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Nurturing ResponsibJe 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 
Charles Stewartt Mott, foundation. 

Project activities are designed to educate legislatures about the opportunities for investment 
in programs targeted at low-income, non-custodial paren~s. Our strategy works at two . 
levels: widespread distribution of information'about existing fatherhood programs and 
providing on-site assistance to legislators and staff in p~rticular states to help them craft 
programs for their states. 

Specific project activities include: 
• Information' Clearinghouse 
• Development of a Legislators' Guide to ~esponsible Fatherhood 
• Advisory Committee on Responsible Fatherhood. 
• Tracking legislative 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 

enforc~ment programs. While states initially 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 supporiofhis faffiily. 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 

parenting, especially during the early years of a child's life, a father's involvement can contribute to 

better child developme~t and long-term outcomes. 


For more information on the project, 'or to arrange a technical assistance, please contact Dana 

Reichert, 303-894-3191, or e-mail dana.reichert@ncsl.org .. 
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EXECUTIVE 'SUMMARY 

.Low-income, unwed fathers have a difficult time keeping up with 
child support payments and are often unfairly labeled "deadbeat 
dads." Although they want to provide suppOrt for lh~ir 

., 


more commonly they lack the firian­
.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 children receives 
welfare, 'in most states any child sup­
port- collecte~ is retained by the state 
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' accumulation of ver)' high 
arrearages, leaving father:; to cho(J,e 
between saving face in the eyes of the 
state or being respected as a father 
their children. "Low-income 
are willing to take the risk that the\' 

What the Fathers Say 
"I don't' pay no child suppor', order,lSut 
we sort of gOt it worked out. If she needs 
something, she calls me and lets me 
know and I try to raise it. But if I 
suppOrt to the court, I sure wouldn't be 
able to give her stuf( like I do now, and I 
know her, she wouldn't let me around 
like I am no",," 

"I know I don't pay Ithtough the 
governmentJ-why should I? But [ do 
do for him. You see, I want my bo)' to 

know that I paid for his shoes, his 
clothes, not the state .. .rr 

"I gonna make sure I guarantee that I'm 
a b~ttcr fither. Bccau~e I want my son 
to have what I didn't have, vou know. 
That's a father right there. giving him 
whatever he want, talk to him, tell him 
how much it meant to me and how 
much its gonna mean to him." 

will go to jailor have to deal with child support if it means 
l"WI'W;rlp support directh· to their kids. It helns them feel needed 

National Conferenc<: of State J .egi~lature~ Vll 



11 Broke But Not.Deadbeat 

and involved," according to Daniel Ash at the Center on Fathers, 
Families and Public 

]\-[ost low-income dads are connected with their children at birth.' 
do' want to provide 

support for their children, although they do not know how to 

step into the role of fl;1ancial and emotional provider. Often, 
these fathers share mar,y of the same characteristics as w~lfare 

low levels of literacy, sporadic 
many low-income 

dads have grown up _without their own so they lack true 
of what it means to be a father. 

There is growing. that low-income fathers arc in need 
of the same kinds and family support services 
that tvpicalh' are made available to mothers who are making the 

transition from welfare to 

ment. This recognition is founded onProfile of Fathers 

;\veragc wage was $6,70 pcr hour 
 the reality that income from both 
51 perc'ent had arrears of less than mothers and fathers can help prevent 
S2,000 children from living in poverty, Like­
70 percent have been arrested 

wise, the Involvement of fathers ,and75 percent live within ](j miles of 

their child 
 mothers enhances the emotional de­
60 percen. ha\'e no high school and social well-being of 
diploma or GED Children who have 
54 percent did no. live with their 

children. 
connections with. their fathers 

father 
are at reduced risk of early 
high school dropout, substance abuse 

Ie, "\V'ithout the involvement of both 
too man" children don't get the chance 

deserve to reach their full " says Donna ~halali\, secre­
tan' of the U.S, Department of Health and Human Services. 

" . Lc:aders at the federal, state and community levels have increased 
their emphasis on the effects of father absence on the 
lives of children, This has led to the development-of man\' pro­

thers with 

across communities that are 
toward low-income, unwed fathers, 

N:1I1011nl Confcn..:nct of State l.egi$hHUrC~ 
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~ediation; others help with parenting and child development 
education. Some may provide an array of services, 
help with modifying support orders to more manageable levels. 
However, most programs do not have any formal connections 
with state systems such as -child suPPOrt agencies 'or COurt sys­
tems; they usually are by local, community organiza­
tions. Community organizations can evoke a sense of trust that 
the courts and child s-uppor't must work harder to achieve. 
They also may be able to offer more intensive services and case 
management. Without formal connections into state systems, 
ho~ever, they may not be as successful in helping their clients 

arrearages 'or deal with paternity issues, suppOrt modi­
fications and simpk court actions. Because many are operated 
with the su.pport of private foundation grants, their viability de­
pends on continually renewing funding sources. Additionally, 
prograins that have formal connections across' state agencies are 
more effective at increasing support for low-income families than 
those without those connections. However, these partnerships 
;ire not easily developed. Both -community organizations 'and 
state have varying assumptions about l()w-'income fathers 
and differing goals and objectives about serving fathers. 
these differences is key to; building partnerships. 

The recent 'evaluation of the' Parents' Fair Share ePFS) project 
policymakers the first glimpse at how sen-'lCes 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 better 
able to provide financial suppOrt for their children, In 
for modifying child support' amounts at more 
fathers were given the opportunity to participate 
employment enhancement activities-job 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 se~vices was also made available 
to participants. 

National Conference of Slate 
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Although results of the evaluation showed a small but significant 
increase in the number of fathers who paid child suppOrt, large 
increases were realized at only three sites. This result disappointed 
many who expected larger improvements. However, given the 

Lessons Learned from 
Parents' Fair Share 

Jo\\;·incon1C filthcr~ 
Inay have :l positl\'<': effect on 

"'pport collections. 

a!'isis{;'lncl' Can 

jobs. 
facilitate 

partnerships between. 
providers and. child 
en [!)rcement can lead til 
ouccon1CS. 

Outreach efforts can help to 
identify fathers who may benefit 
from services and those who' have 
unreported income.. 

Keeping jobs and ad,-ancing in the 
labor market are the most difficult 
chalJen.ges ,'et to be addressed. 

of collecting from these fa­
thers generally-the national 
rion rate is only about 13 percent-any 
increase should be viewed as progress. 
Also worth noting is the fact that the 

of both PFS participants 
and the control group pa~'ing child 
support steadily increased over 
course of the demonstration project, 
although the percentage was slightly 

for PFS participants. Increases 
were due in part to the 'additional ef­
fort 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 for the control group. Ad­
ditionally, during one quarter in Ohio, 
program partkipants paid an average 

Executive Summary 

Welfare-tO-Work grants, Workforce Investment Act (\VIA) funds 
the Social Seniices 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 funds on 
anything that accomplishes the broad purposes of TANF: 

• 
• 
• 
• 

End welfare dependence; 
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 r~ceive certain programs or services. A' stale 
can choose to establish different levels of eligibilitv for different 
types of services. For example, a state 

Xl 

can choose to have one eligibility stan­
dard for cash assistance, while estab­
lishing a different threshold for em­
ployment services or support services 
like transportation and child care. If 
states provide services that are. not used 
to meet basic needs, receipt of these 
services will not affect .the time limit' 
or work requirements imposed on a 
mother and child receiving welfare. 
Additionally, any services that are used 
to meet the goal of reducing out-of­
wedlock births, or to encourage two­
parent families are not tied to any eli­
gibility based on income. 

581 more suppOrt. These small but significant increases sup­
porf the idea that directing even some effort to help low-income 
fathers can yield positive results. States that experienced the larg­
est increases in child suppOrt payments had forged solid relation-

between child support agencies and community providers. 
Over time, as child suppOrt agencies and community providers 
become accustomed to working with fathers and with each other, 

increases mav be 

States and communitIes have an unprecedented opporrunity to 

invest in services that help low-income fathers become the emo­
tional and financial provioers that their children need. States­
ha\'e a varietl' of tinancial resources 'to make these investments. 
Most notable are the Temporary Assistance to Needy. Families 
(TANI~) block grant and state maintenance of effort (MOE) dol­
lars. Other financial resources available for states include the 

• 
National Cont'cn:ncc of State Legislatures 

. Types of Services .that Can Be 
Funded With TANF or MOE 

• Employm'ent asslstanCe 
• Job placement
• Job training
• Substance' abuse treatmem 
• Mentoring
• Counseling
• Marriage counseli~g
• 
• Abstinence education 
• Mediation 
• Transportation and child care 
• :\Ctivities that promote access and 

\'151 [atlon.. Pass-through of collected amoums 
of child support 

States have resources to invest in poor families, but the opportu­
nity will not last for long. If states continue to leave large TANF 
surpluses in federal reserves, Congress may be successful in re­
ducing TANF funds below current standards. States need to en­
sure that they have built adequate suppOrt s\,stems before fami­
lies reach time limits and lose eliQibilin' for welfare. Because col-

National Conference State I ..q.;islaturcs I 
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lection efforts for low-income families are so low, states have ev­
to gain bv making an investment in fathers. Children of 

these fathers have far more 
financial support, but. also 
that mam' states have been 

~,Hit 1I1al (( 1!1fcp...:ncl' State I,l'glslatun:~ 

1. INTRODUCTION 

You .can't pay what you earn. Some dads have the financial 
resources, but have not to pay child support. They have 
earned the title "deadbeat dad," and they are the target 'of strength--­
ened child support enforcement efforts recently adopted by fed­
eral and state officials. . unwed fathers often do not 

I:. 	 have jobs or have jobs tha~ do not pay well. Consequently, they 
are not meeting their child supp~rt obligations on a consistent 
basis. These dads often' face child support collection effortS that I 
aSSl!me nonpayment is based on unwillingness to pay support: 
New approaches are beginning to recognize that inability to pay 

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

I communities have started to focus on imp;oving fathers' capacitv 
I to provide for their children by offering employment assistance 

and parenting or child services to strengthen fathers' 
emotional connection with their children. . 

There is that low-income fathers are in need 
of the same kinds of emolovment and famil): support services 

mothers who are making the 
• This 

founded on the that income from both mothers 
thers can help prevent children from Living in povcm'. 
the involvement of fathers and mothers enhances the emotional" 

and 'social well-beia!!: ()f rheir children. 

The is and communities have an unprec­
edented opportunity to invest in services thathelp low-income 
fathers become the emotional and financial providers that rheir 

National Conf(;n:ncl' ()f Sr:w..: !.cgisl:uUfCS.·. 1 
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children need. Changes at the federal level through the Tempo-. 
rar\' Assistance to Needy Families (TANF) and the Welfare-to­
Work (\XltW) block grants give states financial resources to make 
investments in poor fathers and to build on existing efforts across 
a number 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 commUni tV 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' ~.E~ 

the message that father involvement is important. A. t th~~!t~:.~ 
level, President Clinton issued an executive order directi _ 
eral programs and policies to strengthen the role of fathers in 
famili~s. The federal Office of Child SuppOrt Enforcement has 
funded projects that assist local child support offices to help fa­
thers in new ways. The U.S. Department of Health and Human 
Services, along with several governors' offices, have developed 
work groups to discuss to help fathers reconnect with 
their children. Governors and legislatOrs in some states are look­
ing at policies that can .help establish and support better connec­
tions between· fathers and their children. States are just begin­
ning these efforts; but 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 potential," says Donna Shalala, secretary of the US 
Department of Health and Human Services. 

close to one-third of children live in a single-parent 
household and 44 percent of those children live in povert\'. I In 
real numbers, this means an adult with two children lives on less 
than 513,650 per year. Child poverty has implications for later 
success in a variet\' of social measures'" Children in low-intome 
families tend to fare in educational achievement and 
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 family bond and a strong family suppOrt svs­

:. 

Nalional Conference of State 

Introduction 

tern-including positive influence from fathers-even when they 
do not live in their children's home. 

Figure 1. Percentage of Single Parent Families 

.. ~l 

• I),c'. (,O'~'"t,. 

• 30% and abm't 20% [024%, 

25% to 29% Below 20'X, 

Source: 1998 KidIGMt! Dnla Iiock. Anrti~ E. Ca~c~' Foundation. 

