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Most fathers, if not all, want to provide financially for their children. However, 
unstable employment situations and low wages can make it difficult for fathers to 
meet this responsibility (Mincy et al. 2015; Holcomb et al. 2015; Edin and Nelson 
2013). Moreover, for a father not living with his children, difficulty providing economic 
support can undermine the relationship with the mother of his children and his access 
to and involvement with his children. 

Since 2005, Congress has funded Responsible Fatherhood (RF) grants, which support 
programs to promote responsible parenting, economic stability, and healthy marriage 
among fathers, including “resident” fathers who live with their children and “non-resident” 
fathers who do not. While the number of such programs and policy interest in responsible 
fatherhood has been increasing, the field is still in the early stages of development.

As an initial step to address this issue, the Office of Planning, Research, and Evaluation 
(OPRE) and the Office of Family Assistance (OFA) at the Administration for 
Children and Families (ACF), U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, are 
sponsoring  a multi-component evaluation that includes a study of four RF programs 
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awarded grants in 2011—the Parents and Children Together (PACT) evaluation 
(Box 1). These RF programs are funded and overseen by the Office of Family 
Assistance (OFA), while OPRE oversees the evaluation. One part of the evaluation 
was a qualitative study involving three rounds of in-depth interviews with a subset of 
fathers who voluntarily enrolled in the four RF programs, to learn more about their 
views and experiences (Box 2).

This brief draws on information from the first and second rounds of these in-depth 
interviews to describe the views and experiences of fathers in financially supporting 
their children. To establish an understanding of the fathers who participated in this 
data collection, the brief begins with an overview of their background characteristics, 
drawn from a survey administered at program enrollment. It then focuses on three 
themes that emerged during the in-depth interviews with fathers who had child 
support orders: (1) the challenge that economic instability posed to meeting their 
child support obligations; (2) their experiences requesting modifications to make 
child support obligations align better with their income; and (3) their views of the 
disconnect between paying child support and having access to their children. Following 
this discussion, the brief describes why and how some fathers provide economic 
support for their children outside of the formal child support system. We conclude 
with a discussion of implications of the findings for research and programming.

Box 1. The Parents and Children Together (PACT) Evaluation

The Parents and Children Together (PACT) evaluation is a large-scale multi-
component project intended to broaden our understanding of Responsible 
Fatherhood (RF) and Healthy Marriage (HM) programs. The major components are:

Ŕ� Implementation study of four RF and two HM programs
Ŕ� Impacts study of four RF and two HM programs
Ŕ� Qualitative study of fathers in four RF programs
Ŕ� Descriptive study of Hispanic RF programs

To understand RF programs and the fathers who participate in them, the PACT 
evaluation addresses research questions from several angles, using a mixed-
methods approach. The implementation study documents how RF programs are 
designed and operated and identifies challenges and promising practices. The 
impact study measures the effects of RF programs on fathers’ engagement with 
their children, their employment and economic self-sufficiency, family functioning, 
and co-parenting and romantic relationships. The qualitative study focuses on three 
rounds of in-depth, in-person interviews, conducted annually to shed light on the 
lives of RF program participants. This brief is based on data collected in the PACT 
qualitative study.

The fathers in the PACT qualitative study were enrolled in RF programs at: 
(1) Successful STEPS at Connections to Success (Kansas City, Kansas, and Kansas 
City, Missouri); (2) The Family Formation Program at Fathers’ Support Center 
St. Louis (St. Louis, Missouri); (3) The FATHER Project at Goodwill-Easter Seals 
Minnesota (Minneapolis, Minnesota, and St. Paul, Minnesota); and (4) The Center 
for Fathering at Urban Ventures (Minneapolis, Minnesota).A detailed description of 
these four programs is available in a report on the implementation of RF programs 
in PACT (Zaveri et al. 2015). 
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BACKGROUND CHARACTERISTICS OF FATHERS IN THE PACT 
QUALITATIVE STUDY

