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Nurturing Responsible Families 'Project ‘
The Nurturing Responsible Families Project at NCSL provides information resources, policy
analysis and technical assistance to state legislators and their staff on issues affecting low-income
fathers and their children. The project is funded jointly by grants from the Ford Foundation and the
Chatles Stewartt Mott foundation.

Project activities are designed to educate legislatures about the opportunities for investment

in programs targeted at low-income, non-custodial parents. Our strategy works at two
levels: widespread distribution of information about existing fatherhood programs and
providing on-site assistance to legislators and staff in partlcular states to help them craft
programs for their states.

- Specific project activities include:
+ Information clearinghouse
+ Development of a Legislators’ Guide to Responsible Patherhood
+ Advisory Committee on Responsible Fatherhood . ,
s Tracking leg}slanve developments
+ - Educational workshops for legislators and staff
+ Publications targeted to a legislative audience
+ On-Site technical assistance »
¢ Website devoted to fatherhood issues

Recent state and federal actions have made historic changes in welfare and child support
enforcement programs. While states mmally focused on requirements and supports for mothers,
many policymakers have begun to examine the absence of the father as a regular participant in the
financial and emotional support of his family. Traditionally, states have viewed these fathers as
deadbeat dads who refuse or avoid paying child support. Gradually, analysts draw increasing
distinctions between fathers who won’t pay and fathers who can’t pay. Many of the fathers in the
second group lack the education, work history or job skills necessary to retain meaningful
employment that can support families. These barriers prevent many fathers from becoming active
participants in the lives of their families, either by paying regular child support or by providing the
emotional connection that their children need from them. Many of the absent parents are fathers
who themselves were raised in fatherless families and lack the skills and income to be an'emotional
and financial contributor to their families. With the recent findings on the importance of good
patenting, especially during the early years of a child’s life, a father s mvolvemcnt can contribute to
better child development and long-term outcomes ’ '

1*0r more information on the project, ot to arrange a technical assistance, please contact Dana
Reichert, 303-894-3191, or e-mail dana. relchert@ncsl org
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To improve the quality and effectivenéss of state legislatures,
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To ensure states a strong cohesive voice in the federal svstem. .
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

,Low»ihcome,v unwed fathers have a difficult dme keeping up with
child support payments ‘a'nd are often unfairly labeled “deadbeat
dads.” Although they want to provide support for their children,

more commonly they lack the finan-
-cial resources to pay their full child
" support obligation. More often, wages
they earn—about $8,000 per year——are
" not high enough to support themselves
and a family.

If the mother of their child'ren receives

welfare, in most states any child sup-
port-collected is retained by the srate
to offset expenditures for cash assis-
tance. . Fathers see this as a disincen-
tive to pay through formal mecha-
nisms.  These fathers may choose to
provide what they can directly to the
" mother of their child. These actions
result in the accumuilation of very high
arrearages, leaving fathers 1o choosc
between saving face in the ceves of the
state or being respected as a father by
their children. “Low-income fathers
are willing to take the risk that thev

What the Fathers Say;
“I don't pay no child support order, but

. we sortof gotit worked out. If she needs

something, she calls me and lets me
know and I ury to raise it. Bur if 1 paid
support to the court, 1 sure wouldn't be
able to give her stuff like I do now, and |
know her, she wouldn’t let me around
like I am now”

“I know-1 don’t pay [thtough the
government]—why should I? But I do
do for him. You see, I want my boy to
know that 1 paid for his shoes, hss
clothes not the state . . "

“I gonna make sure 1 guarantee that 'm
a betrer father. Because | want my son
to have what I didn’t have, vou know.
That’s a father right there, giving him
whatever he wane, talk to him, tell him

how much it meant to me and how

much its gonna mean w him.”

will go 10 jail or have to deal with child support lf it means they

provide support directly to their kids.

National Conference of State lLegislatures

It helps them feel needed

Vil

H
4



Broke But Not Deadbeat

and involved,”’ 1ccordmg to Daniel Ash at the Center on Fathers
Families and Public Policy. :

Most low-income dads are connected with their children at birth.”

Contrary to what some may believe, they do want to provide
support for their children, although they do not know how 1o
step into the role of financial and emotional provider. Often,
these fathers share many of the same characteristics as welfare
recipients—poor work- history, low levels of literacy, sporadic
employment or unemplovment. Additionally, many low-income
dads have grown up without their own fathers, so they lack true
examples of what it means to be a father,

There is growing recognition that low-income fathers are in nced
of the same kinds of employment and family support services
that t\pm]]\ are made available 1o mothers’ who dre making the
transition -from welfare to employ-

Profile of Fathers
Average wage was $6.70 per hour
51 percent had arrears of less than
$2,000
70 percent have been arrested
75 percent live within 10 miles of
their child
60 percent have no high school
diploma or GED
54 percent did not live with their

father

‘ment. This recognition is founded on
the reality thar income from both
mothers and fathers can help prevent
- children from living in poverty. Like-
“wise, the involvement of fathers-and
mothers enhances the crmotional de-

their children. Children who have
healthy connections with.their fathers
are at reduced risk of early parenung,

high school dropout, substance abuse
and juvenile-delinquency. “Withour the involvement of both
par¢nts, too many children don’t get the chance they need and
deserve to reach their full potental,” says Donna Shalala, sccre-

tarv of the US Department of Health and Human Services.

. Leaders ar the federal, state and community levels have increased

their emphasis on examining the effects of father absence on the
lives of children. This has led to the development of many pro-
grams across communities that are beginning to target services

toward low-income, unwed fathers. Some programs provide fa-

thers with peeded emplovment assistance, job training, dr court

a

Nagional Confurence of Sware Legidhiures

velopment and social well-being of

Executive Summary :

" mediation; others help with parenting and child development

education, -~ Some may provide an array of services, including
help with modifying support orders to more manageable levels.
However, most programs do not have any formal connections
with state systems such as child SUppOIt agencies or Court sys-
tems; they usually are operated by local, community organiza-
tions. Community organizations can evoke a sense of trust that
the coiirts and child support agencies must work harder to achieve.
They also may be able to offer more intensive services and case
management. Without formal connections into state systems,
however, they may not be as successful in helping their clients
negotiate arrearages ‘or deal with paternity issues, support modi-
fications and simple court actions. Because many are operated
with the stpport of private foundation grants, their viability de-
pends on continually renewing funding sources. Additionally,
programs that have formal connections across state agencies are
more effective at increasing support for low-income families than
those without those connections.
are not easily developed. Both ‘community organizations ‘and

However, these partnerships

state agencies have varying assumptions about low-income fathers
and differing goals and objectives about serving fathers. Merging
these differences is key to building parwmerships.

The recent evaluation of the Parents’ Fair Share (PFS) project

gives policymakers the first ghmpse at how directing services to

non-custodial parents can have a positive effect on their ability to -

pay child support. The PFS program was designed to test whether
employment assistance helped low-income dads become berter
able to provide financial support for their children. In exchange
for modifying child support-amounts at more manageable levels,

- fathers were given the opportunity to participate in a variety of

employment enhancement activities—ijob search, resume writing,
basic skills and training. Fathers could participate in peer sup-
port groups and sessions designed to focus on relationship build-
ing, child development, anger management or other life-skills
activities. Access to mediation services was also made available
1o participants. '

National Conference of Stue Legislatures




Broke But Not Deadbear

Although results of the evaluation showed a small but sighiﬁcam
wcrease in the number of fathers who paid child support, large
increases were realized ar only three sites. This result disappointed
many- who expected larger improvements. However, given the

Lessons Learned from

Parents’ Fair Share .
Contacting Jow-income fathers
may have a positive cffeet on child
support collections, ‘
Limployment assistance can help
some fathers get jobs.
Programs that facilitate working
partnerships  berween.  loeal
providers and | child  support
enforcement can lead o heceer
outcomes,
Qutreach efforts can help o

difficulty of collecting from these fa-
thers generally—the national collec-
tion rate is only about 13 percent—any
increase should be viewed as progress.
Also worth noting is the fact that the
percentage of both PFS participants
and the control group paving child
support steadily increased over the
course of the demonstration project,
although the percentage was slightly
higher for PFS participants. Increases
were due in part to the additional ef-

’*  End welfare dependence;

Executive Summary

X1

Welfare-to-Work grants, Workforce Investment Act (WIA) funds
and the Social Services Block Grant.

TANF and MOE are the most flexible resources. Both can be
used to fund a variety of programs and services targeting fathers,
States can use the federal block grant and state MOE fuqnds on
anything that accomplishes the broad purposes of TANF:

* Promote employment )
* Encourage two-parent families; and
* . Reduce out-of-wedlock pregnancies.

~ Resources must be spent on eligible families, and states define

who.is eligible to receive certain programs or services. A state
can choose to establish different levels of eligibility for different
types of services. For example, a state

identify fathers who mav benefic fort that child supf)ert workers focused ligibilicy stan- ’ f Servi .that Can Be
from services and those A\‘vho‘have on both groups of fathers. In some can choose to hani one elig .“t} > ab : ngig Wi;nw;:,NF or MOE
unreported income. sites, collections for program partici- dard for cash assistance, while estab- . g:qploym‘em assistance ‘
*  Keeping jobs and advancing in the pants were more than 20 percent lishing a different threshold for gm- * Job placement
labor marker are the most difficult higher than for the control grbup. Ad- ployment services or supp.ort services *  Job uaining
challenges et 10 be addressed. ditionally, during one quarter in Ohio, like transportation_ and Chvlld care.- If : - Substance’abuse treatment
- ' program participants paid an average states provid§ services that‘are.not used . I(\:/f;:;:ﬁ?ngg
of 881 more support. These small but significant increases sup- . to meet basic needs, recelpt‘of tl?es.e' *  Marriage counseling
port the idea that directing even some effort to telp low-income ' services will not affect :the time limit *  Pregnancy Prc\,en{';()n
fathers can vield positive results. States that cxperienced the larg- or work rﬁqUif‘?mCﬂfs {@POSCC{ on a : Abstinence education
est increases in child support payments had forged solid relation- ’ mother and child recetving welfare. . ﬁzi;a‘;‘::mm and child care
ships berween child support agencies and community providers. Additionally, any services th?t are used . Am\,;;cs thar promote access and
Over time, as child support agencies and community providers to meet the goal of reducing out-of- visitation
become accustomed to working with fathers and with each other, wedlock births, or to encourage two- -® Pass-through of collecred amounts
larger increases mayv be possible. parent families are not tied to any eli- of child support

States and communities have an unprecedented oppor{ﬁnity to
invest in services that help low-income fathers become the emo-
tional and financial providers that their children need. States
have a variety of financial resources to make these investments.
Most nofable are the Temporary Assistance to Needy. Families
(TANF) block grant and state maintenance of effort (MOE) dol-
lars. Other financial resources available for states include the

.
H
*
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gibility based on income.

States have resources to invest in poor families, but the opp}:iortvu:
nity will not last for long.  If states continue to leave large I‘Ai\:l-
surpluses in federal reserves, Cpngress may be successful in re-
aucing TANF funds below current standards. States ne:ed to en-
sure that they have built adequate support systems before fami-
lies reach time limits and lose eligibilitv for welfare. Because col-

Natonal Conference of Sware Legislatures




Broke But Not Deadbeat

lection efforws for low-income families are so low, states have ev-
ervthing to-gain by makmg an investment in fathers. Children of
these fathers have far more to gain, not only by receiving regular

financial %upp{)rt but also by powbly reconnecting with fathers
that many states have been too quick to label deadbeats.

Nationmal Conference of State fegslatures

'

1. INTRODUCTION_

You can’t pay what you don’t earn. Some dads have the financial

‘resources, but have chosen not to pay child support. They have

earned the utle “deadbeat dad,” and they are the target'of strength--
ened child support enforcement efforts recently adopred by fed-

eral and state officials. Low-income, unwed fathers often do not

have jobs or have jobs that do not pay well. Consequently, they

are not meeting their child support obligations on a consistent .
basis. These dads often face child support collection efforts that

assume nonpayment is based on unwillingness to pay support.
New approaches are beginning to recognize that inability to pay

is critical for many low-income fathers. In response, states and

communities have started to focus on 1mprovmg fathers’ capacity

to provide for their children by offering employment assistance
and parenting or child development services ro strengthen fathers’

emotional connection with their children, =

There is growing recognition that low-income fathers are in need

of the same kinds of employment and family support services
that t}fpicéll}' are made available to mothers who are making the
transition from welfare to employment. This recognition also is
founded on the reality that income from both mothers and fa-
thers can help prevent children from living in poverty. Likewise,
the involvement of fathers and mothers enhances the emotional’
development and social well-being of rheir children.

The timing is right—states and communitdes have an unprec-
edented opportunity to invest in services that_help low-income
fathers become the emotional and financial providers that their

Narional Conference of Sumie Legislaures
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children need. Changes at the federal level through the Tempo--
rary Assistance to Needy Families (TANF) and the Welfare-to-
Work (WeW) block grants give states financial resources to make
investments in poot fathers and to build on existing efforts across
a aumber of communities. It is an opportunity for community
leaders and agencies to come together and work toward a com-
mon goal of supporting children and their families.

Leaders at federal, state;and community levels have increased their
emphasis on examining the effects of father absence on the lives
of children. They have developed specialized services, programs
and even public service ad campaigns that are beginning to_send
the message that father involvement is important. At thq.federal
level, President Clinton issued an executive order directi pfech
eral programs and policies to strengthen the role of fathers in
families. The federal Office of Child Support Enforcement has
funded projects that assist local child support offices to help fa-
thers in new ways. The US. Department of Health and Human
Services, along with several governors’ offices, have developed-
work groups to discuss strategies to help fathers reconnect with
their children. Governors and legislators in some states are look-
ing at policies that can help cstablish and support better connec-
tions berween- fathers and their children. States are just begin-
ning these efforts; bur they demonstrate a growing recognition of
the importance of helping to connect low-income fathers with
their children. “Without the involvement of both parents, too
many children don’t get the chance they need and deserve to reach
their full poterinal,” says Donna Shalala, sccretary of the US.
Department of Health and Human Services. -

Currently, close to one-third of children live in a single-parent
houschold and 44 percent of those children live in poverty. ' In
real numbers, this means an adult with two children lives on less
than $13,650 per vear. Child poverty has implications for later

/success in a variety of social measures? Children in low-income

families tend to fare poorly in educational achievement and they
are at increased risk of juvenile delinquency, substance abuse and
teenage pregnancy.  All these risk factors can be softened if chil-
dren have a strong familv bond and a strong family Support svs-
R -
3
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Introduction

tem—including positive influence from fathers—even when they
do not live in their children’s home.

Figure 1. Percentage of Single Parent Families

- G

20% to 24% ™.

Below 20

. Boutce: 1998 Kids Count Dats Book. Annie B, Casev Foundagon,

Receiving child support can improve the_ﬁnancial sitqation of
families and help them move off welfare. It also can prevent de-
pendency for families that are at risk of going on welfare. In-
creasing child support to poor families was a goal of welfare re-
form in 1996. State flexibility in welfare and rougher measures t
help states collect support are mandates 1o assist 10 meeting this
goal. As tme limits become a reality for an increasing number of
families, supports from a variety of sources is essential to ensure
that children are not worse off once families lose eligibility for

welfare.

