and other U.S. studies of expenditures on
children, the Consumer Expend;ture Survey (CEX), are cross-sectional data.
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ditferences in economic well-being may be incorrectly attributed to differences in family
compo'sition.s |

Other studies of economic-well-beirig by tamily composition, however, are based on
longitudinal data. These data, drawn from repeated inéerviews of the same. families over time,
track changes in marital, socioeconomic, and other characteristics and can address much
more dir_ectiy the relationship between famiiy composition and economic weli-being.7

Unfortunately, time and budgetary constraints often require that longitudinal data bases be

less dstailed than their cross-sectional counterparts. As a result, there is no data source that

can simultaneously support a detailed study of family expenditure patterns and a study of the
transition effects of marital diéso_iution. This chapter, therefore, reviews findings based_on'
sources other than the Consumer Expenditure Survey (CEX).8

No single factor can account for the economically disadvantaged position of women
and children in divorced and other single-parent famiiies. In reviewing the findings from the
Panel Study of Income Dynamics (PSID), Espenshade cites the folioMng explanations first
developed by Bane: |

There are a number of reasons why women with children but without husbands
find themselves in such dasperate economic straits. The data suggest the

8 A number of multivariate techniques have been developed to control for the effects of
confounding variablgs on & given variable of interest (in this case, economic well-being). The
most common technique is ordinary least squares (OLS) regréssion analysis.

7 Note that ’ghé key distinction is not that more than one survey be conducted but that -
data on the same individuals and families be available for different points in time. Such
information can also be obtained through cross-sectional surveys by asking retrospective

- questions on marital and family status, levels of income, and other measures of economic

well-being at earlier points in time. (Indeed, some of the studies reviewed in this chapter,
such as that of Weitznian, rely on this type of data.) Unfortunately, recall error often affects
the reliability, detall, and résponse rate of retrospective questions.

8 it is important to note that the studies reviewed in this chapter were not funded or

commissioned as part of the Secretary’s study called for in the Family Support Act of 1988,
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following causes: loss of "economies of scale™: greater prevalence of divorce

and death among poor families; low and irregular levels of alimony, child

support, and public assistance; fewer adult earners; fewer opportunities for

female heads of families to work: lower wages than men when they do work.®
Among the most obvious reasons for a decline in economic well-being when families dissolve
is the loss of economies of scale when two households rather than one need to be
maintained.'® Because such a targe propc’:rti'on of the costs of maintaining a family are
nearly fixed (e.g., housing, heating, and transportation), the greater the number of family
members living together, the lower the per cagit'a costs of maintaining such a family.
Economies of scale are also reflected in lovels of the official poverty threshoid.’! In 1989,
for example, the poverty threshold for a two-adult, two-children family was $12,575 or $3,144
per family member. The corresponding levels for one aduit and two children, and one adult

alone were $9,990 and $6,451, respectively. These latter figures correspond to a four-person

two-family combined poverty threshold of $16,441 or $4,110 per person. Thus, it costs an

9 Mary Jo Bane, “Marital Disruption and the Lives of Children,” Journal of Social Issues

82 (1), p-112, Cited in THomas J, Espenshade, "The Economic Consequences of Divorce,”
Journal of Mariage and the Farmily, August 1978, p.620. .

}

10 A number of studies reviewed in this chapter make use- of a measure, an
income/rieéds tatio, that is designed to account for such economies of scale.

" The poverty index was developed by the Social Security Administration in 1984 and
revised in 1969 and 1981. The index, which consists of séveral monisy income thresholds
that vary by family sizé and composition, is adjusted annually by the C onsumer Price Index to
account for the effects of inflation, Thresholds are based on money income only and do not
include the value of non-cash benefits such &s employer-provided heaith insurance, food
stamps, or Medicaid, For a comprehensive review of the official poverty index and other
Issues relating to the measurement of poverty, see Patricia Auggles, Drawing the Line:

-—Alternative-PovertyMeasures-and their Inislications for Public Policy, Washington, D.C.: Urban

Institute Press, 1990,
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-_differentials are not controlled. for..

additional $966 per person per year to maintain two adults and two children in two families at

the poverty level than in one family at the poverty level.'2

In addition to lost economies of scale, a number of studies have documented a direct
relationship batween pre-divorce socioeconomic status and marital stability. In their énalysis
of PSID data, Duncan and Hoffman find that “he average predivorce family income levels of
couples about to divorce are substantially lower than the family incomes of intact couples.”
As they point out, "[Dlivorcing couples are clearly not a random subset of all couples, at least
with respect to income. Simple comparisons of family income of divorced women.with the
family income of in_tact couples will therefore overstate the average drop in family income that
divorced women -ex;::eriemma."13

Studies of child support payments cqnsistenﬂy indicate that many custodial parents do
not receive child support -- either because an award has not been Jﬁade or because
noncustodial parents do not pay what is due. In 1988, for example, Bé percent of the 3.0
million divorced women and 45 percent of the 1.4 mﬁlion éeparated women living with their

own children under the age of 21 from an absent father had not been awarded child support.

12 For one-child families the difference is even larger. The analogous. numbers are:
$9,881 to maintain a two-adult one-child family (or $3,327 per person) at the poverly level;
$8,547 for one adult and one child and $6,451 for one adult alone (for a total two-family per
person amount of $4,999). Thus, in the case of a one-child family, it costs an additional
$1,672 per pérsén per year to maintain’ three people at the poverty fevel In two families rather
than one family,

13 Greg J. Duncan and Saul D. Hoffman, "A Reconsideration of the Economic
Consequences of Marital Dissolution," Demiography, Vol. 22, No. 4, November 1985, p. 487.
Noté that the causal relationship between low sociseconomic status and marital instability is
unclear. In addition to their low socioeconomic status, individuals with low incomes may
exhibit other characteristics that lead 1o an increased likelihood of marital dissolution.

Also, this result suggests that inferences developed from cross:sectional data on the

effects of marital dissolution (i.e., data comparing continuously married couples with divorced
or separatéd couples) are likely to be incorrect insofar as pre-dlvorce sociogconomic
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Of wormen who had been awarded child support and were supposed to receive payments, 77
. percent of divorced and 55 percent of separateld mothers received ;oaq;memts.?4 It was in
part because so many families were not receiving child support that Congress enacted the
Child Support Enforcemerit Amendments of 1984 and Title | of the Family Support Act of .
1988. |

While there is consensus that family dissolution typically results in a drop in the
standard of living among WQmen and their chiidren and an increase in the _stahdard of Iiving.
of the noncustodial father, the studies reviewed in this chapter indicate that the magnitude of
these changes and their persistenc:e over time remain open o question. In general,
sconomic well-being is examined in terms of pre- and post-divorce levels of income (both
total family income and per capita income), although a number of the studies reviewed éiso
examine changes in income in relation to needs, and these findings are also presented.15

The available literature on the economic effects of. marital dissolution Is limited in two

important respects. First, the majority of studies are based on data collected between 1968

¥ u.8. Department of Commerce, Current Population Reports, Special Studies, Series P-
23, No. 167, Child Support and Alimony: 1987, U.8. Government Printing Office, Washington,
D.C., June 1980,

5 The income needs ratio, which is designed to take info account economies of scale,
measures changes over time in family income [n relation to changes over time in the size and
composition of a family (or, changes in the income needs of a family). Unfortunately, there is
no unique definition of a family’s economic *needs”; some studies make use of the needs
standard developed for the official U.8: government poverty index while others use less
stringent definitions. For an overview of these issues see "Adjusting for Differances in- Family
Needs," Chapter 4 in Patricia Ruggles, Drawing the Line: Alternative Poverty Measures and
their Implications for Public Policy, Washington, D.C.: Urban Institute Press, 1890. -

Many of the studies reviewed in this chapter examine additional economic (.g., the
division of communal assets and changes.in labor force participation) and non-economic
aspects of divorce and marital dissolution. A detailed discussion of these other findings is
-.beyond.the.scope.of-this-report and.the-interested reader.is.referred to.the specific.studies....
cited.
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and 1983. Since 1984, however, the child support enforcement system has been significantly
strengthened (primarily as a result of the Chit’d Support Enforcement Amend'rhe_nts bf 1984
and the Family Support Act of 1888). The eﬁeéts of thase_ changes on the economic status of
post-divo_rce custodial andrr;‘oncustodial households will not be evident from the studies |
reviewed in this chapter.'® In addition to reforms i‘n the child support enforcement system,
changes over time in women’s labor force participation, wage rates (among both men and

womeny), and the overall heaith of the economy are likely to affect the economic implications

of divorce and marital dissolution for families. Older studies that reflect circumstances

significantly different from those that prevail today are likely to misstate the current economic
situation of post-divorce or pdst—separéﬁon househoids.

A second caveat is that, with one exception, none of the studies reviewed in this
chapter include one important family type - never-married mothers and their children.!?
Although there are many similarities between ﬁever*married mothers and other single parents,
studieé on the effécts of divorce do not (by definition) includs nevef—marrfed mothers and the
data available to study this group of single-mothers separateiy.'are very iifnited. Never-married
mothers are, however, entitled to and often in need of child support. The omission is an

important one: families headed by never-married mothers are not only one of the more

consistently economically disadvantaged family types, but the number of such families has

16 Althiough results from the April 1888 CPS Child Support and Alimony Supplement, do
not indicate significant changes in the proportion of women awarded child suppot, the
proportion receiving child support, or the average level of child support received, these too
do not reflect the effects of additional changes in the nation's child support enforcement
system that will result when all of the provisions of the Family Support Act of 1888 have been
implemented. :

17 Although Bianchi and McArthur's analysis of data from the Survey of Income and
Program Participation (SIPP), reviewed in Section 5.1 of this chapter, does include children of
never-mafried mothers, the results are not reported separately for this group of mothers and

_children. .. . i

57



been growing over {ime. Never-masried mbthers are much more likely to be poor than other
single mothers. In 1988, for example, 57 percent of neverfmarried women with their own
children under the age of 21 from an absent fat‘her lived below the poverty level, compared to
27 percent of divorced mothers and 51 percent of séparaied motheré with the same aged
: c:hiicir&ean.18 While more children living in single—parént families have parents that are
divorced (42 percent) rather than never-married (27 bercent), between 1970 and 19886, the
number of children in the former group déubled while thg number of children with never-
married parents increased by a factor greater than seven, ™
Finally, it is important to keep in mind that with one important sxception, the studie#
. reviewed in this chapter examine the consequences of marital dissolution for women, not
children. implicit in these studies, however, is the effect'of divorce and separation on
children: economic well-being is generally determined within the family unit, and an
individual’s poverty status is a function of family incoms. Thus, while the results of the
studies reviewed typically focus on the economic status of women, their relevance for children
cannot be overlooked,

| The first section of this. chapter reviews the findings of several studies based on
nationally-representative data, including the Survey of Income and Program Participatioh
{SIPP} and the Panel Study of Income Dynamics (PSID}), A second section reviews selected
estimates from small-scale local survey data. A summary and conciusions are presented in

Section 5.3.

B us. Department of Commerce, Current Population Reports, Special Studies, Series P-
23, No. 167, Child Support and Alimeny: 1987, U.S. Government Printing Office, Washington,
0.C., June 1980.

9 ys. Department‘of Commerce, Current Population Reports, Series P-20, No.418,
.. Marital Status and Living Arrangements: March 1886, U.S, Government Printing Office,
Washington, D.C., 1987,
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5.1 Review of Nationally-Representative Estimates

‘i;he Survey of inc_o_.me and Program Participation

The Suwey of income"and F’rogramr Paﬁicipation (SIPP) is a longitudinal survey
designed to provide detailed data on the demographic ahd economic characteristics of
individuals aﬁd households in the United States,' Analyses of_ SIPP data have been used to
study the distribution qf income, w_eaith, and poverty, as well as to assess the effects of
federal and state programs on the economic weil-being of familiés and individualé. Based on
a na’:iq_naily-representative sample of households from the civilian non-institutional population,
SIPP tracks groups {(or panels) of iﬁdividuais and theﬁr households for apprdximately two and

one-half years. The first panell was initiated in October of 1983 (the 1984 panel} with the

“adults (persons age 15 and over) in approximately 20,000 households. The second and

subsequent panels begin in Februéry-of gach calendar year, and participants are interviewed
every four months over the two and one-half year fife of the panel.29 o

The short tifne interval between successive SIPP interviews and the detalled data on
family and income characteristics make SIPP particularly well suiied for examining the effects
of chan_ge's in family composiﬁén on economic well-being. In a study of the 1984 SIPP panel,
Suzanne Bianchi and Edith McArthur analyzed the short-term effects of parental departure
from a household on the economic weil—beiﬁg of chii_dreﬂ.21 The Bianchi and McArthur

study has one important advantage over the other studies reviewed in this chapter: because

20 Eor more information on SIPP, see U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the
Census, Survey of Income and Program Participation, User's Guide, Washington, D.C., July
1987. ‘ : '

21 guzanne Bianchi and Edith McArthur, "Family Disruption and Economic Hardship: The
Short-Run Picture for Children," unpublished paper forthcoming in U.S. Depariment of
Commerce, Current Population: Reports, Series P-70, Washington, D.C., 1990; also presented
at the 1989 Annual Méeting of the Population Association of America, Baltimore, MD, March

1088 _ :
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the unit of analysis is the child rather than the divorced or separated mother, the estimates
reflect the economic situation of children 'rega"r'c:i"les's? of the marital status of their parents.
While the study does include children of never-married mothers in addition to children in other
types of single-parent households, the authors did not conduct their anakyses'separateiy 1;61'
this group of mothers and chi[dren. As a result, the economic effects of changes in family
composition estimated by Bianchi and McArthur are not likely to reflect the experiences of
any single group of women and children; rather, they reflect the aggregate experience of
divorced, separated, and never-married mothers — groups that often face very different
economic circumstances. _
The majority of chitdren (71 percent) in the 1984 SIPP panel lived in tho»parent

famiiies. throughout the entiré panel period (32 months between 1983-1.986).22 The

remaining 29 percént of children lived without one or both of their pareﬁts for at least some
portion of the panel period: over 24 percent lived wiﬂ-th their mother in a family in wiﬁich' the
father was not continuously present {18 percent lived with their mother only for the entire
panel period, 6 percént lived in families in which the father departed during the panel period,
'ancll another 3 percent lived in families in which an absent father joined or re}oined the mother
during the pénei period). Just under 3 percent of children lived with their fathers throughout
the entire panel period while their mothers were absent for all or part of the same period, and

just under 2 percent of children lived in households in which neither parent was present for at

2 The sample of SIPP children is comprised of all children under the age of 15 at the
time of the first interview for whom there are 32 months of data on household income and

family composition. Linked to each child's data record is information on the marital status, .
employment, earnings, income, and welfare recepiency of the child's parent(s).
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least some portion of the pansl period.2 In reviewing these results, it is important to note
that in SIPP, the term "parent” includes step-parents and adoptive parents in addition to
blo!ogica\li parents. Thus, in categorizing children by family type, no distinction is made
between step-fathers, adoptive fathers, or biological fathers.

The economic circumstances of children at the beginning and }énd of the panel period
{the first and eighth SIPP interviews) are shown in Table 5.1. Four separate measures of |
economic well-being are reported: family and household income, per capita household
income, and income-to-needs ratio.?* The last of these four measures.is often considered
to be a more accurate gauge of economic Wei!-being because economic well-being depends

not only on a family's total income but on their income relative to their needs {which vary by

“size and composition) 3B n general, the results in Table 5.1 indicate that the SIPP chiidren

23 At the beginning of the 1984 panel period, the distribution of children by type of living.
arrangement was as follows: 78 percent were living with both thelr parents, 19 percent with
their mother but not with their father, 2 percent with their father but not their mother, and 1
percent with neither parent. - ‘

Bianchi and McArthur also report racial differences in children’s family composition. At
the beginning of the panel period, the majority of white children {over 84 percent) lived with
both parents while the majority of black chiidren (51 percent) lived with their mother only.

This initial difference in part explains why a much smaller proportion of black children than
white children lived in a stable two-parent family over the entire panel period (37 percent
compared to 77 percent). Among Hispanic children, 73 percent were living with both parents
at the beginning of the panel, and 67 percent lived in a stable two-parent family during the -
entire panel period.

% Mean monthly income figures represent the average monthly income during the four-
month reference period of each interview. All dollar amounts (and the poverty threshold used
to determine the income/needs ratio) are expressed In constant January-April 1988 dollars.
Percent changes, therefore, reflect real (i.e., inflation-adjusted) increases or decreases in

income over time. Unless otherwise noted, all dollar figures reported in Section 5.1 of this

chapter are in real (inflation-adjusted) dollars.

25 The income/needs ratio used by Bianchi and McArthur is based on the official U.S.
poverty needs standard. An income/needs ratio of 1 means that the child's family had just
enough monthly income to mest its financial needs, the latter being defined as one-twelith of
the annual poverty threshold for a family of the same size and composition. if the ratio is less
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{taken as a whole) experienced real -increaées in their economic wéil~being over the panel
period. On a.IE four measures, economic well-being increased by 6 to 7 percent, and the
number of children in poverty declined by almost 13 percent over the panel period. Not all
children benefitted, however, from this bveratiw increase in economic-well-being.

On all measures of économic well-being and at both points In time, children who
resided in stable two-parent famﬁies fared betterr than children in other family types. In the
first interview, for example, these children had a mean monthly family income 01; $2,834
(compared to the next highest level of $2,434 among children living in families in which the
faii'_xer, but not the mother, was a'lways present), a mean per capita monthly income of $649
(compared to the next highest"levei of $619, again for children in the “father always pfesent"_
category), and a mean income/needs ratio of 2.83. Equally consistent (across income
measﬁrés and over time) are ihé economically disadvantaged circumstances faced by
children who resided with their mothers only during the entire panel period. Compared to all
othef groups of. children, children who resided with their mbthers only lived in families
charactetized by the lowest absolute level of family and household income ($1,132 and
$1,197, respectively, for the first interview), the lowest per 'capita income ($305 for the first
interview), and the lowest income/needs ratic (1.22 for the first interview). On all four income
measures, the children in this group had less than one-half the income of children in stable

two-parent families. At the beginning of the panel period, 12 percent of children in stable two-

than 1, then the child and the chiid’s family are “poor." Finally, an income/needs ratio that is
greater than 1 reflects that proportion by which the child's family income exceeds the poverty
threshold.

For a general review of needs standards, see "Adjusting for Differences in Family
Needs," Chapter 4 in Patricia Ruggles, Drawing the Line: Alternative Poverly Measures and
. their. iImplications for Public. Policy; Washington, D.C.: Urban-Institute Press, 1980....
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parent tamiiies were pocrﬁ compared to 56 percent of children in "mother only" familiés, anﬁ by
the end of the panel period these.'ﬁgures had not changed significantly.

Chiid?eﬁ ii\}ing in families in which the father enters or returns to the household during
the panel (the "father enters"lcategory) and 'chiidrén in families that experienced a marital

disruption during the panel (the "father leaves" category) experienced the greatest relative

increase and relative decrease, respectively, in their economic well-being over time. Again,
on all four measures of economic weil-being, children in families in' which theré was a marital
dis‘ruption suffered the largest declines in well-beiné: their family and household incomes
dropped by an a\}erage of 23 percent, their per capita income dropped by an average of 8
percent, and thelr income/needs ratio feil by 13 percent. The iargest increases in economic
well-being, however, wére for children who gained a father; their family and household |
incomes increased by 115 and 70 peréent, respectively, their per capita income increased by
almost 50 percent, and their ratio of income/needs increased by over 89 ;:)erc;ent,z‘3

Not surprisingly, children in the "father leaves” and the "father enters” groups also
experienced the largest increase and decrease in the percent of children in poverty: the
poverty rate among children in the former group increased by 46 percent while it declined by
62 percent for children in the latter category. Children in families in which the father left the
household saw their poverty rate jump from 1.8 o 3.2 times the poverty rate experienced by
children in stabie two-parent families. The poverty rate among children in families where the

father entered or re-entered the household, however, fell from 4.0 to 1.9 times the poverty

level experienced by their counterparts in stable two-parent families. Although children in the

%8 Recall that no distinction is made between step-fathers, adoptive fathers, or biological
fathers. In the case of mothers marrying someone other than the father of their child(ren), it is

...important to_note that while_{re)marriage is often.sconomically.bensficial for both mothers and..

their children, step-fathers are not always legally required to support their step-chiidren.
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ieasf some portion of the panel period.23 In reviewing these results, it is important to note
that in SIPP, the term "parent" includes step-parents and adoptive parents in addition to
bioiogicgl parents. Thus, in categorizing children by family type, no distinction is made
between step-fathers, adoptive fathers, or bio!ogical faihers,

The economic circumstances of children at the beginning and 'énd of the panel period
{the first and eighth SIPP interviews) are shown in Table 5.1. Four separate measures of |
economic well-being are reported: family and household income, per capita househoid
inbome, and income-to-needs ratio.>* The last of these four measures is often considered
to be a more accurate gauge of economic well-being because economic well-being depends
not only on a family’s total incbme but on their income relative o their needs {which vary by

gize and composition).25 In general, the results in Table 5.1 indicate that the SIPP chiidren

23 At the beginning of the 1984 panel period, the distribution of children by type of fiving
arrangement was as follows: 78 percent were living with both their parents, 19 percent with
their mother but not with their father, 2 percent with their father but not their mother, and 1
percent with neither parent. |

Bianchi and McArthur also report racial differences in children's family compaosition. At
the beginning of the panel period, the majority of white children (over 84 percent) lived with
both parents while the majority of black children (51 percent) lived with their mother only.

This initial difference in part explains why a much smaller proportion of black children than
white children lived in a stable two-parent family over the entire panel period (37 percent
compared to 77 percent). Among Hispanic children, 73 percent were living with both parents
at the beginning of the panel, and 67 percent lived in a stable two-parent family during the -
entire panel period.

2% Mean monthly income figures represent the average monthly income during the four-
month reference period of each interview. All dollar amounts (and the poverty threshold used
to determine the income/needs ratio) are expressed in constant January-April 1886 doliars.
Percent changes, therefore, reflect real (i.e., inflation-adjusted) increases or decreases in

income over time. Unless otherwise noted, all dollar figures reported in Section 5.1 of this

chapter are in real (inflation-adjusted) dollars.