Receiving child suppor~ can i.mprove the financial situation of 
families and help them move off welfare. it also can prevent de­
pendency for families that are at risk of going on wclfa~e: In­
creasing child support to poor families' was a goal of re­
form in 1996. State fl~xibility' in wei fare and tOugher measures to 

help states collect suppOrt are mandates to assist in meeting this 
goal. As time limits become a reality for an increasing number of 

supports from a variety of sources is essential to ensure 
that children are not worse off once families lose elil'ibilitv 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 / 
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 State I.cgislmun.:s 
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work at some pOlilt d'uring a year, 25 percent work. fuil-time 
during the entire year. i\'lorc than 90 percent have an 
ment histon', but Illo,t'jobs are seasonal or temporary and· tend 
to low wage ·tha't do not include benefits. 
most of th'ese fathers arc African American Of Hispanic, both of . 

whom have disproportionate contact with justice systems com'­
pared to Caucasian men. Like welfare recipients, these men can 
find a job but thel' trouble keeping it, and the jobs they find 
seldom pay enough to support a 

{Although 54 percent of welfare families have received an order of 
.\; support, only abou t 13 percent see any regular child support ac­

cording to data i'rom the Office of Child Support Enforcement, 
For families who.do not receive welfare, the pictufe is not much 
better. Close to 60 pncent have established orders but less than 
20 percent actuall~:' receive support. 

The_ that a contextual basis' for under­
standing the polin' barriers and personal barriers. that low-in­
come father,' cncountc,:. Examples of various service deliven' 
approaches and program models demonstrate ho\v some states 

localities afe attempting to help fathers overcome these barri­
er, for the betterment of ,thems~}ves and their 
the options for program financing. 
into the recent evaluation of the Parents' Fair Share Demc)'nstra­
tlon gives policvmakers an understanding of the effect these t"pes 
of prog'nlms have on sen'ing low-income Jathe'rs, , ­

~ 

~~Hj{)nal Cont'cn.:ncc of Stare Lcgis!awn:s 

2. CHANGING EXPECTATIONS 

Recognizing the emp.\oyment circumstances of low-income fa­
thers and providing se~vic~s to increase theif earning capacity is a 
new approach. Clear ans_wers on how to do this may take some 

. the fact that many communities 
fathers 

time to develop., Program:effectiveness is difficult to 

on conducting rIgorousand serving families than 
tions of programs. There is a need for valid research to fully 

'evaluate the impacts these programs have on the lives of fathers 
and their children. 

'Changing expectations and redirecting interest may be an appro-' 

priate starting poim, given dpt .traditional child support enfor~e­


ment approaches by themselves have shown only limited S};lCCeSS 

in increasing the well~beiri!!of most low-income 


The good news is that helping low-income non-custodial fathers 
be better parents can pal' off with increased financial support 
and stronger connections with their children. Some assert thal a 
father's .ability to provide financialh' is the critical and necessan' 
incentive to becoming and staving involved with his child, while 
others claim that being involved with his child is the 
to become empl()yed and pay support.' There ma\' be disagree­
meqt on the process, but all agree that positive 'outcomes for chil­
dren and their fathers can result when dads play an active role in 

supporting their children' both financially and emotionalh-. 
Additionally, there is wid~spread agreement that fa'rhers should 

responsible for supporting their children. "Fathers need to 

Naciol1<lJ Conference of St:iI<.: 1.t.'gl$bHlrt.'~ 5 



6 7 Broke But Not Deadbeat 

understand that even if they do not live with their children, their 
intluence is profound," says Deputy Secretary for tht';! US. De­

_,panment of Health and Human Services, Kevin Thurm, No 

matter the process or model, the criti­

;\, thel' locus on their children"s needs, 
fathers learn how to subordinate their 

needs, 

them 
su that can 

to their child's financial 

-Ron !\-linc). F()undation 

It's not jobs thar lead men to children, 
but children who lead men to jobs, 

-,Charles BallarCl, In,stitute for 
Responsible l"atherhood 

cal point is' that most fathers want to 

be connected, with their children and 
to be good agree that 

port. 

to support theif chil­
and emotional 

SUP" 

of suppOrt on an informal 

Welfare and child support systems have 
viewed fathers- as a source for finan­
cial s'upport, while underestimating 

the contributibn 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 ~as be­
come the soT; supporter and nurturer. 4 Child and poverty ser-' 
'·ice srstems have reinforced the notion that a father's worth is 

'measured by his .abilit~~ to provide financially buCtypically' have 
llI'::"JCLlCCU the emotional contribution that men can make in the 
lives of their children, especially if the father was never married 

Stereotypes
• 	 All dads who don't .pa\' child sup· 

port are deadbeats, . 
• 	 Dads don't care al,oUl the wcll· be· 

'. 

in child 

Realities 
forcement and welfare. reform • Dads ~\'ant to proyidc for their chilo 

responsibility away dren and man\' pal',what can, . 

and back on parents. although some lack' the money to 

pay the full amount. required for.Ti~e limits and work requirements 
their child suppor,t order. 

push welfare recipients iuto the work • Dads do care, but maI1\' are not sure 
force so that earned income now is re­ how to be involved, 61' what is ex­

placing cash benefits. Though welfare 

Changing Expectations 

discorin.ected with their children. Finding ways to' maintain the 
connection and the commitment will be one of the 
that programs servi'ng fathers \vill try to address, 

Additionally, low-income fathers often have grown up without 
their- own fathers so they lack a true role model to demonstrate 
what a father does and bow a father 
can interact with his children. Most 
child or poverty systems target 
women, so for low-income fathers 
there is not a parallel social 
that can them 

of 

Recent 

shifted financial 
from 

pected of them, 
., ',Dads want to pro"idc guidance and recognized thilt recipients 

be role models for th,;ir children, 
need help with such things as child care not JUSt their paycheck. 
and job training to become responsible 

mother. When fathers live outside the home. the 

do nut want to 

In the 
,soll1l~times 

unsure about "un '" uc, 1lJ\'UJveu, espeCiallY It they 'cannot pro­
vide f()[mal Of infOfmal support for their child.o Mall\' poor, 
unwed fathers arc 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 wcn.' romantically involved." Three-fourths or' fathers pro­
vidSd support dunng 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 

~ 

N"tional Conferc'ncc of Smtc I.cgislawf(" 

to 

hinder some 
their children. 

child SUpp0ft ef­
dad's 

barriers 
barriers 

SUPP!lrt 
conncc­

tion \vith his children as· well' ;1$ his financial col1tributi;m can 
work toward strengt!1ening the father's abJlit\·w 
parent. 

National Confcn:ncc ()f Sl:Ht.: 
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3. 	 WHy~DON'T Low-INCOME 
DADS PAY CHILDSUP'i>ORT? 

There are soml' Vl'r\' basic reasons' not 


child support, The tlrst is that 'l'!lany little money 


and do not pal' their full support Low-income fa-, 


thers rna\' pay large portions of their to satisfy child 


support ,palrnents, leaving some fathers to 


, for rent and food for themsel~'~s, 'fathers to 


m:tke inform:tl what they can, rather 


than attempt to pay the formalized 51'S' 


tenL ' One father' no child suppOrt 


but we sort.()f got she needs something, she 


calls me and lets, me to raise it. But if L 

,: support to the court, be able to give her stuff 

I do now, and lknow she wouldn't let me around like I am 
no\\' nl' 

( )me fathers 

b\' which support ordl:l:s 

these t'atht:rs 'usualII' LIck little 
low-inC(ime fatliers were' never, 

d,o not encounter the 

parents to 

fathers 
court 

is thar, 

how 

assume the' court has determined 

owe and there is no room for negotia­

.. 

~:;lti( Ina1 (:'Jl1fCH'IH.:C ()f State I :egislatun.:!'i 

Why Don'r Low-Income Dads Pay Child SuppOrt? 

tion, In fact, states can provide for considerable leeway in deter­
mining support for low-income parents, sometim'~s establishing 

awards as low as $25 per month, Fathers also are 'fearful of the 

court system itself Without 
the child 'support system with, that of 

where they' perceive the court's onl\' Interest 15 In 
them,1O ' 

Conse'quendy,I1)any fathers default child support,'orders 
for, failing to attend the court proceeding, In, these . the 
co'Gr("~lUs't make a decision on the amourit of !asupport award 

'knowing what the real earnings of. a non-custodial fa­
ther may be, , These default orders I1)ay not be reflective .of the 
father's rea(income; When a father's emplovment and 

change d~e' to periods of unemployment o~ 
,fathers may not be aware that they can petition for a downward 
modifica'ti6n of their child support, Other fathers may work jobs 
that provide cash incom'e tflat is not disclosed to the court, ' , 

Figure 2, State Actions Regarding Child Support Pass-Through 

~" ~ ...... 

" .. ",:,~ .. 
• Sropp~d Pas!HhroLt~h 

(:tHllim!L'd Pa:;:>:l'hn)lI~h 

H:li~t:d P;t;.,:-;.Th,:,ltlgh 

SOllrce: C~'IlII;r It'; L.t\\' and $nci,!l P"Jj,T. 
?-' 

,",..,""',; 

Second, -many low-income fathers express reluctance to pay sup­
port' because they .see -that ~ery if any, collected support 
goes directly to the familv, In 31 states, if the mother and child 

National Conference of Sew,' l.cgisElturcs 3 
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are on weltare, all collected amounts of child support are retained 
by the state to offset what they have spent on cash assistance for 
welfare families, 

Fathers see this as a disincentive to pay through the system. 
want their child support paymehts to go directly to the mothe'r 
and child. I f 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 
:Jvoid:Jnce, One father in California explained, "I know I don't 
pal' [through the governmentJ-whv should l? But 1 do do for 
him, You see, I want my boy to know that I paid for his 
his clothes, . n()( the st:Jte . ' "II 

Faced with such arrearages, dads feel discouraged and vicw repay­
ment as an impossible accomplishment. Oned:Jd from \'\?iscon­
sin espl:Jined, '''1 f they come :Jnel take me to iail. I won't care 
because I provide for my familv when I can." 

Welfarc reform in 1996 allowed states to discontinue the man­
dated S5U 'pass-through' that gave families the first cut of col­
lected child support. States have authority to provide pass-through 
amounts at am' le\'el, and can choQse to all collected support 
to the familv-such money can be counted as an expenditure under 
'state welfart programs. Wisconsin is the only state that allows 
families to keep the entire amount of collected support. 

Sometimes fathers avoid paying support if they do not have fre­
cluent contact with their children. In situations where a father 
cannot keep his financial obligations, mothers are sometimes quick 
to prevent a father from seeing his child, In response, the father 
stopS pa\'i ng altogether. As man)' as 45 percent of 
parents cite visitation disputes as reasons for not paying child 
support, ,1ccording (Q recent studies in Illinois and fvlinnesota U 

fathers establish better relationships with the mothers 
of rheir children can help fathers get access to their children. Some. 

states arc helping dads prepare joint parenring plans so both par- \ 
ents have input about discipline, visitation, school choice· and 
othtr thin!!> that llsuall\' are' left to the discretion of the residtnt \ 

~:1tion;l1 Cont"cn:ncc of Stare Lcgishlturcs 

Don't Low-Income Dads rt~ 

parent. It should be noted that for most children, contact with 
their father can be bendicial. (fhis is not to suggest that contact 
is appropriate in. all cases, cspecial'" when issues of abuse, neglect 

or violence are present.) 

What is surprising to some is th:Jt man\' low-income fathers do 
give some type of info'rmalsupport to thei~ families; it just does 
not come through the child S~lpport system. Thev provide clothes, 
food and diapers for theif children, or give cash directh' to the 
mother. This strateg\' helps fathtl's fed a direct cunnectlon to 

theif children and a sense that they are meeting their responsibil­
ity, even if the court does not see it that wa\'. 1\ recent study in 
Minnesota supports this notion-more than 50 ptrcent of non­
custodial fathers who did not pay support proyided som<: assis­
tance directly to the mother in the form of cash, gifts or to\·s. 
"Low-income fathers are willing to takt the risk that they will go 
to jailor have to deal with child support if it' mea~s tht\' 
support directly to theif kids. I t helps them feel needed and in­
volved," according to Daniel Ash at the Center on Fathers, Fam­

ilies and Public Policy. 

National Confcrcllcl: of Scw..: J .l'g:j~hHUrL':-' 
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4. CHANGING THE C9URSE 


The pa\' child support depends on one factor-money. 
and enforcemenr mechanisms may work for 

fathers who have financial resources, some low-income 'fathers 
can become better providers for their children if rhey also get 

and getting better jobs. Reforms 
In child support enforcement and welfare since the Personal Re­

Act of 1996 h~ve started states thinki!lg in new direc­
In addition to strengthening enforcement mechanisms, the . ItL \ [lons. 

thar states develop procedures to ~eguire non-cLls­T Jaw 
parents whose children receive Temporary Assistance to 

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

• Pl'''' ,I\n., h. "'1""" """ ",,1 ...1;,11 1'.!l~HI' 
, .• !,.HII\;I'.",'m ",.,1, ."I,\f!j,", 

.'. ::"I'",n.lu<1:' ",rnl"'h'''''lk 
j',.fll ')"11 <·"'4, ..II.III"'h"!~ 

\1.<1:1.",,1 ,,-., ."j""",,,h.<lI"· 1",1,,""" ,..J,I,,'"~ \\"1 r.. I"\"'~ 1',,1 fl. 'Il·,-,,'" .. h.,1 i.llhn.. 