A general portrait of the background characteristics of fathers who participated in 
the qualitative study can be drawn from survey data collected at the time of fathers’ 
program enrollment. According to the survey, the majority of fathers interviewed in 
the second round of the qualitative study were non-resident, African American fathers 
with high rates of economic instability and chronic unemployment. These fathers 
typically faced an array of challenges (Figure 1), including low levels of education, 
employment, and earnings, as well as past involvement in the criminal justice system 

Box 2. PACT qualitative study design and methods

The PACT qualitative study focuses on the views and experiences of a subset of 
fathers who voluntarily enrolled in one of the Responsible Fatherhood (RF) programs 
participating in PACT. A stratified random sampling of fathers participating in each 
of the programs was identified to take part in the first round of in-depth interviews 
in 2013 (for more information about methods used in Round 1, see Holcomb et al, 
2015). Round 1 included 87 low-income, predominantly African American fathers. 
Two additional rounds of in-depth interviews were conducted in 2014 and 2015, 
drawing on the same subset of fathers. For Round 2, we attempted to reach all 87 
fathers again, ultimately reaching and interviewing 59 of them. An analysis of the 
background characteristics of the 59 fathers in Round 2 shows they were similar to 
those of the full sample of fathers interviewed in Round 1. 

Each in-depth interview lasted 1.5 to 2 hours and was conducted in person by 
a qualitative researcher who was trained to take a conversational approach and 
encourage fathers to convey their views and experiences in their own words. To 
ensure that all fathers had the opportunity to discuss their thoughts and feelings 
about the same areas, researchers were guided by a predefined set of topics. 
Round 1 topics focused on fathers’ childhoods, relationships with their children 
and the mothers of their children, views on fathering, employment experiences, 
and participation in the fatherhood programs. Round 2 topics built on the earlier 
discussions but added a focus on fathers’ social networks, experiences providing 
financial support for their children, and their views of co-parenting relationships.  
To build and enhance rapport, we matched each father in Round 2 with the same 
interviewer who conducted the Round 1 interview whenever possible. After each 
round of interviews, the conversations were transcribed and researchers coded 
their content to create a database of fathers’ experiences and views. The resulting 
databases allow the research team to systematically analyze topics of interest and 
identify key themes. 

This brief focuses on father’s financial support of children. Researchers in the first 
round of interviews asked fathers questions about how they contributed support 
(formally or informally), how much they owed in child support and arrears, their 
experiences with the child support system, and any assistance they received from RF 
programs regarding child support issues. The second round of interviews captured 
updates on the information collected from Round 1 and collected more detailed 
information about the amount and type of informal support they provided for their 
children, their views of the child support system, efforts to modify their child support 
orders, and their perspectives on paying through the system versus informally 
contributing money to mothers or buying items directly for their children. 

For more information about how fathers were selected and the interviewing and 
coding methodology in the PACT qualitative study, see Holcomb et al. 2015.



4

(Holcomb et al. 2015). At enrollment, 44 percent had children by multiple mothers, 
and 58 percent of the fathers had a formal child support order.  These data form a 
backdrop and provide context for the themes that emerged during the later in-depth 
interviews described below.

Average age of
fathers:

35

Average number
of children:

2.3 

Black, non-Hispanic 85%

HS Diploma or GED 64%

No paid work in last 30 days 53%

Unstable housing 56%

Ever convicted of a crime 81%

Spent recent time with child 78%

Formal child support arrangement 58%

Children by multiple mothers 44%

Currently living with at least one child 20%

Figure 1. Characteristics of fathers who participated in round two in-depth interview  

Source: PACT baseline survey.
Note: The characteristics of the 59 fathers who participated in the second round of in-depth interviews were similar to those of the 87 fathers 
who participated in the first round. There were no significant differences between those who participated in the round two interviews and 
those who were eligible but did not participate.