25 The income/needs ratio used by Bianchi and McArthur is based on the official U.S,
poverty needs standard. An income/needs ratio of 1 means that the child's family had just
enough monthly income to meet its financial needs, the latter being defined as one-twelfth of
the annual poverty threshold for a family of the same size and composition. If the ratio is less
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(taken as a whole) experienced real %ncreaées in their economic well-being over the panel
-period. On alII four measures, economic well-being increased by 6 to 7 percent, and the
number of children in poverly declined by almost 13 percent over the panel period. Not all
children benefitted, howsver, from this overall increase in economic weil-being.

On all measureé of économic well-being and at botﬁ points in time, chiidren who
resided‘ in stable two»p'arent fami!ies fared betterr than children in other family types. In the
first interview, for examp[é, these children had a mean monthly family'iﬁcome of 52,834
{compared to the next highest level of $2,434 among children living in families in which the
fafher, but not the mother, was a'iways present), a mean per capita monthly income of $649
(compared to the next highest"level of $619, again for children in the "father aiways pz;esent"
category), and a mean income/needs ratio of 2.83. Equally consistent (across income
measures and over time) are thé econ_omicaily disadvantaged circumstances faced by
children who _rersided w.ith their mothers only during the entife panel period. Compared to ail
other_ groups of_ children, children who resided with their méthers cnly lived in families
characterized by the lowest absolute level of family and household income ($1,132 and
$1,197, respectively, for the first interview), the lowest per ‘capfta income ($305 for the first
interview), and the lowest income/needs ratio (1.22 for the first interview). On all four income
measures, the children in this group had less than one-half the income of children in stabie

twonparéht families. At the beginning of the panel period, 12 percent of children in stable two-

than 1, then the child and the child's family are “poor.” Finally, an income/needs ratio that is
greater than 1 reflects that proportion by which the child’s family income exceeds the poverty
threshold.

For a general review of needs standards, see "Adjusting for Differences in Family
Needs," Chapter 4 in Patricia Ruggles, Drawing the Line:” Alternative Poverty Measures and
their Implications for Public Policy, Washirgton,-D.C.:. Urban institute Press, 1990
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parent families were poor{ compared o 56 percent of children in "mother only" famiﬁés, and by
the end of the panel period these figures had not changed significanﬂy.

Chiidreﬁ ii\?ing in families in.whic'h the fafher enters or returns to the housghold during
the panel (the "father enters"lcatégory) and children in families that éxperienc:ed a marital
disruption during the panel (the "father leaves” category) experienced the greatest relative
increase and relative decrease, res;aectiveiy, in their economic well-being over time. Again,
on all four measures of sconomic well-being, children in families in which ther.e was a mariial
disruption suffered the largest declines Iin weii-being: their family and household incomes
dropped by an average of 23 percent, their per capita income dropped by an average of 9
percent, and their i-ncome/needs ratio fell by 13 percent. The Eargest increases in economic
well-being, however, wére _for children who gained a father; their family and household |
incomes increased by 115 and 70 peréent, respectively, their per capita income increased by
almost 50 percent, and their ratio of income/needs increased by over 88 ;:);».u"c:ertt.?‘3

Not surprisingiy, children in the "fathér leaves” and the "father enters" groups aiso
experienced the largest increase and decrease in the percent of children in poverty: the
poverty rate among children in the former group increased by 46 percent while it declined by
62 percent for children ih the latter category. Children in families in which the father left the
household saw their poverty rate jump from 1.8 to 3.2 times the poverly rate experienced by
children in stable two-parent families. The poverty rate among children in families wheres the

fathér entered or re-entered the household, however, fell from 4.0 to 1.8 times the poverty

level experienced by their counterparts in stable two-parent families. Although children in the

%% Recall that no distinction is made between step-fathers, adoptive fathers, or biological
fathers. In the case of mothers marrying someone other than the father of their child(ren), it is
. important to_note that.while (re)marriage is often econemically.beneficial for both mothers and
their chiidren, step-fathers are not always legally required to support their step-children.
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“father enters” and “father departs" groups exhibited relatively low levels of economic well-
being during the first and last interviews, respectively, at no time did they fare as poorly as
_children fiving in famifies in which only the mother is present for the entire panel. At the
beginning of the panel period, the poverty rate in this'group was over four and one-h'a!f times
the level for children in stable two-parent families, and at the end of .the panel period, it was
close to five and one-half times the lavel of the two-parent group. |
Of particular interest is the fact that even at the beginning of the panel period, childrén

in the "father depérts" group were worse off than children in the stable two-parent group. As
Bianchi and McArthur point out, this indicates that “the economic hardship for children \&ho
experience the departure of their father from the household resulted from two different factors,
One was the loss of income earned by the -absent parent; the other was that children who
made the transition into single-parent households were less well-off to begin with than their

27 The relative disadvantage of children

countefparts who did not h‘lak.e jthe fransition.
whose mothers: remain single is also supported by differences in the receipt of child support
and means-tested public transfer income. Mothers who remained sinéle throughout the pansl
period were much more likely than mothers who (re)married or reconciled with the father tb
receive food stamps and AFDC payments; they were less likely, however, to receive child

support.zs_

27 The authors also note, however, that 'In some of thesé situations, this probably reflects
the fact that the ‘father’ that is 'gained’ may actually live with the child and contribute to the
income of the household prior to the mother’s actual remarriage." Income contributed by an
unmarried partner of the child’'s mother would be included in the child’s household income
but not the child’s family income. In addition, because single mothers who did not remarry
had slightly larger households, per capita income was somewhat lower for these children,

2 s of the first interview, 40 percent of mothers in the "always mother oniy" group
received AFDC and 50 percent received food stamps. The corresponding percentages for
mothers who remarried during the panel were 28 and 36 pércent, respectively. In addition, 22
percent of the "always mother only" group received child support compared to 35 percent of
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in order to examine in more detail the effecfs of a transition from a two-parent fo a
one-parent household, Bianchi and McArthur restricted a number of their analyses to children
who started the pah_el with both parents and whose father left 'diJring the panel peri_od, as well
as the subset of these children whose mather did not remarry or reconcile with the children’s
father. A summary of the effects of marital disruption on the economic well-being of children
before, during, and at foﬁr poinfs in time after the loss of a parent is shown in Table 5.2.2°
The average monthly income "at time of !oés," reported in the secohd column of Table 5.2, is
the average monthly income during the fouu; months preceding the firs{ inierview in which the
father was no longer present; therefore, any income contributed by the father during this four-
month peried is included in this amount. The full econémic effect of the father's departure,
therefore, is most appropriately measured in "Time 1" (the first Enterview in which the father
was absent for the entire four-month interview reference period).

Bianchi and McArthur's analysis of the 1984 SIP-F’ daté indicate that chiidren’s family
- income declined by about 37 percent (from $2,435 per month to $1,543 per month) after
marital dissolution. Income measures that adjust for changes in fotal _famiiy size indicafe a
somewhat smaller reduction in children’s well-being: per capita income declinéd by721'
percent {from $549 per month to $436 per month), and income/needs declined by about 26
percent (from 2.43 to 1.79). A comparison of the first and fourth time periods after disfuption

(a time interval of approximately 16 months) indicates that the decline in economic well-being

the “father enters" group.

2% Because the loss of the father could occur at any time during the panei period, the
number of post-separation observations declines with each successive time period. The
analysis was fimited to 4 post-separation time periods in-order to maintain a sufficiently large
sample size: information for at least 4 post-separation iriterviews was available for 205 (or 49

-percent) of the 417 children who lived with twe—parents at the first interview but whose father
Tlater departed from the household.
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Table 5.2

Change in Income Among Children Who Lived With Both Parents at the
Beginning of the SIPP Panel and Whose Father Left in Subsequent Months

Prior At Time After Loss of Father from Household
to Loss of Loss  Time 1 Time2 Time 3 Time 4

Average Monthly income

Family income $2,435 $1,7468  $1,543 $1,548 $1,739 $1,711
Household Income $2,461 $1,749 $1,546 $1,645 $1,781 $1.,887
Per Capita Income $549 $449 $436 $447 $468 $456
Income/Needs Ratio 2.43 1.91 1.78 1.77 1.94 1.96

Percent in Poverty 18.7 30.3 38.5 30.9 29.3 30.7

Ratio of income {0
Income Prior to Loss

Family income . 1.00 0.717 0.634 0.836 0.714 0.703
Household Income 1.00 0.711 0.628 0.668 0.724 0.685
rer Capita income 1.00 0.818 0.794  0.3814 0.852 0.831
Income/Needs Ratio 1.00 0.787 0.737 0.729 0.801 0.805
Percent in Poverty 1.00 1.620 - 1.898 1.652 1.567 1.642
Sample Size 417 417 366 317 259 205

Children Whose Mother
Does Not Remarry/Reconcile

Average Monthly Income

Family Income $2,416 $1,735  $1,452  $1.364 $1,424 $1,432
Household income $2,450 $1,732  $1,451 $1,459 $1,465 $1,395
Per Capita Income $540 $445 $424 $409 $408  $399
income/Needs Ratio 2.39 1.80 1.73 1.60 1.67 1.71
Percent in Poverty 18.5 30.7 37.8 32.9 35.8 35.3

Ratio of Income to
iIncome Prior to Loss

Family Income 1.00 0.718 0.601 0.565 0.589 0.593
Household Income 1.00 0.707 0.582 0.596 0.598 0.569
Per Capita Income 1.00 0.824 0.785 0.757 0.757 0.738
income/Needs Ratio 1.00 0796 = 0.723 0.670 0.689 0,714
Percent in Poverty 1.00 1.659 2,032 1.778 1.824 1.808
Sample Size 315 315 264 223 180 139

Source: Suzanne Bianchi and Edith McArthur, "Family Disruption and Economic Hardship:
The Short-Run Picture For Children,” forthcoming in U.S. Department of Commerce,
Current Population Reports, Series P-70, Washington, D.C,, 1880, Table 8.
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was not temporary. By the fourth interview after family disruption, family and household
income had only recoverad to about 70 percent their pre-dissolution levels, and per capita
income to 83 percent of its pre-digsolution level.

Table 5.2 indicates that the longer-term effects of marital dissolution are even more
pronounced if the subgroup is further limited to children whose mothers did not remarry or
reconcile within the panel period. At Time 4, family and househoid income among these
children were only 57 {o 68 percent théir pre-dissolution levels, and per capita i.ncome and
income needs were only 74 and 71 percent, respectively, their pre-dissolution levels. Finally,
marital dissolution was associated with a near doubling of the poverty rate among' these
children,

Mothers' employment status and the proportion receiving income from various sources
(including child support and public assistanCej are shown in Table 5.3 for the subset of
children whose fathers departed and did not return during the panel period. Prior to the
departure of the children’s father, just over 30 percent worked full-time full-year, and close to
46 percent did not work at all. By Time 1 afier the father’s departure_, an additional 11 _
percent of these mothers were working full-time, and 16 percent fewer were not working at all,
These levels were generally constant over the remaining period of observation, with the
exception of a 10 percentage point increase in the propcftion of mothers who were not
working at all.>® The results in Table 5.3 also indicate that despite increases in the
proportion of mothers with earned and personal income, marital dissotutioﬁ was associated
with significant increases in the proportion of mothers coliecting means-tested public transfers

(namely, AFDC and food stamps).

o 30 Bianchi and McArthur also prcv:de information on mothers’ employmem and earnings
for other groups of children.
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Table 5.3

Changes in Mother's Employment, Persdnai income, and Recipiency of Child Support,
AFDC, and Food Stamps After Departure of Father from Household
Among Children Whose Mothers Do Not Remarry/Reconcile During SIPP Panel

Prior At Time After Loss of Father from Housshold
fo Loss of Loss Time1 Time2 ~Time3d Time 4

Percent Working Full-

Time, All Weeks 30.6 371 42.4 44.5 47.3 42.5
Percent Nat Working

At All . 455 35.0 29.8 38.3 34.2 39.7
Percent Reporting Weekly
- Hours Worked ' 58.2 67.1 73.5 63.2 68.1 62.0
Average Weekly Hours o -

of Those With Hours © 334 35.7 36.5 38.4 39.4 37.8
Percent with $1 or more

of Earned Income 58.4 66.3 73.5 63.2 67.4 62.0
Average Monthly Earnings $834 $924 $884 $994  $1,015 $1,025

- Percent with $1 or more : '

of Personal Income 79.7 95.5 88.2 95.7 98.6 08.4
Average Monthly Income $810 $962  $1,075  $1,070 - $1,0483 $1,060
Percent with $1 or more :

in Child Support 143 . 353 46.3 44,1 40.9 42,5
Average Monthly Receipt $294 $321" $340 $368 $401 $410
Percent with $1 or more

in AFDC Income 11.7 18.9 - 184 238 24.4 25.8
Average Monthly Receipt $268 $242 $243 $279 $273 $298
Percent with $1 or more

in Food Stamps 10.3 27.6 28.2 28.0 28.7 N7
Average Monthly Receipt $187 $150 $187 3177 $194 $186
Sample Size . 315 315 264 223 180 139

Source: Suzanne Bianchi and Edith McArthur, "Family Disruption and Economic Hardship:
The Short-Run Picture For Children," forthcoming in U.S. Department of Commerce,
Current Population Reports, Series P-70, Washington, D.C., 19980, Tables 11 and 13,
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The SIPP findings indicate that changes in family composition are clearly important to
children’s economic well-being. In .generai, the immediate effects of mar&al disruption on
children who remain with théir mother after their father departs are reductions in family
income (by about 37 percent), per-capita income (21 percent), and income i.n relation to
needs (26 percent), and these reductions tend to persist over time. As Bianchi and McArthur

conciude, however:

[Tlhe economic differences between children who experience family disruption '
and those who do not result from two factors: the economic hardship brought
on by a father's departure and the fact that economic disadvantage tends to
precede family disruption. The SIPP data make clear that children who
experienced a parental marital disruption during the perzod were less well off at
the baginning of the panel (when they were still fiving in a two- -parent family)
than those who continued to live in stable two-parent famlhes (emphaszs
added).

The Panel Study of Income Dynamics

Thé Panel Study of Income Dynamics (PSID) is a large-scale longitudinal survéy
specifically developed to examine the %actors affecting changes in the economic well-being of
families over time. The PSiD is a naﬁc‘mal‘ly representative sample éurvey of approximately
5,000 American families who were surveyed for the first time in> 1968 and who-have been

reinterviewed every year since.’’ Over time the sampie has grown to include both the

31 The original sample was constructed based on a pool of 3,000 households drawn to
be representative of the entire U.S. population. In order to develop more precise estimates of
the experiences of low-income households, the remaining 2,000 sample households were
selected from Bureau of the Census data based on their low-income status. Although low-
income households are overrepresented in the survey sample, the weights attached to each
sample observation have been constructed so that the fully weighted sample is representative
of the geheral population. For more information 'on the PSID, see the University-of Michigan,
Institute for Socaat Research;, User Gurde to the Panel Studv cf Income Dvnam:cs Ann Arbor
——8pring; 1984 - o
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newly formed households that are created when young people move intc homes of their own

and the households that have divided as a result of divorce or separation.>

A grea‘t deal of research on the determinants of family well-being has been conducted
using data from the PSID.% Duncan and Margan summari.ze their review of the general
findings that emerge from analyses of the PSID as follows:

Two broad generalizations seem to be warranted regarding the relationship
between family composition changes and changes in economic status. First,
the economic status of men was affected far less by family composition change
than was that of women. Second, changes brought about by marriage and .
remarriage that resulted in two-parent families were the most beneficial, while
such changes as divorce, separation, splitting off, and widowhood which
resulied in a family with an unmarried household head were generally
detrimental. These two findings were remarkably consistent for all groups of
individuals that formed our sample. Both were the product of several obvious
facts of contemporary society: Women earn less than men partly because of
discrimination and partly because of their less regular pattern of labor force
participation. in addition, two-parent families often have two earners while
single-parent families do not. And finally, dependents are much more likely to
go with the mother than the father after a marital disruption.34

These findings are supported by a number of different analyses of PSID data, including
relatively recent studies conducted by Robert Welss, Greg Duncan and Saul Hofiman, and

Kate Stirling.

32 As with the original sample weights, which adjusted for the oversampling of low-
income households, the weights attached to sample observations are periodically adjusted as
new households are added in order fo maintain the sample's national representativeness over
time.

3 A number of studies based on the PSID are published In a series of volumes edited by
Greg J. Duncan and James N. Morgan entitled Five Thousand American Families -- Patierns
of Economic Progress, Institute for Social Research, University of Michigan, Ann Arbor, Vois,1-
10, 1974-1983. '

34 Greg J. Duncan and James N. Morgan (eds.), Five Thousand American Families -
Patterns of Economic Progress, Volume IV: Family Composition Chanae and Other Analyses .
of the First Seven Years of the Panel Study of Income Dvnamics, Institute for Social Research,

~University of Michigan, Ann Arbor, 1876, pp. 16-17.. ..
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Weiss

In his analysis of PSID data, Robert Weiss examined three separate types of economic
ccnseque.nées of divorce: the magnitude and persistence over time of income reduction,
changes in income sources, and chang.es in consumption pam:errzs;35 His anafysis- is based
on two subsamples of PSID sample members. The first sample consists of married mothers
who were divorced or separatéd any time between 1969 and 1974, Because 1980 was the
final year data were available, 1974 was chosen as the last possible year of divorce in order
to observe the income and consumption patterns following divorce for a minimurm of six
years.s6 In addition tc.this first group, Weiss constructed & control sample of nﬁarried
mothers whose marriages persisted.fér an interval of seven years. in order to make
appropriate compariéo_ns of changes in incdme and expenditures over time (i.e., control for
the length of time since divorce or separation), Weiss constructed index years for all sample |
members, Fo.r the divorced or separated subsample, the index year was the year in which

the divorce or separation took place, and for the married sample, 1972 was selected as the

35 See Robert S. Weiss, "The Impact of Marital Dissolution on Income -and Consumption
in Single-Parent Households,” Journal of Marriage and the Family, February 1984,

% Unlike a number of other studies reviewed in this chapter, Weiss explicitly excludes
women who remarry. The following criteria were used to identify women as single parents in
a particular year: (a) they had been reported as married in the previous year; (b) they
reported themselves in the current year as separated or divorced; (c) they reported
themselves as separated or divorced in the subsequent year (this was then called the first
year after the break); (d) they had children under 18 living in their households, both in the
- break year and in the year following the break; and (g} the women’s ages were no more than
40 plus the age of the oldest child (in order to exclude grandparents). Excluded from the
analysis were women who reported themsslves as single or divorced for only one year. -
Finally, when women ceased 1o be single parents (either by remarrying or nio loriger having
children under the age of 18 in their households), they were dropped from the sampie
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index year.37 Individuals in both groups were classified by income category based on

whether their family income (prior to divorce, in the case of the first group) fell into the upper,

middie, or lower third of the national income dis‘iributimm38

Weiss found the reduction in income subsequent to divorce to be largest among

women whose prejdivorCe income was highest (see Table 5.4). For the upper-third income

group, divorce reduced income to almost.one-half the level achieved during the last married

{or prebreak preindex) yéar. For the middle- and lower-income groups, the corresponding

levels were two-thirds and three-quarters, respectively. Thus, while women with the highest

pre-divorce income jevels continued to have higher post-divorce incomes, divorce constituted

a leveling experience among women who divorced, narrowing the difference in income

between those in the highest and lowest post-divorce income categories.

Interestingly, after tracking women’s income levels for five years after thelir divorce,

Weiss found that women who do not remarry rarely recovered from the initial post-divorce

reduction in income. He also notes, however, that their economic situation did not worsen.

For women in the middle and upper one-third income groups, income rose very slightly (on

the order of 5 to 10 percent). after the first year of marital dissolution. This is in contrast to a

steady incre'ase over time in the family income of PSID sample members who remained

married throughout the panel period. As Weiss states:

quent to marital disruption
ds remain headed by
Ids were followed for

In all income 'g.roups the reduction in income conse
appears to persist indefinitely as fong as the househol
temale single parents. Although single-parent househo

are known o have been married for at

37 Note that while members of the married sample
marriage for divorced of separated

least seven years, Weiss did not consider the length of
sample members,

structed on the weighted sample 1o correct for the

38 |ncome groupings were con _
holds in the original unweighted sample.

_oversampling.of low-income house
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-income group and marﬁails’tabiiity, Fort

: one-half of the wives had earnings. For matrrie

. these earnings comprised

only five years, nowhere was there any evidence of a retum to anything

approaching the married household income.

it is important to.note that Tower income married households in the index year
increased their income substantially by five years later. Here is a critical
difference between the married poor (all of whom in this sample have children)
and the single-parent poor: the former, taken as a group, do better with time;
the latter do not. On average, the married poor move out of poverty; the

single-parent poor remain there.

While total income among low-income households remained. at about three-quarters of What it

had been during the last year of marriage, over time this level represented an even smaller

proportion (one-half) of the income levels achieved by continuously married coupies.

Weiss also documented interesting differences in the proportion of women who had

any earnings and the proportion of total family income attributable to women's sarnings by

he married sample households, virtually ali husbands

or fathers had earnings (comprising approximately 80 percent of household income), and

d households in whiéh the wife had earnings,

about onefourth of totai'iricome in tre low-income group and one-

fifth of income in the higher-income group.‘39

nterparts, mothers in single-parent families were much

Compared to their married cou

more likely to have earnings. Whereas one-half of married mothers in each of the three

income groups contributed earnings to the household income, almost two-thirds of low-

income and over 80 percent of middie- and high-income divorced or separated mothers had

earnings of their own. For- divorced and separated mothers with earnings, these earnings

e private transfers (including child support, alimony,

and help from relatives), means-tested public transfers {Le., welfare and food stamps), Social
Security income, unemployment compensation, and income from assets, With the exception
of the first two, these income sources were of little importance for the divorced of separated

group taken as a whole.