For many children of low-income fathers, the promise of child
support is not achieved. State child support efforts focus on re-
covering payments to reimburse the welfare programs. Many of

these dads share some of the same characteristics as welfare re- /
cipients. The Bureau of the Census reports that about one-third J/
of all non-custodial parents are considered low-income—they earn

less than $8,000 per year. Although most low-income fathers

National Conference of St Legislateres
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’ Broke But Not Deadbeatr

work at some point during a vear, only 25 percent work. full-time
during the entire vear. . More than 90 percent have an employ-
ment history, bur mose jobs are seasonal or temnporary and: tend
to be low w ‘ujc jobs -that do not include benefits.  Additionally,

most of these fathers are African American or Hispanic, both of

whom have d1<pmport10nate contact with justice systems com-
pared to Caucasian men. Like welfare recipients, these men can
find =z job but they have trouble keeping it, and the |obs they find
seldomy pav enough to support a family. S

«A though 54 percent of welfare families have reccived an order of
i support, only abour 13 percent see any regular child support ac-

cording to data from the Office of Child Support Enforcement.
For families who. do not receive welfare, the picture is not much
better. Close to 60 percent have established orders but less than
20 percent actually receive support, ‘

The sections that follow provide a contexrual basis for under-
“standing the policy barriers and personal barriers. that low-in-
come fathers encounter.  Examples of various service delivery
approaches and program models demonstrate how some states
and localities are arrempring to help fathers overcome these barri-
ers tor the berterment of .thcrnsé}w:s and their children, including
the options for p,rogmm‘financing. Lastly, an insightful look
into the receént evaluation of the Parents’ Fair Share. Demonstra-
tion gives pohcymakers an understanding of the effect these rypes
of programs have on serving l()\\:—}ncome,t‘athe,rs‘ -

e

-
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2. CHANGING EXPECTATIONS

Recogmzmg the employmcnt circumstances of low- -income fa-
thers and providing services to mcrease their carning capacity is a
new approach. Clear answers on- how to do this may take some
ume to develop., Program effectiveness is difficult to measure , given

- the fact that many communities - pa(.e more emphasis on hel ping

fathers and serving families than on conducting rigorous evalua-
dons of programs. There is a need for valid research to fully

-evaluate the impacts these programs have on the lives of tathu‘s

and their children.

‘Changing expectations and redirecting interest may be an qppr()—‘

priate starting point, given that traditional child support enforcc-

- ment approaches by themselves have shown only limited success

inn increasing the Wcll;beiﬁg of. most low-income familiés.

The good news is that helping low-income non-custodial fathers
be better parents can pay off with increased financial support
and stronger connections with their children. Some assert that a
father’s ability to provide financially is the critical and necessary
incentive to becoming and staviag involved with his child, while

‘others claim that being involved wich his child s the tmm\'nti(;n

to become employed and pay support.® There may be disagree-
ment on the process, but all agree that posivve -outcomes for chil-
dren and their fathers can result when dads play an active role in

»supportihg their children both financially and emotionally.

Additionally, there is widespread agreement that fathers should
be responsible for supporting their children, “Fathers need to

National Conference of Swuie Legishiures
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understand that even if thev do not live with their children, their
influence is profound,” says Deputy Secretary for the U.S. De-

_partment of Health and Human Services, Kevin Thurm. No.

matter the process or model, the criti-

cal point is that most fathers want to

“As they focus on their children’s needs, . be'connected with their children and

Changing Expectations

discorinected with their children. Finding ways 1o’ maintain the

connection and- the commirment will be one of the challenges

that programs serving fathers will try ro address.

Additionally, low-income fathers often have grown up without

“their own fathers so they lack a true role model to demonstrate

1 needs.

fathers learn how 1o subordinate their
own needs . .. this helps them learn how
w find and kedp ajob. *1¢ also helps them
manage their earnings so thar thev can
contribute to their child’s financial

~Ron Miney, Ford Foundation
s not jobs that lead men 1o children
i en,

but children who lead men to jobs.
—Charles Ballard, Institute for

to be good parents. Experts agree that
most men want-to suppott their chil-
dren from a financial 4nd emotional
standpoint, although thev may not be
cprrently involved with providing sup:
port. Many fathers provide some type
of support on an ifformal basis.

Welfare-and chiid support systems have

Responsible Fatherhood . - -
punsibic oo viewed fathers-as a source for finan-

o cial support, while underestimating
the contribution fathers can make as nurturers. For many low-
income parents who have never married, welfare has supplanted

_the father’s role as provider and the mother seemingly has be-
- come’ the sole supporter and nurturer.’. Child and poverty ser-.

vice systems have reinforced the notion that a father’s worth is
measured by his -ability to provide financially but typically have
neglected the emotional contribution that men can make in the

lives of their children, especially if the father was never married

w0 the childs mother. When fathers live outside the home, the
assumption 1s made that they do not care or they do not want to
‘be involved with their_childrén’s lives. o

In fact, the opposite usually is true, but fathers are sometimes.”

unsure abour how to be involved, esvpécvially if they cannot pro-
vide formal or informal support for their child® Many poor,
unwed fathers are connected with their children at birth, ‘Recent
interviews with low-income fathers reveal that more than half of

" these fathers lived with the child’s mother at birth, and 80 per-

cent were romantically involved.* Three-fourths of fathers pro-
vided support-during pregnancy, and most mothers plan to put-
the father’s name on the child’s birth certificate. For a variety of
reasons, over time the connection diminishes and fathers become

F

R
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what a father does and how a father
can interact with his children. Most

“child or poverty service systems target

women, so for low:income fathérs
theie is not a parallel social network
that can help them understand the re-
sponsibility of faising'ch_ﬂdren.

Recent ch'angés in child support sﬁ-

forcement and welfare. reform have’

shifted financial responsibility away
from government and back on parents.

© Time limits and work requirements

push welfare recipients iuto the work
force so that earned income now is re-

. placing cash benefits. Though welfare

changes have recognized that recipients
need help with such things as child care
and job training to become responsible
financial providers, child support ef-

Stéreotypes

Al dads who don’t pay child sup-
port are deadbears. '

Diads don't care abour the well- be-

) ing of their children,

A father’srole is mainly that of fis
nancial provider.

Realities .
Dads want to proyide for their chil-

dren and many pay-what they can, . |§

although some lack the money to
pay the full amount required for -

_ their child suppory order.
Dads do care, but many are not sure

how to be involved, or what is ex-
pected of them.

" Dads want to provide guidance and

be role models for théir children,

not just provide their paycheck.

forts, have focused on collecting dad’s paycheck without acknowl-

edging that-low-income fathers share some of the same barriers
to self-sufficiency that welfare recipients face. These barriers
hinder some low-income fathers from providirg bBasic support

“for their children. Helping ro foster a father’s emotional, connec-
“tion with his children as.well-as his financial contribution can
work toward strengthening the father’s ability to be a providing

parent.
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- for rent and food for themselves.”
‘make informal ariangements to prowdc ‘what they can, rather

“support to the court, 1s

3. Wuy DonN’t Low-INcoOME
DAps Pay CHILD SUPPORT?

There are some very qulc rmsom why poor ﬁthcrs do not pay:
child -support. The first is that many fathers make little money:
and do.not pay their full support Dbhmuon Low -income fa-

thers may pay large portons of their cammgs to satisfy child
support pavments, leaving some fathers with very listle to pa)‘,

This leads many fathers to

than attempt 0 ‘pay what they owe through the formalized sys-
tent.  One facher explained, “1 don't pay no child support order,
but we sort.of got it. worked out. If she needs something, she
calls me and lets, me know and 1 try to raise it. But if [ paid
e \\'ouldn"t' be able to give her stff like
I do now, and I'know her, she wouldn’t let me '1round like 1 am

2ey

FTOW,

’ '()ﬂ'm Jow-income fathers do not undcx\mnd the ng\l wmux\
© by which support mthn are granted and. modified,” Because.”
these tathers usually lack legal representation)” they have: very htrlch .
anderstanding of their rights, Most low-income fathers \\/erz. never,

married to their child’s. mother, so rhu do not encounter the
systematic pu)CLdurL that enables dworcmg parents to particis

pate H'l éstablist 111’)5_’1 ":‘Ltpp()lt and \mmuon arrangemcznts i*"&thcr\ i

assert thar one of the main reqxom they avoid court procccdmg
Is timt,,rm:«ml\cn v, thev assume thc court alreadv has deternined
how much support rhc,.x owe and there is no room for negotia-

% - .

Navomd Conference of Stare Legislatures
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Why Don’t Low-lncome Dads Pay Child Support?

tion. In Fact states can provide for considerable leewav in deter-

mining support for low-income parents, sometimes establishing
awards as low as §25 per month. Fathers also are tearfu L of the

court system itself. Without' eg'\i representatior, many associate

the child support system with- that of the criminal justice system,

where they perceive the LOurtb only mtcrest is.- in pumshmg.

them

Come.q{leml}% many fathers receive defaulr child ‘;ui)p»;)i;tfofders;.

for fails ling to attend the court proccedmg In these cases, the
colrt ‘must make a decision on the amount of ‘2 support award

* without knowmg} what the real mznmgﬁ of a non-custodial fa-
thér may be.  These default orders may not be reflective of thev
father’s real income; When a father’s emp oyment and income’

change due to periods of unemployment or lower-paying jobs,

fathers may not be aware that they can petition for a downward

modification of their child support. Other fathers may work jobs
that provide cash income that is not disclosed to the court.

¢ 7 Ransed Pass Uhrougd
. Winaonsns p

fratcciear

ESSET]
ot aeka e 1 .

s

Source: Eemer for Lasw and Socid Policy, 1095, =

e et d 4ol tada bk e

Second, many Iow income father‘; express reluctance to pay sup-
port because they see “that very little, if -any, collected support
goes directly to the family. In 31 states, if the mother and child

National Conference of Suue Pegislaurees
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are on welfare, all collected amounts of child support are rewined
by the state w0 offset what they have spent on cash assistance for
welfare familics,

Fathers see this as a disincentive to pay through the system. They
want their child support paymeits to go directly 1o the mother
and child. 1f these payments do not go directly to the mother
and child, fathers often do not pay and end up accumulating huge
arrearages—more than $10,000 in some cases—as a result of their
avoidance. One father in California explained, “1 know | don’t

‘pav [through the government]——why should 17 But I do do for

him. You see, | want my boy to know that I paid for his shoes,
his clothes, not the state .. 7Y

Faced with such arrearages, dads feel discouraged and view repay-
maent as an impossible accomplishment. One ‘dad from Wiscon-
sin explained, “If they come and take me to jail, I won’t care
because 1 provide for my family when 1 can”

Welfare reform in 1996 allowed states o discontinue the man-
dated $50 ‘pass-through’ that gave families the first cut of col-
lecred child support. States have authority to provide pass-through
amounts at any level, and can choose to give all collected support
to thé family—such money can be counted as an expenditure under
state welfare programs. Wisconsin is the only state that allows
familics o keep the entire amount of collected child support.

Sumetimes fathers avoid paving support if they do not have fre-

quent contact with their children.  [n sicuations where a father
cannot keep his financial obligations, mothers are sometimes quick
to prevent a father from secing his child. In response, the father
stops paving altogether.  As many as 45 percent of non-custodial
parents cite visitation disputes as reasons for not paying child
support, according to recent studies in Hlinois and Minnesora.”
Helping fathers establish better relationships with the mothers
of their children can help fathers get access to their children. Some,

states are helping dads prepare joint parendng plans so both par-

ents have input about discipline, visitation, school choice. and

other things that usually are left to the discretion of the resident \\

4
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Why Don’t Low-Income Dads Pay Child Supportz

parent. 1t should be noted that for most children, contact with
their father can be bencficial. (This is not to suggest that contact
is appropriate in.all cases, especially when issues of abuse, neglect
or violence are present.)

What is surprising to some is that many low-income fathers do
givé some type of informal support to their farnilies; it just does
not come through the child support system. They provide clothes,
food and diapers for their children, or give cash direety to the
mother. This strategy helps fathers feel a direct connecnion to
their children and a sense that they are meeting their responsibil-
ity, even if the court does not see it that way. A recent St-ud‘\' in
Minnesota supports this notion—more than 50 percent of non-
custodial fathers who did not pay support provided some ANSES-
tance directly to the mother in the form of . cash, gifts or toys.
“ ow-income fathers are willing to take the risk :h_:gt they will go
to jail or have to deal with child support if it means they pr()\'iAdc
support directly to their kids. 1t helps-them feel needed and in-
volved,” according to Daniel Ash at the Center. on Fathers, Fam-

ilies and Public Policy,

National Conference of St Fegislures




4. CHANGING THE COURSE

The ability to pay child support depends on one factor—money.
While punishments and enforcement mechanisms may w.ork tor
fathers who have financial resources, some low-income fathers
can become betwr providers for their children if they also ger
help finding jobs, keeping jobs and gerting betrer jobs. ‘Ref()rms
in child support enforcement and welfare since the Personal Re—
sponsibility Act of 1996 have started states thinking in new dircc-
tons. In addinon w srrengthening enforcement mechanisms, the
law mandated thav states develgp procedures to require hon-cus-
todial parents whose children receive Temporary Assistance to

Figure 3. State Provisions Requiring Non-Custodial Parents
1o Participate in Work Activities

* Precduncs e s o ot il s

S panipae m otk e

N proceadusys e ek
Greens swanr-custualial s nis

MarsLasad wses abrsaedrons podisain b work soases o gorcastnhd Gaboes

Sestapens WS
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Changing the Course

Needy Families (TANF) ro work or develop pavment plans if

they are behind in their child suppore. Currendy,. 45 states have (W] ¥

provisions that give the state authority to require work. These
requirements arc usually not carried out on a statewide basis, or
states do not completely excreise this option. Requking partici-
pation in a program seems to be at the court’s discretion, espe-
cially because concentrated services for low-income dads are not
widely available in all areas. Srares also require mothers 1o coop-

erate with enforcement procedures by identifving the father of

their children in order to receive TANF cash benefits.

In response, a few states have starred 1o focus on helping dads find

jobs or enhance their skills so they can get better jobs thar allow
them to provide financial support for their children. Thev also
are trying o help fathers reconnect with their children by teach-
ing parenting skills and ¢hild development.

Finding jobs for this population is no ‘small ‘task, and helping
them progress-in the labor market is an even greater challenge.
The Bureau of the Census reports that more than 80 percent of
low-income fathers have a high school diploma or less—the aver-
age carnings for individuals who have less than a high school
education is under $1,000 per month. In addition, only 25 per-
cert of these dads worked in a full-time ‘job for a full vear, and the

vast majority of them had contact with the criminal justice SVS-

tem, -

Child support agencies have typically focused on collecting sup-
port from fathers with resources, but they have not put forth
cffort to help low-income fathers meer their obligations.. Fur-
eher, child support agencics have enjoved only -limited success at
collecting support in general. FEven in the most successful states,
collections are never above 45 percent for all families and usually
hover around 20 percent. Rarely do collections for welfare fami-
lics reach this level. Child support workers have focused on pro-
cessing and collecting support from those who are easv to find
and who already have jobs’ that pav well cnough to support fami-
lies.  This direction is based partly on the old federal incentive
system that viewed overall dollar amounts collected and the asso-

National Conference of Ste Legislatures
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ciated program cost as the ptimary indicator of program perfor-

-mance. New federal incentives have been designed to recognize

state performance in a wider variety of child support service ar-
eas. The result is that states can be rewarded for doing a good job
in such areas as establishing orders, collections, paternity estab-
lishment and pavirents on arrearages on a per-case basis,

Collecting from low-income fathers has been a low priority be-
cause of the txme and effortinvolved: Like welfare rcclpxems
many do not stav:in one job for long permds—-—or at the same
1ddrcxx-——mqkm5 them difficult to-locate. Some live. with rel’x-

tives who are unwilling to provide information to child support

agencies about their whereabouts. In other cases, mothers can-
not or do. not disclose all the information that can help agencies

find absent parents—sometimes because they may risk losing the’

underg}round support they may currentlv be’ recewmg

(hlld support manmes are revenue dmen so focusing on the
g

“: fathers who can generate the most revenue has seemed a logical
way to operate.  Mothers, children and waxpayers have: been- the
- sole customers of child support agencies and a shift toward pro-

viding services to fathers is a new dimension with \xhach few
casew orkers or state agencies have experience. Courts-have simi-
lar goals in that they play the role-of enforcer and issue punish-
ments. The new challenge of enabling fathers to be successful

~and involved means statés. must develop a new approach, It will
- take some timé and transformation ‘to learn how to work with =
© low-income tathus and to develop ﬁtrategles that promote—rathet

”th‘m dtscoumgc active child support and parental involvement.

T
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~5. PIECES OF THE PuzziE: -

- UNDERSTANDING THE
PROGRAMMATIC STRUCTURE

In recent years, states have focused considerable attenmon on trans-
forming' welfare into a work- based system to assist welfare fami-
lies in becoming self-siifficient and independent of- é}ovemmem
support They also have toughened enforcement standards for
child support in the "hopes of giving poor families the additional-.

financial support thcv neéd and deserve once they leave welfare.