CHILD SUPPORT OBLIGATIONS IN THE CONTEXT OF ECONOMIC 
INSTABILITY

In the second round of in-depth interviews, 63 percent1 of fathers (n=37) indicated 
that they had child support orders, and these fathers had a great deal to say about the 
challenges they faced in meeting their child support obligations. To put their views 
into context, we describe their perceptions by level of child support obligations. About 
60 percent of fathers with child support orders had obligations that were below the 
national median of $364 per month (U.S. Census Bureau, 2016), while nearly one-
quarter had orders above the national median. Another 16 percent did not know the 
amount of their orders (Box 3). For simplicity, we refer to orders that are higher than 
the national median as “higher” and those that are lower than the national median as 
“lower” in the rest of this brief. In classifying the fathers into these groups based on 
their level of child support obligations, we do not distinguish between the current 
1 This was slightly more than the 58 percent who reported having orders in the baseline survey conducted at enrollment, 

about two years earlier. It is possible that some fathers received child support orders between enrollment and their 
Round 2 interview, or some fathers may simply have understood the question better when interviewed in an open-
ended in-person interview with probes versus a close-ended telephone survey.
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monthly order amount owed and the amount owed for back child support. This is 
because fathers often did not remember how much of the monthly amount they were 
obligated to pay was tied to arrearages versus their current monthly order amount.

Box 3. Fathers with child support obligations*

Amount of obligation Number of fathers with 
obligations

Percentage of fathers 
with obligations

Orders below national median 22 60

Orders above national median 9 25

Unsure of order amount 6 16

Child support policies and their implementation differ across states,2 including those 
where the PACT programs were located (Kansas, Minnesota, and Missouri) (see Box 4 
for an overview of child support as it relates to unmarried parents). Fathers’ views of and 
experiences with the child support system could have been affected by this variation in 
child support policies and how they are implemented. However, they are not representative 
of any single state or program that participated in PACT.

Fathers with Lower Child Support Obligations
Most of the fathers with lower child support obligations were unstably employed 

and had difficulty supporting themselves. Almost three-quarters were unemployed or 
in temporary or part-time jobs (n=16), and nearly two-thirds (n=13) experienced job 
turnover in the previous year. These men felt frustrated and burdened by the amount 
of their child support obligations because they often simply could not pay. Xavier,3 a 
27 year-old father of three who worked part-time in the food service industry, said he 
hoped to get his $360 per month order adjusted to be more in line with his income. 
He wanted to “make sure I can pay my child support but at the same time still have 
money to live and do the things that I need to do to support myself.”  Rashaad, a 28 
year-old homeless father of four said he owed $322 per month in child support. In his 
view, paying child support undermined his ability to meet his own basic needs.  He 
explained that he had recently lost his job working for a package delivery company, 
but that even when he was working, he could not “make enough to live […] once child 
support hits my check.” He went on to say, “I just can’t live. I ain’t had my own place in 
four years. Yeah, a little longer than that.”

*Obligations may include both monthly amounts and arrearages 

N=37

2 While the federal government mandates broad guidelines for child support amounts, specific criteria established 
by states and how these criteria are implemented at the judicial and administrative levels can make a substantial 
difference in the amount of an order. In addition, policies on arrearage reduction, order modifications, and strategies to 
enforce child support compliance (such as driver’s license suspensions) also varied sharply across the states in which 
the PACT programs were located.

3 In this brief, men are referred to by pseudonyms to protect their identity. Each father was given a different pseudonym 
that we used consistently throughout this brief and other reports and briefs from the PACT qualitative study.

[I want to] make sure 
I can pay my child 
support but at the 
same time still have 
money to live and 
do the things that I 
need to do to support 
myself. 
—Xavier
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Box 4. Basic facts on child support and related policies, as applied to 
unmarried parents
Each U.S. state and territory administers a child support program. The laws and procedures 
for these local programs vary across states and territories, but must conform to a plan 
approved and overseen by the federal Office of Child Support Enforcement (OCSE) at the U.S. 
Department of Health and Human Services. The federal child support system was established 
under Title IV-D of the Social Security Act.