39 Other possible income sources ar
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constituted 'almost two-thirds of total household income for the low-income group, three-

Quarters for the middle-income group, and again-about two-thirds for the high-income group.

in general, the prbportion of divorced or separated mothers with any earnings ar

. however, eamings

among middie- and high-income mothers appeared to increase slightly as a proportion of

total househoid income.

For divorced and Separated mothers, two other sources of income were important:

private transfers including chiig support, aiimohy, and help from relatives, and Mmeans-tested

public transfers, nameiy welfare and food stamps. While a very small proportion of married

households {less than 1 percent) received any form of private transfer income, for the

divorced and Separated sampie members, child Support and alimony were received by just

over one-third of the low-income group; about one-half of the middle-income group, and

almost three-quarters of the high-income group in the first year after marital disruption,

Among househoids receiving child Support or alimony payments, these fransfers constituted
between 20 and 40 percent of their total household income {the lowest Proportion applying to

the lowest income group and the highest to the highest income group). Over the five-year

period following marital disruption, child Support and alimony declined as a proportion of total

income for the middle and higher income groups. 40 By the fifth year, for example, these

transfer payments accounted for approximately one-tenth and one-fourth of total income for

middle- and high-income groups, respectively. in the low-income group, child support and

40 Because Weiss does not report absolute levels-of income separately for sample
—members who received chiid Support and alimony income, it is not clear whether this decline
was due to an increase in total income or a decre '




aiiﬁnony continued to account for the same share of total income as it did the year following
marital disruption, |

The majority of the fnarried sample did not receive any means-tested public transfers,
namely welfare and food stamps. This was a significant source of income for iess than 4
percent of househoids in the lower-income married group. For divorced or separated
mothers, particularly mothers in the low-income category, however, public transfer income
was both widely received and an important component of total income. During the ﬁfst year
after marital disruption, for exampie, two-thirds of low-income divorced or separated mothers
received welfare and one-half received food stamps (comprising 54 and 11 percent,
respectively, of total household income among households receiving sﬁch assistance),
Taken togsther, 30 percent of the low-income households received 75 percerﬁ or more of
their total income from welfare and food stamps. While over 70 percent of Jow-income
divorced or separated mothers received either welfare or food stamps during the first year
after marital disruption, only one-quarter and less than 5 percent of mothers in the middie-
and high-income groups, respectively, received income from these sources.

Over time, welfare and food stamps continued to be used by many low-income
divorced or separated mothers, and they remained an important component of total income.
In fact, five years after marital disruption, more mothers in the low-income category received
welfare, although the proportion receiving 75 percent or more of their incbme from welfare
deblined slightly (from 30 to 25 percent). For mothers in the m'icidie income category, the use
of welfare declined with time. Between the first and fifth year following maritai disruption, the
proportion of mothers receiving weifare or food stamps deciined from 25 to. 12 percent,
comprising 37 and 22 percent of total household income, respectively. In general, there

appeared to be very little use of welfare among high-income mothers who divorced or
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separated. For middie-income mothers, welfare receipt declined both in frequency and
importance during the five years following marital disruption. Finally, _fc:r low-income mathers,
welfare was used by a large propertion of mothers, was an important component of total

family income, and did not decline over the five-year period following marital disruption.‘“

Duncan. and Hoffman

Greg Duncan and Saul Hoffman have also used the PSED to assess the economi‘c
effects of marital dissolution.*2 Like Weiss, the authors control for the number of years
since divorce or separation; in addition, however, their analysis takes into account the
possibility (and economic effects) of rernarriag;;e:."’3 The PSID sample used for their study
consists of couples who experienced a divorce or separation any time between 1969 énd

1975 and a comparison group of couples who were continuously married over this same

41 weiss also examined the effect of divorce on expenditures for housing and food
consumed at home. These resulis are not reported here.

a2 Greg J. Duncan and Saul D. Hoffman, "A Reconsideration of the Economic
Consequences of Marital Dissolution," Demography, Vol. 22, No. 4, November1885.

43 An eaflier study conducted by Saul Hofiman and John Holmes also examined the
economic. consequences of divorce and separation separately for women who remarried and
those who did not. Uniike the Duhcan and Hoffman study, howevet, the analysis did not
standardize the length of time following-divorce over which economic well-being was
measured. Thus, the estimates reflscted the sconomic situation of diverced and separated
women at varying time periods following marital dissolution. This more recent study,

- therefore, has the advantage of standard;zmg fof length of time since divorce (Weiss’
methodological development) and examining continuously divorced/separated and remarried
womenh géparately. For Hoffman and Holmas' original study, see Saul Hoffman and John
Holmes, "Husbands, Wives, and Divores,” in Greg J. Duncan and James N. Morgan (eds.),
Five Thousand American Families = Patterns of E¢onomic Progress, Volume IV: Farmily
Composition Change.and Other Analyses of the First Seven Years of the Panel Study of
Income Dyvnamics, Institute for Social Research, University of Michigan, Ann Arbor, 1876,
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period.** Following Weiss' technique of indexing years according to 'the year of diviorce or
separation (year t), Duncan and Hoffman examine changes in income and income/needs over
the 6-year period 1-1 to t+5. The economic status of continuously married couples was
similarly tracked, 1872 being chosen és the index year, over the 1971-1877 period.45

The sample on which Duncan and Hofiman's analysis is based consists of 349
divorced or separated women and 250 men; roughly 40 percent of these women and one-
third of the men were black and the remaining 60 percent \n.nere'w%ﬂme.46 Remarriage was
quite prevalent among the group; more than 20 percent of women were marfied within 2
years, and by & 'years time, 55 percent of white women and 42 percent of black women had

remarried.*” At every year subsequent to divorce or separation and for both races,

remarriage rates were even higher among men.

# As with most of the studies reviewed in this chapter, the authors use a functional
rather than a legal definition of marriage and do not distinguish between divorce and
separation, which is defined as the transition from living with a spouse or long-term partner 1o
living without that person for any reason other than death. Cohabiting couples who reported

fiving together for two consecutive annual interviews were classified as long-term partners. in

order to control for the effects of major changes in labor supply and the receipt of retirement
income, Duncan and Hofiman restricted the sample to individuals between the ages of 25 and
54 in the year prior to divorce; this restriction caused some men to be eliminated from the
sample while their ex-wives were not, and vice versa.

4% Note that this period includes the recessionary years of 1872 through 1974,

¢ The number of males in the sample was smaller than the number of females because
the sample attrition rate was much higher among men following divorce or separation than it
was for women. The relatively high proportion of blacks in the sample resulted because low-
income households were oversampled in the original PSID sample. Recall, however, that the
weights attached to each sample observation have been constructed such that the fully
weighted sample remains representative of the total population.

47 Due to the small sample sizes involved, the authors did not distinguish between men
who remarried and those who remained divorced or separated. They do state, however, that
based on preliminary analyses, this distinction was much less important (m terms of post-

~ divorce economic status) for men than it was for women,
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Duncan énd l-..{offr'nan’s. results for post~div6rc:e changes in econofnib we"!l-being are
reported in Table 5.5, Thé measures are reported for years 1+1, 1+3, and t+5, and aré
expressed as the ratio of economic well-being in a given year 1o economic well-being in the
year prior to divorce (or 1971, in the case of continucusiy married couples). "‘i‘he auth;wrs
examined two measures economic well-being: total family income and income/needs. 8
The latter measure, which adjusts family income for the size and composition (and therefore
needs) of a famiiy,'is based on the needs standard uséd for the official U.S. government
poverty standard. |

As the results in Table 5.5 indicate, long-term divorce or separation reduced the
economic well-being of women. Amorﬁlg women Who did not remarry, family income fell to
approximately 70 percent iis pre-divorce level during the first year following divorce, and
remained at this lower level for the remaining period of observation.*® The initial decline in
family income was particularly !érge among bfack women whose family income declined fo 54
percent its pre-divorce level.>® As the first three rows in Table 5.5 indicate, when the long-

term divorced or separated women are pooled with those who remarry, the situation is quite

48 Data on income reflects income from all sources including transfer income such as
child support and alimony. Reported income figures include such transfers and are
expressed in real {i.e., inflation adjusted) 1881 dollars.

49 As Duncan and Hoffman point out, because the sample of unmarried women changes
from year to year, this finding should be interpreted with caution. If women with higher than
average ratios had higher rates of remarriage, then the average ratio for women who do not
remarry could remain constant over time even if their economic well-being was in fact’
increasing, :

50 More detailed analyses indicate that over 40 percent of divorced or separated women
who did not remarry saw their family incomes drop by at least 50 percent in the first year after
divorce. By contrast, only one-sixth of the divorced or separated men in the sampile and few
intact couples (2 percent) experienced a decline of this magnitude. Finally, while post-divorce
family income increased for 11 percent of divorced or separated women, the proportion was
much smailer than for divorced men (30 percent of whom had higher levels of post-divorce.. .
income) and intact couples (65 percent of whom had higher post-index year incomes).
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Table 5.5

Changes in Family Income and Income/Needs
For Divorced or Separated Individuals and Intact Couples Over Selected Time interva!s

Family Income income/Needs

_ _ Interval: Years After (1) Interval: Years After (t)
Marital Status/Race 1 3 5 1 3 5
Divorced or Separated Women

All (Includes Remarriages) .81 .97 1.0 81 1058 1.10
White _ .84 09 1.08 83 1.07 112
Black 67 82 .88 . .80 87 1.03

Remained Unmarried .70 0 . 87 91 94
White 72 g2 71 89 83 94
Black 54 58 .74 71 - 78 .85

Remarried in Year - - 1.27 - - 125

White - -~ 1.29 - - 1.28

Black : - - 1.08 - - 113
Divorced or Separated Men

Ali (includes Remarriages) 93 108 1.14 118 124 130

White .91 111 147 110 1.28 1.32

Black 1. 02 87 87 1.40 1.08 1.18
Intact Couples 7 ,

Al 1147 147 1.28 119 117 1.30

White 1.18 117 1.27 119 117 1.30

Black 1.14 122 1.32 145 1.18 1.30

2 Ratio of family income (income/needs) in years t+1, t+3, and t+5 to family income
(income/neads) in year t-1, where 1 is the year of divorce or separation for divorced or
separated individuals and t is 1972 for intact couples.

Source: Greg J. Duncan and Saul D. Hoffman, "A Reconsideration of the Econom:c
Consequences of Marital Dissolution,” Demography, Vol. 22, No. 4, November 1885,
Tables 2 and 4,
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different. Improvements in economic well-being resulting from rem'érriage raises the average
level of family income for the di'vorcedr group taken as a whole ffom .70 to .81 of the pre-
divofcé level, and economic.wél.!-b.efng continues to imp}ove over the remaining yeérs of
observation. For remarried women, five years after marital dissolu'iﬁon white women had
family incomes 29 percent higher than their pre-divorce level, and for black women the
corresponding increase was & percent. The level of well-being for white women who remarry
is very close to that achieved by intact couples in 1977 (or 5 years after the index year).

A comparison of all divorced or separated women with divorced or separated men
indicates that the economic costs of marital dissolution are much less severa for men.
Although the men in the sample did experience‘a'deciine in their family incc_;;me one year after
their divorce or sepaiation, the decline was much smaller for men {on the order of 7 percent),
and within three years they were fanl"ng' better than during their last year of marriage. These
resuits hold for both black and white men in the sample.

Consistent with these generai findings are changes over time in the income/needs of
post-divorce households. As would be expected, changes in income/needs are not as great
as changes in family income alone because marital dissolution reduces the size {and
therefore needs) of both post-divorce hoﬁseho_lds. Even after changes in economic needs
are taken into account, however, income/needs declines to 89 percent of their pre-divorce
level fof white women who remain unmarried after their first year of divorce and to 71 percent

for black women.®! By contrast, men of both races actually fare better in terms of their

51" As Duncan and Hoffman note, the average of the individual ratios (reported here) is
not necessarily equal to the ratio of average individual incomes. The individual ratios are
skewed to the right (i.e., higher) because there is a natural lower bound (zero income) but no
upper bound. Although the authors imposed a truncation of 5.0 (i.e,, restricted the ratio of
post-divorce to pre-divorce economic well-being to a maximum of 5. O) the mean ratio was

still significantly higher than the median ratio. in their article, “What Are the Economic
- Consequences of Divorce?;* Demography; Vol 25, No:4; November 1988 (discussed later); -
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income/needs after divorce or sepéraﬁon. While post-divorce income/needs increase over
time for both men and women, men’s income/needs increase by approximately 17 percentage
points {from 1.13 to 1.30) WBi!é women's income/ne'edé increase by only 7 percentage points
{from .87 to .94} | .

The post-divorce economic situation of women is much less sévers when remarried
wonﬁen are included in the analysis. For divorced or s_‘eparatéd' women taken as a whole,
income/needs declines to 91 percent its pre-divorce level fn the first year after divorce, By the
third and fifth years, however, income/needs are greater than pre-divorce levels by 5 and 10
percent, respectively. Despite these improvements, divorced or separated women generally
do not fare as well as thelr conﬁnuously married counterparts and this is true whether or not
they remarry.>?

Duncan and Hofiman also fourid importarit post-divorce differences in poverty rates.
After divorce or separation, poverty rates increased from 510 11 percent for the families of
white women and from 13 to 33 percent for the families of black women. These rates
declined only sfightly for women who remained unmarried five years after their divorce.
Divorce was associated with reductions in poverty among men; prior to divorce, 6 percent of
the men in the PSID sample lived in poor familiés, and one year after divorce only 4 percent
did so. Finally, the authors also found that the majority of women reéeived no alimony or
child support and that the level and incidence of these two forms of transfer income declined

over time. Duncan and Hoffman conclude:

the authors indicate that post-divorce declines in economic well-being (as measured by the
pre- post-divorce ratio of average incomes/needs) is approximately 30 percent.

52 Although white divorced women who had remarried by their fifth year of divorce _fareci
better than their continudusly married counterparts ir terms of changes in family income, this

__was not the case for their income/needs ratio.
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" A close look at the income flows in the years following divorce or separation
reveals marked differences in the distribution of effects. The economic
consequences of divorce are especially adverse for women. in most cases,
chiidren remain with the mother, who usually has considerably lower potential
labor market earnings than her former husband, partly because her
responsibilities for the childrem are likely to reduce her labor supply and may
have limited her past human capital investments. Alimony and child support
are the principal mechanisms for transfer from the ex-husband to. the ex-wife,
but paymerits are rarely frequent or sizeable enough to make up for an
appreciable amount of labor Income lost through the departure of the ex-
husband. Human capital investments on the part of the mother have a modest
effect on her economic situation in the years following the divorce.

Maost men who divorce or separate are. immediately better off because they
retain most of their labor incomes, typically do not pay large amounts of

alimony and child support to their ex-wives, and no longer have to provide for
the level of needs associated with their former famiiies.

Stirling

In a more recent study. of the PSID, Stirling has analyzed in more detail the longer-term
effects of divorce.> Although this study (like those of Weiss and Duncan and Hoffman)
takes into account differences in the number of years divorced, her analysis differs from other
estimates based on the PSID in two important respects. First, because declines in family
income have been identified as one of several factors associated with the likelihood of
divorce, studies which.measure post-divorce economic well-being in relation to the last year

of marriage alone may underestimate pre-divorce economic well-being and, therefore,

53 Kate J. Stirling, "Women Who Remain Divorced: The Long-Term Economic
Consequences," Social Science Quarterly, Vol. 70, No. 3, September 1888,

A somewhat older study that examines both the short- and long-term effects of divorce
for women who have had relatively longer marnages is Lois B. Shaw, "The Economic
Consequences of Marital Disruption for Women in Their Middle Years," pp. 181-203 i1 U.S.
Department of Labor, Proceequs of a Conference on.the National Longitudinal Surveys of
Mature Women, Women's Chanqmg Roles and at Home and on the Job, Washlngton D.C.
U.S. Department of Labor, 1978, This study is based on data from the mature women 'S

cohort of the National Longitudingl Survey 6f Labor Market Experience.
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overestimate post-divorce economic \*\.fell—beiﬂ_c‘a.54 Stirling addresses this problem by
comparing post-divorce econémic status with that which prevailed during the last three years
of marriage. Second, none of the earlier studies which report post-divorce economic status
at several points in time fo'ilcw a single unchanging group (or cohort) of women ove:: time.
The sample sizes for each post-divorce time period decrease as divorced women exit the
group by remarrying. If the economic well-being of divorced women who remarry is
systematically different from those who do not, then changes in the economic status of
divorced women from one point in time to another are likely to be inaccurate if remarried
women are included in the first time period (i.e., the two groups need io be analyzed
separately) 32 |

As a result of these considerations, Stirling restricted the PSID sample to women who
were married for at least 3 years and who remained divorced (i.e., did not remarry) for at least .
5 years. A total of 99 women participating in the PSID satisfied these criteria, On average,
these women were 36 years old during their first year of divorce. Eighty-four percent of ihem
had children living with them, and 60 percent had children aged & or younger. Eighty-nine
percent of the sample were white, and 9 percent were black.

The decline in women's economic status (as measured by the income/needs ratio}

following divorce is shown in Table 5.6.%° Income/needs declined by just under 30 percent

54 One study that shows declines in family income preceding divorce is Heather Ross
and Isabe! Sawhill, Time of Transition; The Growth of Families Headed by Women, The
Urban Institute, Washington, D.C., 1978,

55 This point corresponds to a probiem noted by Duncan and Hoffman in their analysis of
the PSID (see footnote 48).

5 Unlike Duncan and Hoffman, Stirling makes use of the needs standard developed for
the PSID. This standard, which is based on individua! weekly food expenditures by age and
sex, is drawn from the Department of Agriculture’s "low-cost plan" for a four-person family
(Family Economics Review, June 1967). This weekly food budget is used to estimate iotal
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Table 5.6

income-to-Needs Ratios For Women in the PSID
Who Were Marr;ed for at Least Three Years and Divorced for at Least Five Years

Percent

' Change from Standard
Income/Needs Mean Previous Year ~ Range Deviation
During Marriage®  2.75 0.23-7.53 129
Year 1 1.94 -29.5 0.21-6.25 1.18
Year 2 1.87 3.8 0.12-4.46 1.02
Year 3 - 1.91 2.1 0.20-4.86 1,07
Year 4 1.97 a1 029479 099 i
Year 5 1.94 1.5 0.03-4.97 ~ 1.05
Sample Size 89
a Average of income-to-needs ratios in the last three years of marriage. :

Average family size before divorce is four members. In the first year of Y

divorce it is three members. oo

Source: Kate J. Stirfling, "Women Who Remain Divorced: The Long-Term
Economic Consequences," Social Science Quarterly, Vol. 70, No. 3,
September 1988.
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in the first year following divorce and by 32 percent in the first two years following divorce.

This lower level of income/needs remained fairly constant over the remaining years of

observation. Stirling has also examined how total income and its components changed over

time for the divorced women in her sample {see Table 5.7). On average, family income was
'observéd to fall by 46 percent (from $28,520 to $15,390) during the first 2 years following
dfvorce. During the remaining period (the thfrd through the fifth year following divorce), family
income generally remains unchanged. The overall frend is similar to the change in
income/needs reported in Table 5.6, The divorced women in this sample experienced a
sharp decline in economic status immediately following divorce, and they remained a{ this
level during the remaining peridd of observation. The decline is due to a proportionately
larger decline in income relative to needs. Aithough total family income does not vary
significantly after an initial decline, the various components from which it is derived do vary
over time.__ In the second year after divorce, taxable income of the divorced woman accounts

for only 57 percent of total family income.5” The remaining portion is derived from income

annual food requirements, and for family sizes other than 4, adjustments are made to reflect
economies of scale. A iotal needs standard is then calculated by multiplying the adjusted
food standard by a fixed factor depending on family size.

While the resuits of this procedure are similar to the poverty measures used by the
Social Security Administration in developing the official poverty index, the PSID needs
standard differs from the official standard in several ways. The official standard uses the
more stringent "economy” or "thrifty" food budget plans rather than the "low-cost' plan which
is approximately 25 percent higher. Also, unlike the official poverly index, which only adjusts
for family size, the PSID needs standard is also adjusted for the age and sex composition of
families. For more detail on the PSID needs standard, see the Center for Political Studies,
Institute for Soclal Research, User's Guide to the Panel Study of income Dynamics, Ann
Arbor: University of Michigan, Spring 1984.

57 Stirling also notes that this is frue despite significant increases in labor force
participation. Also, subsequent increases over time in the proportion of total income derived
from the divorced women's income are due to increases labor force participation rather than

increased wage rates.
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from others in the household (18 percent) and transfer Income (25 percent). Over time,

however, the proportion of total family income derived from either transfer income or the

income of others declines and the proportion derived from the divorced women's own

garnings increases. During the fifth year following divorce, for example, women's own income
accounted for 72 percent of total family income. Transfer income remained important,
however, constituting 16 percent of total Income (compared to a pre-divorce level of 3

percent).

52 Review of State and Local Study Estimates

One of the primary motivations behind maﬁy small-scale studies of the economic
impact of divorce has been to assess the éffects of no-fault divorce. Because legal divorce
systems are established the state level, these studies have also been based on state or local
samples. Independent of any legal considerations, however, the studies that have been
conducted are uséfui in evaluating the economic effects of marital dissolution.

This section'brieﬂy reviews three such studies that apply to cities or districts in
California, Connecticut, and Vermont, There are several caveats that apply equally to all three
studies. First, no single-area study'’s findings are likely to be representative of the entire
national population. Single sites are unlikely to capture the variation in tabor market and
employment conditions, income levels, and urban-rural variations found at the national level.
While findings from local or state-leyei studies may be generalizable to other similar areas,
inferences regarding national trends should be made with caution. It addition to the problem
of repr-esentat%veness, many of the studies are based on small sample sizes which may affect
the reliability of the studies’ estimates, even as they apply to the populations being sampled.