Programs that ‘address the issue of ow_-mcomefathers are just
emerging on the tadar screen in states. '\Without 2 statewidc or .

strategic plan that addressés the issue of| ow:income fathers, stafes

are proceeding slowly. The\ are beginning to dLVLlOP policies or
programs focused on provldmg assistance to dads in the form of

small pilot programs or "demonstration projects. These small pro-

grams are offering assistance in the form of basic empl()\mcm

» ‘<;erv1ces> hLe referrals o' job boards—or more intensive services—
like tramm&, job coaching parcnting skills and mediation. In

many states, a number of programs serve low-income fathers; many -
are locally run programs. They tend not to be a part, of state
institutions—education, welfare and child support svstems. Many

Care unaware of each other and co hbomtlon is an occasional or

rare occurrence. Although some have fornial rchtx()n\iup\ with
the state office of child su pport or the court-system, many do

not.  Consequently, there is not a (:omprehcmnc Or strategic ap-
‘proach to service delivery ar the local, county or state level. As a

result, many programs provide similar services to the same popu-

National. Conference of Srare Legisiawres
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lation, often compenng with one anorher for participants and
financial resources. ‘

Programmatic Structure: The Exception

. There are some notable exceptions to the decentrahmd and segre-
gated approach ro hthcrhood services in states. Florida :md Mas-

sachisetrs devel loped commissions designed to ac Idress the issues

fof tatherhood across the state. The Florida Commlss:on on Re-

‘sponsible. Fatherhood was established by the chlslaturc 1n,1996

Y d(,\elop a statevide stmteg\ to u{dress father% involvement in

the Iz\u OF theirrch ldacn The commission is Lgowrm,d by .a 25-

member board thar Jincludes | legislarors, ;udg(,m, and state and 1

“The commission is derC[(d by.statute to
identify erideal issues mcnrw Mthers and their children.and to
muake mu)mmmdat ions to the state about how ‘policy can be
Lh&n”’id 18] ‘\U]"P()I[ flrh(_’l‘s

cal agencyotficials,

These i ssues include: teen- parenting,
lu\\-mu)nu tathux and fathers’ access to rlm(, with their. chil-

dren. Afrer ldcnnf\mv svstematic obxmclLs or barriers 1o, th(,

identified issues, rhe commussion mforma lw/querL; about nudul
policy ¢h WIYCS. OF restructuring scrvlws that can help make it
casier tor fathers to be involved with thf::r ch1 ldren. Thg Com-

Goals of

Responsible Fatherhood:
To raise public awarchess of prob-
lems. created when a child grows up
without a responsible farher
present, ’ :

encowrage responsible fatherhood.

To identify ()})\[’lcl(.\ that lmpud
Or pru«.m the lﬂ\ﬂl\ CITICNL ()f e

“sponsible tathersiin the lives of thux

mission was given authorltv bv the
legislature to address these issues, so
there is a rexpcctcé and nomb c volce,
that looks comprchcnswdv at »mta—

Florida’s Commission bn

wide policies, The racommmdam(ms
l-'\lso take i nto u)mldcratson the tmmu

‘srate IIM[][UU()H\ such as htlll'}lll 8-

children. o o ices, healeh care and ulucatmn . The
To p}‘(m‘.r)[c successtul striegics 10

lL_(.,(JlnlﬂLﬂdﬂ{!()ﬂ\ Ifl\ to ll]IL‘fIdtL

u)mmumt\' JL\LI services \\’Ith 'ﬁf.\((_

structures. In 1998, five out of Si% rccommandanom kd Jto Stafu-
tory changes addressing: the needs of low-income hrhcrs Some
recent rnunnmuldxtmm mclude: restructuring support gmd lines

tw be 1cspomf\a w lowincome fathers, changmq \mmmm to

ll\[LI action fHﬂL and f(l!"\_t ['I” C()Hfl;lt(,ptl\(, 3Cry IC(.S and [ {U(.’l-

ton o bovs instead ot focusing primarily on yirls!

'

* *"‘\munﬂ Conference of Sie Fegis Iumu

plan to serve fathers.

Two basnc servnce dehverv practlces are in place as shown in ﬁg-

Pieces of the Puzzle

The unique éspecc of this approach is that the commission has
authority to fund local initiatives based on the statewide strategic
The commission receives an- annual Iegmla-‘
tive appropriation to fund programs. During 1998, the commis-
sion received 3250,00@ from the Legislature that funded programs
covering 35 counties. Programs’ tunded by thé commission m~

* clude mentoring, job crammg, parenting and, farmlv counseling.”

Many ‘of these pro;ects work in conjunction with ‘state systems

llke rhe colirt and child support enforcemmt am,ncxes .

Prograh1rhatic Stmcture:"T.he Norrm;: . .
‘Service delivery becomes fragmented it there is not a clear vision
for serving fathers or a statewide strategy targetcd at low-income

dads. Programs and agencies differ in their goak and perceptions

- about fathers.. "Child suppdrt agenciés focus on collections, the.-
~courts on ‘¢énforcement,’ and comrhunity prowders on, personal .

developmem for thezr partxcxpants

ure 4. The first is an integrated approach based on a partnership

between the courts, child support enforcement agencies dnd com-

mumty based programs that delivers an array of empl oyment scr-f,
‘vices, paremmg education or mediation. The second approach

“involves only the communitv-based program operating indepen- -
dently of state child support ’1ge.nvc1es Qf{ht court systgr'ni_ .

’

“work and sérvice deliv erv structurc mr :

4

Imegrated Approach -
to Service Delivery

Figure 4. ‘Approaches to Service Dehverv :

‘Segregated Appmach‘
. . to, Service Dehvery

h 4

L

CSource: NCSL, 1999,

A 4 . S
: ; :
Child - e .
) - LOUres
Courts |« Support . ourts | |
: ' . 4
A : R G
Employment or Employment of
: - Parenting Parenting
- Assistance . | Assisaance

Child
Support

National Conference of St Legislatures




6 BUILDING BRIDGES: CHILD
- SuPPORT ENFORCEMENT
THE COURT SYSTEM AND o
COMMUNITY ORGANIZATIONS

-Although there are"many programs that are designed to work

- with_fathers, only a handful have fostered collaborative relation-

. %h!ps with all the relevant partners—child " supporI agencies and
the courts, Without the involvement of .the courts and child
support agencies, these programs are not as successful in bnrs{un
ing modifications, arrearage reductions and pavmem plam By

Cforming p”t([nl.f‘?hlp&, programs can deal with all aspects of a

father’s situation—emplovment, answering to afrearages, estab-
lishing payment plans, modifving support, and helping fathers

~learn life skills or parenting. In addition, child support agencics

and the courts can monitor the fathcrs RIIu:mon from bcgmnmg‘
to end. S ' . )

These program modc Is solicit pqmczpauon for their program in
four basic ways:

Mandatory or voluntary referrals from the court svstem, when
a fnher is involved with a proceéding about his child Support :
and claims o be unemploved -
Through the child support svstem when patermtv is estab-

lished, usually through cooperation with a mother who s
receiving welfare

. .
H b=

Natdonal Conference of State Legislatures
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*  During a voluntaty paternity establishment, usually before
or right after a baby is born

*  Volunteer fathers

Because many low-income dads have never married, their first:

contagt with child support and the court system Is usually afrer a

default order already has been set and they must appear before

the judge to explain why they are not in’ comphanu with their

- child sapport. At this point, dads who bave emplm ment usually

can negotiate a payment plan or work -with’ the child support
enforcement ager}cy to modify their current order. Men who are
without empl oyment can be mandated or emomagwf to partici-
pate in an &mploymem prog}mm to help them find a job. ~In most
states, participation is by definition ¢ ‘voluntary,” bup the alrerna-
tive to participation is to “find a job on your own or risk further”
penalties under the legal system. Referral to employment pro-
vidés judges an alternative to putting fathers in jai]."

Courmes in Florida and Indiana have developed a program. through / ‘

the court that requlres fathers to work or go 1o jail if they are.
behind in their child support. The: -prosecutor’s office in India-.
napolis.helps fathers find empl oyment by’ offering a choice of *
getting help finding a job, or doing community service or going
to jail. If fathers come before the court and do not have a job,
they receiveé an assessment to determine what type of services
will help them get jobs. Like welfare recipients, some need very
little help with emp]ovmem while others have multiple barriers
like poor literacy skills or substance ‘abuse problems. The

“prosecutor’s office works with Goodwill Industries and America

Works to administer the actual job training. - Both assist with
resume writing, jobs searches, obtaining a GED, job training,
skill develotpm'ent and work experience if clients do not have a-
job history. The prosecutor’s office has developed partnerships
with 24 local employers like 7-Eleven, Federal Express and He-
brew Foods. These emplovers agree to hire some of the fathers
who come through the pmgmm: )

National Conference of Sumee Legislatures
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The court also has the option of requiring fathers to perform
COMMUAILY SErVice Or o pay a lump sum of ‘child support.- ‘In

- Induna s Program
Fathers that Work )
Through the prosccutoe’s office in
Marion County (Indianapolis), fathers
who. are more thaa 3500 bekind in their
child support obligations have an oppor-
tunity to get jobs and bewer skills if they
are unemploved. Deputy prosecutors
can recommend 1o the court that fathers
‘be mandated w pardcipate in one of the

ing to jail. The program has worked with
the Private Industey Couneil (PIC) w
identify emplovers that will hire partici-

benefits are considered. Referrals o
treatment services also are available to
help clients deal with other aspects of
thir life such as substance abuse. * -
- Direet Job Referrals
This component is recommended if 2li-
ents have some wark experience and job

the parucipating emplovers and hired if
they meet minimum criteria.

udiréer Jubi Referrats

Clients who have mulaple barriers to
emplovment or who aced help with re-
sume writing, obuining a GED, leracy,
busic skills or advanced .raning are re-
ferred o Goodwill "Industries or
V America Works. In some cases, partici
pants mayv be eligible for up to 18,
months of training After training, they
are ceferred wo-jabs, S ’

' Comyrnnity  Nervice . .
This vption is used when clicnes refuse
‘work or are not suceessful in locating
work. - '

program’s three components or risk go- |

panes,  Only jobs with good wages and:

skifls, They can be linked with one of |

>

the last \mr commumtv service has

resulted in more than 9,000 hours of
work at an estimated value of $49,000.
More than $11,000 was .collected in
lump sum payments from fathers who
did not want to perform community

P

service.

_ Fathers who find employment usually -

earn wages that pay higher than mini-

“mum wage, Some fathers are earning
“as much as $12 per hour after going’

through the program.’ For some fami-
lies, support payments are taking the

place of welfare payments for their-
children. More than 50 percem of fa-‘ .

thers who pamupate in the program

continue to’ pdy (_hlld support, and

approxlmatel\' o4 percent of fathersare

still employed after six months. Pro- B

\Ldmg child- support_has given some

fathers an opportunity to connect

with théir children for the first time.

. Marion County -Prosecuior Scott -
- Newman explains, “We are fmdmg
) that there are a Jot, of fathers in our
~C()mmumt\ who_want to work. They
want to do right by their children and ,

support them financially. If they need

a job, we have one for them. If they -

need ;ob training, we havc that too.
And as a last resort, if they refuse to
take advantage of oar- pob pool, we will
put them in jail.”

Navonal Conference of Stare Taegishaures
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_approach.

Usmg child support agencms to connect with fathers is another

Courts can refer unemploved fathers to a »cascworker
who will work with them to regodate a payment plan and,

some cases, 2 modification, Aftcr meetng with the child sup-
port agencv fathers are refer ‘ed to receive help finding a job or 10

obtain training and skills

in exchange for their Coopcrauon

Child support enforcermnent workers
also carr coordinate with their welfare depariments to identifyf
wélfare families who have child support orders. - Workers ca
Schcnt fathers who ‘want to come forward and give thf,m services

In Illmom unf:mp 0\'€d fathcrs who come bcforc the courts can® - -
be’ dlrectly referred to chlld support enforccmem The agency

works with the court to modify or
“stay” orders while & father is in'a work
or trammg program so additional
arrearagcs do not accumulate The
court also has the authomty o forgive
a portion of past arrearages if a client

successfully completes a training pro-
gram. .The child support agency has .
'parmerships with a variety of .commu-

nity organizations to ‘administer train-
ing, Whlch includes ‘job clubs skills
trammg, resume wrmng and life skills.

The; department also” works to find

supportive services to deal with barri-
ers like substance abuse and-mental

health. Dianna Durham Mcloud,

former-Child Support Enforcement,
Adm;mstrator in lllinois $ays, “These -
dads aren’t daadbeat dads, thev are’

“of trying to locate him,‘fhcy finally

“food-stamps. Aftér he moved back to

.moted tw a mana;,crla] pusm(m, When
he app(.ar(,d in court, the' ;udga compto: (J

"supp()rt and continues o b actively
1 engaged in the lives of his children.

A Success Story in lllinois
The depariment worked with one father
who was more than $40,000 in arrears’’
with his child support:  After months

found him if a homeléss shelter in
Florida where he had been receiving

Hlinois, the department was able to con-
nect him with some basic emplovrient
services and a substance abuse program.

The father was able to secure a job at
\X/ﬁgrccns Six months later he was pro-:

mised. 330,000 of his arrearage because
‘of his-diligence and-progress in employ-
ment. He continues to pay regular child

deadbrokc dadsf If we hel p them get real )obs thc\ will p“l\ child
support and support their kids. All thcx need is a bule help. \‘(/e'
geta lot more out of them in terms of child support b\ hclpmg

rathcr than pumshmg

Some states work wtth thezr welfare agencies to identify fathers \} '

of the faml ies who receive welfare,

or those wh() have volun-
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\ @\,XCM teered paternity, before they receive a default judgment or accu-
3 ,{/f;}il,\

fowa Private Industry Council will work with fathers who have
barriers to employment and target specific services on a case-by-

mulate”massive arrearages. These states sull use community orga- ;
case basis.

s %

\‘N

nizations to provide emplovment services, although in limited |

\OJ@ \“5 cases they use the case management and emplovment services of
DE .
\%\(\

their welfare department.

In lowa, the human services department convened a pilot. col-
laboratnion between child support and welfare agencies o locate

parents of welfare clients in the hopes of conducting outreach to

fathers who may need help with emplovment or child support.
lowa’s model is based on a three-tiered approach—employment
assistance, access and visitaton, and parental responsibility. The
legislature provided the seed money to start the program with the

expectation that local funds and foundation grants will supple-~

ment the inital investment.

The department addresses parental responsibility by wrving to
locate fathers to modify support orders and make child support
pavments more realistic for dads who have accumulated arrearages.
“A current proposal would allow a graduated portion of the father’s
state debt o be reduced for continual participation in an employ-

_Jnent component and continual payment of child support. Al-

* though the partcipation credit would not be passed through to
the family, it would reduce the amount of money a father owes 1o
the state in exchange for the mother and child receiving welfare.
The goal of this approach is to make payments on arrearﬁgcs more
realistic and achicvable for some fathers and 10" encourage ongo-
ing pavment of child support. The program will conduct out-
reach atr hospital paternity programs and Healthy Start programs
o get fathers involved before their children are born to ensure
that initial child support orders are set ar realistic levels, and to
ensure thar fathers who may need help hnding jobs can obtain
assistance before arrearages accumulate.

lowa’s Human Services department has contracred with other
providers to administer mediaton services to help fathers. get ume
with their children. Funding for these services ‘came from federal
access and visiration grants which are designed 1o help states de-
velop policies to allow fathers more time with their children. The
A
A
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Maryland operates a handful of programs based on the same con-
cept of using state agencies and community providers to address
issues of employment and personal development as a way to stmu-
late child support pavments. The Marvland sites have served
more than 1,200 low-income fathers and report increases in edu-
cational levels, employment and active child rearing for fathers
who have participated.in programs. Programs provide the npical
array of services, ranging from help with jobs 1 mentoring and
support groups to educational classes. Specific programs are de-
signed to deal with custody and visitation issues that fathers face.
These programs help fathers develop joint parenting plans with
the mothers of their children and serve as advocates or mediators.
Classes in parenting or other necessary services are provided as
well:. Various sites report that between 50 and 100 percent of
fathers parucipating in the programs are consistently paying child
support. ' ’

Tennessee has taken a different approach by focusing on lifestyle

~ change and behavior modeling. The goal of the project is to assist.

fathers whose children reccive public assistance to establish a re-
lationship with their children and to pay child support. The pro-
gram ‘uses behavior modification principles to build mentors

~within families, based on the philosophy that people can solve

their own problems with some strong role models, targeted direc-
tion and support. Viewed as a more holistic approach, the pro-
gram tries to address all the emotional programs that clients bring
with them in hopes of helping the pérmn as a whole, rather than
working on short-term solutions to muldple problems. Mentors
also try to work with the entire familv structure.