S.lhtc,':,'t.:-I, 

(\;;Hional ConfL'n.:n(L' of State 

Changing the Course 

Needy Families (TANF) to work or develop payment plans if 

are behind in their child suppou. Currently,. 45 states have lJ\tl<Yf Vl 


provisions that give the state authoritv to require work. These CX-·)C 

requirements arc u.sually not carried OUt on a statewide basis, or cr'Vt:; /'.( 


C~states do not completely ex<.:rcise this option. Requiring panici­ SfC.,\(A
pation in a program seems to be at the coun's discretion, espe­

cially because concentrated services for low.-incbme dads are not 


widely available in all ·areas.Stares also require mothers to coop­

erate with enforcement procedures by ideiHif\·ing the father of 

their children in order to receive TANF cash benefits. 


In response, a few states ha\'e started to focus on helping dads tind 

jobs or enhance their skiJJs so they can get better jobs that allow 

them to provide financial support for their children. The\' also 

are trying to help fathers reconnect with their children bv teach­

ing parenting skills and child development. 


Finding jobs for this population is no small 'task, and 

them progress in the labor market is an even greater. challenge. 
The Bureau of the Census reports that more than SO percent of 
low-income fathers have a high school dirjloma or less-the 'aver­
age earnings for individuals who have less than a hi.~h school 
education is under $1 ;000 per month. In addition, only 25 per­
cerit of these dads worked in a full-time 'job for a full year, and the 

vast majority of them had contact with - the criminal justice 5YS-. 
tem .. 

Child suppOrt agencies have typicalll' focused on collecting sup­
POrt from fathers with reSOllfce" but they have not put fonh 
effort to hell~ low-income fathers meet their ohligations.. Fur-

child Sllpport han' enjoyed ol11vlll1lited success at 
collecting suppOrt in general. Even in the most succ<.:ssful 5[;1(<':5. J 
collections are never above 45 percent for all families and 
hover around 20 percent. Rarek do collections for welfare fami­
lies reach this level. Child 5upport workers haq: focused on pro­
cessing and collecting suppOrt from those who are easy t;) find 
and who already have jobs that pay well enough to support fami­
lies. This direction is based partly on the old federal 
system that viewed overall dollar amounrs collected and the ass()- H 

Narional Conference of StatL' IA:~i~btll~es 
2 
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cia ted program coSt as the primary iI).dicator of program perfor­
,m~nce. New federal incentives have been designed to 

state performance in a wider variety of child support service ar­
eas. The result is that states can be rewarded for doing a good 
in such areas as establishing orders,coliecti0l1s,'paternitl' estab­
lishment and pavrrients on arrearages on a per-C:,ase basis, 

from low-income fathers has been a low priority be­
cause of the time; and effort 'involved, Like welfare recipients, 
mam' do not stal': in one 'job for long periods-,or at the same 
address-making them difficult to locate, ' SOrr\e live, with rela­
tives who are unwilling to provide information to child 

about their whereabouts. In other cases, mothers' can­
not O[ do. not disclose all the informatit)n that can help agencies 

because they may risk' losing the' 
curre'ntly receiving. 

SUpp,Ort are revenue driven, so focusing on the 
fathers who can generate the most revenue has seemed a logical 
WaI' to operate. Mothers, children' and taxpayers have, been' the 
sole customers of child support agencies and a shift toward" pro­

is a new dimension with which few 
, " 

agenCIes have experience. Courts. have simi­
lar goals in that they play the role of enforcer and 
menrs. The new challenge of enabling fathers to be successful 

. and 11l\'olwd means states. must develop a new approach. It 
take. some time and transformation to learn how to work with" 
low-income fathe,rs and to develop strategies that promote~rather 

"~han, discourage":"active child support an;:! parental involvement,' 

.)0. 

~ 

!"aritinal Conference oi Srate Legislatures 

~,.~ . •• M:;...Di!LUr"·...... ~IIIIIIO"~.". "''\I 

,. 

5. 	 PIECES OF THE PUZZLE: 

UNDE'RSTANDING THE 

PROGRAMMATIC STRUCTURE. 

In'recent years, st~tes have focused considerable attention on ~rans­

forming welfarelnto a work-based s\'stem to aS,sist welfare fami­

lies in becoming self-sufficient and independent: df'gove~nment 

s!JPP()rt. They' also have toughened enforcement standards Jo; 


support. In the 'hopes of giving poor families the additional, 

financial support they need and deserve 
 .; 
Programs that =address ,the issue of low-lI1come tathers are I, 


emerging on the radar screen in st~tes.Without a statewide or. 

.st~afegic plan that addresse~ the issue 'of low'111come 
are proceeding slowly. ,They are beginning to de'velop pOllcles or 
programs focused .on providing assistance to dads in the form of 
'small pilot programs or de~onstration projects. These small pro, 
grams are offering assistance in the form of basic employment 
services like referrals'tb job 'boards":"-or more intensive services­. , 

'like training, job coaching pan.:nring skills and mediation. In 
a number of programs serve linv-inconie fathers; malll 


are locally run programs, They tend not to be a part, of sta te 

institutions~edu~ation, welfar-e :mel child support wsrems," i\hm 

are unaware of each other and collaboration is :l!1 occasional or 

rare occurrenc'e. Although some have f()rnial 


state office of child support or the court.'system, 
. not. Consequently, there is mit a comprehensive or strategic ap­
'proach to service delivery at the local, c:ountv (ir state le\'eL r\s a 
result, many programs provide similar services to' the same popu-

National. Conference·of Srar:-: f ,cgisi<1{tlfC5 15 
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ilknrified issues, the cOnlm'lssion informs Iaw~'akers 

to be involved wirh 

farhcr 

To prOmO[l' sllcccssfu"J 

,,:net )uragc n.:spuf)sibk 

[Orl' 

li(J1l to bOI', 

mission was gi'ven authority 

wide 

VOice, 
at state­

The recon1mendarions 

CULLl...dUUIL 

rceoh1!l1cndatlOl1S try to Integrate 

level services with state 
six recommendations" led 

rhe lleeds of low-iric()m(- L~thers, 
statu­

Some 

visitatIOn, to 

and 
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laliol1, often competing with (ine ~nother for and 
financial rt~S()Llrccs, 

Programmatic Structure: The Exception 

to the decentralized and ~egre­I 
services in states: Florida and Mas-J ~ommissions designed to address Issues 

of. fatherhood across the stare, The on 
,Fatherhood was established 

In 

statute to 
childre'n ,arld to 

how policy Gin be 

SI'stem::lric obstacles or. barriers to, the 
' 

C;lSJ(:'r for fathers 

Goals of Florida's Commission on 

Responsible Fatherhood' 


• 	 Tu ral.:'c :1\~·:1n.:hcss of prob­
11.:111::':', crC{l ted \\+1\::1 ;'1 child g'rows up 

without rcspoilSihlc 
preSCll{, 

'" also take into' e()I1sideratio'n the frame­• , .To ()h"acl~s [hal impede " 
or pfcn:nt rhe n:~()f work and service dcliven' strLlcwre for 

~. :-;poH5,ihfc t';lIhcr~'in rht' liYt.:s of {heir state Illstitutions slieh sel'­
children, 

health care and The• 

~ 

!\;l!itJlul (~()n(l'il'IlLe S!:tll" [.cgi~latltrl's 

Pieces of the Puzzle 

The unique aspect of this approach is that the commission has 


authority to fund local initiatives based on the stare~ide strategic 


to serve fathers, The commission receives an anntial legisla­

tiv,e appropriation to fund programs, During 1998, the commis: 

sion received $250,000 frOm the ,Legislature that funded ,programs 

covering 35 counties, Programs funded,by thJ commission in­

clude memoring, training, pare~ring and, fa~ily counseling:­

Many 'of these projects' work in conjunction with state systems. 
likethe co<~rt and child support enforcem~nr ' 

i;»rograinri.aHc Structure: The' Norm 

Service delivery 'becomes fragn:;enred if there is not a clear vision < 

serving fathers or a sta~ewide strateg,i l targeted at 
dads, Programs and agencies differ in their goals and .pereeptions ' 

about fathers, ,'Child suppbrt focus on collections, the, 

',courts '''enforcement; and comri1Uni~{' pro~id~rs on, personal, 

development for th~:ir piitiCipan ts, 

basic service'delivery practices are ill place, a? shown in 


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


between the COUrtS" cllild support en forcemenr' and com­

muriity-base<:l, programs that delivers an array 


parenting education or mediation, The second 'approach 

'involves only the communi tv-based program operating inclepen­
of state child suppOrt or the court 

Figure '4. Approaches to Service Delivery 

,Integrated Apprclach ,~ .Segregat~d Approach 
to Se~vice Delivery , to, Service Delivery 

National Confl:rcncc of S[,Ht: I.cgi:-;]atuf{..'~ 



6. 	BUILDING BRIDGES: CHILD 

SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT, 

THE COU:RT SYSTEM AND 
. 	 -.. 

COMMUNITY ORGANIZATIONS 

are 'many programs that are (leslgned to 
,1 handful have Jostered collaborative relation­

the relevant partners-child' suppOrt agencies and 
the couns. Without the involvement of .the courts 

, these programs are not as successful in 

reductions and payment plans. Bv 
can deal with ali ,aspects (i a 
answering to arrearages, 

support, and helping fathers 
learn child suppOrt agencies 
and the niurts can monitor the father's situation from 
to end. 

\ 

These program models solicit f(H their program If1 

four basic way:;: 

• Mandatorv'or voluntary referrals from the court s~'stem, 'when 
a father is involved with a proceeding about his child support 
and to be 

• the child suppOrt system \.\'hen paternity is estab­
cooperation with a mother who i's 

receiVIng welfare 

8 	
~ 

N:ltlonal Conference of State Legishltures 

Building Bridges 	 19 
before 


or right after a baby is born 

• During a voluntary paternity 

• Volunteer fathers 

Because manv low-income dads have never married, their first 
cont~~t with ~hild support and the court system is usually after a 
default order already has been set and they must· appear before 
the judge to explain why they are not iff compliance with their 
child suppOrt. At this point, dads who have e'mployment 
can negotiate a payment plan or work with- the child suppOrt 
enfo~cement agency to modih, their currcnt order. Men 
without employment can be mandated .or 
pate i~ an empl~yment prdgram to help them find a job.·In most " 
states, participation is by definition '\'oluntarv," but the alrerna­
tive to participation is to find a job on your (;wn or risk further' 
penalties under the legal system. Referral to, employment pro­
vides judges an alternative to putting fathers in 

Counties in Florida and Indiana have developed a program through '/ 
court that requires fathers to w,Qrk or go to Jail if they' are· 

behind in their child 'support. The' prosecutor's office in India-. 
napolis. helpsfathers find employment bv 0 ffering a choice 
getting help finding a job, or doing 
to jail: If fathers come before the court and do not have a 
they receive ah assessment to ~letermine what type of serVIces 
will help them get jobs. Like ,~elfare recipients, some need very 

help with employment, while others have multiple barriers 
poor Iitera~y' skills or substa~ceabuse problems. The / 

prosec\ltor's office works with Goodwill Industrles and America 
Works to administer the actual job traimng. Both assist with 

obtaining a G,ED, job training, 
skill experience if clients do not ha\:e a 

job prosecutor's office has developed partnerships-' 'j
24 local employers like 7 -Eleven; Federal Express an~ He- ' 

brew Foods. Thes~ emplo\'ers agree to hire some of the f\lthers , 
who come the program, 

National Confcn:nc(: of Scare I.t:gislatun.:s 
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. 


- Indiana's Program; 
Fathers that Work 
the 'prosecutor's office In 

child support obligations have an opp'or­
tunity to get jobs and bett~r skills if thel' 
arc unemploved. Oeputl' prosecutors 
can recommend to the that fathers 

. be mandated to in one of the 

three c,":mponcnts or 

jill; .H.~J~rrtllj 

to jail. The program has 
the Private lndustry 
identifv employers tlpt wil! hire 

pams, Onl\' jobs with good wages and' 
benefits are considered, Referrals to 

treatment services also are a\'ail~ble to 

help clients deal with other '''pects of 
their life such substance abuse, 

,\i:trion' Count)' 

Direr! job R~/errals 

This component is recommended if .eli, 
'(IHS have some work experience <1nd job 
skills, Thel' Can be linked with one of 
the participating employers and hired if 
they IneCt minin1um criteria, 

Clients who Ipve multiple barriers to 


"ll1plovment or I\'ho need 'with re' 

;iUllle writlng l obtaining a G ED, lltcracy, 

b;t~ic skilb or 'itch"anced .tr;u,l1ing "art: "!C~ 


(erred to (juodwill -"Indll~trles or 


:\mcrica Works, In some, cases, 

pallts mal' be eligible for 

1110nths of training. ;\ftcr training, (hey 

an: rt'fcrred to' jobs" " 


CO/Hill/flll(!' .\'1'1""'1(1' • c 

Thi.> option used when dil'lH~ refuse 
'\\"ork Of art' not sliccessful in locating 

work. 