The final sample on which the findings are based depends not only on the size of the original
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sample, but on the response rate to questionnaires and/or interviews wher supplementary.
data are collected. Despite these limitations, findings from smaller-scale studies on the

economic effects of marital dissolution are ussful in either confirming or qualfifying nationaily-

representative estimates,

Weitzman

Among the most widely cited findings on the economic consequences of divorce are
those of Lenore Weitzman.?® Her analysis is based on 1878 interview data from 228
divorced men and women in Los'Angeles County who had been divorced for approximately
one year. Interviewees were selected through a multistage sampling process. An initial
random sampie was drawn from decrees of dissolution filed in Los Angeles between May and
July of 1877. The sample was then stratified by marital duration, socioeconomic status, and
sex, in order to ensure adequate representation on these characteristics.>® Final sample
members were selected from these stratified subsamples. The response rate for the final

sample was 41.5 percent of the original sampling frame.

8 See Lenore J. Weitzman, The Divorce Revolution: The Unexpected Social and
Economic Consequences for Women and Children in Amertica, 1985, The Free Press, New
York. Many of the findings reported in The Divorce Revolution are based on previous work
by the author. These can be found in *The Economics of Divorce: Séeial and Economic
Consequences of Property, Alimony and Child Support Awards," 28 U.C.LA. Law Review, -
1181-(1980-81); Weitzman and Dixon, "The Alimony Myth: Does No-Fault Divorce Make A
Difference?” 14 Family Law Quarterly, (1980); and Weitzman and Dixon, "Child Custody
Awards," U.C.D. Law Review. 423 {1979) '

% The fact that there are an equal number of men and women wouid seem o imply that
Weitzman’s sample consists of 114 formerly married couples. In an appendix to her book,
however, Weitzman states that "our final aim was to obtain a sample that was evenly divided
by sex so ... we randomly chose the husband as our respondent in.half the cases, and the
wite as. our respondent in the other half; so that we -ended up with half male and half fsmale
respondents.” (See Appendix A, p.407-408 of The Divorce Revolution.) Thus, the reader

—Should not assume that pre-divorce income figures are the same for the husbarnds and. wives
in Weitzman's sampie,

5-40




For couples married less than 10 years, husbands' incomes one year after divorce
ranged between 75 and 94 percent of their pre-divorce family incomes, while those of their
wives ranged from 29 fo 71 percent of their pre-divorce family.incomes (see Table 5.8).60
As pre-divorce family income increases, the difference between pre- and post-divorce
incomes of women In the sample also increases. Although the same genefal trend holds true
for the husbands in the sample, post-divorce reductions in income are not nearly as large as
they are for wives. It is important to note, that while women in the highest pre-divorc'e farmily
income category experienced the largest declines in post-divorce income, their post-divorce
incomes remained the highest of all women in Weitzman's sample.

Not surprisingly, male-female differences in post-divorce family income are even larger
after adjusting for the number of family members. Post-divorce per capita !eyeis of fami!y‘
income were between 51 and 116 percent of pre-divorce per capita income for women and
between 154 and 195 percent for men.®’ As with total family income, the higher pre-divorce
income s, the larger is the discrepancy in per capita income between the two post-divorce
households. Thus, for couples with annual pre-divorce incomes under $20,000, husbands'

post-divorce per capita incomes were one and one-half times greater than those of the wives

($10,450 compared to $7,000). Among couples with annual pre-divorce Incomes over

6 Caloulations assume full compliance with court-ordered alimony and child support
awards and do not include the income of new spouses among thoss respondents who had
remarried by the time of the interview. Weitzman notes that the inclusion of child support and
alimony has the effect of underestimating maie-female differences in post-divorce income
levels. ignoring spousal income, on the other hand, may overestimate {(or possibly further
underestimate} male-female differences in post-divorce income.

1 Recall the discussion in Chapter 2 that outlined the problems associated with
interpreting per capita measures of expenditures on individual family members. Many of
these problems also apply to per capita measures of family income. Because such a large
proportion of a family’s income is devoted to “shared goods® characterized by economies of
scale, changes in per capita income are likely to oversiate real changes in a family’s

economic well-being. This is particula_r_ly_trgg_ _ip_ _’_Lhe c__ase____of‘larger families.
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$40,000, however, husbands’ post-divorce per capita incomes exceeded those of the wives
by a factor of almost 4 ($45,700 compared to $12,000).62 Weitzman's analyses of total and

per capita family income assume that child support awards are complied with; court-ordered

chiid support amounts were deducted from husbands' total income and added to wives' total -

income. For the sample as a whole, mean child support awards were $126 per month pér
child ($1,512 per year) and $195 per month per family ($2,340 per year).

In addition to comparing pre- and post-divorce levels of total and per capita family |
income, Weitzman computed the income/needs of pre- and post-divorce families. The needs
standard used by Weitzman is based on the Bureau of Labor Statistics’ (BLS) Lower Standard
Budget for an urban family of fdur, adjusted for family size and age—seﬁ composition using the
BLS Revised Equivalence Scales.®® Using this measure of economic well-being, Weitzman
found that one yeér after divorce men experienced a 42 percent increase in their standard of
living while women experienced a decline of 73 percent.

While Weitzman's findings have attracted a great deal of attention, they have not gone

unchallenged. in a recent article, Hoffman and Duncan argue that Weitzman’s findings are

62 While Weitzman also considers marriages of longer duration (11 to 17 years and 18
years or longer), the overall findings are similar, namely (1) post-divorce family income is
higher for men than for women, (2) the difference between pre- and post-divorce income is
larger when per capita measures of family income are analyzed, and (3) the higher the level of
pre-diverce income, the larger the post-divorce “relative deprivation” of wives compared to
husbands. [t is worth noting that since 1970, the median duration of marriages ending in
divorce has ranged between 6.5 and 7 years.

63 The original standard budget is found in Three Standards of Living for an Urban Family
of Four Persons, Bureau of Labor Statistics, U.S. Department of Labor, 1867. This budget is
based on a four-person family consisting of a husband, wife, and two children. Subsequent
BLS adjustments of this standard (by type and size of family, age of oldest child, and age of
head of household) are published in Revised Equivalence Scales for Estimating Equivalent
Incomes_or Budget Costs by Family Type, Bulletin No. 1570-2, Bureau of Labor Statistics, U.S.
Department of Labor, 1968.
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not only inconsistent with other researchers’ findings but that they are internally
inconsistent.5 In érder o illustrate the likely inaccuracy of Weitzman’s finding that
women's standard of !xvmg falls by 73 percent following divorce, they calculated the decline in
income that wouid be required to produce such a drop in economic status (see Table 5.9).
Employing the same needs standard as Weitzman, the authors first caiculated the change in
needs that resuits when family size drops by 1 for éeveral different family types and sizes (see
Coiur_nh 1 of Table 5.9).65 They then calculated the drop in total family income that,
coupled with change in needs, would produce a reduction in income/needs of 73 percent
{Column 2 of Table 5.9). |

The drop in family income needed to effect a 73 pércant drop in income/needs ranges
from 73.3 percent to over 83 percent, with an average decline df 78.4 percent. While drops of
this magnitude are not impossible, the authors argue tﬁat they are "suspiciously large” and,
furthermore, that they are at variance with income declines reported by Weitzman herself. In
the case of women married for less than 10 years, Weitzman-reports declines in.income
between 21 pércent {for families with pre-divorce inéomes%under $20,000) and 71 percent (for

families with pre-divorce incomes of $40,000 or more). Note that the average decline

64 See Saul D. Hoffman and Greg J. Duncan, "What Are the Economic Consequences of
Divorce?,” Demograghy Vol. 25, No.4, Novamber?QBB

For a more comprehensive {and less empirical) critique of Weiltzman’s work, see Jed
H. Abraliam, "The Divorce Revolution. Revisited: A Counter-Revolutienary Critique," Northern
ilinois University Law Review, Vol. 7, No. 2, 1988; and American Journal of Family Law, Vol. 3,
No, 2, Summer 1988, :

8 The authors note that the use of the BLS budgetin catcuiatmg income/needs
produces needs that are approximately 25 to 30 percent higher than if the official poverty -
index:standard were used. In addition,; they comment that the BLS equivalence scales have
some unusual features. The needs of a childless couple under the age of 35, for example,
are 22 percent higher than the needs of a sirigle parerit with one child, while the needs of a
couple with less than four children are 15 percent Eower than a single- parent famtly of the

same size.
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Tabie 5.9

lMustration of the Percentage Change in
Total Family Income and Per Capita Income .
Needed to Effect a 73 Percent Reduction in Income/Needs

F%equiréd

Expected Percent

Percent
Change in Percent Change  Change in Per
Family Type arid Size Family Needs® in Income® Capita Income®
Household Head Under Age 35
No Children -25.5 -78.9 -59.8
1 Child -32.6 -81.8 -T2.7
2 Children 6.2 -74.7 -66.3
3 Children -1.2 ~-73.3 -66.6
Household Head Age 35 to 54 '
No Children -37.4 - -83.1 -66.2
1 Child -23.4 -79.3 -68.0
2 Chiidren -18.4 -78.0 -70.7
3 Children -15.5 -77.2 -71.5
Average -20.0 -78.4 -67.8

® Needs standards are from the Bureau of Labor Statistics’ (BLS) Lower Standard Budget for
1976 and 1977. Adjustments for family size and compaosition use Revised Equivalence Scales
(BLS Builetin No. 1570-2, 1968, Table 1). Calculations assume that family size falls by 1 after

divorce.

The decrease in income that yields 73 percent reduction in income/needs for the change in

needs in column 1.

¢ Calculated from the incorme change in column 2.

Source: Saul D, Hoffman and Greg J. Duncan, "What Are the Economic Consequences of
Divorce?,* Demography, Vol. 25, No.4, November 1988,
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reported in Table 5.9, 78.4 percent, does not even fall within Weitzman’s range. According to
Hotfman and Duncan, Wextzman s data are more cons:stent with declines for women and
children on the order of 46 6 percent for average income, 21 percent for per capita income,
and 33 percent for income/needs ratio. Thus, they conclude that “the aconomic
consequences [of divorce] are serious, and gender-based inequities clearly exist; bu’t the
magnitude of the problem ls not nearly as great as suggested by Weitzman."

In addition to the objections raised by Hoffman and Duncan, Weitzman's findings
should be interpreted with caution for at least three reasons. First, the sample on which her
analysis Is based, 114 men and 114 women who obtained a divorce in Los Angeles County
between May and July of 1977, is uniikely o be representafive of the national divorced
population. Second, al;lhough the study's response rate of 41.5 @ercent of the original
sampling frame is not unreasonable, if the respondents differ systematically from the non-
respondents In the original sampling frame, the results may not even be representative cf the
Los Angeles County divorced population. Finally, the sample size is quite small and specific

dollar estimates may be quite unstable (i.e., unreliable}.

MclLindon
Based on case records identifled through the Judicial information Systems Division of
the Connecticut State Judicial Department, Mclindon examined 100 divorce cases filed in

New Haven between 1982 and 198358 McLindon's study is primariiy' devdted 1o assessing

the effects of no-fault divorce on women; as a result, the basis of his study is a comparison of

86 James B. McLindon, "Separate But Unegual: The Economic Disaster of Divorce fcr

Womsr dnd Children," Family Law Quartesily, Vol XXI, No. 3, Fali 1987, —
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the 1982-1983 divorce case sample with an earlier one drawn to represent the pre-no-fault
divorce .era.s-" McLindon summarizes this comparison as follows:

New Haven women in the no-fault era have seen their divorce awards decrease

on nearly every front. Women received less alimony with less fringe benefits

less often and with more restrictions. ‘Child support, too, was lower in three of

the four income groups. Women were generally granted a lower percentage of

the family assets, a higher percentage of the debt, and a much smaller portion

of the net assets under no-fauit than under the fault réaggime. Finally, women of

the {ater period also received smaller attorney's fees.

Among the New Haven women who were divorced during the 1982-1983 period,
Mciindon found that the mean level of wives' and children’s per capita income dropped to 69
percent of the family’s pre-divorce mean per capita income ($122 compared to $178 per
week}, while the husbands’ per capita income increased to 187 percent of the pre-divorce
level ($333 compared to $178 per week). Median levels of per capita income reflected the
same general pattern: compared to their pre-divorc'e levels, median post~divorcé per capita

incomes were 62 percent for the wife and children ($104 compared to $168 per week), and

166 percent for the husband (3279 compared to $168 per week).5

7 1n reviewing the extent to which findings based on New Haven could be generalized 1o
the populiation as a whole, MclLindon found average household size, rates of home
ownership, and educational attainment to be very similar to national levels. -With the
exception of disproportionately higher concentrations in blue collar manufacturing jobs,
employment patterns were also similar to those found at the national ievel. Compared to the
nation as a whole, however, McLindon found that a larger proportion of New Haven residents
five in urban areas, are white, and are older. In addition, New Haven’s population was more
prosperous than the national pepulation and had a lower unemployment rate. Finaily, New
Haven residents were less likely to move and less likely to divorce.

68 see p.386 of James B. McLindon, "Separate But Unequal: The Economic Disaster of
Divorce for Women and Children,” Family Law Quartery, Vol. XXI, No. 3, Fall 1987,

8 MecLindon does not report either pre- or post-divorce total family incomes. He does,
however, report women's pre-divorce earnings. Taken as a whole, women earned $189 per
week; these earnings ranged from $94 per week for women in the lowest income group to
$243 per week for women in the highest income group.
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The decline in post-divorce per capita income fo.r women and children coupled with
increases for the hﬁsbands was found among all income groups. Among couples with
annual gross incomes (in 1984 dollars) under $13,236, the median per capita post-divorce
incoms amOr’i'g’ wormnen and children was 70 percent of the pre-divcr.ce level, while the
husbands’ per capita income level was 161 percerit of their pre-divorce level.”? The largest
difference between husbands and wives was found among couples at the next highest

| income group, ‘those couplraS with gross incomes between $13,237 and $25,000. For these
couples, the median per capita post-divorce inceme of women and children was 62 percent
of the pre-divorce level, and the husbands’ per capita income level was 208 percent of pre-
divorce levals. For the highest income group (those with over $50,000 in annual gross
income), the corresponding levels were 69 percent for the wife and chiidren and 171 percent
for the husband. As with many of the small scale studies reviewed in this chapter, these |
results should be ihterpreted with caution because of the very small sambie sizes on which
they are based. For example, the results on per capita family income are based on 63
observations. The results for various income groups are even smaller {7 observations in the
&ase of couples earning $13,236 and under, 15 observations for the $1 3,2:37 to $25,000

income group; and 13 observations for the over $50,000 income group).

Wishik:
Wishik studied the economic consequences of divorce based on data from four court

districts in the state of Vermont.”! The study draws on 227 divorce cases closed between

: ?0- The break point of $13,237 represents 125 percent of the poverty level for a non-farm
family of four converied into 1984 dollars.

71 See Heather Ruth Wishik, "Economics of Divorce:. An Exploratory Study," Family Law

Quarterly, Volume XX, No. 1, Spring 19886,
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October 1982 and February 1983 and includes follow-up data collected at least one year after
the div_o_rcé had closed. Follow-up fntervieWs with at ieast one spouse were conducted for 48
*(or 21 ‘perce_nt): of the ariginal cases and with both spouses in 13 cases. The interview
sample differs from the s'ruhofe saz;rip.ie on a number of related characteristics; combared to the
sample as a whole, the interview sample had slightly longer marriages, a higher incidehce of
children, higher avérag_é income levels, and higher rates of home ownership.

Once again it is imporiant 1o note that many components of Wishik’s analysis are
based on very small sample sizes. Data on annual pre- and post-divorce family incofne, for
example, were only available for 25 families. Based on these cases, per éapita annual
income was found to drop significantly for wo‘men‘and children, while it rose for men. The
mean annual pre-divorce per capita income was $7,384. Husbands' annual post-divorce per
capita family income rose to $16,263 {or 220 percent of the pre-divorce level), while the level
fell to $4,941 (67 percent of pre-divorce income) for wives and $5,505 {75 percent of pre-
divorce income) for children.”® |

In addition to the negative effects of divorce on incomne, Wishik found that very few
women in Vermont (less than 7 percent of the 223 cases for which such data were available)
received alimony or spousal maintenance awards, women were only slightly more likely than
men 1o be awarded the family home (41 percent compared to 38 percent — the remaining
cases involved equal division or the home went to the éhildren), and men who were awarded
custody of the children were more Eikely- to get the family home than women who were

awarded custody (100 percent of the 11 men who were awarded sole custody compared to

30 percent of the 63 women who were awarded sole custody).

72 The reason that wives' and children’s post-divorce per capita family income do not
correspond is that there were three families in which the father was granted custody of the

_ children.
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Finally, with respect to child support, 82.3 percent of custodial parents in the study
were awarded child éupport. ‘The mean level of child support was $23.84 pef week ($1,240
per year) for tamilies with one child, $41.58 per week (952,182 per year) for families with two
childre.n“, and $63,3’3.pér week ($3,293 per year) for famifies with three children. (No families
in Wishik's sample had more thaﬁ three children.) |

Many of the same problems characteristic of the other local-lé'vel studies apply to
Wishik’s study of Vermont. Based on the small size of the study sample, the low response
rate, and the small number of interviews with both parents, Wishik's findings shouid be

interpreted with caution.

5.3 Summary and Conclusions

The studies reviewed in this chapter span a period of aimost 15 years: from the early-
1970s to the mid-1980s, Findings from both nationally-representative studies‘ (based on the
Survey of Income and Program Participation and the Panel Study of lncomé Dynarnics) and
small-scale local studies are consistent: marital disruption is economically detrimental for
women and children and generally beneficial for men. There is !es’s‘cc‘msen'sus, however,
concerning the magnitude of these effects. Estimates for the effects on women and children
range from reductions in living standards on the order of 30 percent, based on analyses of
the SuNey of Income aﬁd Program Participation (SIPP) and the Panel Study of Income
Dynamics (PSID), {o a decline of 73 percent, basé‘d on Weitzman's study of data from Los
Angeles County. Generally, the estimates based on local-level data tend to be higher than
' estimates derived from nationally-representative daté. Whille it is possible that divorced
women in the various local areas that have been stucﬁed experience relatively larger declines

in economic weli-being than is the case nationally, numerous methiodological problems
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associated with these studies suggest that these estimates may be somewhat misieading.
Differences in the time périods covered and in prevailing macroeconomic conditions may also
account for discrepancies in the various estimates. Finaﬂy, a number of the étudies reviewed
in this chapter indicate that differences in economic well-being by family type are due to the
fact that economic disadvaniage tends to precede marital disruption.

That women and children do experience real declines in economic well-being following
divorce is clearly supported by the studies reviewed. In addition, several studies found that
remarriage tends to restore economic well-being (and perhaps raise it above pre-divorce
levels) for women and children. Equally important, however, is the rise in the standard of
living experienced by divorced %ﬁen. While the provigion of child support ensures that |
noncustodial parents (usually fathers) continue to assume some resppnsibi!ity in the costs of
raising of their children, guidelines used to determine the |evel of child suppert explicitly
address the issue of how reductions in economic well-being are to be divided between post-
divorce custodial and noncustodial households, An overview of these guidelines and their

relationship to estimates on expenditures on children are the subject of the following chapter.
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6. CHILD SUPPORT GUIDELINES AND ESTIMATES OF EXPENDITURES ON
CHILDREN

The Federal government has been_ sensitive to the increase in the number of children
living in situations where child support is potentially an important source of income.
Beginning in 1975, the governm.ent has taken a number of iﬁponant actions 1o improve the
nation’s child support system. Legislation passed in 1984 and 1988 added enforcement toals
and required states to take additional steps {o ensure that their child support orders are
equitable. In particular, the Family Support Act of 1988 requires states o use their child
support guidelines as a rebuttable presumption; proposed regulations issued by the
Department of Health and Human Services in September of 1989 address states' obligations
to establish effective and equitable guidelines. The Federal government has not, however,
prescribed detailed critéria for establishing the guidelines or minimum levels of support.
Instead, states are required to develop their own guidelines for the child support orders in
their state and are afforded significant latitude in doing so.

The first section of this chapter describes each of the three major categories of
guidelines that are currently in use. Hypothetical examples (based essentialiy on a divorce
scenario with representative child custody arrangements and neither parent having remarried)
are used to demonstrate how the guidelines work in genéra[; because of their generality,
these examples do not neces'saﬁly represent the precise mannier in which any particular state
impiements its guidelines. The second section analyzes the re!'atibnship between the existing
child s'u’bport guidelines and the estimates of expenditures on children that were summarized
in Chapter 4. In addition to considering‘ actual expenditure patterns on children, there are |
other factors that are relevant to the development of child support guidelines. While a

consideration of these factors is outside the scope of this report, the third section briefly

outlines some of the most important of these factors. The final section summarizes the

findings and implications of this chapter.



6.4  Summary of Child Support Guideline

Although every state's child support guideii'ne is distinct, currently, there are three
major categories of state child eupport guidelines in use - percentege of income, income
shares, and the Melson formula. Each of these guideiines.is descrieeci in turn, Appendix 8.1
' conteins-tables that summarize the characteristics of each of the states’ child support
guideline formulae. |

It is important to note that the references to state guidelines throughout this chapter
and the summary presented in Appendix 6.1 refiect our interpretation of the states’ guidelines
in effect on February 1, 1990_.1' Since this date, states may have changed either the type of
child support guideline in effect or the methods used 1o implement the guideline.. Finally, in
some states, officials are encouraged 1o take info account (or make adjustments for) factors
not explicitly addreseéd in their'guideiines. The discussion in this chapter cannot fully

account for these types of situations,

Percentage .of Income Guideline

The percentage of income formula is by far the simplest of the child support
guidelines. Support orders are calculated as a specified pei‘centage of the noncustodial -
parent’s income, and the order is independent of the ineeme level of the custediai parent.