The program is a collaborative effort in Nashville between the
Department of Human Services, the courts and the Institute for
Responsible Fatherhood. The program operates under the prin-
ciples and curriculum established by che institute o “wurn the
hearts of fathers to their children and hearts of children o their

Nattomal Conference of Sure Legishawares
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fathers,” according to institute founder Charles Ballard. The
Nashville project is one of a handful of pfograms run by the insu-

tute, but is rhehnly on¢ with an established partnership with the -

welfare department.” Other sites include Cleveland, Ohio; Mil- -
waukee, Wisconsin; San Diego, California; Washington, DC; and
Yonkers, New York. ) '
The institute and the department work: collaboratively to deliver
services to fathers. The program -solicits participants on a volun-
tarv basis, although department caseworkers can refer clients for
services. Once a participant becomes involved with the progrkam,
caseworkers from the department and the institute share infor-
mation about the client to document his participation in the pro-
gram. Actual case management is carried cut by institute staff,

- although depéhmenr caseworkers participate in establishing goals

and resolving problems with partcipants.

Ourtreach specialists work with participants—or protégés, as the
program calls them—to establish goals and develop an action plan.
based on their needs. Outreach specialists live in the community
and are available 24 hours a day to assist fathers or their families
with whatever services or assistance they may need, including
atrending court appearances or appointments with child support
enforcement. The core element of the program is peer counsel-
ing and support focused on modeling targeted values and behav-
iors—estabhishing paternity, developing fathering skills, improv-
ing work ethic and ¢mployment status, and providing financial ’
support. According to Ballard, the success of his appfoach lies in
showing—rather than telling individuals—avhat it means to be a

responsible tather and an adulr.

Survevs conducted with protwégés and outreach specialists indi-
cate the positive effects from the program-—fachers are spending
more time with their children and constructve changes have oc-
curred in the lives of children and fathers who are involved with
the program. - lnstitute and department seaff observe that fathers
are more likelv to pav child support and retain emplovment after
complenion of the program, Similar observadons from other in-
stitute sites repore that the vast majority of partcipants establish

»
»
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paternity and continue to work.  Additionally, three-fourths. of
program participants report having no additional children out of
wedlock. '

In some of these cases, fathers are actually in the home, but are
reluctant to come forward for fear of jeopardizing the mother’s
eligibility for welfare. lllinois responded by changing its eligibil-

ity standards to include fathers who live in the home. ..Recogniz- -

ing father presence from has helped to encourage participation
with child support from the beginning, without creating the fear
that welfare benefits will be terminated. Ohio ha¢ a similar pro-
vision. ' ' ' ‘

Offering dads proactive services can discourage them -from going
“underground” and they can find jobs to support their children
before the courts become involved. Underground dads are those
that provide in kind supports to their family—cash, clothes, dia-
pers, shoes etc.—rather than pay their required support through
traditional meané'. "A simple step towards discouraging under-
ground support is making ‘sure fathers establish paternity ds early
as possible. Fathers who establish paternity have a better chance
of paying support because they can get initial child support of-
ders set atr an amount reflective of what they really earn. As
discussed, streamlined communication between welfare and child
support workers can help states match TANF cases with child
support cases and may, make communication with fathers easier
and faster. If states conduct outreach to advertise the fact that the

agency wants to help them, they can avoid costly ame and .effort

in trying to locate and punish dads who have gone underground.
They also reduce the risk of having to modify orders or establish
pnymeﬁt plans for dads who have arrearages. Establishing pater-
nity is only the beginning, and it does not automarically translate

into dollars for mothers and their children, States will need to

consider what incentives and support they give to low-income
dads to complement their efforts to be compliant. No one would
dispute that punitive measures nced to be in place to enforce ob-
ligations, rethinking the strategy with regard to low-income men
can help o improve,the proccés.
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Dads Behind Bars’ . 2 7

_ offered in partnership with churches.

- . o : - bation officials and requires.

’ sions. The sessions require partcipants to live by the program’s

.o , ' : . : : : . . five principles of fatherhood and to report to the group what
- o L L " actions they took during the week to meet these goals. Topics in

' ’ ‘ the weekly sessions include, self-estcem building, affection and

he program is run by pro-,
ance at 12 weekly group ses-

: " ‘ . o A guidance, financial support respect and hvmg a substance- free
7. Daps BEHIND BARrs S festyle. . . |

Fathers mu‘st maké a commirment to stay substance-free and pro-

As many as 70 percent of low-income dads have had conmcr thh L
the justice system, and the majority of .incarcerated men are fa-

; thers. This presents an mtcremng dilemma because in most states,

J fathers continue to accrue arrearages while they arc locked up,
desplte the obvious fact that they have no resources to pay sup- '
port. When released, they may have satisfied their debt to soci-

vide love and encouragement to themselves and- their children.

Participants who complete the program can earn a reduction in

fines and, court costs, and some may
- have probation” reduced. ‘

Massach};sctts’ Five Principles of
Fatherliood:

The Colorado Departmem of Correc- As a father, it is my responsibility to:

- o . e tions. ‘ment pro- |“e ; ; : chi
ety, -but are met with a new debt because: of .child support ‘arrears. /non operates a recmployment pro . Give affection to my childsen.
o s . gram for inmates who are being re- *  Give gentle guidance t my chil-.
. . o S “leased from jail. The program attempts dren. :
1 Research has shown that a job and a strong family connection are d ! divid f 8 h basi ’P‘b 1 * Provide financial support to my
Ny : L ; to provide individuals with basic jo
rhe two most important elements than an individual needs ro klllp b b ; ] d, children and the mother of my chil-
- o C . - s so they can get jobs once release
keep from returning to jail. There are few available support sys- s d dv fg 10 o dren. ‘ ,
E o o y 1 ort neg- - g g ime
tems to help these men re-enter society by finding jobs, and even “and provides refeirals to supp o Demonstrate ECSPL“ at all times to
) fewer that assist them with' rebuildi lationshing: that S works that can help fathers~work with | - the mother of my children.
. 4t assist them with’ rebulding relauonships- that have suf- ®  Ser a proud- example for my ¢hil-

C,hlld SuPpOft enforcgmem ﬂnd, esmb‘;' dren by living withia the law and
lish family linkages. New Mexico tar- without the raint of alcohol or drug
gets its services to teen fathers who are use. :

serving- time in detention facilities by
providing conflict. resolution, contra-

fered or ceased while they were incarcerated. While in jail, 1t is”

very difficult for fathers to keep in contact with families. The

nature of some men’s convictions warrant that they do not have

contact with their children, but for most, this is not the case. : \/

‘\{' A handful of stz1tcs—;£ncitnding Colorado, Florida, New Mexico ceptive information and basic job skills. services.  Florida helps

and Massachusetts—have developed programs designed to serve
. fathers while they are-in jail or upon their release to strengthen
thetr role as fathers and o help link them to employment.

 inmates with literacy skills by teaching them how to read books
- - and write letters to their children. Dads make tape recordings of
themxelveq rmdmg stories that are sent to their children, “Thesce
pu)ple are going to go ‘back into sociery. We have two choices;
we can help them to establish relationships with' their families, or -

i In Massachusetts, parolées can enroll in a program designed to
teach them abour how 1o foster relationships with their childien
and the mothers of their children. Dads can obtain some job
training through the loner-city Job Training Program sponsored
b} Polaroid.  There are 102 program locations, five of which are

we can 'do nothing and see them end up back in jail” asserts
Buddy Whitman, dlrector of the Florida Commission on Rexpon-
sible Fatherhood.

A
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Theré aré trade- offs to: ()peratmg work programs thar mvolxe part- .

nerslnps berween child: support agencies,. the courts and commu-

nity organizations. The greatest adv antage is that the courts and |

child support. enforcement agency are working . rogether to try
nd create reasonable options for low-income fathers.-

However, foatenmr suecesstul parmershlps 18 ofren rhe biggest
“challenge.
the courts ubuall\ haver competing goals' and aasumptlom about
the populations thev serve and to whom they are accountable,

Diﬂumg %oals can affect whether entities can actuallv work to-
ward 4 common interest. Commumt\ orgamzanons may. be re-
luctant to forge partnerships \\uh the courts ot child support
mtorccmmt agencies for fear that clients ma\ view the program
s an g\temmm of “their authom\ As such, programs must to

overcorhe these assumptions to, provide services to fathers who -

may beneft, at the same time dcmomrratn‘u5 to ' the courts and
cagencies that they are willing 1o help their clients ‘play by the

crules’ Alternatively, courts and child support agencies. may be
reluctant to an)bmu, parmustha if they are sktpucql that anv of |

théir goals will be realized. ()pcmngr lmu of communication,
overcoming fauley assumptions and )uuldlm3 a workable tmmv

work are perhaps hardér than the actual serwce delivery that auen—

cies and Qrgml/auons PI()\}d

Child z,uppmr offices collect mone\ and focus on locatmg par-
ents for the sole purpose of collecting monev from them. They
‘provide services to morhers and children, and they are account-

hd ~
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Child support dg6[1Cl€‘§ COH'I!T]UHIC\ orgammmons and

"The Trade-Off

able to taxpayers. The courts uphold puziiti\?e‘ enforcement mea-
sures on behalf of mothers and children. The challenge is to

create an environment that i‘:'nomhmatenin;, for the father, while -
mamtammé the goal of (,ollectmg child support. If fathers féel ax‘

though caseworkers aré worl\mg on thezr behqlf they are more
likely to comp y with program rcqulrumams especially if rhc_\

are given access to other types of services like substance al)usq‘
treatment, child de»elopment planned parentmg ‘and peer sup-~
port. A father who feels the state’s ch\» interest is pumshmcnt

or cc)llectlm7 from hls pavcheck is much more likel I to revert to

underground tacucs as a way to support hi§ familv. »/4\Chl(.\<.‘ .
ments in llinois, Indlana Maryland and Tennessee are due largely -
to the fact that programs and agencies have been able.to cvoke a

sense of . trust, provide real melo\ ment opportunities, and ygive
some fathers “brcathmg room” by temporarll\ ‘modifying orders.
Partlupants are able to witness the benefits of their actions as
thev ‘;treng)thcn Connectlonx with’ “their children and’ provide fi-

“ - +

nancial support. - o o o
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9 OUT ON A LIMB o
COMMUNITY—BASED |
"ORGANIZATIONS - .

»

The majority of programs that serve fathers are operated at the

‘communirty level, most without a formal relationship with the

courts or child support enforcement agencies. They provide a
variery of services that are not limited to employment.  Unlike

the stare, where the main focus is 1o collect child support, local

programs have muluple goals,"o‘ne of which is child support. Of
equal importance are helping fathers develop good parenting skills,
learn about child develc}pmcm’ and- negotiate visitation arrange-
mdénts. Participation in”cémmuniey programs is usually volun-
rary; Fathers hear about particular services by word Qf mouth,
rather than through child support agencies or the court systems,
in some cases, the court or child support agency may refer fa-
thers t(;ﬂcdmmunitg programs where their participation may be
used as an abternagve w jail,  Other nmes, _fathers may be di-

recred o find ‘.mpmmum‘ and a-referral o a communiey pro--

gram s viewed as a helping h hand to assist them rather than as

pumshmcnr.

Most pmnmms do focus on- helping fathers find jobs, because
that is foremost on rthe minds of ‘participants. - In tandem, rhev
ofter mentoring and peer support as well as mediaton and access
to other services. Comomunity and local organizatons ate in good
positions to devore considefable artention to fathers because that
is cheir primary goal. These organizations déveloped specialized

H
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resources and curriculuns to help farher% develop 1n their roles as
prowdtrs and as men. They can help fathers earn a GED, learn
to write resumes, develop interview skills, and can provide access
to local community or vocarional schools where fathers can learn
specialized skills. - ‘

The .Center on Fathers, Families and Workforce Development

7

(CFWD, formerly known as Baltimore City Healthv Start, EmA

ployment and Men's Services)is a nattonally recognized commu-
nity-run program in Baltimore, Marvland, that uses pccr‘ support
rnetworks and a manhood development curriculum to teach fa-
thers about being financially responsible and emotionally sup-

_portive to their children. Once in thé program, all fachers receive

an assessment and are assigned a case’ manager to help: them es-
‘tablish achievable goals,rpa'r‘t of which can-include p_répamtion
for entry-level employment by teaching ba’sii job skills. “Unless
we can get these men in economic sttuauom that sapport their
 families and communities, we are migsing the boat,” according o

Joe Jones, founder of CFWD.

3 ce
R N 3

-After fathers get jobs, they are eligible for. post-emplovment train-

mg that focuses on wage pmgrcsmon to help them ger beuer jobs.
" As with other programs, CFWD has- dwelupcd extensive rela-
tionships with other providérs that can help fathers with-sub-
stance abuse, domestic violence, or visitation mediation.

One ‘way CFWD solicits-participants is by recruiting pregnant
mothers to participate in Healthy Start, then éngaging fathers.

. Home visits are conducted in an atterapr to connect with these

fathers. Jones asseres, “We ctonduct as many-home visits as neges-
sary to get fathers involved with the program. Thése dads dont
want to be found because they think we are going 1o report them
[to the welfare or child supporr agency]. Sometimes it takes a
few visits before they understand that we are not child support or
probation officers checking up on them. We want to help them

deal with rhur economic qntuanon e the\ can proudg for their .

kldS
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STRIVE (Suppmt and lmmmu Results in Valuable hmplovees)
and Cmodml Industries are natonally known programs that work
in mm\ communities to provide employment components at

kEhL local Tevel o serve hthc.r% tn addivon 1o the Indlampohs site

mentoned eailier, " Goodwi ill Indusmu has contracred wich “the

Parent Oppgmum[y .Prc)gmm (POP) in Colorado Springs, Colo-
vado, to provide the education and training compoenent for the
tathers that irs pmgrdm serves: Fathers receive an inital intake

agsessment at POP o determine w hat types of services-Or assis-
tance they med fhe\ are then referred to- Goodwill, which can
help thent carn a2 GED, write rcsumcs learn work enquett(, or

obuin targeted skills and tramm&, throusjh a community or voca--

tional sch()()l

IRIV} fmmu. on pmmotmkg3 “soft skills” thar cmp oy(.rs look
for while providing short, term tramsmr and .support. services.

STRIVE conduces i mtcmwe post-employ ment follow- up to help .

" their clients stay. emploved once they get, jobs: The STRIVE pro-

’

"gﬁrxm in I

Sast Harlem, New York, has- developed a Fragile Fami-
lies Initintive to help hthcrs get lobs with qood pay and benefits.
As part of the program, they mandate completion of a father-
hood developrient and rdanonsh!p building class. These work-
shops include, fathethood development, father influence on chil-

dren, decision- m’tkmu dmhm{ with stress, understanding the child
support system and becoming self-sufficient. To assist clients with
nmfég:mnu the court and child support systems, STRIVE helps
connect pmnupqnm with tree or low-cost legal services. Recendy,
Broadway Video, a mjor pmducuon company, agreed w relo-
cate m f (n,lt.,m, pmtl ‘because of - emp()wcrmcm zone incentives

b also due to STRIVES conimitment to pmvxdg quality trdin.,

ing and placement with emplovers.. Br(mdm\’ Vidéo -hired 20
cmplovees i career frack pw.m(mx tmm the STRIVE program
becduse of its commimment to training well-qualified -emplovees.