Establishing a child support order. Child support orders may be triggered in different ways 
depending on the marital status of the parents at the child’s birth. For married parents, child 
support is established as part of the divorce and custody proceedings. Although unmarried 
custodial parents can petition the court to establish a child support order, they are more likely 
to obtain an order by requesting services from the child support program, or as a result of 
being referred to the child support program when they apply for certain public assistance 
benefits such as Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) or Medicaid. Custodial 
parents who receive TANF or Medicaid must cooperate with the child support program as a 
condition of receiving these benefits. A child support order may be established by default if the 
noncustodial parent does not appear for the court proceeding.

Establishing a custody order or parenting time agreement. In contrast to divorcing parents, 
unmarried parents do not generally receive a custody, visitation, or parenting time order when 
child support is established. They must usually navigate a different process and petition a court 
other than the one that established their child support to get an order granting them legal 
access to the child. Under current federal law, child support agencies are not allowed to use 
Title IV-D federal funds to assist parents in negotiating or establishing a custody or parenting 
time order. State law varies widely in how it treats the rights of unmarried parents. 

Child support amounts. Under federal law, each state legislature establishes its own child 
support guidelines for determining how much a parent should contribute to the child’s 
financial support. Child support amounts must be determined based on the noncustodial 
parent’s income. Some states have decided to base child support amounts on the income 
of both parents. Federal law limits child support income withholding to a maximum of 60 
percent of disposable income. Unpaid amounts build up into arrearages, which can result in an 
additional amount being added to the monthly child support obligation. 

Who receives child support payments. Nearly all child support payments go to custodial 
parents. However, custodial parents who receive TANF must assign their rights to child support 
to the state as a condition of receiving TANF. Thus, families on TANF only receive the child 
support paid on their behalf if a state chooses to “pass through” all or part of the payments to 
the families. About half of states pass through all or part of child support payments to TANF 
families; the other half keep the money to repay TANF benefits received by the family. 

Tools for enforcing child support compliance. Most child support is collected through 
wage withholding. If payments stop, states are permitted to use a variety of enforcement 
techniques. States can suspend or revoke drivers’ and professional or occupational licenses, 
garnish unemployment compensation, military retirement and other federal and state benefits, 
apply income tax offsets and property liens, freeze bank accounts, deny passports, and pursue 
criminal prosecution of nonpaying parents.

Frequency of requests for modifying child support orders. Child support obligations 
generally continue to accrue even when a noncustodial parent experiences a substantial change 
in circumstance, such as unemployment or incarceration. Noncustodial parents who experience 
a substantial change in their economic circumstances must apply for a modification of their 
child support order for it to be considered. States are not required to review all child support 
orders. Federal law only requires child support programs to review orders every three years for 
custodial parents receiving TANF or upon the request of either parent. State modification rules 
vary widely--for example, some states consider imprisonment “voluntary unemployment” and 
therefore will not modify child support orders on that basis, whereas other states  automatically 
review child support orders when a parent is incarcerated and adjust orders to zero. 

For more information, see:  National Conference of State Legislatures (NCSL). Child Support 
Overview. http://www.ncsl.org/research/human-services/child-support-homepage.aspx, and 
Office of Child Support Enforcement, U.S. Department of Health and Human Services. Child 
Support Handbook. http://www.acf.hhs.gov/sites/default/files/programs/css/child_support_
handbook_with_toc.pdf.



7

Most  of these men were actively engaged in trying to get a job or get a better 

job. Men in tough straits like those confronting the fathers we interviewed may 
resort to earning money off the books or even in the informal economy—and child 
support obligations might seem an added incentive to do so. However, the fathers we 
interviewed appeared mostly focused on getting decent jobs and better pay. Although 
some men had occasional informal work, they did not describe it as steady or reliable. 
Despite the difficulty these fathers had meeting their obligations, they stressed their 
desire to find employment or obtain better-paying work so that they could pay 
their child support and provide for their children while still achieving a measure of 
economic stability and wellbeing.