An example may serve to make the discussion more concrete. Suppose that after a
divorce the custodial parent is earning $10,000 per year, the noncustodial parent is earning
$20,000, the couple has two children, and the guideline sets the child support order at 30

percent of the noncustodial parent's income. The support order would then be $6,000 (30

' In the text, the term "state" is meant 1o include both states and jurisdictions (the District
-of Columbia; Guam, Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islands).
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percent of $20,000). If the child support order is paid in full, income in the custodial

“household would be $1 6,000, and the noncustodial parent's income would be $14,000 (after

paying the support). Recall that the order isr unaffected by the custodial parent's income;

only the noncustodial parent's income ievel is relevant in setting the order. in the exémp!e

above, if the custodial parent’s earnings were $20,000, the award would still be the same; if
the child support order is paid in full, the income of the custoqia! household would then be
$26,000, and the noncuStpdiat parent's income would be $14,000 (after paying the support).
While the percentage of income guideline is relatively straightforward, there are a few
situations in which the percentage of income guideline may lsad to some unexpected

outcomes. These situations arise when the percentage of the noncustodial parent’s income

~ to be paid in support varies with his/her level of income and this percentage is applied to

total (rather than marginal) income. Suppose, for exampie, that for noncustodial income
levels under $f0,000, 20 percent of income must be paid in child support, and for income
levels of $10,000 or more, some other percentage of income (either higher or lower) must be
paid in support. in this situation, a small change in the noncustodial parent's income (from
just betow $10,000 to. slightly more than $10,000) may lead to a very large change in the
amount of child support to be paid; the level of thé award can increasé or decrease
depending on whether the percéentage of income to be pald in child support at income ievels
of $10,000 or more is higher or lower than the corresponding percentage at incomes less

than $10,000.2

2 in one state, for example, under certain conditiens child support is set at 20 percent of
the noncustodial parent’s income for income levels between $7,501 and $15,000, and-at 21
percent for incomes between $15.001 and 25,000. Thus, an increase in the annual income of
the noncustodial parent from $15,000 to $15,001 {an iricrease of only $1) results In an
increase in child support of $150. In another state, the percentage of income paid in child

~ support declines from 21.8 percent for incomes between $4,500 and $8,489 to 21.4 percent

for incomes between $8,500 and $12,248. An increase in income from $8,499 to $8,500
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During 1989, the percentage of income guideline was used by 23 states, but by early o
1890, only 17 states were still using this Q.'t.xidtfsline.3 There are several variations of the -
percentage of income guideline currently in use. These varigtions arise because of /
differences in the definition of income that is used (net or gross), and whether the percent of {
income to be paid is constant or varies with income levels (see Table 6.1). Of the 17 states
currenily using the percentage of income.formula, 10 use a flat percent of income for -
determining awards. The awards in these staies range from 17 to 21 percent of income for
one child, 25 to 32 percent of income for two children, and 29 to 41 percent of income for |
three children.* The other 7 states use a variable percent of income for determining awards.
In 2 of these states, the percentage of income to be paid in child support decreases with the o

level of income, and in the other 5 states the percentage of income to be paid in child

support increases with the level of income. In one state, for example, the percentage of net’

(again, a $1 increase), results in a decrease in child support of $34 (from $1,853 to $1,819).
Only If the noncustodial parent’s income increases to $8,657 will the. child suppeort reach the
former level. States can avoid such situations by using a constant rate or by applying the S
different rates to marginal income. For example, states could apply one rate to the first i
$10,000 of income, a different rate to the next $10,000 of income, stc. It is important to note Y ;
that this situation can also arise under the income shares guideline, Z

% The six states that are no longer using the percentage of income guidsline are now all A
using the income shares guideline (described beiow), The shift away from the percentage of
income guideline appears to have been caused in part by dissatisfaction with the absence of

‘cost-sharing” under this guideline (i.e., the support order does not decrease with an increase
in the custodial parent’s income).

It should be noted that four jurisdictions uss the percentage of income guideline but »
also allow for congideration of the custodial parent’s income under some of the Tollowing -
conditions: (1) the custodial parent’s incorie. exceeds & specified limit, (2) the children spend
a substantial portion of their time with the norcustodial parent, or (3) there are child-rearing i

- expenditures on items specifically not covered by the basic support amount, o

* It should be noted that these ranges includs states that use a net definition of income :
~...as well as states that use a.gross-definition of income. - The -distinction-between net and - i
gross income is discussed below,
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i_ﬁcome to be paid for one child varies from 14 percent {(when the custodial parent’s. monthly
net income Is $500) to 25 percent (when monthly net income is greater than $1,000) : over the
same range of income, the percentage to be paid for two children varies from 17 {0 3(5
percent, while for three children the p-erc‘entagé varies from 20 to 35 percent. in the 7 states
using a variable percentage of income, support orders range from 12 to 28.8 percent of
income for one child, 16.8 to 34.6 percent of income for two children, and 20 io 38.2 percent

of income for three children.?

TABLE 6.1

Number of States Currently Using Variations of
Percentage of Income Guideiline

INCOME BASE
Net Gross  Adijusted Gross Total-
Flat Percent 5 3 2 10
Variabie Percent 5 0 2 7
Total 10 3 4 17

Source: Data from the National Center for State Courts and individuét
state legislation. See Appendix 6.1 for more detail.

There is also considerable variation in how the states that use the percentage of
income guideline define the level of income on which child support is to be paid. Ten of the

states currently using the percentage of income guideline define income on a net basis,

5 Once again, these ranges include states that use a net definition of income as well as
states that use a gross definition of income. -
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aflowing for deductions for taxes as well as other expenses. In addition to taxes, the
allowable deductions in these 10 states include:

prior support orders (8 states),

health programs (7 states),

contributions to mandatory retirement or pension programs (6 states),
union dues (6 states), _

child care expenses (1 state),

business expénses (1 state), and

“other" expenses (3 states).

Seven states use an adjusted gross definition of income, which allows for some ey;penses to
be deducted, but does not allow for Federal taxes to be deducted.® Three states use a
gross definiticn of income with no deductions.

Table 6.2 summarizes the range of the percentage of income to be paid by a
noncustodial parent for states using the percentage of income guideline. The ranges are
reported separately for states using a net definitién of income and those using an adjusted
gross definition of income. In general, the results in Table 6.2 indicate that at a fixed level of
income (and for a fixed number of the children), the range in the percentage of income to be
paid by noncustodial parenis is quite broad. The range is particularly wide for states using a
net definition of income. For example, noncustodial parents who have net monthly incomes
of $500 will pay between 14 and 25 percent of this income for the support of cne child.
Finally, in states using either net or adjusted gross definitions of income, the percentage paid
in child support increases as the number of children being supported increases.

In addition. to this basic characterization of the percentage of income formula, there

are other considerations that enter into the guideline in some states. Some states, for

® The allowable deductions vary from state to state but are similar to those ‘uggg_by____the__

10 states that use a net definition of income.
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TABLE 6.2

PERCENTAGE OF INCOME TO BE PAID BY NONCUSTODIAL PARENT

(PERCENTAGE OF INCOME GUIDELINE)

Net Definition of Income

i

Noncustodial Parent’s Monthly Income

Number of Children $500 $2.000 $4,000 $6,000
1 - 14.0-25.0 16.5-25.0 1 9.5-25.0 - 13.0-25.0
2 17.0-32.0 24.3-32.0 22.5-32.0 15.0-32.0
.3 , 20.0-41.0 32.0-41.0 24.8-41.0 16.5-41.0

Adjusted Gross Definition of Income

Noncustodial Parent’s Monthly Income

Number of Children $500 $2.000 $4.000 $6,000

1 17.0-25.0 17.0-27.0 17.0-27.0 17.0-27.0

2 26.0-28.0 25.0-30.0 25,0-30.0 25.0-30.0

3 28.5-31.0 28.5-33.0 28.5-33.0 28.5-33.0
Note: Columns represent the minimum and maximum percentage' of income

Source:

that is to be paid for child support among the 17 states that are currently
using the percentage of income guideline (see Appendix 6.1 for more
detall). Where a range of percentages was reported in the guidelines,
the. mid-point of the range was used for this table.

Data from the National Center for State Courts and individual state
legistation. '




example, allow for modifications 1o the basic support amount for expenses such as child care,

extraordinary medical or dental needs, education, franspartation, and health insurance.

Income Shares Guideline

The intent of the income share’s'guid’eline is to ensure that the same portion of
combined parental income is spent on children in one-parent fa‘milie:'s as would be sﬁent in
two-parent families. These guidelines are explicitly based on empirical estimates of the
expenditures that are made by parents on behalf of children in intact famiiies.7 The
relationship between the empirical estimates of expenditures on children and the income
shares guidelines actually adopted by the states, however, is a fairly loose one. Many states
appear to have taken the basic estimates of expenditures oﬁ children and adjusted them,
using a variety of concepts of "fairmess" and "ability to pay." In some states, for 'e'Xah’ipEe, the
percentage of income paid for ¢hild support steadily decreases as the level of combi.ned
parental income increases; in other states the berce’n‘t'age of income paid for child support
first increases and then decreases as the level of combined parental income increases.®
Under the income shares guideline, each parent contributes, in accordance to his/her

relative gross or net income, to meet the support level indicated by the formula, The

custodial parent's portion of the support obligation is assumed to be met in the course of

! Mary of these guideliries are based on estimates of expend;tures on children
developed by Thomas Espenshade in Investing in Children; New Estimates of Parental
Expenditures, Washington, D.C.: Urban Institute Press, 1884, These estimates were
developed using the Engel method and are based on 1972 CEX data.

8 It the percentage of income paid for child support was constant (i.e., did not vary with
the level of combined parental income), the income shares guidelme would be sdentscal to the

percentage of income guideiine. This point is discussed below.
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caring for the child. The noncustodial parent's contribution is then set equal to the total level
of support (as determined by the formula) rﬁihus the.cu'stodial parent’s imputed contribution.

Once again, an example may serve té clarify the discussion. As bef;::re, suppose the
custodial parent is earning $10,000 per year and the néncustodiai parent is earning $20,000.
Two-thirds of combined parental income is earned by the noncustodial parent; according to
the income Shares formula, two-thirds of the “"cost® of the family’s children is to be paid by
that parent. Further suppose that the couple has two children, who according to the formula,
would account for $9,bOO per year in expenditures in an intact family (30 percent of total
income).9 Using the income shares formula, the noncustodial parent would be ordered to
pay $6‘,000 per year (twdthirds- of $9,000) in child support. As in our example for the
percentage of income formula, income in the custodial household would be $16,000, and the
noncustodial parent’s income would be $14,000 {after paying the support}.

There Ig, however, an important difference between the percentage 6f Encof‘ne and
income ‘shares guidelines. Unlike the pe_rcentage of incomé guideline, the noncustodial‘
parent’s child support obligations do véry with the income of the custodial parent. 4ln the
example above, suppose that the percentage of ihcome to be paid in child support is 25
percent of income when iotal parental income is $20,000, 30 percent when income is
$30,000, and 33 percent when total income is $40,000. In this case, if the custodial parent
had no income (while the noncustodial parent's income remained at $20,000), the support
order would actually decline from $6,000 to $5,000 (25 percent of $20,000). If, however, the

custodial parent's income increased to $20,000, the noncustodial parent's child support order

9 It should be noted that while this is a hypothetical example which is not based on any
particular state’s formula, It closely resembles the calculations that would be made within a
typical income shares state.



would increase.tc $6,667 (33 percent of $40,000 minus the custodial parent's imputed
contribution of one-half of this amount).w

This difference between the pefcentage of income and éncome shares guidelines
arises because under the latter guideline, ;the percentage of income to be paid in child
'support varies with the level of combined parental income. The :mpilcatmn of this variation is
that in states that use the income shares guidelines and require that the percentage of
income to be paid in child support increase with increases in combined parental income, the
possibility exists that an increase in the custodial parent's income may result in an ir}crease in
the child support order for the noncustodial parent,11 Conversely, a decrease in the
income of the custodial parent may result in a decreése in the child support order for the
noncustodial pa\rem.12 |

In states in which the percentage of income to be paid in child support decreases with
increases in combined parental income, the possibility exists that an ihcrease in the
noncustodial parent’s income could result in é decrease in the child support order.
Conversely, a decrease in the noncustodial parent’s income could result in an increase in the

child support order. These situations will only arise, hbwever, wher the change in income is

' Note that in this exampile, the percent of income to be paid increéases with thé level of
combined parental income. if, however, the percent of income to be paid decreases with the
levél of income, the results in the example would be reversed. A decrease in the income of
the custodial parent would resutt in an increase in the child support obligation of the
noncustodial parent, and an increase in the income of the Gustodial parerit would result in a
decrease in the child support obligation of the noncustodial parent. (in the example in the
text, a decrease in the income of the custodial parent would result in a decrease in the ¢hild
support obligation of the noncustodial parent, and an increase in the income of the custodial
parent would result in an increase in the child support obligation of the noncustodial parent.)

" This occurs if the increase in the custodial parent's income leads to a highsr
percentage of income to be paid in chiid support.

2 This oceurs if the decrease in the custodial parent's income leads to alower
percentage of income to be paid-in-child support: .
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sufficiently large so as to shift combined parental income 1o a Eevell where a different (either :
highér or. lower) percentage of Income must be paid in child support. It is the fact that the
percentage of income to be paid in child support varies across income levels under the
income shares guideline that gives rise to th.ese peculiar situations..

The variation in the percentage of income to be paid in child support {(as combined
income changes) is, howsver, a key feature of the income sh_afes guideline. If the percentage
of income to be paid in child support does net vary with the level of income, then the income
shares guideline is idenﬁcal' to the percentage of income guideline. -

To understand this point, consider once again the numerical example outlined gbove.

The child support order was $6,000 when the custodial parent's income was $10,000, the

_ noncustodial parent's income was $20,000, and 30 percent of combined parehtal income was

to be available to the children. K this percentage remains constant as income varies, then the

noncustodial parent will owe $6,000 in child support irrespective of the custodial parent’s

income level.™ If the custodial parent has no income, the non-custodial parent owes 30

percent of $20,000 (which is $6,000). If the custodial parén_t has an income of $20,000, thén
the noncustodial parent owes one-half of 30 percent of $4'0,0_{)O {combined parental income),
which amounts to $6,000. in short, the child support order does not vary with the income of
the custodial parent; i.e., the income shares guideline becomes Indistinguishable from the
percentage of income guideline when a fixed percentage of (combined parental) income is

paid in support.'#

'3 This assumes that the noncustodial parent's income remains fixed at $20,000.

4 Algebraically, the noncustodial parent’s child support order is equal o

P llc + Ino) - Plc = Plne
where p equals the percentage of combined parental income to be available to the children, le
equals the income of the custodial parent, and |, equals the income of the noncustodial parent.
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In incomeé shares states, as in pércentage of income states, the use of marginal child
support rates will éliminate anomalies where small increases in the income of the
noncustodial pafent results in a reduction of the child support owed or an increase that
exceeds the increase in income. -How'e'ver, situations can still ariseé where a decreass in the
custodial parent's income results in a decreasé in child support owed or an increase in the
custodial pérent’s iricome results in an increase in the support owed. The use of marginal
rates rather than avérage rates is likely to mitigate thesé effécts as well, |

Currently, 34 states are using a version of the income shares guideliné which has
beenh modsled after the Washington Uniform Ghild Support Guidelines developad in 1984. As
with the percéntage of income forrmula, there are several possible variations of the iricome
shares formula. Six states have guidelines that vary with the age of the child. Twelve states
use a net definition of income, which aliows for Federal income taxes to be deducted from the
base Jevsl of income on which child support is to be paid. Othér allowable deductioris in
these states include:
contributions to mandatory retirement or pension programs (12 states),
health programs (10 states),
union dues (10 states),
prior support orders (9 states),
deductions for business expenses (3 states),
alimony {1 state),

"other" expenses (1 state), and
deductions for child care (1 state).

In the 21 states that use an adjusied gross definition of income (i.e., do not allow deductions
for taxes}, allowable deductions include:

‘prior support orders (20 states),

health programs (13 states),

alimony (7 states),

"other" expenses (3 states),

joint debts (1 state),

business expenses (1 staie), and

contributions to mandatory retirement and pension programs (1 state).

One state uses a gross definition of income that allows for no deductions.
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As was mentioned above, the support orders in the income shares states vary with the
level of combmed parental income. The range of the percentage of income to be paid by a
noncustod:al parent and how it varies with combined parental income are summarized in
Table 6.3. The top half of the tabls summanzes the range of income to be pald in child

support in 11 states that use a net definition of income, while the bottom half summarizes the

range for the 21 states that use an adjusted gross definition of income. 15

An examination of Table 6.3 reveals that for both states using a net definition of
income and states using an adjusted gross definition of income, the percentage of income to

be paid by the noncustod:a! parent at various levels of combined monthly parental income

Spans a fairly large range. This range is particularly large at low Eeveis of combined parental

Income ($500 per month) At thss leve! of i mcome some states require only a token level of

child support. At slightly higher levels of combined parental income, however, the percentage

of income 1o be paid mcreases substantlaily At moderate to high levels of combined monthly

parentai tncome {($2,000 to $8 OOO) the range in states using adjusted gross income

becomes somewhat smaller than the cofresponding ranges for net income states,

In 14 of the income shares states, the percentage of income paid for child support

steadziy decreases as the level of combined parental income increases. In another 16 of the

income shares states, the percentage of income paid for child support first increases and

then decreases as the level of parental income increases. In 3 of the income shares states,

the percentage of income paid to child support increases as the level of parental income

increases; these increases, however, are quite modest and occur at low levels of income,

after which the percentage is constant. Finally, in one jurisdiction the percentage of En‘come

 In cne Jur:sduc’uon the basic chiid support award is calcula
expenditures attributable to the children;

income, is not Included in Table 8. 3,

ted using the actual leve! of
this jurisdiction, which uses a net definition of



. TABLE 63 |
PERCENTAGE OF INCOME TO BE PAID BY NONCUSTODIAL PARENT o
(mcoma SHARES GUIDELINE) | y

Net Definition of income r

Combined Monthly Parental income

Number of Children $500 $2000  $4.000 $6.000 -
1 0.4-24.8 16.8-26.7 14.5-25.8 13.5-26.0 k ;fﬁ
2 04383 240440  236-37.2  22.0-33.3
3 0.4-48.0 285480  20.0-447 276417 v
'y
Adjusted Gross Definition of income f
Combined Monthly Parental income :
Number of Children $500 $2,000 $4.000 $6.000 -
1 40242 126184 106170 9.9-17.0 =
2 | - 5.0-41.7 20..9—27.6 16.8-23.2 15.4-25..0 !
3 5.0-50.0 26.7-3'4,.6 | 20.3-30.3 19.0-26.0
Note: Columns represént the minimurn and maximum percentage of income
that is to be paid for child support among 33 states currently using the A
“income shares guideline. See Append!x 8.1 for more details, Where a !
range of percentages was repor’ced in the guidelines, the mid-point of L
the rarige was used for this table. ;

Source: Data from the National Center for State Courts and mdlvnduai state ]
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2| ‘paid in child support varies with each casefbecause the amount of the basic child support
award is determined by calculating the actual expenses attribuied to chiidren on a case by
case basis, |

3 Most states using the income shares guideline explicitly allow for modificatioﬁs to the
basic support amount for expensés_ such as child care, extraordinary medical or dental needs,

. education, transportation, and health insurance.

The Melson Formula

The Melson formula, also called ’;he Delaware Child Support formula, was developed
by Judge Elwood Melson, Jr. and was first implemented in Delaware in 1979, fhis guideline
is based on the premise that the noncustodial parent should be ailowed to meet his/her own
- basic needs, but that él! remaining income is considered available to meet the needs of the -

children.

The procedure for calculating child éupport orders under the Meison formula coﬁsists
of three steps. First, a basic needs level is established for each child and both adults.
Second, each of the parents’ income in excess of his/her own individual basic needs is used
o to meet 'the basic support needs of the child{ren), where the obligation is allocated on the
basis of the each parent's share of net income in excess of the parents’ self suppo&
allowances.'® Third, a fixed percentage of any income that remains after these basic needs
are met is added to the support order, thereby enabiing children to benefit from the living

standards of their parents above the level at which basic needs are met. This latter amount is

- 6 in two of the three staies using the Melson formula, the noncustodial parent is
required to make a minimal child support payment even if that parent’s income is too low o
i meet his/her own basic needs.
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referred to as the standard of iivin,g adjustment {SOLA)}. As"with the ingcome shares formula,
the custodial parent's contribution is assumed to be met in the course of caring for the child.

- Following t'hroug_h with the example used earlier, suppose the custodial pa}rent has a
net income of $10,000 per year, the honcustodia_! parent has a net incofne of $20,000, and
the couple has two children. The basic annual needs assumed by the Melson formuila in
Delaware are $6 800 for each parent, $2,640 for the first child, and $1,980 for the second
child (for a total of $4,620 for the children), 17  After moeting his/her own basic needs, the
custodial parent has $3,400 ($10,000 - $6,600) that can be used to meet child support
obligations, while the noncustodial parent has $13,400 ($20,000 - $6,600). Con‘sequen'tiy, the
custodial parent will be responsible for.meleting_ 20.24 percent [$3,400/($3,400 + $13,400)] of
the children’s basic needs, and the noncustodial pareht will be responsible for the remainder.
The child;en‘s basic needs obligations of the custodial and noncustodial parents are $935
(20,24 percent of $4,620) and $3,685 (79,76 p_,ércent of $4,620), respectively. This leaves the
noncustodial parent with $8,715 ($13,400 - $3,685) of "dis.cregti_onar_y income,” income above
and beyond basic needs. The Delaware SOLA stipulates that two children will be awarded 27
percent of the noncustodial parent’s discretionary income, so the SOLA amounis to $2,623 in
this exanﬁpi_e.. As a result, the total award comes to $6,308 ($3,685 + $2,623). [f the child
support is paid in full, income in the custodial parent’s household would be $16,308, and the
noncustodial parent's income would be $13,692 (after paying the support).

‘fhree states (Delaware, Hawaii, and West Virginia) are currently using the Melson

formula. They have all implemented it in the fashion outlined in the above exampie.18 The

7 The basic needs of each additional child are defined to be $1,320 per annum.

13 With the exoeptxon of Delaware which recantly eliminated such considerations, the
__guideiine also allows for work-related expenses and cohabiters (complications not considered
in the exampie)
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SOLA s betWeen 12 and 18 percent for one child, 18 and 27 percent for two children, and 24
and 35 percent for three children. All 3 stateé using thé Melson formula take account 6\‘ prior
support orders and child care expenses; 2 of these states also consider second fr:lr*niljies.19
Ali 3 states use a net definition of income, and one state (West Virginia) places a cap on the

level of income to which the guideline is applied.