The Fast Harlem STRIVE also gIvES participants an opportunity
to gain advanced skills once they have jobs. The ASAP program,
conducrs night' courses that provide a combinatuon of direct skill
rraining and socil and business skills like long-term goal setting,
time management, risk taknw conflict resolution and thll}/ ing

Y
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corporate resources. Hard skills training can last from 10 1o 24
weeks and is geared toward the emerging skill needs of local em-
ployers. . The program reports that in. two vears, more than 300

-graduates have been placed, most eatning -over $20,000 per vear

within 12 to 18 months. Retention rates above 95 percent are
reported: ) " ‘

As. part of local cconomic development initiarives, housmg
projects in Conngctlcul and Pennsylvania are connecting with

fathers to provide apprenmceshxp opportunifies af -housing facili-

ties. Some starting wages are'as high as'$15 per hour.  The com-
mumty action agency in Boston supports the CLUB (Career and
Life United in Boston) program, which provzdcs education, job -
placemem and career planning services to low-income z\frlpan-'-
American-and Hispanic males. "The program was highlighted by -
the .Governor’s Commission on'Responsible Fatherhood and Fam-

ity Support as a succesqfu mOdcl to serve. the needs of low-in-

come fathers. Other community-based approaches include uti-
h;m_g private industry councils, workforce developmént b()ards,'
and’'local churches or faith-based services like Catholic Charities.

Communitj?»run programs can offer an inténsive and 'h()li%tic ar-
ray of services, and fathers are less.intimidated by. these programs
becau@e thére is no threat the\ will be turncd in” 1o child sup-
port or welfare’ agencies' by caseworkers.’ Caseworkers h@ve‘ the
time to develop relationships with fathers and they are respected
within the community.” They are. viewed to be more objective
about a father’s sltuaa(m bemmc thev have no authority w0 issue
a “punishment”, They can deal with an entire family structufe—
mother; child and g,mndp’ucnrv—-- to help-fathers learn effective
ways of commumcatmg or w help mediate simple disputés Be-
cduse these programs. depend on ourside help for legal assistance;
it can be challenging to negotiate arrearage forgiveness ‘or modifi- "
cations because they are not dealing directly with the child sup-
port agency. TR

Because community-run programs are not part of an institution-
alized approach to serving low-income fathers, they risk fading
away without the influx of financial support, while child-sup-
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port agencies and court systems are built into the framework of
state government. Many governors have established special task
forces to look at the plight of low-income fathers, but those ef-
forts risk being dropped once governors are out of office. 1f col-
laborative partnerships between the state and community -based
approaches can be developed, both stand to gain. The real win-
ners are children who benefit from receiving financial and emo-
tional support from fathers, and fathers who establish a sense of
worth through becoming financial providers and nurturers. “In-
deed, what -children neced to grow up to become well-ad) usted
adules 1s the combination of parenting styles that mothers and
fathers provide,” asserts Wade Horn, Natxonal Fatherhood Ini-
native.

.
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10. No SiLVER BULLET:
EVALUATION OF
PARENTS’ FAIR SHARE

There is no quick fix to poverty facing either low-income moth-

ers or fathers, but directing resources and support to fathers seems.

to be a start in the'right direction. Generations of poverty and
behavior patterns will not be changed with a crash course on
writing resumes and a few classes on parenting. Tt .takes time and
effort to reverse the stranglehold of unemployment and low wages.
The true, lasting effects of these programs are not easy 1o measure
and are hard to evaluate in the short term-—some results may not
matenalize for years.

These challenges have left some policymakers skeptical of the
real impact programs can have on fathers, particularly because
many local and community-run programs have not been subjected
to rigorous, formal evaluation. Sdll, states have nothing to lose
and everything to gain by switching gears.  Effores in collecting

child -support from this population so far have proved futile, and -

even small increases in collections could be bencficial to low:in-
come families. Child support collections have a long historv.
After years of applying a one-size fits all approach to welfare and
child support, the pendulum has started to swing back towards

locking at the root causes of poverty—low wages, unemplovment

and a support system that discourages responsible parenting,  Just
as in welfare, not all parents will benefit from a new approach.

National Confervace of State {.egislatures
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The lasting benefits for children who can gain from berrer
parenting and additional support are difficult to argue against.

There is a considerable amount of information detailing particu-
lar fatherhood inidanves or program profiles, but less on actual
mpacts the programs have on the fathers. Limited follo\\* up

- studies by programs or small, university-directed reports have been

conducted in a few sites, but.there are none using a full range of
evaluation tools like control groups, quantitative measures or lon-
gitudinal studies. Local programs lack the financial resources that
are necessary o conduct rigorous evaluamons and many sce us-
ing their resources to provide direct services to families as a greater
priorite. Clearly, there is a need for more information about the
impact thar father-cenrered services may have on fo*.termu betrer
xd'monsh;p\ beeween fathers and their children and increasing .
child support pavments.

The Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation (MDRC)
recently conducred an evaluation of the Parents’ Fair Share (PES)
-project. This evaluation gives policymakers and reséarchers. the
first comprehensive ghmpse at how dxrectmg SEIVICES O NON-CLs-
rodial parents can have a positive effect on their abihty to pay

SUppOl'[,

S The PES program was designed 1o west whether employment as-
sistance helped 1ow-income dads become better able o provide

financial support tor their childrc In exchange for modif fving

child support amounts ar more manageable levels, fathers were
given the opportunity to partidipate in a varicty uf emplovment
cnhancement activitics—ijob search, resume ‘writing, basic skills
and t:nmmr Fathers could participate in peer suppmi groups

and SESSION designed 1o focus on relations! hip building, child de-

Cvelopment, anger management or other life-skills activites.  Ac-

cess o medition services was also made available ro partcipants.

Parents” Fair b 1are operated in one county in each of seven amra\~

California, Florida, ‘Massachuserts, Michigan, New Jersey, Ohio
and Tennessee. Prograni sites-were expected 10 be a collaborarive

cftore berween child support enforcement agencies and the local

*
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providers that administered actual services 1o fathers. Funding

Results of the evaluation showed a
small but significant increase in the
number of fathers who paid child sup-
port, but large increases were realized
only across three sites. This resulr dis-

-appointed many who expected larger

improvements. Given the difficulty of
collecting from these fathers. gener-
ally—the national collection rate 1s
only 13 percent=—any increase should
be viewed as progress. It is also worth

‘for PFS combined both federal and private foundation funds.

Profile of Parents’ Fair Share Fathers

®  Average wage was $6.70 per hour

* 51 percent had arrears of less than
$2,000

® 70 percent have been arrested

75 percent live within 10 miles of

their child )

* 60 percent have no high school di-
ploma or GED

® 54 pereent did not live with their
father : o

* 17 percent were emploved at the
time they were referred w PES

noting that the percentage of both PFS

participants and the control group pay- -

ing child supporrt steadily increased

over the course of. the demonstration, though the percentage was
slightly higher for PFS participants. Increases were due in part
the additional effort that child support workers focused on both
groups of fathers. In some sites, collections for program partici-,
pants were. more than 20 percent higher than the control group.
Additionally, during one quarter in Ohio, program participants
paid an average of $81 more support. These small but significant
increases support the idea thar directing even minimal efforts o
reach low-income fathers can yield positve results. Over tme,
as child support agencies and community prowders become ac-
customed to working with f'u:her«: and each other, larger increases
may be possible.

The evaluation did nor provide elear results indicating whether
participation in the program led to an increase in earnings. This
is.due in part to the fact thar most participants did not participare
in skill-building activites—they were focused on finding 4 job so
they could pay supporr. Most participants were immediately
referred to a job club that necessitated an immediate job search.
Although some received GED assistance, few parucipated in any
vocational training or other skill-based services. Focusing less on
an immediate job or combining emplovment with skill building
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mav help to address this issue. Individuals who have advanced
skills can earn almost 60 percent to 80 percent mote than those

who do not. Investments fotused on training may lead to higher -

earnings and child support pavments. Adﬁitionally, the problem
for manv fathers seems to be keeping a job once they become
emploved. Behavior and attcude issues'ncc;d to be addressed be-
fore fathers can successfully move up the job ladder.

Many of the partnering agencies responsible for providing skill
building activities were reluctant to take on _fa'thers. ‘They viewed
these clients as “high risk,” and were not willing to Anvest \\rhqlc~
heartedly in_ training them for jobs. Many of the PFS sites tried
to work with 1§cn! emplovment and traini{lg agencies who re-
ceived JTPA (Job Training Partfiership Act) funding rIjhesc agen-
cies had built strong relationships with the 1()Cf1‘ busmefm com-
munity and were reluctant to help these fathers for fear of “spAml-
ing” their reputation and jeopardizing ongoing rclat;o:nshlps.
Results could improve if providers become more committed to

working with low-income fathers.

11. LEssoNs LEARNED

Building partnerships berween gr)\acfrxmerut agencies and local
service providers is a task in itself. Across PFS demonstration
sites, the success of the programs depended on the level of com-
mitment across agencies and their willingness o work with each
other. The most successful sites in PFS were those that had buile
working relationships with local providers while the child sup-
port agency pldyed the lead. As discussed earlier, child support

agencies and local organizations often
differ in their goals, objectives and as-
sumptions about serving low-income
fathers. Local organizations view their
role as advocating for fathers, while
child support enforcement agencies
focus on collecting money. - In PFS,
states that experienced the' largest in-
creases in child support pavments had
forged solid relationships between
child support agencies and’ community
providers. For fathcrhood programs
to work, both entities must agree o
support a joint mission and a reach a
common understanding of how their
tespective offices will work with fa-
thers and each other,

Lessons Learned from
Parents’ Fair Share

Contacting low-income fathers
may have a positive effect on child
support collectons.
Employment assistance can help
some fathers ger jobs.
Programs thac facilitace working
partnerships berween docal provid-
ers and child support enforcement
can lead o bewer outcomes.
Outreach cfforts can help o iden-

afy fathers who mayv benefit from
survices and those who have unre-
ported ncome,

Keeping jobs and advancing in the
labor market is the most ditficul
chaltenge vet o be addressed.

In the demonstration sites where the child support agency plaved
the lead, activities and case MANAZCMENt Were easier to monitor
because both child support enforcement staft and PES seaff were

e

Natonal Conference of State Legislatures Nadonal Confercace of Suaee Legislatures : 39




40

Broke But Not Deadbeat

able to administer a team approach to solving problems. Agen-
cies were ‘quick to respond ro a downward or.upward modifica-
tion based-on frequent updates from local providers. Because
both pactners were involved from the start, fathers received a clear
and united message about the willingness of both partners to as-
sist in their situation. Regular meetings were convened to allow
child support enforcement and PFS workers. to talk about a
pnrtic'ip‘am’s progress, develop a working plan, and to assess ap-
propriate follow-up.  According to MDRC, “As enrollees inter-
acted with PFS staff: over time, the image that the staff were work-
ing closely with, and were perhaps even part of, the child sup-

port agency probably increased the staff’s effectiveness in getting
_participants to pay child support. In sites where these partner-

ships were not formed, workers and agencies tended to revert to
their respective corners and return to business. as usual.” ’

Addidonal efforts to identify and locate fathers helped PES to
weed out those who were avoiding child support by not report-
ng- Cnlpl()\'hicﬂ[ ‘or to change the status of other fqthem who
had physical barriers to employment like disability or 1nc1rcera—
tion. “This procgss allowed child support caseworkers to clean
out old cnsc"ﬂlcvsv that had been low priority. It also helped to
rarget the fathers who may benefit from the type of assistance

“that PFS could’ provide. This iniual process began with trying to

idenuty tathers who may be ehigible for PFS services. By com-
paring welfare, child support enforcement, and employment

records, caseworkers were ‘able to contact fathers and bring them-

in for hearings to discuss their case. This “smokeout” resulted in
25 percent of fathers reporting previous unreported income or
resources, and identified another 25 percent who were unable to

pav because of disability or in¢arceration or because the child

was legally emancipated.  Some fathers had never received the
order for support. According to MDRC; the additional outreach
does nor guarantee the receipt of child support, but fathers con-
tacted in this wav were more likely to pay than fathers who were
subject w traditonal child support enforcement methods.  States
can benefic trom looking at case files that have been low-priority
and instead of wasting eftfores and resources on enforcement meth-

Nadonal Conterence ot State Legislatures

Lessons Learned

ods that have not produced results, they mayv find that dads who
are approached in new ways can and will pay child support.

Even though PFS participants had a variety of sefvices available
to them, peer support and job club were the most widely used.
Across PFS, 70 percent of those eligible for the program partici-
pated in at least one component. Support groups allowed partici-
pants to share experiences with other fathers under the direction

of a facilitator. Soc1ally fathers rarely have support mechanisms
that allow for the free exchange of information or ideas about-

children or being a dad. One administrator explained, “Guys
may not be able to say to their buddy, ‘Hey, what do vou know

about potty training?” or ‘What can I do to become a better fa—v,v

ther?” In a support group, they.can freel\ express themselves

without the fear of being laughed ar’

Facilitators were able to help_fathers identify barriers and gener-

ate solutions to many problems through open dialogue. In one

site, facilitators planned weekly. assignments for fathers like “take
your child to the park” or “make dinner for vour child” to give
fathers structured guidance on how ‘they can spend time with

' _chlldren Other sites planned monthl\r ourings and special evenrts

like Easter Egg hunts to provide a supportive atmosphere for fa-
thers and their children. One participant summed up what peer
support can mean for these fathers:

“I have a lot to thank for this [facilitator] in here...because he’s
instilled in me one thing: I have no fear of sharing anything that
has hurt me. There was vears and vears of me walking around
not trusting anybody to talk to about it. Now...l don’t walk
around feeling as though the top of myv head is going to explode
from blood pressure because I kéep holding all this crap in me.
It’s got to come out. It helped me be a better father”t
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12. FUNDING FOR o
FATHERHOOD PROGRAMS

States have unprecedented. opportunities o invest in services for

“low-income fathers, Welfare caseloads have dropped sharply so-

states can, redirect’ resources’ that would have been spent on cash
assistance -to redesign services that assist mothers and fathers in

suppoiring their children. Currently a variety of financial re- -

sources are available to fund programs or scrvices. These resources
include: B . :

* The TANF block grant .-

Funding For Fatherhood Programs

-tance. Providing services to fathers is

own assistance pmgrams. Fundmg for the TANF block gmm
was based on welfare spending in" FY 1994, when caseloads were

. high. Cascloads have now dropped by more than 40 percent

nationwide, so states have money for programs that otherwise
would have gone to cash assistance: The US, Department of
Health and "Human Services estimates thac states receive about
$4.7 billion dollars more per year than they would have under . -
the AFDC program. States can use some of this money to fund

‘fatherhood programs.

States receive a block grant” from the chem L,ovcmmcnt to use’
for poor families in ways the states o ‘

determine will best meet the needs for -
their populations. Unlike AFDG, .|
TANF does not require states to get . . Welfare
federal permission to develop new ser-

vices or programs, and spending can services

be_used to support poor farnilies, not | *  The federal go’yemmént does not’

just families that receive cash assis-
grams~-states decide

‘Points-to Remember about the New

States do not need  federal peraus-
sion to dcxclop new programs ¢r

have authority w approve state pro-

_considered within these boundaries,

even if they are not married or living

" States define who is -cligible to re-

ceive services and they can have dif-

ferent standards of eligibility for dif- -

ferent forms of services

States can target services to low-in-

come fathers even if they. do not
] : live with the mother of their chil- .