The court also has the 

sen'Ice or to 

i';;nion:ll <:,,1\(l'rCIH.:l" !)f St:HC l.q~i!-il:llllrl'S 

Broke But Not Deadbeat 

of reqUIring fathers to perform 
pm a lump sum of' child suPPOrt,' 'In 

the last y~ar, c'ommunity ser'viC{: has, 

resulted in more than hours of 
at ,a'n estimated value of 


More than $11;000 was 

sum payments from' 


did not want to 


serVIce. 


Fathers who find 

earn wages that pay higher than m1l11­
mum wage, Some 
as much as $12 per 

the program.: 
support payments are 

place of welfare payments 
chIldren, More t~an 50 percent 
thers 'whoparticipate in the_ program 
continue to 'pay child,support, iJ.nd 
approximately 64 percent of fathers arc 
still employed after six months, Pro­

, child support has given some 

children first time, 

l\Iarion County ,scott 
Nc\vman explains, "\'Ve a're 
that there arc aJot.,o'f fathers Ifl our 
CClIT1!TIunity who, want t~) 
warn lO do nght by their 

them financially. If they nee,d 
have one 'for them, 

need job training, we have that, too. 
And as a' last resort, if they refuse to 
take advama[!e of our·ioh DonI. we will 

Building Bridges 

Using child support agencies to connect with fathers is another 
approach.' Courts can refer unemploved fathers to a caseworker 

,who will work \Yith them to riegotiatea payment 
some ca.ses, a modification, After meering with 
port a~eni:y,fathers are refe,rfed t~ receive help 
obtain training and skills, Child support 
also carr coordinate. with their welf,!fe departments 

~elfare families who have child suppOrt orders" 
solicit fathers who want to come ,forwa~d and !lIVe them services!.­
in eXChange for their cooperati?n. 


In Illinois, unel11ployed fathers who come bef{m~ the couns can 
be directly referred, to child, sy.pport enforcemerlt,. The agenc\' 
works with the court to modif\; or 

. or:ders while a father isin a ;"ork 
or training program so additional 
arrearages do not accumulate. 
court also has the autho;iw to f9rgive 
:ilportion of past arrearages'if a client 

_succ~s~fully compktes a training pro· 
gram, ,The child support agency has 

par~nerships with a variety of .commu' 
orgaitizations to administer train­
which 'i~clLldes job clubs, 

training, r~su~e writing and life"skilk 
T!l,e;.departmenf also' w(Jfks tei 
supportive 'services to deal with 
ers like substance, abuse and· mental 

Dianna D 
former, Child Support 

, Administrator, in Illinois says, 
dads aren't deadbeat dads, are' 
deadbroke dadsI If:""e help them 'get .real jobs, they \vill pay child 
suppo~t and support their kids. All they need is a little 
get'a lot more out of them lI1 terms of child suppOrt 
rather. than punishing," 

Some states work with their welfare to fathers 
()f the 'families who receive or those who have voluo- J 

N:uiflnal (:()nfCrC])lT fjt' 1,l:.l!i~t::llln:" 

A Success'Story in' Illinois 
The deparrme'nt worked with one father 
;"ho was more .than $40,@0 in arrears' 

with his child suppOrt: ;\ft<'f months 

of'lryin'g to locate hiIY!, .they finally 
found him iii a homcl~ss shelter. in 
Florida, where he had be~n receiving 

.he mm'cJ back to 

was able to con­

nect', him with some basic emp\m'mer 


"io cOl!n}, 

of his arrearage because 

of his ,diligence and'progre,s in employ" 

mem, He conlinues to pay regular child 

sup'port, and c<~ntinucs lO be- actively 


engaged in the lilTS of his children, 
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\. G':'~~ teered paternitv, before they receive a default judgme~t or accu­
~'\ rl,;·i.),tl\ mulate~massive arrearages. These states still use community orga­VV ' nization~ to provide employment services, although in limited. 
\().J~ 1'rIl, cases ther lise ..the case management and employment services of 

\SV~j' . ) their welfare department. 

In Iowa, the human services department convened a pilot. col­

laboration between child support and welfare agencies to locate 
parents of welfare d.ients in the hopes of conducting outreach to 
fathers who may need help with employment or child support. 
Iowa's model is based on a three-tiered approach-emplovment 
assistance, access and visitation, and parental responsibility. The 
legislature provided the seed money to start the program with the 

that local funds ~nd foundation grants will supple­
ment the Initial investment. 

The department addresses parental responsibility by trnng to 

locate fathers to modi fy suppOrt orders and make child support 
payments more realistic for dads who have accumulated arrearages. 
r\ current proposal would allow a graduated portion of the father's 
state debt to be reduced for continual participation in an 

..JTlent component and continual payment of child suppo·rt. Al­
the participation credit would not be passed through to 

it would reduce the amount of money a father owes to 
in exchange for the mother and child receiving welfare. 

of this approach is to make payments on arrearages more 
realistic and achie\'able for some fathers and to' encourage ongo­

pan1lC:nt of child support. The program will conduct out­
reach at hospital paternity programs and Healthy Start programs 
[0 get fathers involved before their children are born to ensure 
that initial child support orders are set at realistic levels" and to 

ensure that fathers who Ill:W need help finding jobs can obtain 
assistance before arrearages accumula tc. 

l()\\'a's f iuman Services department bas contracted with other 
prOl'iders to administer mediation services to help fathers. get time 
with their children. Funding for these services 'came from federal 
access and visitation grants which are designed to help States de­

to allow fathers more time with their children. The 

i":Ul(l!l:ll (:onfl.'n.:nn: lit Stare- I ,l'gi:'<latun.'~ 
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Iowa Private Industry Council will work with fathers who have 
barriers to employment and target specific services on a case-bl'­

case basis. 

Maryland operates a handful of programs based on tbe same con­
cept of using state agencies and community providers to address 
issues' of employment and personal development as a way to stimu­
late child support payments. The Maryland sites have served 
more than 1,200 low-income fathers and report increases in edu- // 
citional levels, employment and active child rearing for fathers 
who have participated.in programs, Programs provide the 
array of services, ranging' from help with jobs to mt:ntoring and 
suppOrt groups to educational classes. Specific programs are de­
~igned to deal with custod~' 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 necessan' services are provided as 
well..· Various ~ites report that between 50 and 100 percent of 
fathers participating in the programs are consistemh' paying child 

support. 

Tennessee has taken a different approach by focusing on lifestyle ./ 
change and behavior modeling. rhe goal of the project isto assist. 
fathers whose children receive 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

and support. Viewed?s a more holistic approach, the pro­
grarp tries to address all the emotional programs that clients bring 
with them in hopes of helping the person as a whole, rather than 
working on short-term solutions to multiple problems. Mentors 
also try to work with the entire 

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 
ciples and curriculum established by the institute to "tu[flthe 
hearts of fathers to theif children and hearts of children to their 

National Conft.:fcIlC",· of Stalt..' 1.t:gi$!:Hurc." 
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to institute founder Charles Ballard, 'rhe paternity and continue to work. Additionally, three-fourths. of 

i Nashville project is one of a handful of programs run by the insti­ program participants report no additional children Out of 

, '.hl~~\ tute, but is the on h.' one with an established partnership :vith the wedlock. 
~~,' ~~'v'~ welfare department,' Other sites include Cleveland, Ohio; Mil-. 

\i waukee, \\'i,con51n; San Diego,· California; Washington, DC; and In some of thes~ cases, fathers are actually in the home, but are 
'Yonh:rs. New j'ork, .\ reluctant to come forward for fear of jeopardizing the mother'sJ 

eligibility for welfare, Illinois responded by changing its eligibil. 
The institute and the department work collaborativel), to deliver ity standards to include fathers who live in the home, ,.Recogniz- /I 

to fathers, Tpe program solicits participants on' a volun­ father presence from has helped to encourage participation 
tan' basis, although department caseworkers can refer clients for with child suppOrt from the 'beginning, without creating the fear 
services. Once a participant becomes involved with the program, that welfare benefits .will be terminated, OhIO hasl asimila~ pro­ j/'
caseworkers from the deoartment a'nd the institute share' infor- vision.. . , 

matlon the client to document his participation in the pro­
gram. Actual case management is carried out by institute Offering dads proactive services can discourage them ,from 
although department caseworkers participate in establishing goals "underground" and they can find jobs to support their children 
and resol\'im!' problems with participants. before the courts become involved, Underground dads are those 

that provide in kind suPPOrtS to their family-cash, clothes, dia­
Outreach specialists work with part;cipants-or prOteges, as the pers, shoes etc.-rather than pay their required support through 
program calls them-to establish goals and develop an action plan, traditional means'. 'A simple step, towards discouraging under­
based on their needs. Outreach specialists live in the conimunity ground support is making sure fathers establish paternity as 

are available 24 hours a day to assist fathers' or their families as possible, Fathers who establish paternity have a better chance 
with whatever'services or assistance thevmaY'need, of paying support because they can get initial child support or,­

court appearances or' appointments with child support ders set at an amou~t reflective of what they really' earn. As 
enforcement. The core element of the program is peer counsel­ discussed, streamlined communication between welfare and child 

and support focused on modeling targeted values and behav­ support workers can help states match TAN F cases with child 
developing fathering skills, improv- support cases and may make communication with fathers easier 

work ethic and l:'mployment status, and providing financial and faster. If states conduct outreach to advertise the fact that the 
support, i\ccording to Ballard, the success of his app~oach lies in agency wants to help them, they can avoid costly time and ,effort 

than tellil,lg individuals-.what it means to be a in trying to locate and punish dads who have gone underground. 
adult. They also reduce the risk of having to modify orders or establish 

payme~tplans for dads who have arrearages. Establishing pater-
conducted with proteges and outreach specialists indi­ is only the, beginning, and it does not automatically translate 

(Clll' the posili\(: cftl:cts fml1l the program-fathers ar.e dollars for mothers and their children. States will need to 

more time with thl:ir childrl:n and constructive changes have oc­ consider what incentives and support they give to low-income 
curred in the lives of children and fatil.ers who are involved with dads to complement their efforts to be compliant. No one would 
the program, Institute and department staff ,observe 'that fathers dispute that punitive measures need to be in place to enforce ob­
are more lih:h' t() pa:' child support and retain employment after ligations, rethinking the strategy with regard ro low-income men 

of .the p:'ogr:-trYL Similar observations from other in­ can help to improve ,die process, 

stitute sites report that the vast majority of participants establish 


:. 
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7. DADS' BEHIND .BARS 

As man\' as 70 percent of low-income dads have had contact wit,h 
tbe justice system, a\ld the majority of incarcerated men are fa­

' thers. This presems an interesting dilemma ,because i,n most states,
J fathers continu,e to accrue arrearages while ,they arc liJCked up, 

the obvious fact that they have, no resources to pay sup~ . 
porc When released, they may have satisfied their debt t() soci­

:but are me't with a ncw debt because' of ,child support 'arrears. 

a lOb and astrong family connection are,1 elements than an individual to' 

from returning to jaiL There are few available support sys­
tems to help these men re-enter society finding jobs, and even 
fewer that assIst them with' rebuilding relationships: that have 'suf­

or ceased~vhile the), were incarcerated, While in jail, it 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 theif children, but for most, this is not the case. 

,j. i\ handful of Colorado, Florida, New Mexico 
and Massachusetts -him,: develqped programs designed tosnve 
fathers while thev are jailor upon their release to strengthen 
tlH:ir role as fathers and .t() help link them to 

In r.hssachusetts, parolees can enroll in a program designed to 

teach them about how to foster relationships ~vith their childi'en 
the mothers of their children. Dads can obtain some 

J the 	 Program 
!02 program locations, five of which are 

;\attO!1a! Cnnfcn:no:. {;f Stare Lcgisbturcs 

Dads Behind Bars' 27. 
offered in partnership with churches, Y'he program is run bv pro­
,bation officials and requites ~nceat 12 weekly group ses­

sions, The sessions require participants to live by the 

five principles of fatherhood and to report to the group 

actions they took during the week to meet these goals, Topics in 

the weekly sessions include, self-esteem building, affection and 

guidance,. financial support, respect and li';jng a substance-free 

lifestyle, 


Fathers must make a commitment to stay substancecfree and pro­

vide,·love and en'couragemem ro themselves and ·theirchildren. 