Comparison of Guidelines

The results from each of the examples outiined above are summarized in Table 6.4.
Given the assumption that therc.ﬁstociiai parent eérns $10,000 and the noncustodial parent
earns $20,000, there is remarkably little véfiatﬁon in the level of child support orders aéross
the three types of guidelines currently in use (percentage of income, income shares, and
Melson). It is important to note that major differences can arise when family circumstances
vary from those assumed above. For example, when the noncustodial parent's income is

very fow (less than $8,000), the orders set by the Melson formula would be much lower than

those set by the percentage of income and income shares guidelines. The reason for this is

that the Melson formula allows the noncustodial parent to keep some portion of income to
cover his/her own basic needs before income is shared with the custodial household.

Table 6.5 summarizes how chiid support orders would vary under each guideline with
a variety of comb.inations_ of income levels of both parents {prior to payment of the

sup;:mrt).20 While the examples in Table 6.5 are hypothetical they demonstrate an important

19 States which consider second families deduct the basic needs allowance of all
dependents the noncustodial parent is legally obliged to support (including those living in
his/her household) from the noncustodial parent’s income pnor to calculating the SOLA
component of the child support award.

20 These income levels have no special significance, rather they were chosen to
demonstrate how child support orders would vary under a variety of circumstances.

617



o

]

E

TABLE 6.4 . § !

HYPOTHETICAL AWARD AND INCOME LEVELS i

UNDER ALTERNATIVE GUIDELINES® o

(in dollars) v

C

Post-Award Post-Award :

‘ Custodial Noncustodial _ : §'§

Guideline - Support Order Income income e
Percent of Income $6,000 $16,000 $14,000 L
. - i,

- Income Shares 6,000 16,000 14,000
Melsor 6,308 . 16,308 13,602 _
fi

a min e I I . T . . ; . }
in each case it is assumed that the custodial parent has income of $10,000 per ]
year, the noncustodial parent has income of $20,000, and the couple has two .
children. For the percentage of income and income shares guidelines, it is ‘ gf-
assumed that 30 percent of income was to be paid in support, For the Melson .
guideline, it Is assumed that basic needs for adults are $6,600 per year, those .

of the two children are $4,620, and that 27 percent of income above the basic J
needs level is to be paid in child support.. See text for details.
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point -- the support order can vary substantially from guideline to guideline, depending on the o

exact circ'umstances of the custodial household relative to the noncustodial household. The
variations in the orders across the g-uideiinés (in relative terms) may be especially large at ) i

extremely high and !dw levels of pérentai income or when the two parents have substantially )
different levels of earnings. - o R %

In addition to variations in chﬂd support orders that resuit from diﬁérenceé in the type ]
of guideline used, important variations can .result from differences in the manner in which a
specific guideline is imple'men'ted. In particular, even amOﬂQ those states using the sameé ! !
type of guideline, the percentage of income to be paid in_child support (a',nd,‘ consequently,

the level of child support) varies considerably. This point is discussed below.

6.2  Guidelines and Their Relationship to Expenditures on Children. o

In reviewing.the' theoretical and empirical literature an estimating expenditures on
chiidren, two key points emerged from the discussion in previous chapters. First, there are
substantiai conceptual and empirical diﬁicu!ties involved in estimating expenditures on |
children.?" Second, while it may be possible to identify upper and lower bounds for the - I

estimates of expenditures made on bahalf of children, the range of credible sstimates remains of

quite wide.® |n a two-parent family, the estimates indicate that the percentage of total

21 Chapter 4 reviewed a variety of-techniques developed for estimating these
éxpenditures, Thosé techniques that are strongest at a conceptual level cannot be practicaily

implemented, while techniques that are easiest to implement {the Enge! and Rothbarth j
estimators) suffer from conceptual difficulties.

2 Recall that the Engel estimator, which uses the percentage of family expenditures '

spent on food as a proxy for sconomic well-being, is likely to overestimate the level of

expenditures made on behalf of children and the Rothbarth estimator, which uses the level of L
expenditures on "adult goods” as a proxy for economic. well:being,-is-iikely to-underestimate §
expenditurés parents make on behalf of children (ses Chapter 2 for more detall),
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family expenditures attributable to one child is betweeﬁ 16 and 33 percent of tofai :
expenditures; for two children it is between 27 and 50 percent; and for three children it is
between 35 and 60 percent. In a one-parent family, the estimates indicate that the
percentage of total family expenditures attributable to two children is between 52 and 78
percent. ltis impcriant to bear in mind that these bounds represent average ekpenditures
obtained using different estimating techniques. The actual range in expenditures is likely to
be even greater.23 | Despite this broad range, all of these estimates indicate that children
represent a substantial expense to their parents. |

This section considers the relationship between the child support guidelines that are
currently in use, the extent to which these guidelines are based on expenditufes or children,
and the estimates of the expenditures on children that are summarized in Chapler 4. Three

alternative scenarios, In which combined parental income Is varied, are considered:

Gross Annual Parental Income

Noncustodial Custodial Combined

Scenario 1; $15,000 $10,000 $25,000

Scenario 2; $30,000 $15,000 $45,000

Scenario 3: $35,000 $25,000 $60,000

In order to facilitate the comparison of the level of orders set by the guidelihes to estimates of
expenditures on children, it is first necessary to recalibrate the estimates summarized in
Chapter 4. Those estimates reported the percentage of total family expenditures that are

attributable o the family’s children. The guidelines, however, stipulate that a specified

23 | azear and Michael (1988) present evidence in Chapter 7 of their book that the actual
range of expenditures is, in fact, quite bread,
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perééntage of income {not expenditures) be paid in child support.24 Conseﬁ;uentiy, some
mechanism ié nééded for trans!ating the estimates in Chapter 4 from percentage of
expenditures into p_ercéntage of income.

The percentage of a family’s incdme that is spent on its children is equal to: (A) the
percentage of the family’s total expenditures that is attributable to its children, multiplied by
(B} the percentage of total family mcome that is consumed (i.e., spent).25 Table 4.5 in
| Chapter 4 summarizes the estimates of (A), the peré:entage of a two-parent family's total
expenditures that is atiributable to two children {27~49_ percent of total expenditures in
average- and high-income families).26 For noncustodial parents with annual incomes of
$15,000, $30,000, and $35,000 (monthly incomes of $1 ,250, $2,500, and $2,917), the
percentage of total néncustodial income that is spent, (B), is assumed to be 79, 70, and 67

percent, respectuve!y.27 Consequently, by muit:plylng (A) and (B) we conciude that under

24 \We noted in Chapter 4 the theoretical and practical reasons why expenditures on
children are calculated as a percentage of total expenditures rather than income. For
establishing child support awards, however, income is @ much more practical base than
expenditures because income provides a better measure of ability to pay and is less subject
to manipulation (to avoid paying child support) than expenditures.

25 A numerical example may clarffy this point. Suppase that 35 percent of the family’s
total expenditures are attributable for its children and 70. percent of family income is
consumed. Then it follows that the percentage of a family’s income that is spent on the
children is 24.5 (which is .7 x .35).

26 A noncustodial parent with an annual income of $15,000, whose ex-spouse has an
income of $10,000, would be considéred to be average income (by the definitions used in
Table 4.5 which are based on combined parental income). A noncustodial parent with an
income of $30,000, bui combined parental income of at ledst $45,000, would be considered
to be high income.

27 The difference between income and expenditures consists of taxes and savings. The
following average rates of taxation and savings are assumed:

Monthly Average Tax Rate: Average Expenditures as a

ineome Federal FICA State & Local Savings Rate Percentage of Gross Income
$1250 99 765 20 145 78

$2 500 158.3 7.65 2.6 4,45 . 70

$2,817 171 7.65 3.0 525 87
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the 3 scenarios outlined above (noncustodial parent’s monthly income of $1,250, $2,500, and
$2,917), the percehtage of the parent's income that would be spent on children is 21-39, 19-
34, and 1. 8-33 peréent, respécﬂveiy. o |

In addition to recalibrating the estimates of expen’ditures on children that were
reported in Chapter 4, It is necessary 1o make ddjustments to account for the fact that tﬁe
definitioh of "income” that forms the basis for calculating child support varies from state to
state. Some stales calcuiét'e child support as a percentage of "gross" income, allowing no
deductions; others use an "adjus'ted gross” definition of income, allowing for a variety of
deductions (e.g., previous support orders, health insurance, mandatory pension contributions,
stc.); and other sfa’tes use "net" incoms, allowing for deductions similar to those used for
calculating adjusted gross i.ncome, as well as state and_'Feder'ai income taxes. These
deductions have the effect of decreasing the percentage of total income paid in child support
for a given nominal rate.2

We have adjusted the percentage of income to be paid in child support to account for
the average level of health insurance premiums paid by noncustodial parents'.29 In staies in
which this deduction is not allowed, no adjustment was needed. However, in states in which

this deduction is élicwed, the percentage of gross income to be paid in child support is lower

The Federal tax rates are based on data from IRS publication #17, Your Federal Income Tax
(1988). The state tax rates are based on data from the 1990 World Almianac. The FICA tax
rates are published in the 1989 Social Security Bulletin, The savings rate is based on a
national savings rate of 4 approximately percent {Table C-26, Economic Report of the
President, February 1880}; we have then simply assumed that this 4 percent rate is
distributed across various income levels as indicated above.

28 1t should be noted, however, that an additional dollar of deductions does not decrease
child support by one doliar; rather it decreases child support by the fraction (percentage) of
each dollar that is to be paid in support.

29 This particular deduction was chosen because it is the one that is most cemmoniy
--used in-practice.-See-Appendix-8.2 for more-detaiis—- e -
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than the percentage of corresponding net income to be paid in child support.3° For these
states, we have adjﬁsted the statutory percentage which is to be paid on net income to
account for the deductions from gross income. In other words, we report an estimate of the
effective percentage of gross income to be paid in child support.

We have also adjusted the percentage of income to be paid in child support to
account for taxes (Federal, state, and social security). Once again, this adjustment was bniy
made for states that allow taxes to be deducted from the base level of income on which child
support is to be paid (i.e., for states that use a net definition of income).’

in addition to allowable deductions, maﬁy states adjust child support orders upwards
when expenses are incurred for items such as child care, education, unusual medical
expehséé, or spec;ial needs. These upward adjustments have the effect of increasing the
percentage of gross income paid in child support. We have adjusted the percentage of
income to be paid in child support to account for the average level of child care expenditures
{net of tax credits to the custodial parent when applicable).32 Again, this adjustment was
made only for those states that allow for such additions to the basic child support order.

Before turning to a diécUssion of these resuits, it is importént to emphasize that a wide
variety of alternative assumptions could have been made. The assumptions chosen Herg

represent only one of many common cases. If actual allowable deductions are higher (lower)

than what we have assumed, then the effective percentage of income paid in child support

30 An example may clarify this point. Suppose that a noncustodial parent earns $30,000
and has allowable deductions of $6,000 and that 30 percent of net income ($24,000) is to be
paid in child support. In this case, annual child support would amount to $7,200, which is 24
percent of gross income ($30,000).

31 gee Appendix 6.2 for more details.

% Once again, this particular addition to the basic guideline was chosen because it is the
~one that is most commonly used in practice. See Appendix 6.2 for more details.
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will be lower (higher) than our estimateé. If the actual additions to the basic support order
are higher (lower) than what we have assumed, then the effective percentage of income paid
in-child support will be higher (lower) than our estimates.

Finally, we have made assumptions about the rates of saving and taxation --
assumptions that have been used in recalibrating the estimates of e'xpenditures on children
as a percentage of total family expenditures (reported in Chapter 4} to franslate them into
expenditures on children as a percentage of income, The tax rate and savings rate
assumptions were based on reasonable but inexact interpretations of state tax schédulés and
national savings and income data. Additional analysis would permit improvements in these
assumptions. If the percentage of income that is spent (rather than being saved or paid in
taxes) is higher (lower) than that which has been assumed here, the actual percentage of

income that would be spent on children will be higher (lower) than our estimates.

The Percentage of Income Guideline

The percentage of income guideline is closely related to expenditure concepts. In all
of the 17 states currently using the percentage of income guideline, the percentage of the
noncustodial parent’s income to be paid in ¢hild support incfeases with the number of
children for whom support is to be paid.

Figure 8.1 plots the effective percentage of gross income to be paid in child support
for two children (in each of the 3 scenarios outlined above) for the 17 states that now use the
percentage of income guideline. in addition, Figure 6.1 plots' the lower and upper bounds of
estimates of expenditures on children (as a percentage of gross income) based on the Engel
and Rothbarth estimators, thereby enabling a determination of the extent to which fhe

percentage of income guidelines are consistent with the estimates of expenditures on
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children.®® Recall that the three scenarios assumed the noncustodial parent's incore to be

$15,000, $30,000, and $35,000 which corresponds to monthly incomes of $1,250, $2,500, and

 $2,917, respectively.3*

Figure 6.1 indicates that in a majority of states using the percentage of income
guideline, the amount to be paid in child support is roughly consistent with the estimates of
the expenditures on chiidren summarized in Chapter 4. Although child support orders in the
majority of these states fall within the range of expenditures on children, at a monthly income
level of $1,250 {for the noncustodial parent), 4 stétes appear to require the noncustodial
parent to pay a lower percentage of income in child support than would be spent if the family
were intact. At monthly incoms levels of both $2,500 a_nd $2,917, one state appears to |
require child support payments that are less than the lower bound of the range of
expenditures on children. Many of the other states, however, fall close 1o the lower bound of
the range ofl estirﬁates of expenditures on children. Furthermore, the percentage of income
states tend fo cluster closer to the lower bound of the range of estimates of expenditures on

children than they do to the upper bound.

The Inéome Shares Guideline

The basic foundation of the income shares guideline is that the percentage of
combined parental income spent on children in one-parent families should be the same as in

two-parent families. Figure 8.2 plots the effective percentage of gross income to be paid in

33 Recall that these lower and upper bounds ‘are estimated to be 21-39, 18-34, and 18-33
percent for monthly incomes of $1 250, $2,500, and $2,917, respectively.

34 The corresponding rrﬁonthiy incomes of the custodial parént are assumed to be $833,
$1,250, and $2,083, respectively. :
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‘child support (for 2 children) for 33 states currently using the income shares guideline, along

with the lower and upper bounds of the range of estimates of expenditures on children.3
As is the case with states that use the percentage of income guideline, estimates of

child support drders in states using the i.ncome st-aares guideiine apbear to be more or Iessi

con.sistent with the estimates of expenditures on children, There are, however, some

exceptions. At a monthly income of $1,250 (for the noncustedial parent), 2 states appear o

require the noncustodial parent to pay a lower percentage of income in child support than

would be spent if the family were intact. In one of these states the child support award falis
substantially below the lower bound of what the (averége) noncustodial parent would have
contributed to the support of the children, had the family remained intact. At incomse fevels of

$2,500 and $2,917 per month, 1 and 2 of the 33 income shares states appear 10 recjuire the

noncustodial parent to pay a lower perceniage of income than would be spent if the family

were intact. Many other states, however, fall very close to the lower bound of the estimates.
Under the 3 s_cenarios assumed here, there are no cases in which the state requires the
noncustodial parent to pay more in child support than would have been spent 10 support the
ch'iid.ren in an intact family. In general, as with the percentage of income étates, the income
shares states tend {o cluster closer io the !6wer bound of the range of estimates of

expenditures on éhiidrén than they do to the upper bound of the range of estimates. This is

- particularly true at the higher income levels (82,500 and $2,817 per month).

35 Once again, recall that these lower and upper bounds are estimated to be 21-39, 18-
34, and 18-38 percent for monthly incomes of $1,500, $2,500, and $2,817, respectively.

In one jurisdiction the basic child support award is calculated using the actual level of
expenditures attributable to the ohiidren; this jurisdiction is not included in Figure 6.2,
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The Meison Formula

The objectives of the Melson fo'rmula are to first meet the basic needs of the children
| (but only after the basic needs of the nqncustodiai aduit have been met) and then to estabiish
a child support order that wéuid enaila.fe the children to share in the noncustodial parent’s
income in excess of the basic heeds obligation. F;_igura 8.3 plots the effective percantage of
income to be paid in child support (for 2 children), aleng with the jower and upper bound of
the range of estimates of expenditures on children, for the 3 states that now use the Melson
formula.®® Figure 6.3 indicates that under all 3 scenarios, the percentage of income that is
to be paid in child support under the Melson formula is consistent with the estimates of
expendi{ures on children for high-income families. However, in all 3 states using the Melson
formula, at higher income levels, the reqt}ired child support payments are closer to the lower
‘bound of the range of estimates of expenditurés that would have been made on children in

intact families.

6.3  Other Factors that May be Considered in Establishing Child Support Guidelines

The focus of this report is on expenditures on children in households of different éizes
and compositions and the relationship between these expenditure patterns and child support
guidelines. There are many other factors that may be considered in.deveioping child }support
guidslines. Although a detailed discussion of these factors is beyond the scope of this
repart, we note some of the most important'factors' in this section. Guidelines are not

specificaily required to cover the points raised here, but ag guidelfines are developed or

% Once again, recall that these lower and upper bounds are estimated to be 21-39, 19-
34, and 18-33 percent for monthly incomes of $1,500, $2,500, and $2,917, respectively. -
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revised, states may want to consider how these factors are addressed in setting awards,3”
We have grouped the factors that should be considered into five broad categori‘eé: (1)
defining the income base on which child support is calculated, {2) taking into acdount
‘obligéﬁons and expenses of noncustodial parents for the children covered by the award, (3)
dealing with special catégorias of expenditures on the children, (4) taking into account
obligations and expenses for chiidren not covered by the award, and {5) Incorporating

concepts of fairmess into the guidelines.

Definitions of income

Because all child support guidelines are based on the income of one or both parents,
it is important that income be defined appropriately. The various definitional and operational

issues that arise in this context include whather gross or net income is used, how voluntary

unemployment (or underemployment) is handled, and how self-employment income is treated.

As the discussion earlier in this -chapter"lndicated, gross income consists of all income
- received from earnings, dividends, intérest, property, transfer payments, and other sources.
Net income is calculated by subtracting income taxes and other designated expenses from
gross income. Guidelines can also be based on adjusted gross income where a limited
number of ad;:ustments are permitted,

Both of these definitions of income have advantages and disadvantages. Gross

income is simpler to calculate and is less susceptibie to individual manipuiation than net

5 There are other considerations of interest that cannot: be practically Incorporated into

. child support guidelines, For example, because f the time required to raise children the
custodial parent may devote time to the children that could have been spent earning

additional income or in lsisure. On the other hand, the children are likely to bring pleasure 1o

the custodial parent, increasing his/her weil-being relative to the nencustedial parent. - While

“both of these sifuations oceur, currently, there are no practical means of incorporating them
. into child support guideiines. -

6-32

........

b S U



income. For example, when net income is used a parent can spend his/her income on items
that are deductible in order to affect the size of the child support order generated by the
guideline. On ihe other hand, net income is more likely than gross income to reflect total
-e.xpenditures, and states that wish to link their guidelines to estimates of expenditures on
children will have to make fewer adjustments if net income is used. Thus, net income may
more accurately reflect parents’ ability to pay child support, and if this is \}iewed as desirable,

net income is preferable to gross income.
The selection of gross or net income for guideiines does not by itself imply higher or
lower levels of child support. While gross income is usually greater than net income, the use

of higher child support rates can be used to generate generally equivalent amounts of child

support for parents in similar economic circumstances.

" All states consider the income of the noncustodial parent in calculating their child
support awards. In states using the income sharss and Melson guidelines, however, the
income of the custodial parent is also a factor in determining child support, For various

reasons, one or both parents may choose not 10 work or may take a position with low wages

~ or fewer hours. For example, a parent may leave the workiorce to care for children from a

second family. In cases where parents choose not to work states can impute potential
income to the' parent and use this amount in caleuiating child support awards.
implementing such procedures involves some difficult caiculations. For example, in
the case of a parent that is not employed, rules must be established for determining if the
lack of employment is voluntary and what wage the person could earn. For employed

parents, rules must be established regarding whether the hours and wages are at the parent's

full potential,
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Self-ermployment may also call for special censider.ations in the development of 7
guidelines. Unless the percentage of income guideline is used, these considerations are
relevant for both parents. First, self-employed Individuals often have the flexibility of
designating some portion of their income as fringe benefits rather than income. For exar;'apie,
self-employed individuals can provide themselves with generous heaith and pension benefits
and have their business pay for their automobile. This can result in situations where two
individuals have the same actual income, but the sel-employed person appears to have lower
gross and net income. Guidelines can attempt to correct for this type of situation by defining
income for child -suppo'rt purposes differently than is done for tax purposes, Alternatively,
because of the difficulties involved in specifying precisely how self-employment income
should be' treafed, such matters can be considered grounds for rebutting the applicability of

_ the guidelines and be decided on a case-by-case basis.
" A second probiem with self-employment income is that it may vary significantly from
month to month or year to year. Thus, guidelines may need to address situations where
- Income is unstable. This situation also can occur for workers whdse earnings are based on

commissions or who are eligible for large but unpredictable bonuses,

Expenses of tha Noncustodial Parent for the Child ild Covered by the Award

Often both parents incur expenses for raising children even if only one parent has
phys:cat custody. In developing gu:dehnes consideration may be g:ven tc how the expenses
of both parents are taken into account. While thess issues are particularly salient in the
context of shared physical custody and extended visitation with the noncustodial parent, they

may also apply to expenses incurred by noncustodial parents.
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In s'ome situations the parents share physical custody of their children. Shared
physical custody is likely to raise the total expenditures required to provide a child with' a
giveh standard of living, as bath parents must provide living space for the child, anc;i
transportation costs may increase. These arrangements can vary from one where the parents
each have cuétody of the children for 50 percent of the time to a situation where one parent
has custody for a small fraction of the time. When custody is shared, both parents incur
costs for raising the child, and the guideﬁnes can be structured to take the éxpenditures of
both parents into account. States héve developed several formulas to deal .with shared
custody, often with a minimum custody threshold (e.g., a parent must have custody for at
least 30 percent of the time before the formula is applied). ’

As with shared physical custody, extended visitation with the noncustodial parent may
also be considered in developing guidelines. During an extended visitatibn, such as for a
summer vacation period, the expenditures of the custodial parent decline while those of the
noncustodial parent increase (e.g., for food). Again, guidelines cantake into account the

changes in expenditure patterns that result from extended visitations.