" combination'of state and federal funds. 7 drer o -

dren
States receive the federal TANF block
grant, but must.also maintain histori- .
cal expgﬁditures on welfare-related programs using state funds.
The maintenance of effort requirement (MOE) mandates “thac

* . State maintenance of effort (MOE)

*  The \\/dhrc to-Work grants

s W orLtmce Anvestment Act funds (\XfIA)
* - Child Support Enforcement funds . -
“*  The Social Services Block Grmt
Private foundations

with the mothers ‘of their children.,

“The new welfare is<funded usinig a

Using TANF and MOE Funds

states spend 80-percent of whar they spent in 1994, or 75 percent

States have substanual resources and flexibilicy under the Tem- if they ensure a certain P”CC“””C of welfare recipients are W‘m\

porary Assistance .to Needy Families (TANF) program to fund _ - ing. 2 : .
services to hclp non-custodial “fathers with employment and L N

States can use both the federal blocl\ qrant and state. MOE money
on anything that accomplishes the broad purposes of TANF:

parenung, The federal welfare reform law in 1996 created a block
grant for state programs’serving that serve needy families. States

_were released from the festrictions of the Aid o Families with
* End welfare dependence;

Dependent Children Program (AFDC). Theyv can design their 1
‘ : * Promote employment;

e
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*  Encourage two-parent tamilies; and

*  Reduce out-of-wedlock” pregnancies.

Resourdes must also be §1)cnt on ehgible fﬂmilies and states de-

fine who.1s_eligible to recelve certain programs or services, A

state can choose to establish different levels of eligibility for dif-,
ferent types of services, For example, a state can choose to have’

" one (,llglblll[\ standard for cash assistance but 'may establish a

different threshold for-employment services or support services

like transportation and child care.

If states iricludh non-: custodia | fathers in their e ligibility defini-
tions, the\ can‘use Tr\VF and MOE funds to prov ide qervlccx to

them. These hthcrs will.not hcc time. limits or-work par tl(.lp"l—

Typés of Services that Can be
Funded With TANF or MOE
Emplovment qsslsmnu

Job phccmcn[ .

Job training

Substance abuse [rmmum
Mentoring

Counseling .

N’Iﬂrriﬁgc CUL:mscling..

Pregnancy prevention |
Abstinence. éducation
Mediaton .
Tr‘mspormtlon md child care
Activities that promorte access 1nd
Visitation

Pass-through of collected amounts

ot child support

~“direct cash value. -
~issued by HHS clarify that federal time
‘limits and work requirements "lppl\'

“tion rate requlrements if they are pro-;
“wided ﬂerwcei—ﬂuch as-job training or

he p finding a job—that do not have a

y for programs or services that ha\/
a dlrcct monetary \lﬂlue—cash assis-
tance, - vouchers, or assistance used to

.meet ongoing basic needs. Child care
~and tmmportation for families-who are -

not cmplowd are also cormdeud to
have -a monitary vqlue although tor
cmploycd families these services are
'cXCl_udcd’ from the definition. States
can usc federal dolars to pr()\fid@

needed training. mentoring or counseling services, substance abuse

treatment, parenting and life.skills and a range of other services
to non-custodial fathers whom they detiné as eligible.
ally, dny services that are used to meet the goal of reducing out-
of-wedlock births, or €6 encourage two-parent families are not.

ted to any dl;lblllt\ based on income.

Addition-

Some of these services

) may include [(,(,I'l pregnancy prC\Cl’lthﬂ "lbgtlﬂCﬂCC Cdl.lC"lthl'l

l)r(,’~[ﬂﬂlllﬂg(. or lﬂﬂlllﬂ\g(. u)unsc_lm‘;, l’I’lCCll?l[l()l'l7 ﬂC[l\lthb to pr()-

mote access and visitation and crisis intervention.

H
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Final regulations:’

. on fathers
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‘State MOE funds have even more flexibility in that they-do not’

trigger time limits'or work participation rates as long as they are
not combined with. federal. dollars. = Like the federal block gran,

MOE funds must also be spent on poor families and used to “dc-

* - complish the goals of TANF, -but states have’ considerably more

flexibility. If states develop programs funded with MOE dollars

that are separate or outside. of the TANF program, there are no

federal time limits, work requireménts or work participation rates

to con51der Stdtes reap the benefit .of being able to count sepa- .

rate state programs as a MOE expenditure, but without federal

" constraints. e

i R e “

AA state can set up a program by crearing an eligibihry cqtcgor\ o
include a non-custodial -father based on his income, then detine

the services that he would be eligible to receive—pavirg close,

attenton to services that are considered to have a cash value “of

that are used to _meet ongoing basic needs so that time limits and
work participation rates do not apply. These fathers nced not
have children who receive welfare, but must have low- mcomes

accordmg- to state standards. For example, a state: could define

income eligibility for fathers at 200 percent of the federal poverty -

level—rough y*$16,000:per vear, Examples-of non-monetary ser-

vices that a state could offer include, emplo\mcnt 19519mnce ”md{

skill- based trammg, parentmg education, peer and mentormg
groups, anger management, conflict ruoluuon “treatment pro-
grams and famlly planning. -

-and MOE, and can direct agencies to develop services or pro-

States can use their budget process to redirect’resources or create - -

p"lrtlclp"ltl()n rululrcmcnt\ for dcpnrmgnr\ to (_n\LlI(_ \]xn(lm(f

savings trom welfare

caseldad decli ine to fund seven county programs targeted at fa- -

th_er_s. The counties submitted proposqls explaining how their

- programs would serve fathers, the cstimarcd cost and the number
of participants they hoped to seeve. Solicitation-for program par--
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Funding For Fatherhood Programs

ticipation would be court ordered in some counties and based on
volunteers in others. .Employiment sérvices at the sites include,
expedited paternity establishment, career planning and counsel-
vi'ng, basic education, subsidized work expetience, community
.services and vocational training. The sites also offer supportive

While caseloads are low, states need to consider all of their‘possi;
bilities for serving families. Money that is not directed tq provid—
ing cashassis;ange can be reinvested if states rake full advantagé'
of their flexibility. Thé window of opportuniry will not last for

. . . . . . long. Con rress is i :
services that include transportation, a job retention hot-line, and g & gress is speculating that states have 0o much money,

mental health and substance abuse services, as well as courses in T based on the fact that_smt‘?s‘ha\’fi ﬂccumplatéc_i'large‘ba[ances of

paren:ting ekills development, anger and conflict management, S - unspent TP}NF funds in fedérz.ll reserves.  Policymakers can help

child development, relationship building and problem solving. istat:e agencies and local admlt?lsrrators understand this flexibility.
n state offices across the nation, workers are accustomed to

- Some counties are offering mediation services to assist with child A £ AFD !
: R ' restraints o t epvi :
support-and custody and visitaton. One couaty .proposed o of- state leaders 4 C and are tentative abour uving new ideas.—H

- . B . ~ .. - State leaders i [ Ai . 4 N 1o
fer a 810 child support credit for each hour a father participated 1 L 6m0f15tmtc their uhderstanding of flexibility and
. ' cad by example, middle management and front line staff mav be

/'in the program. The sites each estimate serving between 150 and : : 7 «
more apt to carry out and implemerit new approaches withour
fear that.the state can be penalized. )

7 450 fathers per vear at a cost ranging from $950 w $5019 per
: participant. .Cost estirnates -fluctuate depending-on. the types of.
service and _rh‘eVscrvice providéf; Experience figures into the esti- i
mateés: community programs that have experience. serving disad-

. Weifare-tOLWork

'vamag'éd populations have a clea;:er picmre of the aume and cost ’A b ) i .
d ; ‘ . s part Qf the 1997 balanced budger agreement, Congress estab-’
i A S lished Welfafc—to-\Vork {(WtW) as“a‘new federal grant to addrcs; '
: some of the needs that face long term welfare recipients. States
can receive a grant based on a formula, and local providers -can

submit proposals for competitive grants.

associated with various types of services.

Arizona, Florida and lowa are alsomusing welfare funds for pro-

“grams. In Florida, local WAGES ‘(Work and Gain Economic Self-
Sufficiency) coalitions have authority- for ddministeting the TANF :
‘program. Local coalitions have funded ma‘ny programs targeting
fmhcrs,"including two' employment-focused programs that man- R
“date-fathers to find work and pay child support of go to jail.
Another that rargets fathers of Head Start children for help with
(;ozﬁpmcr waining, entrepreneurial skills and self empower‘menﬁ

P - Formula grants require states to provide a match and no federal
- mon‘ey can,bcj used to draw downi the match. There is a capped
amount that cach state may receive.. The WeW grant also e:lzphc-
itly allows eligibility "for services to non-custodial fathers whose'
children receive. TANF. The Welfare-to-Work grant 'passes 85 per-
cent of a state’s grant to local pr’i\féte ig‘ndusr:ry councils (PI1Cs).
- The remaining 15 pércent is feg\ined by the states to operate “gd\,,
emors" programs,” aIthougb state legislatures have approprix;tion
authority (under the Brown amendment) and can establish con-
ditions for how this money should be spent.

States have other resources available to fund needed services that

will not subject participants to time limits or work participation

rates. The Social Services Block Granr (SSBG, or Titde XX as it is
commonly known) could also be used to fund other services re
lated to emplovment or pnremin'g. States also have the opton of
transferring TANF monéy into SSBG with the condition that
transferred money _is: spent on children or families whose income

s under 200 percent of the federal ‘pover[_\f level. States define
eligibility for SSBG funded services as well, so the programs can "

The use of WeW funds is not-quite as flexible as the use of TANE.
and- MOE funds.. Seventy percent of WeW funds must be spent
on recipients of non-custodial fathers who can satisfy two of -the
. o1 followi riteria: ’ o
include low-income tathers. . T e cen ' | ’

»
; .
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* Have not completed high school er have low readirig or math
-oskillsy ‘ '

*  Require subktmce abuse rrmrment or :

¢ 'H‘m. a poor, work hwrm\ V ST
Participants or their families must have a° history of welfare de-
pendence, The . remaini ng | 30 percent of funds can be spent on

participants who have characreristics ’Issocmted with long- rerm.

welfare dependency: ‘such as teen prcgnancv, school dropout or
apoor work history. :

Although mose staces have spcciﬁcd"rhey will-develop services
for fathers using Wi\, such stringent eligibility requirements may
keep ‘;()mc smtu from mll\ utllmng all thc qv’ulqble resources.

F{gure 5. Welfa}e—iQ-Wofi{ Plans _
Targeting Services to Non-Custodial Parents |’

o nan-custodiad parenis
SONotappiving tor W Block g

Siute plan virgets only

TANE recipicnis . : | Souree NCSL

For this reason, some states have chosen not o applv for the

gmnrs. Crthers have mcu'\gd on the WoW- funds as a resource for
building programs for non-custodial fathers. ” Arizona has devel-
oped an intensive array of services using its WeW block grant to
help fathers. The program has buile pnrmcrs_.hips with the court
and child support svstems to mandate participation in the pro-
»
A
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“ A Pundj‘nj‘g For Fathcrhpod Programs

gram. . Unlike most states, fatherhood' services will be accessible
through ‘all parts of:the staté. -Programs will offer the range of

services dealing with” employment and parenting issues, but local .
program administrators are afraid that they may nort be ablecto fill

all of the WtW participation slots because not enough fathers
will be able to sausfv the criteria. This situation is mirrored in
other states. L ;

As part of its compemwe grant Oregon is using Sa mxllzon .
arrange apptenticeships and vocational skills training for non-

custodial fathers. - - Networking ‘with union emplovment and - em-

pIOVCT SpOﬂS()T&d trammg is also 4 componenr WIQCO!‘ISH] 1& LlS~

ing its formula grant to serve ‘nénicustodial fathers with an’ cm—

ploymient Focus—wagc subszdles job readmess, and post-employ- )
‘ment/]ob retention.  Wisconsin is planning to recruit fathers a2
* ing many of the methods prevlous y discussed; such as cross check-,

ing I"ANF and child support cases and recruiting through Head

Start or child care providers.” Medla outreach fliers and brochures.
- will be avmlable in_employment offices, community centers,.
homeless, shclters and ‘food banks and through correctional fauh— '

ties. In smaller communities, welfare caseworkers “have responsi-

bility for informing families about WW serwce‘; thar are avail-.

able for non-custodial fathers. New York is using its WeW grant

to extend ehglblhty for safetv-net services (case management and |

vouchers) to fathers,

‘O‘thc‘:x.'Finaxicing Options

kY

Most-programs thar serve fathers are not funded. with welfare

money. - Currently, most are funded through grants from private
foundations; or in combinations with federal, state o1 loca child
support dollars or federal funds thar are ’1\fnlqb le from the
Workforce  Investment” Act (form(.rlv JTPA). Poolmsj resources
does allow progmmq to serve more participants and to engagrc
other partners in providing services. Child support Agcnues can
fund case management services within existing means, while work-

ing with PICs who often administer Workforce lnvestment Acr

funds in addition to WrW to provide emplovment assistance,
Several fatherhood programs use this approach.
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Idéntifying and engaging partners is the biggest challehgcfacing

“states—kev plavers are afraid of losing authority to manage their

programs in ways they are comfortable with. Agencies and orga-
nizations must think in new ways and develop new ‘partners to
ekpand their vision rather than retreat to their comfort zone of
business as usual, State policvmakers can help guide this process
by creating ave‘nucs for collaboration and directing resources rar-
geted toward a specific purpose.

»
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13.  CoNCLUSION

Clearly there is not a quick fix solution, ot even 4 solution that
has been proven effective for large numbers of fathers. The cffect
that programs can have on’ the lives of children is difficult to
measure. -Helping fathers reconnect with their children can
strengthen their = relationships and benefit children even if the
outcomes do not show up in increases of child support payments.
States have devoted significant time and resources to collect sup-
port from low-income fathers without much success.

Thc real focus of. .thc'se efforts can be to“better the lives of chil-

dren who can benefit from' the support that both a mother and a

-father can give.  Cettainly there afe

fathers who should ‘not have contact
with their children because of abuse,

"neglect or violence—policies should

reflect these concerns. But for most
fathers and children, there is far more
to gain, although the process may be
uncomfortable and challenging,

It will take time for states to develop
a successful approach to help low-in-
come, non-custodial fathers—shifting

‘Raradigms ‘requires buy-in from all

relevant players, including
policymakers- and child support en-

Voices of Fathers .
“Just sitting and listening 1 people cari
help vou change your life because they
g0 through the same thing that you went
through ... vou just take heed w it and
listen and you  be all right”
Baltmore fathier

“Since becoming involved, my whole life

has made a complete turnaround. My

reladonship is back on track, | can see.

my childrén whenever [ want to, my at
ritude and temper have improved tre-
mendously’.. L am a bewer man and a

‘berter father”
’ Nashville father

forcement officials. Broadening the focus of child support agen-
cies from that of a revenue-driven entities 1o that of service pro-
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~viders will not occur over night. Similar to the experience in

shifing AFDC to TANF, workérs responsible for n’nplemenung>

Voices of Fathers
“l gonna make sure 1 guarantee that I’'m
4 better father. Because T want my son
to have what T didn’t have, vou Know.
That's a father right there, giving him

whatever he want, wlk to himy tell him’
how much it meant to me and’ how
much it's gonna mean o him. The same’

things that 1 went through, I'm gonna

v my best not to et that happen o

him.” . ¢
Baltimare father.

“I now end cvery conversatdon with my
children wirh the words. 1 love you””
Massachusetts father

changcs will need help to redirect their
efforts. In- practice, they will be re-’
bponsxble for ‘making these programs -

work Clearly, more evaluation can
help illuminate the pohcxes that assist

Jow-income fathers to be better pro—‘

viders for their children.

States have resources to invest in poor
families, but the ()pporfur{ity wiﬂ not
last for long, If states continue to leave
large TANF surpluses in federal re-
serves, Congress may be successful in
cutting TANF funds below current
standards. States need to ensure they

have built in adequate support.systems
. betore families hit time limits and lose. eligibility for welfare. -
Because collection efforts for low-income familiés are so low, states

" have everything to gain by making an investment in fathers. -Chil-
~dren of these fathers have far moré w gain, not just by getting”
regular support, but by possxblv reconnecting with farhers that

»

“many states have been too ‘quick tolabel deadbeats.
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1. Megan Gal lagher and’ Shelh Zedle\vskt “f};mw%:zm(/
Ham’ybzp Poverty’ ‘/Imm?g Children,” Snapshots of “America’s Fani-
les, _(\Y{gshmgton, D.C.: Urban Insmute, 1999, - L

2. James A chmc and Ed Riry, New £ \pm/anon; Conm-
nity Strategies for Responsible Pa{berbaod {(New Yorl« Families- and

Work Institure, 1995) 23-24.