Two fathers illustrate this general theme. Levi, a 40 year-old father with a monthly 
child support obligation of $359 for his two children, got a new job doing maintenance 
work for $8 an hour, but said “I’m trying to get an application so I can get into a city 
job, so I can [step up] from making $8 to $13, $14.” That way, he said, “I’ll still be 
bringing home a nice amount” even after child support. Manuel, a 43 year-old father 
of two, had a temporary job and owed $25 per month in child support for his youngest 
child. He described “working a lot here and there when I can,” and he added, “I’m 
always working, trying to. Whether it’s for a temporary service or not. So he’s [my son] 
always been getting child support. I know a lot of guys that duck it. They find different 
ways around it. I’m not one of them.”
Many fathers felt they were constantly living under the threat of penalties for 

noncompliance. About one-third of fathers with lower child support obligations said 
they were often fearful of potential penalties for not meeting child support obligations. 
For example, they feared having their driver’s license taken away or being jailed for 
failure to pay child support. Cedric, a 31-year-old father of three said he had a “tough” 
child support caseworker who “won’t give me no slack.” He remembered telling her, 
“I just got a driving job. I need to make sure y’all don’t suspend my license” but his 
caseworker replied, “You’ve got to come up with $320.” Marquis, a 29 year-old father 
of one believed the system would “throw me in jail or take away my license or whatever 
stipulations they have when you don’t pay your child support.” Dexter, a 35 year-old 

I’m always working, 
trying to. Whether it’s 
for a temporary service 
or not. So he’s [my son] 
always been getting 
child support. 
—Manuel
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4 In Round 1, some fathers described being incarcerated for failure to pay child support, but this did not come up during 
the Round 2 interviews.

father struggling to find employment, said he owed $500 per month in child support 
for three of his children. He said, “I’m going to die with child support bills.” He felt the 
child support system was unfair for threatening to penalize him for nonpayment even 
though he could not find a job. “You can threaten to lock me up or you can threaten to 
give me a felony if I don’t do this and serve my time, but it won’t give me no job. I can’t 
get no job, no work.”
Some of the fathers said they experienced steep consequences for lack of child 

support compliance. At least some of the fears about potential penalties were 
grounded in fathers’ own past experiences. Nearly twenty percent of these fathers said 
that they had at some time temporarily lost their driver’s license due to failure to pay 
child support, and others said they had their tax refunds intercepted or funds from 
student grants withheld.4  

Among the fathers who had lost their driver’s licenses were Levi and Tyrese. Levi, whose 
story is told above, said “So as soon as, I guess, when they get some money from me, they’ll 
give it back. But if they ain’t [getting] money from me, they’ll take your license. They’ll 
put you in jail, which is the funny thing because I don’t know how you can pay anything 
in jail and that’s just that.” Tyrese, a 30-year-old father of three, earned a certificate in car 
maintenance so he could get a job at Jiffy Lube. Unfortunately, he was unable to get the 
job because it required a valid driver’s license, and his license had been suspended because 
of child support noncompliance. Tyrese worked out a payment plan with the child support 
office to get his license reinstated, but lamented that it would take a long time to pay off: 
“by me not having a job, I could pay them like 20 bucks a month” until the five or six 
thousand dollars he owed was repaid. 
Fathers like Devonte and Manuel described losing tax refunds or having grants diverted to 
pay arrearages.  Devonte, a 47 year-old father of four said that his “tax return [refund] would 
be like $4,500, and they [child support] would take the whole thing” to pay back his arrears. 
Manuel, described above, had a temporary job and tried to go back to school so he could get 
a better job but “Child support also took my student loans [grants]. They wouldn’t let me get 
those. […] They took my driver’s license. I’ve been without a driver’s license for so long.”
Some fathers were frustrated that not all of their support was going to the children. 
The fathers with orders below the median sometimes objected that their financial 
contributions did not always go to the mother on behalf of the children (rather than 
to the state). For example, fathers expressed frustration when some or all of their child 
support payment went towards paying arrears or covering public assistance received 
by the child’s mother. Levi, quoted above, felt the system was unfair because it did not 
pass through all of his contributions to his child. He said:

So you’re not just paying for your children, because they get very little of what 
[is taken out of your paycheck]. So for [every] 100 bucks, they might see 30 or 
40. And that’s messed up because they [the state] took a hundred bucks, so they 
should see a hundred bucks, but no, you got to pay them [the state].