Participants who comple'te the program can earn a reduction in 

fines and court costs, and some may 

have probation reduced, 


Massachusetts' Five Principles of 
Fatherhood:

The Colorado Department of Correc­
A1 a fa/ber, i/ i1 my mpomibifity /0: 

operates a reemployment pro­ • 	 Give affection to my children. 
• 	 Give gentle guidance to my chil-, 

dren. 
gram for inmates who are 
leased from jail. The program • 	 Provide 
to provide individuals with basic 

children 
skills so they can get jobs once rel'eased, ,!reno 

. and provide's referrals to support net- . • Demonstrate respect at all times to 

works that can help fathers'work with the mother of mv children. 
• 	 Set a proud ex~~ple for ~y ~hil,child support enforcement and estab~. 

dren by living within the law and 
lish family linkages, New Mexico tar­ without the taint of alcohol or drug 
gets its services to teen fathers who are use. 

J
serving time in detention facilities by' 
providing conflict. resolution, .contra­
ceptive i'nformation' and b,,!sic job skills. servIces. ,FlOrida helps 
inmates with literacy' skills teaching them how to read books 
and write letters to' their children, Dads make tape'recordings of 
themselves reading stories .that are si.:nr to their children, "Thi.:sC 
people 'ar~ goiIig 'to go 'b~ck in'to We havc two choices:, 
we can help them to establish' relations,hip's with their families? or 
we cando nothing and se'e them end up back in jail," asserts 

Whitman, dIrector of the Florida Commissi~n on Respon, 
Fatherhood. 

Nationa! Conference..: (If State J,cgislarures 
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8. THE TRAnE~OFF 


Then,'are to operating work programs th'at involve part-

child suppOrt the courts 'an'd comrnu­
nit\, greatest advantage is that' the courts and: 

child support, enforcement are working 'logetherto try 
;.lf1d create reasonable options for low-income ~athers, 

the' biggest 

organizations and 

assumptions, about 

cles provide, 
that agen­. ". 

Child supporr offices collect monel' 'and focus on 

ents for the sole purpose of ct'Jllecting monel' froIll 

'provide services to ll1()[ilcrs and children, and they 

8 '. 
,;\;U[OIl:l.1 Conference of State I.cgisiarufcs 

par-
them. 

are aCCOllll t­

Trade-Off 29 
able to taxpayers, The courts 

suiTs on behalf of mothers 
enforcement mea­

program 
are given acce'ss to other types of services 
treatment, child 

PQrt. A father 
or collecting from his 

"underg,ro~'nd ,as a wa\' to support his family. 
ments in lllin6is,Indiana, Man'land and Tennessee are due largell' , 
to the fact that progr;ms and" been able. to evoke ;\ 
sense of trust, pr<)Vide real and 

some fathers ('breathing room" bv tem'porarily modifying orders, 

Participan;ts 'are able to 'witness benefits oJ their actions as 

'theystrengthen connectiop,s with,'their children and provide fi­
nancial support.. 

" 
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9. OUT. ON. A LIMB: 

COMMUNITY~BASEb 
ORGANIZATION'S 

The majorin' of programs 
community leveL most without ,a 
C(luns Of child support enforcement agencies. 1 hev provldea 

of ,e'rvices that are not limited .to employment. Unlike 
. thte ~rate, where thte 111>1in focus is to collect child support, local 
progran~s multiple goals; ope of \vhich is child support. Of 

arte helping fathers develop good parenting 

learn abollt child development and 


rary; 
support agencies or ttle COurt systems. 

!II some cases, the COl.ln or child support agencymav refer fa­
thers to community where their participation mal' be 

Other rimtes. fathers mal' b~' di­
n:eted m fi nd 
gram is I·jewed as a as 
pUl1iSh!11ellr. 

;\losr prograllls because 
that is foremost tandem, 
uffer Illellforing as mediation and access 
ro othter services. 

to (i<.:\,ute «Jl1sideh:tble attention to fathers because that 
is their These 

~ 

o :\ :itll )!ul {:i ,n(~.:rl'ncc ~ ,f Sctte I.c.~i:dmun:s 
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resources and curriculums to help fathers develop in their roles as 
providers and as men. They. can help fathers earn a CEO, learn 
to write resumes, develop interview skills, and can pnll'ide access 
to local communi tv or vocational schools where fathers can learn 
specialized skills. 

The .Center on Fathers, Families and Workforce Development 
(CFWD, formerly known as Baltimore Citv Health,: Srart,Em-\ 
ploymenr and Men's Services) 'is 

program in Baltimore, 
'networks and a manhood 
thers about being financially 

. portive to their ·children. Once 
an assessment. and are 

.parr of 
employment by 

sup­
all fathers rCCCIIT 

we can get these men in economic situ~tions_ that 
families and communities, we are miSSing rile boat,:' according to 

Jones, founder of CFWD 

After fathers get jobs, are eligible for. post-emplol'ment train­
ing that focuses on wage progression to help them better jobs. 
As _with other programs, CFWD has· developed extensive rela­
tionships with other ,providers that can helD fathers with sub­
stance abuse,. 

One 'way CFWD ·sol!cits·participanrs is bl' recrultlng pregnant 

mothers' to participate in Heald1\' Start, then engaging Eath..:rs. 


. Home visits arc conductei:1 in an attempt to conneCt \viththesc: 

fathers. Jones as s'erts, "\'Ve 'conduct as man:' home \'isits asneces­

sary to get fathers involved with the' program. These dads 
want to be f(;und because they think we arc giJing.to report them 

the welfare or child agency]. Sometimes it rakes a 
few visits before· they understand that we arc nor child support o[ 
probation officers checking up on therrl. We want to help them 
deal with. their 'economic siruation so· thev can provide for their 
kids." 

National C()llt"elTl1t:t' of Srall' 

.I 

I

\' 

http:giJing.to
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in Valuable Employees) 
kno\vn programs that work 

components at 

Industri~s has cootrqcted with the 
(POP) in Colorado Springs, 

and training component for the, 
Its program serves: Fathers' receive an, initial 

assessment at POP to determine 'what' types of services·()[ assis­
tance they heed, 

them' earn 
obmin, targete, 
tional school: 

The\' are then referred to 

a GED,'write or 

STRIVE that look 
tor\~hik and ,support. services. 
STRIVE conducts intensive post-employment 

they get. jobs: The 
has· developed a Fragile Fami­

with Q:ood pay and benefits. 
of a f:tther­

class. These work­
f;lther influence on chil­

with stress, understanding the child 
self-sufficient. To ;lssist clients with 

child support ,,,'stems, STRIVE helps 

The L,lst H;lrie!1l STRIVE 
to ga1!1 advanced skills once have 
conducts nit.::ht courses that provide a combination of direct 

and business skills like long-term goal 
time mallagement, risk takinl!. contlict reso\urion and 

:. 
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corporate resources. Hard skills training can 'last from 10 to 24 
weeks and is geared toward the emerging skill needs of local em­
ployers..' The program reports that in, twO years, ~ore than 300 

-graduates have been placed, most over $2.0,000 per year 
within 12 to 18 months. Retention raies above 9S percent are 
reported: 

As, part of local economic developmem 
projects in C'onnecticut and P~nns\'lvania are 

'fathers to provideapprerlticeship opportunities at 
ties. Some starting wages are 'as high as$lS per hour, The com­

action agency in Boston supports, the ,u',UB (Career an'd 
Life United in 'Boston) program, which provides . 
placement and career 
American', and Hispanic 'The program was 
the ,Governor's Commission on' Responsibl~ 
ily Support as a' successflil 
'come' fathers. 

lizing private industry workforce development b()ards, 
a~d'local ~hurches or faith-based services' like Catholic Charities. 

Community-run programs can offer. an int~.nsi~e and ',holistic ar­
ray of and fathers are less intimidateg by these programs 
because- there is no threat they be "turned in" to child ~up­
port or welfare' agencies b)i caseworkers, Caseworkers' have' the 
time to develop relationships with fathers and the\' are respected 
within the communi tv. - Thev are viewed to be more objective 

port agency. 

programs are not part of an institution, 
to servlf1g low-income fathers, risk fading 

away intlux of financial support, while child SlIP­

N~Hiona' Confcn.'ncl' o( Stall: J .1'f!i~I:HlIrl"~ 
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34 Broke But Not Deadbeat 

port agencies and court s\,stems 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. If col­
laborative partnerships be.tween the state and community-based 

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 becon~ing financial providers and nurturers. "1£1­

whatchiidren need to grow up to become 
adults is the combination of parenting styles that 
fath~rs Drovide." asserts Wade Horn. National 'Fatherhood Ini­
(la(lve. 

Natiollal Conference of State L~gislaturc, 
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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 

resumes and a few classes on parenting. It. takes time and 
effort to reverse the stranglehold of unemployment and low wages. 
The true, lasting effects of these programs are not easy to measure 
and are hard to evaluate in the short term-some results mal' not ­
materialize for years. 

These challenges have left some policl'makers skeptical of the 
real impact programs can have on fathers, particularly because 
many local and community-run programs have not been 
to rigorous, formal evaluation. Still, states have nothing to lose 
and everything to gain by switching gCl[S. Efforts in collecting 
child· support from this population so far have proved futile, and 
even small increases in collections could be beneficial to l()w~in· 
come families. Child support collections have a long 
After years of applying a one-size fits all approach to welfare and 
child support, the pendulum has started to swing back towards 
looking at the root causes of poverty-low wages, unemployment 
and a support system that discourages responsible parenting. 
as in welfare_ not all parents will benefIt from a new 

National Conference of SIOte !.cgislaturcs 35 
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benefits for children who can gain from better 
and additional support are difficult to argue 

There is a considerable amount of information detailing partiClI­
lar fatherhood initiatives or program prot"iles, bur less on actual 

impacts the programs have on the fathers. Limited 

. studies b~' programs or small, university-directed reports have been 

condu'cted. in a few but there are 'none using a full range of 

t:\'aluatlon tools lik<;: control groups, (Iuantitative measures or 10£1­

swdies. Local programs lack the fmancial resources that' 
'are necessary [Q conduct rigorous evaluations, ,and manv see 

ing their resources [() provide direct services to families as a greater 

there is a need for more information about the 
that father-centered services may have on fost,ering better 

between fathers and their children and 
child support payments, 

Demunstration Research Corporation 

conducted an evaluation of the Parents' Fair Share (PFS) 
project. This evaluation policymakers and researchers, the 
first glimpse at how directing services to non-clIs­
tollial parenrs can hal'e a Dositive effect on their abilitl< to pa\' 
support. 

Thl: PFS program wa, UC;",L;lJCU ltl It:~l wnerner emp!o\'mt::nt as­
siSl:lIlce helped 1()w-inc()l11e dads become better able ro 

financial suppOrt for Their children. In exchange for modi 
child :;uppo!'[ amounts at more manag~able levels, 

the opp"n 

m:tnagemenr' or other i\c 
ce~~ [() seJ'\'ices was :tlS()' made ;\\'ailabk ro 

effort between child support enforcement 

;\;Jtion:d (:onlcrt..:nn: of Sr::1tt' J-t..;gislatun:s 

No Silver Bullet 

providers that administered actual services to fathers. Funding 

for PFS combined both federal and private foundation funds, 

Results of the evaluation' showed a 

small but significant increase in the Profile of Parents' Fair Share Fathers 
number of fathers who paid child sup­ • Average wage was $6,70 hour 

port, but' large increases were realized • 	 51 percent had arrears less than 
$2,000only across three sites. This result dis­ • 	 70 pcrcent have been arrested

appointed many who expected larger • 	 75 percent li\'( Within l() miles of 
improvements, Given the difficulty of their child 
collecting from these fathers, gener­ • 	 60 percent have no high school di­

ploma or G EDnational collection rate is • 	 54 percent did not li\'\: \\'ith their
percent'-any increase should 

father 
be viewed as progress. It is also worth • 17 percent were cmplOl'ed at the 

that the percentage of both PFS rime they were referred to PFS 

participants and the control group pay­

ing child support steadily in.creased . 
over'the course ,·of, the demonstration, though the percentage \\'as 

higher for PFS participants. Increases were due in part to 

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 that directing even minimal efforts to 

reach low-income fathers can yield positive results. Over 

as child suppOrt agencies and community providers become ac­
with fathers anel each other, lart"er increa:;es 

may be 

The evaluation did not cic:lr 

Il1 the program led to an increase in earnings, This 
is ,due in ,parr to the fact that most participants did not participate 
in skill-building activities-they wen.: tocllsed on finding a job so 
they could pay suppOrt, fl'lost participant:; were imll1ediatd~' 
referred to a job club that necessitated an immediate job search, 