‘3; Ibid,.- 36-39.
~ . 4. Ron Mincy, “Hearing on the Fatherbood. Initiative” Testi-
monys before the Subcommitee o Human Resonrces Commitiee vn

W’a}w and Meam Washingroh‘, D.C., July 30, 1«998“

5. Fred Doolirtle, Virginia Ixnox C}’ﬂthla Millér and Sharon

‘Rowwr Building Opporiunities, E//fo/zmg Obligations: ]////)/F///f’fh

tation and Fnserim Impmfr af Pareptst Paiv Share, (New York:
Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation, 1998), 84.

6. Sara S. MclLanahan, Testimiiy bofore the Subeomniittee o
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SD.Cy April 27, 1999 ’ \ B
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8. Daniel Ash, Face to Face With Fathers: A Report on Low-

Lncome Fathers and Their Experience with Child Sapport Enforce-
went, (Wisconsin: Center on Fathers,:Families, and Public Policy,
1997),.6.

"9. Ibid., 3.
10. Doolittle, ES-11.
11. Ash; 5

2 thhers Say. Why They Don’t Pay.” Ciyz'/dre;;r Today 24,
(1997) 2. Evaluation Study. of Non- Comp/iant Obligors, Fi-

it
o
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Maximus, 1997).
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Dear Colleague

The National Center for Children in Poverty (NCCP) at Columbla Umversny s School of
Public Health is pleased to share with you an advance copy of the report, Map and Track:
State Initiatives to Encaurage Responsible Fatherhood, 1999 Edition: (“Map and Track
Fathers”). The repon was developed by NCCP with fundmg from the Annie E Casey
Foundation. ‘

Map .aizd Track Fathers highlights the rapidly ehanging demographic portrait of
American fathers and describes state efforts to promote responsible fatherhood. The study
. presents program and policy information and a statistical profile of fathers both nationally
and in the states, as well as the District of Columbia and Puerto Rico. Map and Track .
. Fathers also documents the changmg culture of fatherhood in the United States and how
states are responding to the growing readmess to embrace responsible fatherhood. The -
report includes an Executive Summary, a spemal introduction by David Cohen, an-award
winning journalist from the U.K. studying fatherhood in the United States, and
information specific to your state in chapter 5. We have also enclosed a copy of a news
' 'release distributed in conjunction with the report s pubhcatlon -

From a national perspective, some key points of the report.include;

.* Overall, there has not been very much change in state initiati ves to promote
- responsible fatherhood in the two years since the first edition of Map and Track
Fathers was released. As in the past, every state, including the District of Columbia
and Puerto Rico, reported doing something, but often the initiatives were not
extensive or supported with state dollars.

* Many states are still focusing on father absence and chlld suppon enforcement as
theif main methods of ensuring responsible fatherhood. Although this has led to a
slight increase in the child support collectlons nationally, it ignores the nurturing role -
of fathers and research that shows fathers are actually more likely to make child
support payments and provide for thelr chlldren when they are posmvely involved in
their children’s lives. S

.5 Where increa‘sed attention to fatherhood is visible, it appears' that the catalysts are
©either the federal government or foundation initiatives. Thus all states report activities
- related to low-income fathers, particularly in response to-welfare policy changes.

o cspH
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* There is some evidence that the fatherhood agenda is spreading to other policy areas, .
and is being integrated into a broader family agenda. This is evident particularly
among those who work with young-children (i.e. Head Start), welfare reform, and
domestic violence.

We are grateful to those in the states who shared information with us. Thanks to them this
report provides valuable and timely information about how states are promoting
responsible fatherhood to enhance the well-being of children and families.

We hope you find Map and Track Fathers to be a useful source of information. We are
committed to working with states, communities, policymakers, foundations, advocates
for children, and others on a non-partisan basis to improve conditions for young children
and families, particularly those in poverty. To that end, we would welcome any
comments or suggestions you may have about Map and Track Fathers and our ongoing
efforts on behalf of children and families.

Sincerely, :
%/Né;emard : o Jane Knitzer
Director of Administration and 7 Deputy Director

Human Resources
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Publications on Children and Welfare Reform

In 1996 the National Center for Children in Poverty (NCCP) and the Foundation for Child Development (FCD) created the Leadership
Network on Children and Welfare Reform to identify, support, and advance welfare policies that protect and promote the healthy growth
and development of children in the context of welfare reform. NCCP convened the Leadership Network for a series of meetings in 1996
and 1997 and developed an issue brief series and background publications to explore the impact of the Personal Responsibility and Work
Opportunity Reconciliation Actof 1996 (P.L. 104-193) on the well-being of poor young children and their families and to give policymakers
and program directors information on how to protect vulnerable children within the context of welfare changes. In early 1997, the
Research Forum on Children, Families, and the New Federalism was established to facilitate the development of rigorous, policy relevant
research about the effects of the new federalism on poor and vulnerable populations. Eight publications are now available..

Issue Brief 1: How Weifare Reform Can Help or

Hurt Children
by Ann Collins and J. Lawrence Aber

Describes the research base for NCCP's framework to assess welfare
changes from a children’s perspective and points to lessons from
current and past welfare-to-work evaluations. It assumes that:

(1) children are not themselves wealthy or poor; rather, they live in
families that vary in their access to economic and social resources; and
{2) successtul policies must take into account the needs of children
when addressing the needs of parents, and the needs of parents when
addressing the needs of children. Using past research findings, it
describes how welfare reform has the potential to help or hurt children
in three major ways: by changing family income, by changing the level
of parental stress and/or parenting styles, and by changing children's
access to and need for basic services. (1997), 12 pp.

Issue Brief 2: Antiéipating the Effects of Federal and

State Welfare Changes on Systems that Serve Children
by Ann Collins

Focuses on how federal and state welfare initiatives may impact state
and community policies and systems that serve children and families.
It outlines potential implications for child care subsidies, other early
education programs, and child health and child welfare systems. It
guides state policymakers through a series of specific strategies that
can help develop linkages between systems to minimize potential
harms and maximize positive outcomes for children and families, and
it suggests how to develop the necessary support to implement such
strategies, using examples from the child welfare/child protection
systems. (1997), 12 pp. .

Issue Brief 3: The New Welfare Law and Vulnerable
Families: Implications for Child Welfare/Child

Protection Systems
by Jane Knitzer and Stanley Bernard

Examines the potential impact of PL. 104-193 on vulnerable families
alteady in or at risk of entering the child welfare/child protection
system. lt includes an overview of the challenges states face, questions
for state legislators, policymakers, and advocates to consider in
developing and implementing their state welfare strategies, and a
detailed analysis, in chart format, of the provisions of the federal law
most likely to affect vulnerable children and families. (1997), 20 pp.

Issue Brief 4: Respdnsible Fatherhood and Welfare:

How States Can Use the New Law to Help Children
by Stanley Bernard

Acrs as a supplement 1o Map and Track: State Initiatives to Promote
Responsible Fatherhood by offering suggestions on how states can
encourage responsible fatherhood while implementing their welfare
programs. Some suggestions for states include: (1) rethinking the uses
of child support enforcement to help fathers accept caretaker and
financial responsibilities; (2) encouraging fathers to be betrer

hikdkon ond Wollwa Reform |-

e i 3

Issue briefs are $5.00 each / 4 for $15.00.

Future topics in this series will include the implications of welfare reform on’
.2 child care subsidy policies and child care i for non-welfare families. !

nurturers by establishing environments where fathers can have
positive interactions with their children; and (3) building the state’s
capacity to formally evaluate the effectiveness of child support and
other reform efforts that affect fathers. (1998), 24 pp.

Issue Brief 5: Child Care by Kith and Kin— -
Supporting Family, Friends, and Neighbors Caring
for Children

by Ann Collins and Barbara Carlson

Summarizes the research on kith and kin child care, examines
traditional policies, describes eight innovative program strategies, and
makes recommendations that states and local communities can use 1o
reach out directly to these child care providers and the children for
whom they care. (1998), 20 pp.

Children and Welfare Reform: Htghhghts from

Recent Research
by Ann Collins, Stephanie Jones, and Heather Bloom

Summarizes 34 reports, articles, and studies that concern how children
in low-income families may be affected by changes in welfare eligibil-
ity and processes. To develop the publication, project staff looked for
research studies on children and parents in poverty, studies of program
models fikely to have direct imiplications for children, and outcome
evaluations of welfare-to-work programs that show how some of the
programs affect children. The summaries of these reports painta re-
markably consistent picture of families and children in poverty and

of the capacity of interventions to either lift families out of poverty

or 1o provide enhanced services for children. The studies cover seven

_categories: Developmental Risks for Children in Poverty; Profiles of

Adults on AFDC; Economic Issues for Families Leaving Welfare for
Work; Program Strategies and Their Implications for Children; Child
Care Child Health; and Families with Teenage Parents: Stratemes 0
Increase Their Life Chances. (1997), 68 pp. $10 00



Mapping Welfare Research—1999 and Beyond
by Ellen C. Berrey

This fifth issue of the forum (vol. 2, No. 1) newsletter features a re-

view of current large-scale research projects to assess the outcomes on -

families and children of welfare reform in the states. The Research
Forum on Children, Families, and the New Federalism is 2 project of

" the National Center for Children in Poverty. (March, 1999}, 8 pp. No
charge. (See the Research Forum Website: www.researchforum.org. for
electronic versions of the forum issues and detailed information on
welfare research studies.)

State Welfare Waiver Evaluations: Will They Increase
Our Understanding of the Impact of Welfare Reform

on Children?
by Ann Collins and J. Lawrence Aber

Examines how well evaluations of 21 state welfare reform Section
1115 Waiver initiatives will address the needs of children as well as
their parents, particularly the impact of changes in: (1) family income;
(2) parental stress and parenting behaviors; and (3) children’s access
to health services and other supports outside the family. Findings are
presented in terms of the numbers and categories of research questions
and hypotheses that relate to children, the child-related variables that
the evaluations use to seek answers, and the potential of these vari-
ables to further the understanding of the impact of welfare experi-
ments on children. Working Paper. (1996), 37 pp. $10.00

Related publications:

Young Children in Poverty: A Statistical Update,

June 1999 Edition
by Neil G. Bennertt, jiali Li, Younghwan Song, and Keming Yang

Figures and tables profile poor, extremely- poor, and near poor
population of young children under age six and their families in the
U.S. using official federal government poverty measure based on the
Census Bureau’s March 1998 Current Population Survey. Features a
brief look at the changing association between higher education
among parents and the economic well-being of young children.
Continues to track the impact of the Earned Income Tax Credit on
the incidence of young child poverty using official and alternate
measures of poverty. Report. (June 1999}, 12 pp. $5.00

Prepayment or a purchase order is required. Please make checks payable to Columbia University and mail to NCCP/Publications, 154 Haven Ave.,
New York, NY 10032 or fax a purchase order to (212) 544-4200 or 544-4201 or use our web order form at hitp://www.nccp.org

Map and Track: State Initiatives to Encourage
Responsible Fatherhood, 1999 Edition

by Stanley Bernard and Jane Knitzer

Continues to track national and state demographic trends on father
absence and single-father families and how states are responding to
welfare changes with strategies to promote fathers as both economic
providers and nurturers. 1999 edition features an introduction by
journalist David Cohen that applies tipping point theory to under-
stand social norms around fatherhood and how states can help define
social expectations about fatherthood and develop policies and
strategies that can benefit not just fathers, bur their children as well.
Includes map, charts, and descriptions of 50 state initiatives, District
of Columbia, and Puerto Rico. Report. (June 1999), 224 pp. $19.95.

Map and Track: State Initiatives for Young Children

and Families, 1998 Edition
by Jane Knitzer and Stephen Page

Updates and expands information provided in 1996 on state initia-
tives to address the multiple needs of young children and families.
New in 1998 is information on whether states are implementing ex-
plicit strategies to link welfare reform with children’s initiatives, more
state-by-state indicators of young child and family well-being, related
state welfare provisions, and income-promoting supports. Report.
{1998). 208 pp. $19.95. Special pricing: Map and Track series: 1996,
1997, 1998, 1999 editions—$29.93 for two rtitles; $34.95 for three
editions; $39.95 for all four editions.

Early Childhood Poverty Research Brief 1:
Young Child Poverty in the States—Wide Variation

and Significant Change
by Neil G. Bennett and Jiali Li

Describes the wide variation among states’ young child poverty rates.
Suggests that changes in three demographic factors—family structure,
employment patterns, and educational attainment—account for
almost one-third of changes in state young child poverty rates over
the last 20 years. Findings are important in light of the states’
obligation to monitor their child poverty rates under current welfare
law and to submit corrective action plans if rates increase over 5
percent from the previous year. (July 1998}, 16 pp. $5.00
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{Prices include postage and handling}
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Map and Track: State Initiatives to Encourage
Responsible Fatherhood, 1999 Edition

by Stanley Bernard and Jane Knitzer

This fourth book in the Map and Track series continues
to demonstrate the explosion in single-father families
and father absence and the decline in the number of
married-couple families, and shows how all 30 states,
the District of Columbia, and Puertc Rico are develop-
ing activities to encourage responsible fatherhood. The
1999 edition features an introduction by journalist
David Cohen that applies tipping point theory to under-
stand social norms around fatherhood and how states
can help define social expectations about fatherhood
and develop policies and strategies that can benefit not just fathers, but their chil-
dren as well. Includes map, charts, and descriptions of 50 state initiatives, District
of Columbia, and Puerto Rico. It tracks national demographic trends on fathers
from 1987 to 1997, and gives current state-by-state statistics on fathers and fami-
lies, mothers and families, fathers and work, fathers and schooling, fathers and
poverty, and fathers and child support. It maps how states are responding to the
new demographic realities of fatherhood with strategies that cluster in five areas:
(1) promoting fathers’ ability to contribute to their children’s economic security,
(2) preventing unwanted or too-early fatherhood; (3) increasing public awareness
about responsible fatherhood; (4) encouraging fathers as nurturers and
caregivers; and (5) building community capacity around 4 fatherhood agenda.
Although states are still engaged in a substantial number of activities, little has
been added in leadership since 1997. [220 pp. $19%]

Young Children in Poverty: A Statistical Update,
June 1999 Edition

by Neil G. Bennett, Jiali Li, Younghwan Song, and Keming Yang

This new report again updates NCCP’s 1996 major
book-length analysis of young child poverty in the
United States: One in Four: America’s Youngest Poor,
and continues a series of reports and yearly statistical
updates about children under the age of six and their
families living in poverty in the US.

This edition continues to portray extremely poor,
poor, and near poor young children and provides an
alternative measure of young child poverty to gauge the
impact of the Earned Income Tax Credit on reducing
poverty among voung children; and an analysis of the changing association of
higher education and economic well-being of families.

The Statistical Update documents that one in five children under age six—
5.2 million—continue to live in poverty. Other findings include: (1) a 20 percent
increase in the percentage of poor young children with working parents since
1993; (2) that 9.9 million (42 percent) of young children lived in low-income
families in 1997 (i.e., living in families with incomes below 185 percent of the
poverty line); (3) that young children whose parents lack a college degree are
increasingly likely to be poor; (4) that young child poverty is becoming a more
suburban problem; (5) that racial differences have narrowed; and (6) that the
Ezrned Income Tax Credit (EITC) is an increasingly powerful tool against child
poverty. [12 pp. $5°]
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May 1998: Map and Track: State Initiatives for
Young Children and Families, 1998 Edition

by Jane Knitzer and Stephen Page

This new edition updates and expands the information
from all 50 states and Washington, DC, provided in the
1996 edition. The report shows wide variation in the level
of states’ commitment to young children, The 1998 edi-
tion includes information on: (1) the growing trend of
states to develop comprehensive programs for young
children and families, including those focused on infants
and toddlers, preschoolers, and family support; (2)
community mobilization strategies, including those that
involve families, business, and community leaders; and
(3) the degree to which states are linking welfare reform with initiatives for young
children. Map and Track also profiles individual state and community initiatives and
hightights the eight leading states that are consistently showing vision and leadership
in creating and funding programs that support the well-being of their youngest resi-
dents. This report finds wide variation in state-by-state indicators of young child and
family well-being (e.g., health status, family structure, parental employment levels,
and poverty rates), new data on state investments in basic support services for young
children (e.g., health care, child care, and eardv education), and information on
state earned income tax credits and other strategies to increase low-income families’
economic well-being, [208 pp. $19°%]

SPECIAL PRICING: Map and Track series: 1996, 1997, 1998, 1999 editions—
$297 for to titles; $34* for three editions; $39* for all four editions.