[...] if they ain’t [getting] 
money from me, they’ll 
take your license. 
They’ll put you in jail, 
which is the funny 
thing because I don’t 
know how you can 
pay anything in jail and 
that’s just that. 
—Levi
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Despite achieving full-time 
employment, many fathers 
in this group described lives 
burdened by economic 
hardship because their 
earnings were low.

Fathers with Higher Child Support Obligations

In contrast to most of the fathers in our sample, almost all men with higher child 
support obligations (n= 9) were employed full-time during the round 2 interviews. 
In general, these higher orders reflected higher, but still modest, incomes. Although 
we did not collect systematic information on income during the two rounds of in-
depth interviews, the baseline data suggests that incomes among PACT fathers were 
generally very low. This held true even for those with child support orders higher than 
the national median—only two fathers in the round 2 qualitative sample reported 
earning more than $1,000 per month at baseline. 

After paying child support, these fathers were often below the poverty level. Despite 
achieving full-time employment, many fathers in this group described lives burdened 
by economic hardship because their earnings were low. Andre, a 35 year-old father 
who worked full-time in shipping and receiving, owed over $1,400 per month in child 
support for four of his six children. After child support was taken out, he took home 
less than $200 per week. He felt that child support was “taking all of it [my paycheck] 
pretty much.” He described how he got by with so little left over after child support 
was taken out of his checks: “I stay in this little room and I got some roommates so I 
pay $80 a week in rent. And then I drive a Ram Pickup, it sucks gas, and then I buy me 
little food, but I can’t even live paycheck to paycheck.” Blaine, a 30 year-old who owes 
more than $600 per month in child support for his two children said that his “paycheck 
goes straight to child support.” He earned $7.86 per hour as a busboy in a job he’d 
had for three years. In the past, Blaine worked two jobs, but said it was “hectic, tiring, 
draining.” “When I was working two jobs, I would leave the house at like 4:00 in the 
morning, touch my doorstep at 1:15 every morning, so 4 a.m. to like 1 a.m. […] meant 
I would barely see [my kids].” 

Many of these fathers felt and expressed their frustration, feeling that the labor market 
in tandem with the child support system unfairly worked against them. Most worked 
full-time, but the combination of low wages, lack of job stability, and relatively high child 
support obligations led them to feel consigned to a continuous financial struggle with no 
relief in sight. 

Fathers Who Weren’t Sure How Much They Owed

A few fathers reported having child support orders but were unable to provide 
information about the amount of their current support order or their arrears. Those who 
were employed often had child support withheld from their wages, and did not focus on 
the exact amount. Isaac, a 29 year-old father of two, had a full-time job but when asked 
about the amount of his child support, he said, “I don’t even know. I don’t even look at—
[…] I just let them take it out. I don’t ask. As long as I’m working.” 

Fathers without earnings tried not to think about how much they owed. Daryl, a 54 
year-old father of four, said that when he worked as a cook, his child support payments 
“were just going on my job.  I used to just pay like, I think it was 100 and something. 
Whatever I make in my check that’s how they did it.” Once he became unemployed, he 

[My] paycheck goes 
straight to child 
support. 
—Blaine
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was not sure how much he should be paying each month. Preston, a 31 year-old father 
of four, who owed child support for three of his children, did not know the specific 
child support orders for any of them. He said “I got the paperwork at home, but I 
know it’s still a lot. I don’t really be trying to think about it.”   