Although some received GED assistance, few participated in an~' 
vocational training or other skill-based scrvic;cs, Focusing less on ' 

an immediate job or combining employmenr with skill building 

Nationnl Conti.:n:nc(' of State l.cgislatun..:s 
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rna\' Ilelp to address this issue, individuals who have advanced 
skil1s can earn almost 60 percent to 80 percent more than those 
who do not. Investments focused on training may lead to higher 

and child support pannents, Additionally, the problem 
for mam' fathers seems to be keeping a job once thel' become 
empIO\'Cd, Behavior and attitude issues need to be addressed be­
fore fathers can successfulh' move lip the iob ladder. 

i'vlan\' of the partnering agencies responsible for providing skill 
building activities were reluctant to take on fathers, The\' viewed 
these di.ents as "high risk," and were not \villing to -invest whole­
heartedlv in. tra:ning them for jobs, Manv of the PFS sites tried 
to work with local emp]ovment and 
ceived JTPA (lob Training Part~ersliip Act) 
cieg had built strong relationships with the local busine;;s com­

and were n:luctant to help these fathers for fear of 
ing" their reputation and jeopardizing ongoing 
Results' could improve if providers become more committed to 

with low-income fathers,!\ 
'.\ " 

- ; 
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11. LESSONS LEARNED 

Building partnerships between government 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


across agencies ami their willingness to work with each 

other, The most successful sites in PFS were those thar had built 

working relationships with local providers while the child sup­

pon agency played the lead. As discussed earlier, child suppOrt 

agencies and local organizations often 

differ in their goals, objectives and as­

sumptions about serving low-income 
 Lessons Learned from 


fathers, Local organizations view their 
 Parents' Fair Share
• low-income fathersrole as advocating for fathers, while 

ma." have a posi Ii Ve <:ff<:cr on child
child suppOrt enforcetJ1ent agencies suppOrt collections,

•focus on wHecting monel', In PFS, np!oymem assistance can hdp 

states that experienced the' largest in­ Some fathers get jobs,
• Programs that facilitate workingcreases in child suppOrt payments had 

partnerships bcrween local pro,'id­
forged solid relationships between 

ees and child support cnf"rcemcnt 
child support agencies and can il'ad to· better OHtCOnlL'S.

• (hnn:ach t.:f"fons C:tB hdp (t) ldl:n­

to .work, both entities must agree to 

providers, For, fatherhood 
nf)' t'"thers who fll'''' benetlt from 
sCfvicl..'s and those \vhc} h:\\"c tlnrc­

support a joint mission and a reach a ponl'd inC0111l'. 

common understanding of how their • J-;~epi;,g j()b~ and ad,'ancing in the 
respective offices will work with fa­ labor market is the most difficult 

thers and each other. challenge ''C! t() be add resscd. 

I n the demonstration sites the child suppOrt agene\' 
the lead, activities and case management were easier to monitor 
because both child support enforcement ,taff and PFS staff \\ere 
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able to administer a team approach to solving problems. Agen­
cies were Tllllck to respond to a downward or ,upward modifica­
tion based 'on frequent updates from local providers. Because 
both partners '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 
partic.ipant's progress, develop a working plan, and to assess ap­
propriate follow-up: j\ccording to )VIDRC, "As enrollees inter­
acted with PFS staff. over time, the image that the staff were work­
ing closeh' with, and were perhaps even part of, the child sup­
port agencl' ,probabh- Increased the staff's effectiveness in getting 
partiCipants to pal' child support. In sites where these partner­
ships were not formed, workers and agencies tended to 'revert to 
thei'r respective corners and return to business as usual." 

r\clclitional ettorrs to identifl' and locate fathers helped PFS to 
weed out those who were avoiding child support by not report­
ing 'empIOl'lllent,or to change 'the status of other fathers who 
had phlsical barriers to emplovment like disability or incarcera­
tion. 'This process allowed child support caseworkers to clean 
()ut old case ,Illes that had been low priority. It also helped to 
target the' fathers who may benefit from the type of assistance 

. that PFS (()uld' prm'ide. This initI~1 process began with trying to 

identifl' fathers who may be eligible for PFS services., By com­
paring welfare, child support euforcement, and emplovment 
records, case\vorkers were able to contact fathers and bring them, 
In for hearings to discuss their case. This "smokeout': resulted in 
23 ptrcem of fathers reporting previous unreported income or 
resources, alld Identi,tied another 25 percent who were unable to 

pal' because of dlsabiiIn' o,r incarceration or because the child 
was Icgalh' emancipated. Some fathers had never received the 
()rder t'm supp()rt. i\cc()rding to MDRC; the additional outreach 
d()es nor guarantee the n:ceipt of child support, but fathers con­
tacted in this \val' were more likelv to pal' than fathers who were 
subject to tJ';lditi()Ilal child support enforcemem methods. States 
can bcnctit from looking at case files that have been low-priority 
and lllstead of wasting efforts and resources on enforcement meth­

~:ui( >lui (:( n1 (CfCIlCC ()t" S[;ln.: I.cgislawrcs 

Lessons' Learned 

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

Even though PFS participants had a varietl' of services 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 p,artici­
pants to share experiences with other fathers under the direction 
of a facilitator. Socially, fathers rarely have support mechanisms 
th~t 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 I'OU know 
abo.ut 'potty training?' or 'What can I do to become a ,better f~­
ther?' )n a support group, they can freel), express themselves 
without the fear of being laughed at." ' 

Facilitators were able to help, fathers identify barriers and gener­
ate'solutions to many problems through open dialogue; In one 
site, facilitators planned weekly. assignrp.ents for fathers like "take 
your child to the park" or "make dinner for your child" to give 
fathers structured guidance on how 'they can spend time' with 
children. Other sites' planned 'monthly outings and special events 
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 \valking around 
not trusting anybody to talk to about it. Now... 1 don't walk 
around feeling as though the top of mI' he'ad is going to explode 
from blood pressure because I -k<~ep holding all this crap 10 me. 
It's got to come out. I t helped me be a better tather.""; 

Na[ic)nal (~{)n(l:rl:ncc ()f Starc I.q.~jslarurc~ 



Funding For Fatherhood Programs 4~ 
own assistance programs. Funding for the TAN F block grant 
was based on welf~re spending in' FY 1994, when caseloads were 
high. Caseloads have now dropped by more than 40 percent 
nati'onwide,so states have money for programs that otherwise 
would have gone to cash assistance: The U.S. Depa!"tment 
Health and' Human Services estimates that states receive about 

billion dollars more per year than they would have under 
the AFDC program. States can usc some of this money to 

"fatherhood progralTls. 

States receive a block grant· from the feder'al government to use­

12. FUNDING FOR 
FATHERHOOD PROGRAMS 

opportunities to invest in services for 
'low-income fathers. Welfare caseloads have dropped 
states can, redirect resources that would have been spent on 

to services that assist mothers and fathers 111 

their children: Currently a variety of fim.ncial re­
sources are available to fund programs or services. These resources 
include: 

.,' The TANF block ,grant 
• 	 of effort (MOE)., grants 
• Investment Act funds' 
.' Child Support Enforcement funds 
• 	 The Social Sen'ices Block 
• 	 Private foundations 

Using TANF and MOE Funds 

States han? substantial tlexibilitl' under the Tem­
F) program to fllnd 

services to help non-custodial, fatheq with emplovment and 
The federal welfare reform law in 1996 created a block 

gram for state program, that serve families, States 
were released from the restrictions of the Aid to' Families with 

Children Program (AFDC). Thev can design their 

~2 	 ~;lliun:d Conference of Slate j ,cgislarun..:s 

for poor families in ways the states 
determine will best meet the needs for 
their populations. Unlike AFDG, 
TANF doesncit require st~tes to get 
federal permission to develop new sere 
vices or prograI?s! ~nd spending can 
be, used to support poor families, not 
just 'famjlies'that receive cash assis­
tance. Providing services to fathers is 
considered within these bc;undanes, 
even if they are not married or living 
with the mothers of their children" 

,The new welfare is, funded usmg a 
, combination" of state and federal funds. 

States receive the federal TAN F block 
grant, but must, also maintain histori­
cal exp~nditures on welfare-related programs using state funds. 
The maintenance of effort recjuiremem, (MOE) mandates that 
states spend BOpercent of what· they spent in 1094, or 75 percent 
if they ensure a certain percentage of welfare reci'pients are work-. 
ing, 

States can use b"oth the federal block grant and stateJ\"rOE money 
on anvthinl!: that !,ccompiishes the broad purposes of T i\N F: 

• 	 End welfare dependence; 
• 	 Promote employment; 

National Conference "r Stare Legislatures 

," 

'Points-to Remember about the New 
Welfare 

• ,federal permis­
sion to new programs 
serVICes 

• 	 The federal government does not 
have authority to approve State pro­
grams~-states decide 

• 	 States define who, is "eligible to re­
ceive services and they can have dif­
ferent standards of e1illibility for dif­
ferem forms of services 

• 	 States can target sen'ices to low-In­
fathers even if they do not 

'with the mother of their cfiiJ­
drc'n 
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,. Encourage two-parent, families; and 

Reduce out-\)f-we~llock' pregnancies, 

Resources IllUSt alsQ be spent, on eligible families, and states de­

fine who IS_ eligible to receive certain ptogram's or services. A 

state can choose to establish different levels of eligibility for dif­

ferent tlpes of seri'ices, For example, a state can choose to hav~ 
one eligibilit;, s'tandard for cash assistance- but may establish a 

different threshold f~;r 'emplol'fTlent services or support servlce~ 
like transportation and child care. 

If states iriclude non-custodial fath~rs in their eligibility defini­

tIOns, the\' carl use "I:ANF and 1\10E fundsw provide ~ervices to 

them, These fathc-:rs will not face time limits or'work participa­
[ion rate requirements if they are pro-: 
",ided se~vices~suclias.job training or 

Types of Services that Can be 
h~lp Ending a' job-"that do not have a Funded With TANF'or MOE 
direct cash value. Final regulations' 

Job placcmcfH , 

• EnlploynlLnr a~Slsuncc 

issued by HHS clarify that federal time 
Job training , , limits and work re-quirerPents apply
Substance abuse trC<lmlC'nr' 

, ' onll' fOf programs or services that havef\.lcn(oring 
a direct monetary, value-"--:'cash assis-'Coun~cling .' . 

• :vlarriage coLLnseiing. tance, vouchers, orassistar:ce used to ,. Prcgl1a~lcy prc\'CIlti~)'n 'f11eet ongoing basic needs. Child care 
r\bsrin'encc. l::duc<lrion 

and t~an_sportation for families- \Vho are.
ivlcdiariol1 

not emplci;'ed ar_e also considered to 
A.cri<·jrics' ,thar promote access and 

• Transpur.racion and, child care 

have a monitary value, although ,for 
vISitation em ploved families these services are

• Pass-through of collect'cd ;U11oUl1rS 
excluded- from the definition. States

()f child SUpP()rt 
can 'usc federal d()llars to [lr()'v,de 

needed trainIng" mentoriilg Of counseling services, substance abuse 
treatillent, ,parel1ling and li'fe ,skills- and a range of other services 
to non-custodial'fathers \vhom they ddin(: as eligible, Additiuil­

all\', ~i!l\ services that arc used to meet the goal of reducing out-' 
of-\\'edlock 'births, iH t() encourage two-[larent families are not 

tied to afl\ eligibilitv based Oil income, Some of these ser\·ices 

mal' include 'teen pregnancy prevention, abstinence education, 

pre-marriage or marriage couns~ling, mediation, activities to i~ro­
ll10te access and'visitati()n and 'crisis intervention, 

0..;!li(llU! (:( Hlfcrcllcc' (J( Sl:IIC l.cgis1awrcs 

Funding For Fatherhood Pro~~an:i~ 

State 'MOE funds have even more flexibility in that they, do no~t 

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

MOE funds must also be spent on povr families and used 'to 'ac­

complish the goals of TANF, ,but stateS have'considerablv mor~ 

flexibility, If states develop. programs funded with MOE dollars 

,that are separate or outside, of the TAN F program, there 'are no 

federal ti,me limits, work requirem~nts or work pa~ti~ipation rates 

to consi,der., States reap die bend~t .of bein'g able to count sepa­

rate state programs as a MOE expeh'diture, but without fed'eral 
, constraints. 