Starting Points: Challenging the “Quiet Crisis”—
A Description of the Starting Points Sites

Summarizes strategies and activities undertaken by the
14 Starting Points sites established as an outgrowth of
the Carnegie Task Force on Meeting the Needs of Young
Children, and outlines overall themes and lessons for
policymakers, advocates, and others concerned with
the well-being of very young children and their
families. Prepared by the “Learning from Starting
Points” team: NCCP, the Harvard Family Research
Project, and representatives from the Starting Points
sites. [Report. (1997). 52 pp. $5%]

One in Four: America’s Youngest Poor

A statistical profile of the six million children under age
six living in poverty in the United States. Includes data
on factors associated with young child poverty: family
structures, racial and ethnic backgrounds, parental
education levels, and employment statuses. Gives young
child poverty rates for each state and the twelve largest
US. cities. [Report. (1996). 88 pp. $16*
Abridged Version. 32 pp. $7%]

For ordering information and an overview of NCCP’s mission and activities, see the reverse side.
Also visit our website at: http://www.nccp.org
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The National Center for Children in Poverty (NCCP) was established in 1989 at

the School of Public Health, Columbia University, with core support from the

Ford Foundation and Carnegie Corporation. The Center’s mission is to identify

and promote strategies that reduce the number of young children in poverty in

the United States, and that improve the life chances of the millions of children

under age six who are growing up poor.

Specifically, NCCP: _

+ Alerts the public to demographic statistics about child poverty and to the scientific research on the serious
impact of poverty on young children, their families, and their communities.

+ Designs and conducts field-based studies to identify programs, poiicies, and practices that work best for
young children and their families living in poverty.

+ Disseminates information about early childhood care and education, child health, and family and community
support to government officials, private organizations, and child advocates, and provides a state and local
perspective on relevant national issues.

+ Brings together public and private groups to assess the efficacy of current and potential strategies to lower
the young child poverty rate and to improve the well-being of young children in poverty, their families, and
their communities.

» Challenges policymakers and opinion leaders to help ameliorate the adverse consequenceé of poverty on
young children.

O R D E R F O R M

Prepayment or a purchase order is required. Please make checks payable to Columbia University and mail to NCCP/Publications,
154 Haven Ave., New York, NY 10032 or fax a purchase order to (212) 544-4200 or (212) 544-4201 or use our Web order form at
http://www.nccp.org. For orders of 10 copies or more, deduct 10% from total.
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PUBLICATIONS AVAILABLE FROM NCCP

O News and Issues. National Center for Children in Poverty biennial news-
letter. No charge.

[ The Forum. Research Forum on Children, Families, and the New Federal-
ism quarterly newsletter. No charge.

NEW PUBLICATIONS

0O Map and Track: State Initiatives to Encourage Responsible Fatherhood,
1999 Edition. S. Bernard and J. Knitzer. Continues to track national and
state demographic trends on father absence and single-father families and
how states are responding to welfare changes with strategies to promote
fathers as both economic providers and nurturers. 1999 edition features an
introduction by journalist David Cohen that applies tipping point theory
to understand social norms around fatherhood and how states can help
define social expectations about fatherhood and develop policies and
strategies that can benefit not just fathers, but their children as well.
Includes map, charts, and descriptions of S0 state initiatives, District of
Columbia, and Puerto Rico. Report. June 1999), 220 pp. $19.95. Special
pricing: Map and Track series: 1996,1997, 1998, 1999 editions—$29.95 for
two titles; $34.95 for three editions; $39.95 for all four editions.

O Young Children in Poverty: A Statistical Update, 1999 Edition. N. G.
Bennett, J. Li, Y. Song, and K. Yang. Figures and tables profile poor,
extremely poor, and near poor population of young children underage six
and their families in the U.S. using official federal government poverty
measure based on the Census Bureau’s March 1998 Current Population
Survey. Features a brief look at the changing association between higher
education among parents and the economic well-being of young children.
Continues to track the impact of the Earned Income Tax Credit on the
incidence of young child poverty using official and alternate measures of
poverty. Report. June 1999), 12 pp. $5.00.

O Child Care Research Partnership Report No. 2: Patterns and Growth of
Child Care Voucher Use by Families Connected to Cash Assistance in
Illinois and Maryland. ]. B. Piecyk, A. Collins, and J. L. Kreader. Uses child
care administrative data from two states that have made substantial
commitments to help low-income families with their child care costs to
analyze child care subsidy use by current welfare recipientszto enable
training, education, and employment, and by former recipients now in the
-workforce. Compares the characteristics of the children and the types of
care they used in January 1998 to those who used child care vouchers a year
earlier in January 1997 and finds that although both states saw major
growth in subsidy use, they had very different patterns of care. Findings
can help child care policymakers to better serve children and families
across the country. Report. (May 1999), 31 pp. $5.00.

RECENT PUBLICATIONS

O Mapping Welfare Research—1999 and Beyond. E. C. Berrey. This fifth
issue of the forum (vol. 2, no. 1) newsletter features a review of current large-
scale research projects to assess the outcomes on families and children of
welfare reform in the states. It outlines: (1) recent findings from selected
large-scale welfare waiver experiments and national research studies; (2)
relatively new federally-funded projects that examine different popula-
tions which generally have not been the subject of welfare.research; and
(3) the ongoing evaluations that expect torelease final reports in 1999. The
Research Forum on Children, Families, and the New Federalism isa project
of the National Center for Children in Poverty. (March, 1999), 8 pp. No
charge. (Published electronically on the web: www.researchforum.org.)

O Children and Welfare Reform Issue Brief 5: Child Care by Kith and Kin—
Supporting Family, Friends, and Neighbors Caring for Children. A. Collins
and B. Carlson. Summarizes the research on kith and kin child care,
examines traditional policies, describes eight innovative program strate-
gies, and makes recommendations that states and local communities can
use to reach out directly to these child care providers and the children for
whom they care. (1998). 20 pp. $5.00. '

1 Early Childhood Poverty Research Brief 1: Young Child Poverty in the
States—Wide Variation and Significant Change. N. Bennett and J. Li.
Describes the considerable variation among the states’ young child pov-
erty rates and suggests that changes in three demographic factors—family
structure, employment patterns, and educational attainment—account

foralmost one-third of the changes in state young child poverty rates over
the last two decades. Findings are important in light of the states’
obligation to monitor their child poverty rates under current welfare law
and to submit corrective action plans if rates have increased by more than
5 percent from the previous year. (July 1998). 16 pp. $5.00.

0O Map and Track: State Initiatives for Young Children and Families, 1998

Edition. J. Knitzer and S. Page. Updates and expands the information
provided in the 1996 edition on the level of commitment to young
children and families across the states. It continues to “map” state
initiatives for young children and families (program development strate-
gies, community mobilization and systemic change strategies, high-level
leadership) and “track” them over time. Added for 1998 is information on
whether states are implementing explicit strategies to link welfare reform
with children’s initiatives, additional state-by-state indicators of young
child and family well-being, young-child-related state welfare provisions,
and information on state tax credit programs and other income-promot-
ing supports to low-income families. Report. (1998). 208 pp. $19.95. March
1996 Map and Track Report. 171pp. $19.95. Special pricing: Map and Track
series: 1996, 1997, 1998, 1999 editions—$29.95 for two titles; $34.95 for
three editions; $39.95 for all four editions.

PREVIOUSLY PUBLISHED
O starting Points: Challenging the “Quiet Crisis”—A Description of the

Starting Points Sites. Summarizes strategies and activities undertaken by
the 14 Starting Points sites established as an outgrowth of the Camegie
Task Force on Meeting the Needs of Young Children, and outlines overall
themes and lessons for policymakers, advocates, and others concerned
with the well-being of very young children and their families. Prepared by
the “Learning from Starting Points” team: NCCP, the Harvard Family
Research Project, and representatives from the Starting Points sites. Report.
(1997). 52 pp. $5.00.

O Child Care Research Partnership Report No. 1: A Study of Regulated Child

Care Supply in lllinois and Maryland. A. Collins and J. Li. Analyzes the

- regulated low-income child care markets in two states using administrative

data on programs in each state’s child care resource and referral database to
begin to understand how government policies influence the supply of
adequate child care. Report. (1997). 32 pp. $5.00.

Issue Briefs on Children and Welfare Reform [$5.00 each / 4 for $15.00]

O Issue Brief 1: How Welfare Reform Can Help or Hurt Children. A. Collins
and J. L. Aber. Describes the research base for NCCP’s framework to
assess welfare changes from a children’s perspective and it points to
lessons from current and welfare-to-work evaluations. (1997). 12 pp.

O Issue Brief 2: Anticipating the Effects of Federal and State Welfare
Changes on Systems that Serve Children. A. Collins. Focuses on processes
to assess how federal and state welfare initiatives will have an impact on
state and community policies and systems that serve children and
families. (1997). 12 pp.

O Issue Brief 3: The New Welfare Law and Vulnerable Families: Implications
for Child Welfare/Child Protection Systems. ]. Knitzer and S. Bernard.
Examines the potential impact of P.L. 104-193 on vulnerable families
already in or at risk of entering the child welfare/child protection system.
(1997). 20 pp.

O Issue Brief 4: Responsible Fatherhood and Welfare: How States Can Use
the New Law to Help Children. S. Bernard. Outlines provisions in the
welfare law related to fatherhood and offers states strategies to encour-
ageresponsible parenting by custodial and noncustodial fathers. (1998).

24 pp.

O Lessons from the Field: Head Start Mental Health Strategies to Meet

Changing Needs. H. Yoshikawa and ]. Knitzer. Describes promising
strategies generated by Head Start programs to better meet the changing
mental health needs of Head Start children, families, and staff. Designed
to stimulate dialogue about difficult issues often unaddressed in early
childhood programs, and to spur collaboration between the mental health
and Head Start communities and others working with low-income families.
Report. (1997). 103 pp. $15.95 ($9.95 for Head Start/Child Care Programs).
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Visit NCCP’s updated and expanded Web Site for information on young children
in poverty, summaries of NCCP publications, fact sheets, and other documents.
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O One in Four: America’s Youngest Poor. Statistical profile of the six million
children under age six living in poverty in the U.S. and associated factors:
family structures, racial and ethnic backgrounds, parental education levels
and employment statuses. Includes young child poverty rates for each
state and the twelve largest U.S. cities. Report. (1996). 88 pp. $16.95.
Abridged Version. 32 pp. $7.95.

O Building Bright Futures: An Annotated Bibliography on Substance Abuse
Prevention for Families with Young Children. C. Oshinsky and B. Goodman
with T. Woods and M. Rosensweig. Describes selected materials to help
Head Startand otherearly childhood programs and organizations strengthen
families and enable communities to organize to prevent substance abuse.
Bibliography. (1996). 52 pp. $8.00.

3 Children and Welfare Reform: Highlights from RecentResearch. A, Collins,
S.Jones, and H. Bloom. Summarizes studies that concem how children in
low-income families may be affected by changes in welfare eligibility and
processes. Research Highlights. (1996). 68 pp. $10.00.

(1 State Welfare Waiver Evaluations: Will They Increase Our Understanding
of the Impact of Welfare Reform on Children? A. Collins and ]. L. Aber.
Examines how well evaluations of 21 state welfare reform initiatives
address the needsof children as well as their parents. Working Paper. (1996).
37 pp. $10.00.

[J Young Children in Poverty: An Annotated Bibliography of Books and
‘Reports. C. Oshinsky. Describes reports, monographs, and special journal
issues concerning children and famihes in poverty; social welfare policies
and programs; early childhood care and education; family and community
support; child and family health: and comprehensive services. Bibliogra-
phy. (1995). 80 pp. $12.00.

{J The Role of Local Churches in Promoting Child Health: Lessons from
Research and Practice. K. Bell. Reports on the Ecumenical Child Health
Project, co-sponsored by the National Council of Churches of Christ, in

~ Connecticut, New Mexico, and Texas. Resource Brief. (1995). 8 pp. $5.00.

Resource Briefs on Case Management in Service Integration (1995)
[$5.00 each / 4 for $15.00]

(0 Who Are Case Managers and What Do They Do? Case Management in
Service Integration. E. Marks. Discusses demographic attributes, tenure,
work environment, caseload size, time allocations among tasks, and
salaries of case managers in the human services field. 12 pp.

0 Working with Clients: Casé Management in Service Integration.
E. Marks. Describes how case managers and clients become connected,
the functions of case managers, and types of clients. 20 pp.

[0 Preparation, Staff Development, and Supervision of Case Managers.
C. Marzke. Considers case managers’ education and work backgrounds,
orientation, on-the-job training, and work oversight. 16 pp.

0 Managing Case Managers: Case Management in Service Integration.
E. Marks. Considers issues involved when multiple case managers serve
a single family. 12 pp. ’

[ Strategies for Promoting Health and Assuring Access to Health Care in
Child Care Settings. X. Bell. Examines ways that early childhood programs
can link up with health services for preschool children. Cites programs in
nine states. Working Paper. (1995). 28 pp. $8.00.

O Case Management In Service Integration: A Concept Paper. E. Marks.
Describes the framework for current field-based research that documents
how case management works in various settings. Working Paper. (1994). 32
pp- $8.00.

[J Case Management In Service Integration: An Annotated Bibliography.
E. Marks, K. Maurer, and L. Simkin. Reviews case manager functions and
descriptions of case management operations. Bibliography. (1994). 36 pp.
$6.00.

1 In the Neighborhood: Programs That Strengthen Family Day Care for
Low-IncomeFamilies. M. Larner. Analyzes strategies that 10local programs
use to support family day care providers in low-income communities,
Includes case studies. Monograph. (1994). 96 pp. $12.95.

{0 Promoting Professionalism through Family Day Care Networks. M. Larner
. and N. Chaudry. Analyzes eight NYC neighborhood networks operated
through Child Care, Inc. Report. (1993). 39 pp. $8.00.

[ Caring Prescriptions: Comprehensive Health Care Strategies for Young
Children in Poverty. K. Bell and L. Simkin. Reviews quality primary care
programs that enable poor children and their families to receive better
health care. Monograph. (1993). 96 pp. $35:95. Sale price: $8.00.

[J Urban Poverty Database Inventory. Annotates 160 databases and summa-
rizes research in child/adolescent development, health, education, psy-
chology, and sociology. Report. (1992). 380 pp. $35.00.

[0 Consumers and Child Care: An Annotated Bibliography. A. Mitchell.
Describes books, articles, and reports about parental preferences and
consumer education efforts about child care. (1992). 24 pp. $6:00. Sale
price: $3.00.

[J Integrating Services Integration: An Overview of Initiatives, Issues, and
Possibilities. A. Kahn and S. Kamerman. Cites integration initiatives that
deliver interagency, comprehensive services to low-income families and”
children. Working Paper. (1992). 48 pp. $10.00.

[0 Child Care Choices, Consumer Education, and Low-Income Families.
A. Mitchell, E. Cooperstein, and M. Larner. Examines research on families’
child care preferences; explores how state/local programs educate consumers
about child care. Monograph. (1992). 64 pp. $11:60. Sale price: $5.50.

J Alive and Well? A Research and Policy Review of Health Programs for Poor
Young Children. L. V. Klerman with M. B. Parker. Reviews the extent of
health problems among young children in poverty, and discusses policy/
program approaches to solutions. Monograph. (1991). 132 pp. $11.95.

O Community-Based Family Support and Education Programs: Something
Old or Something New? H. Weiss and R. Halpern. A broad look at family
support and education programs for low-income parents. Working Paper.
(1991). 64 pp. §9.00.

e |
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