EXPERIENCES OF FATHERS WHO SOUGHT A MODIFICATION TO 
THEIR CHILD SUPPORT ORDERS

When noncustodial parents believe their child support orders are not in line with their 
income, or there are grounds for reducing arrearages, they may petition the court for a 
modification. The rules for doing so vary across states. For example, two of the three states 
where the PACT RF programs were located (Kansas and Missouri) have child support 
policies that restrict the frequency with which child support modifications can be considered. 
About half (n=19) of all fathers with child support orders had, at some point in 
their lives, sought a modification to have orders or arrearages reduced to be more in 
line with their income. In the section below, we describe these fathers’ experiences 
seeking modifications. Although some of these experiences could have been affected 
by assistance provided by the RF programs (see Box 5), that is not always the case 

Box 5. RF programs’ strategies to assist fathers with the child support 
system

Because many PACT fathers were involved in the child support system, all four RF 
programs established relationships with their local child support offices, but child 
support involvement in the four RF programs ranged from limited to extensive:

Ŕ� In three of the four programs, staff from the local child support agency 
provided participants with information on how to navigate the child support 
system. This information was most often provided in a core workshop or 
program orientation.

Ŕ� Three programs also reported that they thought their local child support 
office viewed program participation as part of a father’s good faith effort 
to provide financial support for their children. These child support offices 
were amenable to advocacy efforts by RF program staff to reinstate program 
participants’ driver’s licenses and to modify child support orders when 
deemed appropriate.

Ŕ� One RF program developed a particularly strong collaboration with two local 
child support agencies. Child support staff were co-located at the main RF 
program location and participated in the program’s case review meetings.

Ŕ� Another RF program developed an agreement with its local child support 
agency to reduce state-owed child support arrears for program participation, 
and a third program facilitated access to legal assistance for fathers wishing to 
apply for a child support modification.

Ŕ� The fourth RF program had little direct involvement by local child support 
staff, but advocated for fathers with child support issues.

About half of all fathers with 
child support orders had, 
at some point in their lives, 
sought a modification to 
have orders or arrearages 
reduced to be more in line 
with their income.
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because of variation across programs in the level and type of assistance, and because the 
experiences could have occurred before or after program enrollment.5

About half of the fathers who tried to get an order modified or arrears reduced were 

successful in doing so. Of the fathers (n=19) in the second round of interviews who tried 
at some point to obtain a modification or arrearage reduction, about half (n=9) succeeded in 
doing so. Cedric, quoted above, had his order reduced during the process of obtaining joint 
custody of his children. Everett, a 52 year-old father of five, attributed his improved 
financial situation to the RF program that helped him get “my license reinstated, got 
my child support modified and everything.” Vincent, a 24 year-old father of one, got 
his child support reduced from $200 to $68 per month by calling his child support 
office. He said, the woman he worked with “was nice” and “she saw that I was at least 
trying to pay […] and she ended up taking it down some.” Darvin, a 30 year-old 
father of two who worked full-time doing roofing work described how he got his child 
support obligation lowered: “[…] I went to court and fought it. They were trying to get 
like five something a month from me.” 

Other fathers got their child support arrearages reduced. Arrearages can accumulate 
during a period of incarceration when fathers are unable to earn sufficient income to 
pay support or during spells of unemployment. Manuel, quoted above, recalled going 
to court to ask for a reduction in his arrears, and succeeded.  He said, “I can’t remember 
the amount, but it was an amount they just dropped.” Although some of the arrears 
remained, the judge told him, “we’re going to give you this opportunity and let you pay 
$25 a month until this $3,000 or $4,000 is done.”6

Other fathers who applied for a modification but did not succeed described confusion 
about the process or believed the lack of legal representation harmed their chances for 
success. Twelve fathers who sought modifications of orders or reductions in arrearages 
at various times were not successful.7 In some cases, fathers described having their 
requests denied; other fathers said they had never heard back about their requests. 
For example, DeShawn, a 48 year-old father of two, submitted a letter to modify his 
child support but said “They still haven’t done anything. I haven’t even heard anything 
on it. And that’s been over a year ago.” When asked if he followed up, he said: “I get 
recordings. I leave messages. I talked to one lady once, and she told [me], ‘Well that’s 
what they said you got to pay, so that’s what you got to pay. There’s no modification.’”