'" 
A state can set up a program b\' creating an eli,l(ibilitl, categor\' t() 
'jnclude ~ non-custodial, father based on his inc;m1e, then define 

the services that he would be eligible' to r~cei\'e-pa\'irig close, 
attention to services tliat are considered to have a cash I'alue 'or 

that are used' to, meet ongoing basic needs so that time limi ts and 

work particiration rates do not' appil'. These fathers need nqt 
have children who receive welfare~ but ~u'st have low-inc'omes 

ac~ording' to state standards, For example, a state, could define 

income eligibility for fathers at 200 pt;:rcef!t of the federal povern' 

level-roughly' $16,000: per year; Examples of non-monetan' ser­
':viCes that a state could, offer include, 'emplOlment assistance itnd~ 

skill-based training~ parenting educatio'n, peer and mento~ing 
groups, anger management, conflict, resolution, -treatment pro­

grams, and family planning, 

---I 
State legislatures have appropriation authori tl' O\'er both T r\N F 

and MOE, and can direct agencies to develo[l sen'ices ,or pro­
grams targeted at specific gr()u[ls such as' n()n-custodial fatl;er~," 
'States 'can' use their budget process to redirect :resources' or create ! ' 
panic'ipation relluiieme,,~ts f()r -deparrn1ents t() ensure spending .---J 
on fathers. ­

-Cali fo rriia has redirected some () fits Tf\N F sa I'ings frum wei fare 

ca~elc5ad d~cline ,~o fund seven count\' programs -targeted at fa-' J 
thers. The counties submitted propos'als explaining,how their 
-prog'rams \Vould serve f;;thers, the cs~;;-,,;;,cd cc;,t :,nd tht number 

of participants they hO[led to serve, Solicitation' for program par- f, 

Nari()I1:J1 (:(JllfcrCl1Cl' ()f SI:l(l··I.l'.~i:.d:IILl:·l'~ 
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would be court ordered in some counties and based on 
\"olullt~ers in others, ,Employment sen,ices at the sites include, 
expedited establishment, career planning and cOl(nsel, 
ing, basic education, subsidized work experience, 
services and vocational training, The sites also offer supportive 
services that incillde transportation, a job retention hot-line, and 
ment~l health and substance abuse s~rvices, as well as courses in 

skills development, anger and conflict management, 
gevelopment, relationship building and problem solving, 

Some counties arc offering mediation ser,vices to assist with child 
suppon ,'and custody- and visitation, One count)' ,proposed to 

fer a 5;10 child support credit for each hour a father 
in the: program, The sites each estimate serving'between 150 and 
450 fathers per \'ear at 'a cost ranging from' ro 9 per 

estiI'nates fluctuate depending 'on the tvpes of. 
figures into the esti-. 

that have experience. serving disad­
pictu~e of the time and cOSt 

,with various tvpes 

Arizona, Florida and' Iowa are also',using welfare funds for pro­
local WAGES (Work and Gain Economic Self-

coalitions have authorirv administering the 
Local coalitions have funded many programs 

two' employment"focused pr?grams that man­
find wSJrk and pay child support Of go ro 

i\nother that targets of Head Start children for help with 
computer skills and self empowerment, 

resources a\'ailable to fund needed services that 
to time or work 

Block Grant or Title XX as it is 
also be used to 'fund other services re 

States also have the: option of 
into SSSG with the condition that 

transferred mone\' is: spent on children or families whose income 
is under 200 percent of the federal 'povertv level. States define 

j 	
eligibilitr for SSSG funded services as well, so the programs can 
include I()\~'-income fathers, 

t\'at~{)nal Conference or" State J 

Funding For Fatherhood Programs 

While caseloads are low, states need to consider all of their possi­
bilities serving families. Mane}' that is not directed to 

ing cash assistance can be reinvested if states take full 

of their flexibility, The window of opportunity will not last for 

long, is speculating that states have too much monel', 

based on the fact that states ,have accumulated 'large balances of 


'unspent T ANF funds in federal re'serves,' Policymakers can help 

state agencies and local administrators understand this flexibility. 

In state offices across the workers are accustomed to' fl 

restraints of AFDC and, are tentauve about trying new ideas,-H, 

state leade~s demonstrate their understanrlingof flexibilit), and 


lead by example, middle managem, ent an? fron. t, line sraff may bj.. 

more apt to carry, out and Implement new approaches wlthour 

'fear that. the state, can be penalized,' , 


Welfare-tb~Work ' " 	 _ .. 

As part of the 1997 balanced budget agreement, Congress 

lished Welfare-to-Work (WtW) aS"a' new federal grant to address' 

some of the needs that face long term welfare recipients, 'States 

can receive a gr::J.nt based on a formula, and local providers can 

submit proposals for competitive grants, 


Formula grants require states to p'r~)Vide a match and no federal 
money can be used to draw down the' match, There is a Glpped 
amount. that each state may receive, The WtW g'rant also ' 

allows eligibility 'for services to non-custodial fathers \Vh'usc' 
,children receive, TANF. The ,Welfare-tO-Work grant passes 85 per" 
cent of a state's grant to local pr'ivate industrv councils (PICs), 
The remaining 15 is ~etained by the states to operate 
ernors' programs," although state legislature~ h;\\'e 

(under the Brown amendment) and can establish con­
ditions for how this' mOl1e\' should be spent. 

The use of WtW funds is not quite as as the use of TANF-
and MOE funds.. Seventy percent of \\'/tW funds must be spent 
on recipients or non-custodial fathers who can satish' rwo of ,the 
following criteria: 

National Confcn.:ncc. of Scare 1,l'gishuUfCS 
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school e1' have low or math• Have not 

• substance abuse treatment; or 
• work 

some sta res from 

must have of welfare de-

percent of 
asS(.)ciated with 

rna\' 

5. Welfare-to-Work Plans 
Services to Non-Cust.odial Pareilts 

"";',. 

I'll' :-;I:HL plall
Ei [() 

;\(11 :q)pj~·il1.~ tl)1' \'\ 1\\~ hllick ,\..; ';lI11 

• 
p;lr(;f)(:-:: 

, Inl: 

S'HlnX" ;-":C:;1. 

\;H',:"~('l"; 

For this reaSOIl, s()me st:lres have chosen not to apply for 

granrs. (hhers have focused on the as a resou[ce- for 

programs for non-custodial fathers. f\rizona hac; dcvcl­

intensive an:1\' of services its \Vt\Xi block grant to 

fathers. The nru!!rnm has built Dartnershins the court 

the 
.. 

(let Slall" 1 

~ 

Funding 

gram.. Unlike most states, 

all narts of, the :state. 

will be 

other states. 

As to. 
for non-

IS \;IS­

an em­

i\nd post- em ploy-

J 

\,,/ 

ment/job retention. Wisconsin is to recruit fathers (IS:; 

• in.t£ many of the m~thodspreviously as' cross check-'. ,// 
ing TANF and child support cases' and through H eacr 

Start or child care providers.' Media fliers and brochures, 
will be ava·ilablein employinen t . 0 communi tv center's,. 

homeless shelters ar;,dfood banks and through correcti~nal -facili­

ties. In ~malle'r communities, welfare caseworkers have responsi-' 

bility for informing families abour WtW services that are avail-_ 

able for'. nbn~custodial fathers. New York is using its WtW grant 

to extend eligibility for servIces management and 
vouchers) to fath~rs. 

Other'Fina~cing Options 

MosLprograms that serve Eithers are 
money, Currently, most are 

foundations; 

funded 

or in combinations with 
feder.al funcr, 

serve more 

means, while work­

suppo'rr dollars or 
\vorkforce' Investment­

does al~ow programs to 
other partne'rs in providing services_ 

fund case management services 

ing with PICs who often administer 

not funded welfare 

. .; 
Workforce Investment Act 

funds in addition to WtW ro assistance. 
Several fatherhood programs 

National Confercnce SeHe I 

v, 

J 
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Idcntifying and cngaging partners is the. biggest challenge facing 
players are afraid of losing authority to manage their 

programs In wal's thev are comfortable with. Agencies and orga­
nizations must think in new. ways and develop new 'partners to 
expand their vision rathcr than retreat to their comfort zone of 
business as usual.,· State policymakers can help this process 

creating avenucs for collaboration and directing resources tar­
toward a specific purpose. 13. CONCLUSION 

Clearly there is not a guick' fix solution, or cven :i solution that 
has been proven effective for numbers of fatn'ers.Th~ 
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 if the 
outcomes do nqt show.up in increases of child payments. 
States have devoted significant time and res~urces to collect sup­
port from low-income fathers without much success. 

The real focus of these efforts can be to better Jhe lives of chil­
dren who can benefit from the support that both a mother and a 
father can ·give.· Certainly there are 
fathers who should 'not have contact Voices of Fathers 

with th~ir children because of abuse, "Jusr sitting and listening to people carl 
you change your life because the\'~r violencc-poiicies should 

go through the same thmg that you went 
reflect thesc concerns. But for most 

YOU jU<t take heed to it and 
fathers and children, there is far more' bten and \'Oll be all right." 

. Baltimore f~thcr 

upcomfortable and challenging. 
to gain, although the process may be 

"Since becoming im'olved, mV'whole life 
has made a complete. turnaround. My 

It will take time for states to develop rdntiol1ship is back on track, I can 5ce 

a successful approach to low-in­ nO\' children whenever! want to,. my at: 
tit!Jde and temper have improved rrc­come, non-custodial fathers-shifting 
mcndoush" [am a better man and a . .~aradigms reguires buy-in from all better father." 

rei evan t Nashville father 
policymakers and child support en 
forcement officials. Broadening the focus of child support agen­
cies from that of a revcnuc-driven entities to that of service pro-

National Con(crence of Sente· l.egi51aturcs 51 ,l\aliooal Conference or Stare Legislatures 
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"iders will not OccLir over night. Similar to the experience in 
AFDC to TANF, 	workers responsible for implementing 

changes will need help to, redirect theif 
efforts. , In practice, they will be re­Voices of Fathers 

"1 gonna make sure I guarantee tbar I'm sponsible for 'making these programs' 
;\ beLter father, Because I want work, 	 Clearly, more evalya~ion can 
to have what I didn't have, vou illuminate the policies that assist 
That's a' father right there, giving him 

low-income fathers to be better pro~
whatever he want. talk to hin;; tell hin) 
bow much ir meant to me and' how, viders ,for their children. 
much it's gon,,; mean to' him, Thc.'same' 

things rha, 1 went through, I'm gonna States have resQurces to invest in 
try ml' best not to ,'let that happen to 

but
him." 

Baitim()rc fatber. If states continue 'to leave 
TAN F surpluses in federalre­

"1 no\v'end every conn~rsation \vlrh serves, Congress ,may be succ"essflll in 
children wirh the words ,{ .Iol'e "you, TANF funds below current

Massachuse:rrs fatber 
standards. States need to ensure they 
have built in 

before families hit time limits and lose 
Because collection efforts for low-income families are so low, states 

by making an investment in fathers. 'Chil­
dren of these fathers have far more to not just 
regular support, but by reconnecting with 
mam' states have been too to "label deadbeats. 

-; 
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SllapIJhots 0/ Alllenca's Families. Wasnington, D.C.: Urban 
Institute, 1999. 

Stale Actioll RegclI'ding S50 Pass-Through and Disregard. Center on 
Law and Social Policy: 1998. URL: http://www.clasp.org/ 
pubs/ childenforce/ 50p~sdis.htm 

Internet Resources 

The Fatherhood Project: Families and Work Institute 
hrrp:/ /www. 

Responsible Fatherhood 

The Institute [(Jr, Responsible Fatherhood 'and 
"Revitalization 

http://www.responsiblefatherhood.org/ 

National Center on Fathers Families 
http:// www.nco[f.gse.upenn.~du/ 

National Center on Fathering 
http://www.fathers.com/ 

National Center for Strategi.c Non-Profit Planning and 
Communitl Leadership eN PCC) 
http://~vww.npcl.org/ 

National Practitioners Network for Fathers and Families 
http://ww\\..fatherhoodproject.. org/ripnpage.htm 

U.S. Office of Child Supporr Enforcement Fathers Page 
http://www.acf.dhhs.gov/programs/cse/rpt/fth/fth~m.htm 

" 

\\fellate Information Networ~: Fatherhqod and 
Familv· Formation, 
http://www.welfareinfo.org/fatherho.htm 

,l 

Natiunal Conference ()f State'Lcgislarurcs 

ABOUT THE AUTHOR 

Dana Reichert is a policy specialist for ..the National Conference 

of State Legislatures. She tracks legislative developments on wel­

fare reform, conducts research, and provides technical 

to state legislatures and their st~ff, Addi'titmally, Dan'a coo,rdi­


,nates NCSL's annual survey qf state budget actions on welfare 
. spending and oversee's NCSL's project "Nurturing. Responsible 
Families", She is the author of several NCSL publications~ in­
cluding articles in State Legislatures magazine and NCSL's forth­
c~ming bOQk, Responsible Fatherhood: A Legislator's Guide,.' 