Special Categories of Expenditures

in developing their child support guideiines, many states have given special
consideration to certain types of expenditures. Particular categoeries of interest include
medical care and health insurance and work- related child care. The issues surrounding
these considerations are discussed below.

Medical care and the cost of providing health insurance can be considered under ali
three types of guidelines currently in use, and some states have included explicit provisions

to address medical and/or health insurance costs. Currently, for cases handled by state child
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- suppor enforcement agencies, the state is required to petiﬁo_n for inclusion 6f health
insurance of the child when employment-based health insurance IS available to the
noncustodial p_arenf, unless the custodial parent and c_hildren have satisfactory health
insurance '(o’sher than Medicaid). A few states have gone beyond the Federal requirements
by mandating that health insurance be pro_vided in all child support cases or for all cases
where the cost .is reasonable. Some éta’tes provide credit for the provision of health
insurance by deducting the cost of health insurance from parental income prior to calculating
the child support award. Other states reduce the child support award to take into account
the provision of health coverage provided by the noncustodial parent. Some states do both,
and some do neither,

States should consider the most equitable means for distributing health care costs
between the custodial and noncustodial parents. These considerations should take into
account the fact that many health insurance policies do not cover routine or preventive health
care or have substantial deduc_tibles and/or co-payments which the parent seeking the health
care (usually the custodial parent) would have to pay. A dollar-for-dollar reduction in the child
support award based on premium cost could reduce the custodial parent’s .ab_iiity to. cover
such costs. However, w__h_en noncustodial parents are requi_réd to provide insurance
coverage, some mechanism for providing credit for the cost of that coverage should be
incorporated i.nto the guidelines (e.q., reducing income by the amount of the health insurance
premium attributable to.the chiid).

States may also consider adding additional amounts of cash support to allow the
cﬁstodial parent to buy the needed Insurance coverage. Part of the difficulty in determining
an appropriate cost-sharing strategy is that it is often not possible 1o determine the "cost" of

__such coverage, especially when the noncustodial parent (or custodial parent) may have
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health insurance coverage for other dependents. Additionally, it is not possible to determine

in advance what a child’s health care costs will be.

The method of handling extraordinary medical expenses (especially when not covered
by health insurance} also has to be considered in t'he deve!opment of guidelines. Some of
these expenses, such as the correction of some congenital birth defects or mental illness,
may be long-term and Iife~thréa-tening and can place a substantial drain on the resources of
both parents. Others, such as oﬁhodontic treatment or treatment of chronic allergies, may be
considered medically necessary by one parent and optional by the other.‘ Because the
insurance coverage and cost of these types of conditions vary significantly, it may not be
feasible to incorporate provisions for such costs in the guidelines themselives. However,
states can increase the uniform handling of both health insurance énd extraordinary medical
costs by developing criteria for when such issues become grounds for. rebutting Ithe
presumption that the guidelines apply.

Child care expenses incurred by a working custodial parent are another special factor
that may either be included or treated outside the guidelines. The costs of child care vary
substantially across households, as some working parents. have a relative or friend take care

of children at liftle or no cost, while other parents must pay substantial amounts. If desired,

. guidelines could include child care expenditures that enable a custodial parent to work,.

possibly with the costs allocated between the parents in proporiion to the?r incomes. Some
parents are eligible for a Federal income tax child care credit, and to avoid oversubsidizing
child care, this credit can be subtracted fromAthe costs,

in some instances, there will be other unusual or extraordinary costs associated with
raising a child. Examples include transportation, private school education, tutoring, and

special dietary requirements. Like chiid care and extraordinary medical expenses, provision
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can be made in the guidelines to accommodate these expenses. Alternatively, states might
view some expenses, such as private school tuition, as inappropriate for coverage, or the
guidelines can leave such expenses up to the courts or administrative agencies for decisions

Ll

on a case-by case basis,

Support Obligations for Other Dependents

One of the most complex issues in developing child support guidelines is how
financial obligations for other children are taken into account. Both the custodial and
noncustodial parents may have financial obligations for children from relationships' prior to or
after their common children were born.

Several options are available for dealing with these situations, and children from prior
families may be treated differently from children from subsequent families. if a sﬁpport order
exists for a priér family, one approach is to subtract the child support fdr the prior family from
income in determining the award. This approach is practical, but it may result in first-born
children receivihg greater levels of child support than children born later. Alternatively,

guidélines may treat the children equally. This may be difficult, however, if i requires

modifying an established order - particularly in cases where the orders are in different states.

Subseduent families may also be considered in developing child support guic_ieiines.
The issues that arise in this context, however, are not limited to accour;ating for the financial
obligaﬂohs for children from subsequent families. If step-children are present, the guidelines
may stipulate whether or not allowances are méde for their support. ' Also, if there is ancther
adult in the subsequent family with income, the guidelines might specify whether or not the
income of this aduit should be considéred in calculating child support awards. Finally, if

consideration is given to other dependents and the income of other adults in the parent's
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becomes difficult to determine what would have been spent on the children (and aduits) had
the family remained intact. Support based on current income may not correspond 16 the level
of support provided prior to family dissolution. As a result, approaches which use the

resources of both the custodial and noncustodial households to equalize the well-being of

- members of each household will need to consider the economic changes that resuit from

marital dissolution and the formation of second families.

Another approach to deveioping “fair" child support guidelines involves allocating
minimum amounts of income needéd to meet the basic needs of each family member and
sharing any income in excess of the basic needs amount with children. One potential
problem with this approach is the difficulty of establishing a singie basic needs amount that is
ap@roprtate for all circumstances, Another problem is that at low levels of income, this |
approach may result in very low {and possibly zero) levels of child support beca’USe all of the
parent’s income is needed to meet his/her basic needs. THIS‘ in turn requires that the
custodial parent and children bear a disproportionate share of reductions in economic weli-
being. On the other hand, if noncustodial parents are unable to meet .their' own basic needs
(such as food and shelter), then they are unlikely to be able to sustain emiployment in order
to meet their child support obligations.

| Finally, many concepts of fairness in the context of child support Quidelines use as a

benchmark the economic well-being of children in intact families prior to marital dissolution.

Child support guidelines, however, also apply to cases in which the custodial parent,

noncustodial parent, and child(ren) never lived together. As a result, concepts of fairness
used to develop guidelines must take into account the equitable treatment of both marital and

nonmarital cases,



6.4 | Summary

Although each state's child support guideiine is distinct, there are cui'rentiy three
general types of child sup’;:;o_rt guidelines in use. The first is the percentage of income
guide!ine, whicﬁ is used in 15 sta'tes, thé District of Columbia, and Puerto Rico. The
percentage of income guideline establishes child support orders as a specified percentage of
the noncustodial parent’s income, The level of the order is independent of the level of
income of the custodial parent. The second is the income shares guideline, which is used in
32 states, the Virgin Islands, and Guam. The income shares guideline also establishes child
support orders as a s_pecified percentage of the nonéustodial parent’s income. In income
shares states, however, the size of the award also varies with the level of income of the
custodial parent. The third guideline, the Melson formuia, establishes child support orders
that require that both parents contribute (in proportion in their share of combined parental
income) to the basic needs of the child after the basi¢ needs of the adults have been met; the
support order increases in proportion to the level of the noncustodial parent’s income above
the basic needs amount. Three states use the Melson formula.

There are a Qariety of ways in which each of these guidelines are actually -
implemented. States differ in terms of how income is defined (net income, gross income, or
adjusted gross income). Many states also allow for additions to the basic support amount for
unusually large expenses {e.g., child care, medical, and education) and/or deductions from
the income on which support is to be paid (e.g., for previous support or&ers or health
~insurance). Finally, s_‘:atés differ in the éercen’sage of income tﬁat the_y require the
noncustodial parent to pay in child support, |

Under a broad range of circumstances, the three types of guidelines currently in use

set support orders that are very similar to one another. Furthermore, with some exceptions,
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household, stafes may want to examine carefully whether their guidelines treat custodial and
noncustodial pare_nts‘in a si_réiiar or equitable manner.

In summary, the presence and needs of prior of subsequent families may be
considered in the development of appropriate child support gui'delines. The issues that arise
in these situations, however, are often quité complex. The solutions that are simplest - such
as subtracting prior support orders from income or disregarding financial obligations for
subsequent dependents - will generally lead to more generous child support awards for the
children born first. However, parents may be less willing to pay child support when doing so
craates inequities among their children. On the other hand; trying to providé equal

consideration for all children may result in child support awards that are inadequate to meet

. the heeds of the first family. Finally, while the consideration of other adults and step-children

in the household may complicate the development of guidelines, it may also be perceived as

increasing the equity of the child support awards.

Concepts of Fairness

In developing child support guidelines, states often want to make 'the guidelines as fair
as possible to all affected parties - the children, the custodial parent, and the noncustodial
parent. The issues discussed above address speciiic matters Suoﬁ as how income is defined
and how particular expenses are treated, In this section, more general concepts of fairness
are considered. The discussion does not propose strict rules for states to use; rather, the
intent is to encourage further consideration of the goals that may gé fostered by the
guidelines and how achieving some goals may conflict with others,

Two fac_tors. inherent in family dissolutions complicate the developmen’s of "fair" child

support guidefines. First, when a household breaks up the family members can no tonger
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enjoy the economies of scaie that an intact family enjoys, Consequeritly, it is inevitable that
the standard of lfvih‘g must decline for at leaét one of the two new households. | A second
problem is that both childreri and custodial paréits benefit from higher levels of child
support -- once a household rer':eives. incoms, .Et caln be used to benefit all nﬁeﬁibers‘o‘f the
household regardless of its source. Thé éo-ming!ing- of funds that inevitably occurs within a
househald, therefore, complicates any assessment of what is fair to children and what is fair
1o both the custodial and non-custodial parerits, I developing guidelines, consideration
should be given to alternative ways ‘of distributing reductions in e'co‘norﬁic well-being in an
equitable mariner: |

Because the purpose of child support is to address the needs of childrén, ohe option
is tor structure.guidéﬁnes in such a way that children aré as well off after their family spiits up
as they were before, Althoug'h this concept sounds appealing initially, it leads t6 a support
structure that many would consider unfalr for other reasons. Because families are likely to
equalize well-being ;evithin the family, p.roviding sufficient child support to maintain the child's
level of well-being would also méintain the custodial parent’s level of well-being. Thus, the
noncustodial parent would be the only party whose standard of living declinés, and he/she
would bear the burden of maintaining not oﬁly the child's !evét of well-being but the custodial
parent's well-being as wall,

it may be conside‘red fairer if chiild support guidslines ensure that declines in well-
being are shared by both- the custodial and noncustodial households. One such approach is
to attempt to maintain the level of expenditufes on ch‘iidfen at the level that would have
prevailed had the family remained intact and to divide thi§ amount in proportion 1o the

parents’ incomes. However, if the labor force participation or income producing behavior of

- either-parent changes-as-a-result of marital disruption (oF the forrTatIoH of 88651d families), it
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all three guidelines-(the percentage of income, income shares, and Melson) are implemented
by the states in such a way as to be within the range of estimates of expenditures for chiidren
in two- parent families. In most of these states, however, the percentage of income to be paid
in child support tends to be much closer to the lower bound of the range of estimates of
expenditures on chiildren than it is to the upper bound. Under the three representative
scenarios considered in this chapter, there are no states in which the chtid support orders are
greater then the upper bound of the range of estimates of expanditures on children.

Although the majority of states fall within the range estimates of expenditures on
children, the number of states falling below the lower bound of this range is not insignificant.
Under the three scenarios considered, the number of sta_tés falling below ihe mirimum
estimate of parental expenditures on children ranges between 2 and 8. This is a finding that
should not be ignored, particularly in light of the very broad range covered by the empirical
estlmates and the generallty of the scenarios considered.

It is also important to recogmze that the relationship between the ch:ld support orders
generated by various guidelines and the relationship between the child support orders and

estimates of expenditures on children are not solely a function of the specific ‘iype of child

- support guideline used - at least as important, is the manner in which a given guideline is

implemented. A generaﬁ exception to this point occurs in states that allow noncustodial
parents to retain a minimum level of income for their basic needs (i.e., states that provide for
a self-support reserve) prior to requiring more than a token level of child support. This is the
case in all states using the Melson formuia because the formula is designed explicitly to allow

for a self-support reserve, as well as other states which have built a self-support reserve into

their rate structures.
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in'additibﬁ to estimates of expenditures made by parents on behalf of their children,
'states may want £o consider a number of other factors when developing or revising their
guidelines. Thesé include income-related factors (e.g., how ihe income base or.z which child
éupport is calculated is defined, and how self-employment .inco'm'e and voluntary

unemployment are treated), as well as other factors that can be given special consideration

{e.g. shared physical custody arrangements, special child- related expenditure categories such

ag health care and chrid care expenses, and obligations and expenses for former or
subsequent dependents). These additional considerations can be dealt with either by
including specaal provisions in the guidelines or by treating them as grounds for rebuttmg
application of the guidelines, thereby having courts and administrative agencies take them
into gccount on an individual basis in seiting awards. Finally, the development of state child
support guidelines necessarily invoives making judgments about fairness and equity, and
these too must be considered. | |
A reéurring’ theme throughout this report has been that Qvﬁh"out a substaﬁtial increase

in income, a reduction In the standard of living of at least oné household is inevitable when
pérents’ do not live together. The central issue that must be confronted in determining.
- whether or not existing child support guidelines afé appréprié’te is how the guidelines
distribute the reduction in living standards between the custodial and roncustodial
households. The estimates of how much parents spend on behalf of their children, both in

intact and single-parerit families, can help fo inform this determination, Ultimately, however,

the determination must be made on the basis of value judgements about what is fair and

what is not,
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Appendix 6.1
SUMMARY OF CHILD SUPPORT GUIDELINES

This appendix provides a summary of state child support guidelines, highlighting a
number of key features of each state's child support legislation. The summatry is by no

- means an exhaustive outline .of each guideline; rather, it provides a broad overview of the

various aspects of child support legislation in 84 jurisdictions (50 states, the District of
Columbia, Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, and Guam). As child support legislation is
constarntly changing, this appendix only reflects a "snapshot® of the guidelines in effect
February 1, 1880. The features of child support legislation included In the summaries are
briefly described below. : '

MEASURE OF INCOME USED IN FORMULA

The definition of income used in the calcuiation of child support awards (e.g., net
income, gross income, eic.), as well as deductions allowed to gross income are reported.
Each state guideline varles in the type of income considered, as well as the precise
definitions of allowable deductions. Only the most important and common deductions are
reported; most guidelines also include others. '

PERCENTAGE OF INCOME REQUIRED

The percentage of income paid for the basic child support obligation is reported as a
range for one to four children for four monthly income levels: $500, $2,000, $4,000, and

~ $6,000. If the guidelines did not prescribe a rate for low ($500) or high ($6,000) incomes, the

rates for the lowest or highest nondiscretionary income levels are reported. The percentage
reported are computed by dividing the basic child support obligation by the measure of
income used in the guideline.

Note that the percentages reported apply to the combined parental income in states
using the income shares guidelines, and to the noncustodial parent’s income in the states
using the percentage of income and Melson guidelines. Also, in some cases the percentages
apply to gross income, and in others they apply to net income. Consequently, the
percentages reported in Column 3 are not strictly comparable across states.

SPECIAL CIRCUMSTANCES CONSIDERED

This column highlights some particular circumstances for which adjustments to the
basic child support obiigation are allowed (e.g., the ages of the children, prior support
obligations for the noncustodial parent, etc.).

ADDITIONS TO THE BASIC AWARD

Most states aliow various additions to the basic child support cbiigation due to
extraordinary costs the court deems necessary or appropriate. These include (but are not

s



fimited o) child care expenses, education expenses (for- private or special education),
transportation expenses for visitation purposes, and extraordinary medical and dental
expenses. Although many guidelines prescribe further additions, only the most commeon and
important additions are reported.

INCOME LIMITS

Many guidelines specify income levels beyond which the guidelines do. not apply (and
awards are detsrmined at the discretion of the court). Where stipulated in the guidelines, -
these income fimits are reported in the summary. In addition, caps on the income available.
for consideration in child support calcilations and fimits to the size of the child support
paymeni are also reported. Some guidelines do not prescribe support awards.beyond the
maximum income level in the child support tables, and do not explicitly address how these
cases should be handled; in these cases, the maximum income {avelinciuded in the guideline
is reporied.
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ASSUMPTIONS
GENERAL ASSUMPTIONS
1. No prior chiid support orders from another union. _
2. No mandatory contributions to retirement or pension programs from gross income.
3. Nounion dues. '
4, No significant business expenses. : '
5. No in-kind fringe benefits from employment which would have otherwise been purchased by
. the noncustodial parent (8.9, company car, rent subsidies for housing, etc.). '
6. No extraordinary medical, dental, or psychological expenses.
7. Children receive no outside income. :
8. No afimony payments from any marriage {including the one related to the child support order).
9. No extraordinary educationai expenses {e.g., private school tuition).
0. No significant transportation expenses for noncustodial visits.
1. No.capital gains income for noncustodial or custodial parent.
12, No deductions required by an employer as & condition of employment. _
18. No deductions for payments made on the children’s behalf (e.g., college savings).
14. No.spegial debts incurred for the necessary support of any child of noncustodial parent (with
regard to food, clothing, shelter, and medical care).
18, Family has two children, ages 4 and 8. Only one child requires child care.
16. No public assistance income received by noncustodial parent. o
17. All income received is taxable (subject 10 Federal and state income tax and FICA).
18. Custadial parent has sole or primary custody. Sole and primary custody Is defined according
to the state statute. _
18, Both parents work at full earnings capacity (as determined by the court),
20. Noncustodial parent has no special needs and no excessive financial burden.
21, Health/medical insurance is available to the noncustodial parent through his/her empioyer,
and is provided at reasonable COsL
22, Neither parent has remarried at the time of award.
23. Annual out-of-pocket health insurance costs are as follows:
Employee Alone $322
Employee and Spouse 718
Empioyee and Family ' $806
Child(ren} Only $483
Source: A Survey of Health and Weifare insurance Plans Covering Salaried Employees in the
United States: 1988, The Wyatt Corporation, 1988.
24. Child care costs net of Federal Work Related Child Care Credit are as follows:

Appendix 6.2

Custodial Parent income - Annual Expenses Monthly Expenses
$10,000 $1,670 $139
$15,000 $1,741 ' $145
$25,000 $1,861 $155

Source: "Weekly Child Care Expenditures and Monthly Family Income, 1986, Press Release
No. July CB89-119, Bureau of the Census, U.S. Department of Commerce, 1989
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TAX ASSUMPTIONS

25. Federal income Taxes

' Ssumed to take the standard deduction (non- .
iternized, $3,100) and standard exemption ($2,000) for a single individual, arid the custodial B
parent is agsuried to take the standard deduction for a head of household (non-itemized
$4,550) and the standard ex

emption for herself or himself and the two children ($2,000X 3 = ;‘“3

$6,000). : - R
Marginal Rates Based on Filing Status _ g

Sirigle o B

15 percent of the first $18,550 of taxable income and 28 percerit of income in excess ‘

of $18,550, ' | |

Head of Household _ |

15 percent of the first $24,850 of taxable income and 28 percent of income in excess

of $24,850.

26. State income Taxes
Zigie noome Taxes

re determined for aff states with state income tax that use net i
ncome in child suppont caiculations As the level of state income taxes vary, average tax <
rates were determined individually for each state based on marginal rates, standard ‘ }
exemptions, and deduction. Source: World Almanac, 1990, o

27. FICA ]
i

. . ¥

FICA contributions are calcuiated at 7.65 percent of all gross taxabie income up to $51,300 :
Source: Social Security Bulletin, Annual Statistical Su lement. 1989, Social Security T
Administration, U.S, Department of Health and Human Services, Washington, D.C., 1989, ; |

y
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7. SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS

This report fulfills the requirements of Section 128 of the Fa-rﬁiiy Support Act of 1988
which calls for the Secretary of.Health and Human Services to report on the study of
expenditures families make on. children:

The Secretary of Health and Human Services shall, by grant or contract,
conduct a study of the patterns of expenditures on children in 2-parent families,
in single-parent families following divorce or separation, and in single-parent
families in which the parents were never married, giving particular attention to
the relative standards of living in households in which both parents and all of
the children do not live together. The Secretary shall submit to the Congress
no later than 2 years after the date of the enactment of this Act a full and
complete report of the results of such study, including such recommendations
as the Secretary may have for legislative, administrative, and other actions,

The study required by Section 128 of the Family Support Act of 1988 was conducted by

- Professor David Betson of Notre Dame Univers;i*ty.1 The current report reviews the analytical

methods and empirical findings on how much parents in single-parent and two-parent famiiiés
spend on their children; summarizes the literature on the effects of martial dissolution on
families’ economic well-being; and discusses the implications of these findings for
establishing guidelines for setting child support awards. This chapter summarizes the major

findings and conclusions of this report, and provides the Secretary's recommendations.

74 Summary of Major Findings

Procedures for Estimating Expenditures on Chiidren

Chapter 2 of this report reviews the methods that have been developed fo estimate
expenditures on children in one and two-parent households. Although ft might appear that
estimating expenditures on children would be straightforward, there are two reasons why it is

not:

' The Betson study did not analyze expenditure patterns for different types of single-
parent families because the data base used, the Consumer Expenditure Survey, id-not
include enough observations in the various categories,



» Many goods and services purchased by families are consumed jointly by both
children and adults. Examples include housing and transportation. While data
on familles’ total consumption of these types of goods ¢an be obtained from
consumer surveys, there are no universally accepted methods of allocating this
consumption across household members or assigning costs to children.