National Confcrence of Statc Legislatures 59 

http://www.welfareinfo.org/fatherho.htm
http://www.acf.dhhs.gov/programs/cse/rpt/fth/fth~m.htm
http://ww
http:http://~vww.npcl.org
http:http://www.fathers.com
www.nco[f.gse.upenn.~du
http:www.responsiblefatherhood.org
http:http://www.clasp.org




~ NA,.IONAL CEN,.ER FOR CHILDREN 'IN POVER,.y 


1:,\4 Haven Avenue 1'11()1\E 212-304-7100 ' 

New Yor~"NY l0032-l1RO FAX 212-:,\44-42()O or :'i44-420.1 
·11'11'11' http';lIepnwnet.eolumhia,edu/dept/lleep/ 

July, 1999 

Dear Colleague: 
, 

The National Center for Children in Poverty (NCCP) at Columbia University's School of 
Public Health is pleased to share with you an advance copy of the report, Map and Track: 
Sta'ie Initiatives toBricourage Responsible Fatherhood, 1999 Edition: ("Map and Track 
Fathers"). The report was developedby NCCPwith fundiIlg from the Annie E. Casey 
Foundation. ' 

Map and TrackFathers highlights the rapidly changing d~mographic 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 changing culture of fatherhood'in the United States' and how 

, states are responding to the growing readiness to embrace, responsible fatherhood. The ' 
report includes an Executive Summary, a special introduction by David Cohen, an award 
winning journalist from the U.K; studying fatherhood in the United States, and ' 
infonnation specific to your state in chapter 5. We have also enclosed a copy of anews 
'release distributed in conjunction with the report's publication. 

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

• 	 Overall: there has not been very much change in state initiatives 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, inchidingthe 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 child support enfor~ement as 
their main methods of ensuring responsible fathe'rhood. Although this has led to a 
slight increase in the child support collections nationally, it ignores the nurturing role, 
of fathers and research that sh'ows fathers,are actually more likely to make child ' 
support payments and provide for their children when they are positively involved in 
their children's lives. 

• 	 Where increased 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. 

'~CSPH 
Columbia School (1{ Public Health 



• 	 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, 

ffi~ ~~ 
Stanley N. Bernard . Jane' Kni tzer 
Director of Administration and 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 ofchildren in the context ofwelfare 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 Act of 1996 (PL. 104-193) on the well-being ofpoor 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 Welfare 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 thar: 
(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) successful 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: Anticipating 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 
srrategies, 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 P.L. 104·193 on vulnerable families 
already in or at risk of entering the child welfare/child protection 
system. It 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: Responsible Fatherhoad and Welfare: 
How States Can Use the New Law to Help Children 
by Stanley Bernard 

Acts as a supplement to 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 
fin:l[1cial responsibilities; (2) encouraging fathers to be betrer 

Future topics in this series will include the Implications 01 welfare reform on' 
child care subslay policies and child care assistance for non-welfare families. 

nurmrers 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 to 
reach out directly to these child care providers and the children for 
whom they care. (1998), 20 pp. 

Children and Welfare Reform: Highlights from 

Recent Research 

by Ann Collins, Stephanie Junes, 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 likely to have direct implications for children, and outcome 
evaluations of welfare-to-work programs that show how some of the 
programs affect children. The summaries of these reports a re­
markably consistent picture of families and children in poverty and 
of the capacity of interventions ro either lift families out of poverty 
or to 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: Strategies tOo 
Increase Their Life Chances. (1997), 68 pp, $10.00 



Mapping Welfare Research-1999 and Beyond Map and Track: State Initiatives to Encourage 

by Ellen C. Berrey Responsible Fatherhood, 1999 Edition 

This fifth issue of the forum (vol. 2, No.1) newsletter features a re­ by Stanley Bernard and Jane Knitzer 

view of current large-scale research projects to assess the outcomes on Continues to track national and state demographic trends on father 
families and children of welfare reform in the stares. The Research absence and Single-father families and how states are responding to 

Forum on Children, Families, and the New Federalism is a project of 
 welfare changes with strategies to promote fathers as both economic 

. the National Center for Children in Poverty. (March, 1999),8 pp. No providers and nurturers. 1999 edition features an introduction by
charge. (See the Research Forum Website: www.researchforum.org. for journalist David Cohen that applies tipping point theory to under­
electronic versions of the forum issues and detailed information on stand social norms around fatherhood and how states can help define 
welfare research studies.) social expectations about fatherhood and develop policies and 

strategies that can benefit not just fathers, bur their children as well. 

State Welfare Waiver Evaluations: Will They Increase Includes map, charts, and descriptions of 50 state initiatives. District 


Our Understanding of the Impact of Welfare Reform of Columbia. and Puerto Rico. Report. (June 1999).224 pp. $19.95. 


on Children? 
Map and Track: State Initiatives for Young Childrenby Ann Collins and J. Lawrence Aber 
and Families, 1998 Edition

Examines how well evaluations of 21 state welfare reform Section 
by Jane Knitzer and Stephen Page1115 Waiver initiatives will address the needs of children as well as 


their parents, particularly the impact of changes in: (I) family income; Updates and expands information provided in 1996 on state initia­

(2) parental stress and parenting behav iors; and (3) children's access tives to address the multiple needs of young children and families. 
to health services and other supports outside the family. Findings are New in 1998 is information on whether states are implementing ex­
presented in terms of the numbers and categories of research questions plicit strategies to link welfare reform with children's initiatives, more 
and hypotheses that relate [0 children, the child-related variables that state-by-state indicators of young child and family well-being. related 
the evaluations use to seek answers, and the potential of these vari ­ state welfare provisions, and income-promoting supports. Report. 
ables to further the understanding of the impact of welfare experi­ (1998). 208 pp. $19.95. Special pricing: Map and Track series: 1996. 
ments on children. Working Paper. (1996), 37 pp. $10.00 1997. 1998, 1999 editions-$29.95 for twO titles; $34.95 for three 

editions; $39.95 for all four editions. 

Related publications: 
Early Childhood Poverty Research Brief 1: 

Young Child Poverty in the States-Wide Variation
Young Children in Poverty: A Statistical Update, 

and Significant Change
June 1999 Edition 
by Neil G. Bennet( and Jiali Liby Neil G. Bennett. Jiali Li. Younghwan Song, and Kerning Yang 
Describes the wide variation among states' young child poverty rates.Figures and tables profile poor, extremel y. poor, and near poor 
Suggests that changes in three demographi'c factors-family structure,population of young children under age six and their families in the 

employment patterns. and educational attainment-account for
U.S. using official federal governmenr poverty measure based on the 
almost one-third of changes in state young child poverty rates overCensus Bureau's March 1998 Current Population Survey. Features a 
the last 20 years. Findings are important in lightof the states'brief look at the changing association between higher education 
obligation to monitor their child poverty rates under current welfareamong parents and the economic well-being of young children. 
law and to submit corrective action plans if rates increase over 5Continues to track the impact of the Earned Income Tax Credit on 
percent from the previous year. (July 1998). 16 pp. $5.00the incidence of young child poverty using official and alternate 


measures of poverty. Report. (] une 1999), 12 pp. $5.00 
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New Publications from NCCP ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
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 50 states, 
the District of Columbia, and Puerto 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. II 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 a fatherhood agenda. 
Although states are still engaged in a substantial number of acti~ities, little has 
been added in leadership since 1997. [220 pp. $19·9S] 

Young Children in Poverty: A Statistical Update, 
June 1999 Edition 
by Neil G. Bennett, Jiali Li, Youngnwan Song, and Kerning 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 U.S. 

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 young children; and an analysis of the changing association of 
higher education and economic weU·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 (Le., living in families with incomes below 185 percent of the 
poverty line); (3) that young children whose parents lack a coUege 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 
Earned Income Tax Credit (EITC) is an increasingly powerful tool against child 
poverty. [12 pp. $5.00] 

Related NCCP Publications •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

May 1998: Map and Track: State Initiatives for 
Young Children and Families, 1998 Edition 
by Jane Knitter and Stepnen Page 

This new edition updates and expands the information 
from all 50 states and Washington, DC, provided in the 
1996 edition, The report shows 'Nide 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 ~'oung 
children. Mapand Track also profiles individual state and community initiatives and 
highlights 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 
familv 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 early education), and information on 
state earned income tax credits and other strategies to increase low·income families' 
economic well·being. [208 pp. $19.95 ] 

SPECIAL PRICING: Map and Track series: 1996, 199i, 1998, 1999 editions­
$29,95 for two titles: $34,95 for three editions; $39.95 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 weU-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

] 

One in Four: America's Youngest Poor 
Astatistical profile of the six million children under age 
six living in poverty in the United States. Includes data 
on factors associated '\\ith 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 
U.S. cities. [Report. (1996). 88 pp. $16 9S 

Abridged Version. 32 pp. $7.95 ] 

For ordering information and an overview of NCCP's mission and activities, see the reverse side. 
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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 ofyoung 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, policies, 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 fainily 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 consequences of poverty on 
young children. 

OR DE R FOR 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. 

Please send the following publications: 
(Prices include postage and handling) 

NAME 

TITLE/DIVISION 

ORGANIZATION 

STREET ADDRESS 

Title of Publication Qty. Total 

Grand Total: 

CITY STATE ZIP 

TEL. NO. FAX 

o Prepaid order, check enclosed 

o Purchase order no. ___________ 

E·MAIL newpubs, 6/21/99 

http:http://www.nccp.org
http:http://www.nccp.org
mailto:nccp@columbia.edu


The Joseph L. Mailman School of Public Health of Columbia University NATIONAL 
154 Haven Avenue, New York, NY 10032

CENTER FOR 	 TEL: (212) 304-7100 
FAX: (212) 544-4200 OR 544-4201CHILDREN IN 
E-MAIL: nccp@columbia.edu

POVERTY WEB: http://www.nccp.org 

PUBLICATIONS AVAILABLE FROM NCCP 

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

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

NEW PUBLICATIONS 

D 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 50 state initiatives, District of 
Columbia, and Puerto Rico. Report. Oune 1999), 220 pp. $19.95. ~ 
pDQng;,MapandTrackseries: 1996, 1997, 1998, 199geditions-$29.95 for 
two titles; $34.95 for three editions; $39.95 for all four editions. 

D 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 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. Oune 1999), 12 pp. $5.00. 

D 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. J. 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 recipientsreto enable 
training, education, and employment, and by formerrecipients 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 

D Mapping Welfare Research-1999 and Beyond. E. C. Berrey. This fifth 
issue of the forum (vol. 2, no. 1) newsletterfeatures 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 to release finaJreports in 1999. The 
Research Forum on Children, Families, and the New Federalism is a project 
of the National Center for Children in Poverty. (March, 1999),8 pp. No 
charge. (Published electronically on the web: www.researchforum.org.) 

D 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. 

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

for almost 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. Ouly 1998). 16 pp. $5.00. 

D 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
ingsupports to low-income families. Report. (1998). 208 pp. $19.95. March 
1996Map and Track Report. 171 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. 

PREVIOUSLY PUBLISHED 

D 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 andtheir 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. 

D Child Care Research Partnership Report No.1: A Study of Regulated Child 
Care Supply in Illinois 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] 

D 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. 

D 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. 

D 	Issue Brief 3: The New Welfare law and Vulnerable Families: Implications 
for Child Welfare/Child Protection Systems. J. 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. 

D 	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
age responsible parenting by custodial and noncustodial fathers. (1998). 
24 pp. 

D lessons from the Field: Head Start Mental Health Strategies to Meet 
Changing Needs. H. Yoshikawa and J. 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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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. Oshinskyand B. Goodman 
with T. Woods and M. Rosensweig. Describes selected materials to help 
Head Start and other early childhood programs andorganizations strengthen 
families and enable communities to organize to prevent substance abuse. 
Bibliography. (1996). 52 pp. $8.00. 

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

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

o Young Children in Poverty: An Annotated Bibliography of Books and 
·Reports. C. OshinsI-.:y. Describes report5. monographs, and special journal 
issues concerning children and families 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. 

o 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] 

o 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. 

o Working with Clients: Case 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. 

o 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. 

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

D Strategies for Promoting Health and Assuring Access to Health Care in 
Child Care Settings. K. 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. 

D 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. WorkingPaper. (1994). 32 
pp. $8.00. 

D 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. 

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

D Promoting Professionalism through Family Day Care Networks. M. Lamer 
. and N. Chaudry. Analyzes eight NYC neighborhood networks operated 

through Child Care, Inc. Report. (1993). 39 pp. $8.00. 

D 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.~. Sale price: $8.00. 

D 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. 

D 	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. 56:99. Sale 
price: $3.00. 

D 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. 

D Child Care Choices, Consumer Education, and low-Income Families. 
A. Mitchell, E. Cooperstein, and M. Lamer. Examines research on families' 
child care preferences; explores howstate/local programs educate consumers 
about child care. Monograph. (1992). 64 pp. ffi-:-OO. Sale price: $5.50. 

D Alive and Well? A Research and Policy Review of Health Programs for Poor 
Young Children. L. V. KIerinan 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. 

D Community-Based Family Sl:Ipport 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. 
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