L] Even for goods that are privately consumed by individual members of a
household, data used to estimate consumption patterns in the United States
{data from the Consumer Expenditure Survey) are not detailed enough fo

“estimate individual household members’ consumption of these goods. For
example, the Consumer Expenditure Survey collects information on how much
food a household purchases, but it does not collect data on how much food is
consumed by individual family members.

Goods that are either jointly consumed or individually consumed by both children and
adults account for approximately 90 percent of a typical family's total expenditures. -
Consequently, researchers have had to develop indirect methods of estimating expenditures
on children. By making specific assumptions about the determinants of economic well-being,
these methods have been used to estimate the amount that houssholds with different
characteristics and sizes spend on their children.

The techniques most commonly used by economists to develop such estimates are
referred to as the Engel method and the Rothbarth method. The Engel method is based on
the premise that two households that spend the same proportion of total consumption on
food are equally well off. The Rothbarth method is based on the assumption that two
households with the same leve! of expenditures on goods consumed by adults only (often
defined as alcohol, tobacco, and adult clothing), have the same level of well-being. Using
either of these two assumptions, expenditures on one child can be estimated by calculating |
the difference in total consumption between a childless household and an equally well-off

household with one child. Similatly, estimates of expenditures on more than one child can be

made by comparing consumption in households with more than one child to households with



the same EeveE_of well-being with only one child. Other methods,' based on alternative
measures of well-being, have also been used to estimate expenditures on children.

All of the methods that have been developed to estimate expenditures on children rely
on very strong assumptions about measures of a family’s‘ economi.é wellnbeing.‘ As the
discussion in Chapter 2 Endicatés, no single estimation technique is likely to measure the

"true" level of expenditures on children; expenditures made on behalf of children vary with

| parental income and preferences, with the ages and number of children, and perhaps with

community standards as well. All of the available estimation techniques have potential
shortcomings because of the difﬁculties inherent in any attempt to determine how much
parents spend on behalf of their children. Consequently, it is advisable to identify a range of
expenditure estimates using a va'riety of technigues, |

Among the techniqués congidered the most reliable, the Rothbarth estimator (which

uses the level of consumption on adult goods as a measure for economic well-being)

~ probably underestimates the true level of expenditures that parents make on behalf of their

children, and the Engel estimator (which uses the percentage of a famiiy’_s total expenditﬁres
that are spent oh food as a measure of economic well-being) probably overestimates the true
level of expenditures made on behalf of children. As a result, these two éstimators can be

used to calculate likely upper and lower bounds for the true average level of expenditures on

chitdren.

Estimates of Expenditures on Children

The most practical data base for developing estimates of expenditures on children in

the United States is the Consumer Expenditure Survey (CEX). The range of estimates
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developed using data from the CEX and a variety of estimation techniques is quite broad.

However, there are some well-defined regularities that emerge from the estimates:

» Expenditures made on behalf of children do not increase in direct
proportion to their numbers: each additional child accounts for a
smaller increase in expenditures. For example, in two-parent families,
expenditures on two children are estimated to be between 1.40 and
1.73 times the level of expénditures for one child; expenditures on three
children are estimated to be between 1.56 and 2.24 times the level of
expenditures for orie child,

m  The percentage of total family expenditures spent on a child increases
with the age of the child. For example, in a two-parent family with two
children between the ages of 0 and 8, the children are estimated to
account for 19 to 46 percent of total family expenditures. in a similar
farily with two children betwsen the ages of 10 and 17, however, the
children are estimated to account for 32 to 53 percent of total family
expenditures.

N There is some evidence that expenditures on children as a percentage
of total family expenditures decrease slightly as income increases. The
absolute level of speriding on children, however, increases as income
increases.~

w Children in one-parent families account for a higher percentage of total
family expenditurés than children in similar two-parent families. In a
two-parent family with two children, the children are estimated to
accourit for 27 to 50 percént of total expenditures. In a one-parent
family, the children are estimated to account for 52 {0 78 percent of
total family expenditures.®

2 it should be noted that because of small sample sizes, nane of the studies on which
these findings are based examined expenditure patterns among relatively high-income
families. The Betson study, for example, does not consider families with annual incomes
greater than $75,000,

% This general finding is to be expécted; if incoms Is held constant while family size
decreases (1.e., one adult is no longer there), the children are likely to receive a higher
percentage of the family's expenditures, However, it is important to note that while a higher
percentage of expenditures may be attributable to the children in one-parent famiiies than in
two-parent families, in most cases the level of expenditures is likely to be lower because one-
parent families typically have lower income levels 'than demographically comparable two-

parent families.
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It is important to emphasize that these estimates represent average expenditures. The
range of aciual expenditures is broader still; the decisions made within households about
how to allocate spending among family members are‘subject to a great deal of variability.
Both preferences and needs vary substantially across households. The estimates of average

expenditures will be too low for famiiies who prefer to spend large amounts on their children,

-who have children with special needs, or who otherwise have unusually high expenditures on

ftems such as children’s medical care, education, or child care, Conversely, for families who

-have unusually high expenditures on non-child-related items, the estimates of average

expenditures on children will be too high.

The Economic Consequences of Marital Dissolution

In order to examine the tranéition‘ from a two-parent to a one-parent household, this
report reviews and summarizes the research fiterature on the effects of marital dissolution on
families’ well-being. This literature, which requires iongitud‘inat or retrospective data on
families before and after family disruption, Is based on data sources other than the Consumer
Expenditure Survey. Tﬁe studies that were reviewed span a period of almost 15 years: from
the early-1970s to the mid-1980s. Findings from both nationally-representative studies (based
on the Survey of Income and Program Participation and the Panel Study of Income Dynamics)
and small-scale local studies are consistent: marital disruption is economically detrimental for
women and children and generally benefictal for men. While declines.in economic well-being
among women with high pre-divorce incomes are generally greater than among women with
lower pre-divorce incomes, the post-divorce incomes of this first group continue to be higher

than the level of income available to women who had low incomes prior to divorce.



Despite this consensus, there is less agreément coricerning the magnitude of the
effects. Estimates for the effects on women and children range from reductions in fiving
‘standards on the order of 30 percent, bésed on analyses of the Panel Study of Incomie

Dynamics and the Survey of Encome and Progrant Participation, io a decline of 73 percent,

based -on Weitzman's study of data from Los Angeles County., Generally, estimates based on

iocallevel data tend to be higher than estimates derived from nationalIynre'presentative data.
While it is possible that divorced women in the various local areas that have been studied
experience relatively larger declines’in economic well-being than is the c‘ése- nationally, the
small sample sizes and methodological problems associated with these studies suggest that
the local-area estimates may be somewhat misleading. Differences in ths time-periods
covered and in prevailing macroeconomic conditions may also account for discrepancies in
| the various estimates. Finally, a number of the studies reviewed indicate that somé
differences in economic well-being between one- and two-parent familiés are due fo the fact
that economic disadvantage tends to precede family dissolution.
All of the studie‘é of marital disruption reviewed are based on daia collected prior to
the institution of guidelines in 1984 and the 1988 mandate th'at'required states to follow their
guidelines. és a-.rebﬁﬂable presumption. Thus, these studies ‘may not accurately reflect the

econemic consequences of marital disruption today.

State Child Support Guidelines

In recent years the U.S. Congress has passed legislation that requires states to
establish and use child support guidelines. In the Child Support Amendments of 1984,

Congress required that states establish child support guidelines. These guidslines, which
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subpoﬂ officials in the state. The Family Support Act of 1888 strengthened the guidelines

prdvision by requiring states 1o use their guidelines as a rebuttable presumption.

The U.S. Depariment of Heaith and Human Services has published proposed

regulations 1o implemént these requirements. The proposed regulations would require states

1o take into account the earnings, income, and resources of the noncustodial parent; 10 base

guidelines on specific descriptive and numeric criteria and result in a computation of the

support obligation; and provide for coverage of the child's heaith care needs. In addition, the

states’ review of the guidelines (every four years) would require an analysis of data on

compliance and dewa’uon from the guidelines. The Department's final reguiations are

expected to be publzshed in fiscal year 1991. Within the parameters set by the Federal

legisiation and regulations, states have been given broad authority to develop guld-eimes

consistent with their political and philosophical views on the equitable allocation of child

support expenditures between parents.

There are three general types ot child support guidelines in use as of February 1,

1990. The first is the percentage of income guideline, which is used in 15 states, the District

of Columbia, and Puerto Rico, The percentage of income guideline establishes child support

orders as a specified percentage of the noncustodial parent’s income. The level of the order

is independent of the level of incdme of the custodial parent. The second Is the income

shares guideline, which is used in 32 states, the Virgin istands, and Guam. The income

shares guideline estabhshes child support orders as a specmed percentage of the combined

income of both parents. The third guideline, the Melson guideline, establishes chﬂd support

orders that require that both parents'contribute (in proportion to their share of combined

parental income) 10 the basic needs of the child after the basic needs of the adults have been



met;r the support order increases in proportion to the level of the noencustodial parent's

income above the basic needs amount. Three states use the Melson guideline.

expenses (e.g,, child care, medical expenses, and education} and/or deductions from the

income on which support is to be pafd {e.g., for previous support orders or health i

nsurance).
Finally,

states differ in the percentage of income that they require the noncustodial parent to
pay in child support.

Under a broad range of circumstances, the three types of guidetines currently in use

set support orders that are very similar to one another. The Melsoh formula, however,

establishes.very low levels of child Support at iow levels of income for the noncustodial parent

because the formula is designed to aliow noncustodial parents to retain a minimum level of

income for their basic needs (i.e., provides for a seif-support reserve) prior to requiring more

than a token levs| of child support, At low levels of (noncustodial parent} income, very low

levels of child Support are also generated in percentage of income and income shares states

that have seif-support reserves. in cases where the custodial parent’s income is nearly eé;uai'

to {or greater than) the noncustedial parent’s, the Percentage of income guideline may

establish support orders that are higher than would be established by either the Melson or

income shareg guidelines. In general, it is at the high and low ends of the income distribution

and in cases where the two parents’ earnings are very different that the three categories of

guidelines may differ most markedly from one another in the levels of child suppaort that they

generate, These differences are caused by variations in how the gu,id,eli.nes_.tte.ai...th.e..--basi-c

needs of the noncustodial parent and the income of the custodial paren

t (in the case of the
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income shares guideline) as well as differences in the percentage of income the norcustodial

parent pays in child support and how that percentage varies over different income levels.

Guidelines and Their Relaticnship to Expenditures on Children

With some exceptions, all three guidelines (the percentage of income, income shares,

and Meison) are implemented by the states in such a way as to be within the range of

estimates of expenditures for children in two-parent families. In most cases, however, the

" percentage of income to be paid in child support tends to be closer to the lower bound of the

range of estimates of expendkitu're's' on children than it is to thé upper bound. In 8 states, the
estimates of child support orders éppea'r to be less than the lower bound of the range of
estimates of expenditures on children (at least under one of the three scenarios considered).
Thfare are, however, no staies (at least under the scenarios considered) where the child
support orders are greater then the upper bound‘ of the range of estimates of expenditures on
children. It should be noted that these findings are based on simulations using reasonable
but Inexact interpretations of tax éch'edules and savings data, Fuhhermore', states requiring
child support payments less than the lower bound of estimates of expenditures on children
do nc;t violate any Federal laWs or regulations.

In cases where the income of the noncustodial parent is particulaﬁy low, the Melson
formula and guidelines in some percentage of income and income shares states require very
low child support because these states permit the parents to meet their own basic needs
before mors than token child support is required. This is the situation where the amount of
the child support order divérges most markedly from the estimates of expenditures on

children.




The review in Chapter 6 indicates that there are a number of circumstances which
require careful consideration. For example, in some states that use the income shares
guideline, the percentage of income paid in child support increases (at least over some range
of income) as combined pa.rentai income increases. In these states, it is possible for the child
support order to increase as the income of the custodial parent increases (while the income
of the noncustodial parent is unchanged). Similarly, the support order may decrease as the
income of the custodial parent decreases (while the income of the noncustodial parent is
unchanged). if, on the other hand, the percentége of income to be paid in child support
decreases as combined parental income increases (as it does in some states), it is possible
for the child support lorder’ to increase as the income of the noncustodial parent decreases
{while the income of the custodial parent remains unchanged), or for the order to decrease as
the income of the noncustodial parent increases (while the income of the custodial parent
remains unchanged), These pecufiar oufcomes may be percelved as inequitable and may
lead to challenges of the guidelines. If, however, the percentage of income to be paid in
child support is constant (i.e., does not increase or decrease with income) thenz the income
shares guidelline is very similar to the percentage of income guideline.

Finally, a difficulty related to the one outlined above may arise in states that use either
the income shares or percentage of income guidelines when. the percentage of income paid
for child support varies with the level of income, but the percehtage is applied to all income.
In states where the percentage of income to be paid in child saﬁpport increases with income,
very small increases In income can result in disproportionately large changes in the level of

the child support award.® In states where the percentage decreases with total income, an-

4 For example, in one state under some circumstances child support is equal to 20
percent of income for incomes between $7,501 and $15,000, and child support is equal to 21
percent of income for incomes between $15, 001 and 25,000, Thus, an increase in annual
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increase in the noncustodial parent's income can actually result In a reduction in child

sup;:sort.5 States can avoid such situations by using a constant rate or by applying the

different rates to marginal income.®

Topics not Addressed in this Report

Some potentially important theorstical and_ practical topics relating to expenditures on
children and child support guidelines are not covered in depth in this report. At the
theoretical level, the honmonetafy costs and benefits of children are not considered, and at
the practical level the many special circumstances that vary across households are not
discussed in detail. |

In general, having children is voluntary, and children provide substantial benefits to
their parents, When a family splits 'up and the children remain with one of the parents, the
custodial parent retains a greater share of t_hese nonmonetary benefits, while the noncustodial
barent loses some of these benefits. Although the benefits derived from the children are-reai,
it is difficult or impossible to place a monetafy value on them, and they are not generally

taken into account in child support guidelines. Children also impose indirect costs on the
custodial and, to a lesser extent, noncustodial parents. Caring for children requires

substantial time that could be devoted to compensated work or leisure, However, these

income of the noncustodial parent from $15,000 to $15,001 (an increase of $1) resulis in an
increase in child support of $150.

® Inone state, for example, the percentage of income paid as child support under some
circumstances declines from 21.8 percent for incomes between $4,500 and $8,499 to 21.4
percent for incomes between $8,500 and $12,249. Thus, an Increase in income from $8,489
to $8,500 resuits in a decrease in child support from $1,853 to $1,819. Only if income
increases to $8,657 will the child support reach the former level.

8 For example, states could apply one rate to the first $10,000 of income, a different rate
to the next $10,000 of income, etc. ‘

1



"opportunity costs" of children are not genérally taken into account in child support guidelines
because It is not feasible to do so;

in addition o declding Aon the general method of establishing guidelines, states must
also decide how to deal with special circumstances that sometimes afise relating to income.

~or child-related expe‘risés. Among 't.h'e'“ ciréumstances of interest are support obligations for
other depenaen’ts, shared physica_l custody arrangemients, extended visitations, heaith
insurance costs, medical expenses', child care expenses, child-related expenses of the
noncustodial parent, voluntary unemployment and underempioymént, and self-employment
income. These special circumstances should be carefully considered in the development of
guidelines. They can be dealt with either by inci'uding‘ provisions in the guidelines or by
providing courts and administrative agencies with guidance on how to take them into account
in setting awards.

Finally, guidelines should Vtak'e into account the concept of fairmess to the child, the
custodial parent, and the noncustodial parent. Fairness issues are compiiléated by two
factors. First, as noted previouéiy,' whien a family s}ﬁiits’ into two households there is generally
a loss of economies of scale -- at least one of the newly-formed households will experience a
decline in economic well-being if total income does not increase. Second, efforts to assist
the chiid will generally also benefit the custodial parent because once a household receives
income, it can be used to benefit all memb"ers of the household regardless of its source.

Child support guidelines should consider how declines in economic well-being can most
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L Estimating the earningé that pafents forego in raising children and the effect of
children on parental savings over time, and examining how these two factors
can be included in estimates of expenditures on children.

" Studying how expendﬁitufe_ patterns among families in which the parents have
joint physical custody of the chiidren diﬁer from those of other .famiiies.

% L Exam:nang how the formation of second families (by both custodial and
. noncustodial parents) affects expenditure patterns,

| ] Empirically examining what is peréeived o be fair {to custodial parents,
: % noncustodial parents, and children) in a variely of situations invelving child
support.
‘ 1 N Developing new épproaches to estimating expenditures on children including

the possibiiity of directly estimating these expenditures by asking families how
; much they spend on their children.

Although there are many problems inherent in estimating expenditures that parents

o ‘make on behalf of their children, the data problems are less constraining than many of the

underlying theoretical problems. Several data problems stem from an inability to distinguish

between various categories of expenditures; these categories include distinguishing clothing

for 16017 year olds from clothing for adults, health care costs for children from health care

costs for adults, and work-related child care from non-work-related child care. The first of

these (clothing for older chiidren) limits our ability to accurately implement the Rothbarth
estimation technique for older children, while the two latter categories are likely to be useful
as _alternative methods of‘estimating expenditures on children are developed. Finally, the
data collected on income and savings In the Consumer Expenditure Survey are generally not
considered to be as reliable as the expend:ture data. Because chiid suppon gusdehnes are
based on income ra’zher than expenditures, the current CEX structure does not permit

expenditure patterns in different family types to be accurately linked to income. In light of

these considerations, the Department of Labor may want to consider the following changes to
o the Consumer Expenditure Survey:

1 L Distinguishing between expendztures on clothing for 16 and 17 year old
L .. .. children and expenditures on clothing for adults,

} - | | S 75



" Distinguishing between health care expenditures made on behalf of adults from
those that are made on behaif 6f children.

m Coi!ecting data on child care-expenditures such that work-related chiid care
expenses can be disi’cingl,_iished from non-work-related child care expenses,
" improving the accuracy of the income and"savings data.
Conclusions

- Thé recurring theme throughout this report is that because of jost household
economies (or economies of scale), a reduction in the standard of living of at least one
househoald is i;wevitable when the parents of children do not live together (unless there is a
substantial increase in income). The central issue that must be confronted in determining
whether. or not existing child support guidelines are appropriate is whether or not the
guidelines distribute this reduction in living standards fairly between the .custodial and
noncustodial households. The estimates of how much parents spend on behaif of their
children, in both intact and single-parent families, can help to inform this determination.

Ultimateiy, however, the determination must be made on the basis of vaiue judgments
concerning what is fair and_ what is not. All states have.responded to thé mandate to develop
guidelines, .and mary states have continued to debate the merits of alternative structures, as |
evide'ncéd by the large number of states that have revised their guidelines in recent years.
This repbrt is intended to provide information to Congress and the states that may prove

useful as the states continue to refine, revise, and update their guidelines over time.
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7.2 Hecommendaﬁons and Conclusions

Recommendations for State Guidelines
The guidelines developad by the states generally fall within the range of expenditures

on children. However, some of the states’ guidelines may lead to child support orders that

‘could be considered too low, and some guidelines may inadvertenily generate orders that

vary in unintended ways with changes in income. The findings presented in this report

suggest that states should consider the following points in the development of their child

support guidelines:

] States should periodically review their guidelines in conjunction with the most
recent estimates of expenditures on children to be sure that their guidelines
generate support orders that are consistent with estimates of expenditures on
children. In particular, states should review the basic rates used in their
guidelines to see if the child support awards they generate fafl below the
minimum estimate of expenditures on children.

" Because the amount spent on children increases as parental income increases,

' the resources available to children in single-parent households should increase
with the income of the parent(s). This implies that in the case of the
percentage of income guidsline, child support awards should increase with
increases in the noncustodial parent's income, and for the income shiares and
Melson guidelings, child support should increase with increases in combined
parental income, :

L Order amounts should increase as the number of children increases, although
it should be recognized that expenditures on children do not increase in direct
proportion to the number of children.

- Because the expenditure estimates indicate that more is spent on older
- children than on younger children, it may be desirable to vary order amounts
with the age of children (increasing awards as children grow oider).

7 The fact the amount spent on children increases as parental income increases should
not be interpreted to mean that the percentage of parental income spent on children
increases as income increases. In fact, there is some evidence that as income increases
there is a slight decrease in the percentage of income spent on children.

& Howaver, if different percentages are used, application of a different rate should be on
a marginal or next-dollar basis rather than on all income.



States may aiso want to 'carefuiiy consider the fo’lléw‘ing in dévelop'ir'zg their glidelines:

Procedures to account for expenditures over and above the usual levels on
items such as chiid care, tuition, special needs, medical care, and
transportation. An atterript ¢an be madé to ditferentiate between recjuired and
discretionary expenditures.

Cases in which (individual or combined) parental income is unusually high or
unusually low. These cases require careful consideration for at least two
reasons. First, it appears that it is at the high and low ends of the income
distribution that there is the gredtest danger of child suppont guidelines
generating unintended inequities. Second, it is under these circumstances that
cases are most likely to be brought to court, and the guidelines challenged.

The implications of varying the percentage of income that is.to be paid in child
support with the level of incomie. Unless the guideiines are carsfully
constructed, it is possible that (i & small change in‘income could result in a
large ‘change-in the support order or (ji} an increase in income may result in a
decrease in the support-order. To'avoid such problems, states can apply
varying ratés to marginal incorie {(as is the case with the Federal personal
income tax).

States using income shares guidelines should consider the implications of
varying the support rate. For examiple; under someé circumstances if the
support rate declines as income increases, an increase in the income of the
noncustod:ai parent may result in a decrease in the size of the child support
award,

Recommendations for Future Research and improved Data Collection

There are & number of problems inherent in estimating the expenditures that parents

make on behalf of their chiidren. These include both theoretical difficulties, as well as

empirical difficulties. that arise (in part) because of the extreme expanse of ¢ollecting detailed

longitudinal expenditure data. In light of the findings presented in this report, the research

community may want to consider the following in future work:

Periodically updating estimates of expenditures on chiidren by replicating
procedures used by previous researchers and incorporating the most current
data available.

Determining if the differences in the estimates from. va?ieus expenditure pattern

_studies based on the CEX are a.result of changes over time.in expenditure.

patterns or the estimation techniques used.
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