Some fathers felt that they would have had a better chance of obtaining a modification 
if they had been able to afford a lawyer. D’Angelo, a 38 year-old father of two, thought 
his child support obligation was raised instead of lowered because he was unable to 
afford legal representation, which might have allowed him to present his case better. 
He said, “I had went in there [to the child support hearing] to get it reduced. And 
I didn’t have a lawyer, so since I didn’t have a lawyer, they raised it.” Taylor, who was 

5 The in-depth interviews did not ask whether modification attempts occurred since program enrollment because the 
qualitative study is not designed to determine program impacts.

6 Federal law does not allow judges to reduce arrears without the permission of the party who is owed the arrears.
7 Fathers could be denied a modification at some point, but succeed at other points. Two of the fathers did receive a 

modification at some point, despite being denied another time.

[…] I went to court and 
fought it. They were 
trying to get like five 
something a month 
from me. 
—Darvin

Other fathers who applied 
for a modification but did 
not succeed described 
confusion about the 
process or believed the 
lack of legal representation 
harmed their chances for 
success.
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39 and said he owed more than $1,000 per month in child support (which may have 
included arrearages) for four of his 7 children described the difficulty he had trying to 
navigate the system and pay for legal assistance to apply for a modification:

It hasn’t changed at all, period. And every time I call the child support people […] 
they give me another number to a hotline, and the hotline ain’t telling me nothing 
but sending me to another number, and that’s how I got up with the lady that 
opened up the case. And she wanted $90 up front to even start looking at it, then 
she wants this extra money, but I have bills, and no job I can really get.

Some fathers did not pursue a modification because they were not eligible or were 

overwhelmed by the prospect of the process (n=6). Fathers who said that they did 
not pursue a modification of their child support order or an arrearage reduction gave 
a variety of reasons for not doing so. Some said they did not know how to go about 
it or feared they would be rejected. For example, Levi, who had his driver’s license 
suspended for failure to pay child support, believed the system was “meant to purposely 
cripple you” and was resigned that he could not do anything to change it. Some fathers 
seemed overwhelmed by what they perceived as a lengthy and complicated process. 
Levi expressed this best when he said: “[…] you’ve got to write a letter to them. They 
won’t accept you talking to them over the phone about it.” He also said that his child 
support office takes “7 to 14 days before they get it, and then that’s another 7 to 14 
days for a response back because they still won’t call you, they’ll send you a letter to 
give you a court date that they can talk about a possible change.”

Some fathers found they were not eligible for having their child support order reviewed 
because of a required waiting period.8 Quincy, a 36 year-old father of four in Missouri, 
learned that he can only request a modification every three years. He said “You can’t 
just do it when you want to.” Similarly, Blaine said, “I tried for a modification … but 
they told me since this is my first year paying, I can’t [get] a modification.” 

A few fathers indicated that they could not find the time to request a modification 
because of demanding job schedules. For example, Izaiah, a 30 year-old father of two, 
explained, “I just be so tired and the hours that I work, like, aw, forget it. I’ll do it next 
week. Just keep putting it off.” 

Blaine said he did not try to get a modification again because “it’s kind of been rough getting 
down there, as far as like when I was working my two jobs and me rarely having a day off 
and me being tired.” 

ACCESS TO CHILDREN AMONG FATHERS PAYING CHILD SUPPORT

Among all fathers with child support orders, more than 40 percent (n=16) indicated that 
they had minimal to no contact with one or more children for whom they owed support, 

8 Two of the three states where the PACT RF programs were located (Kansas and Missouri) have child support policies 
that restrict the frequency with which a child support modifications can be considered. Exceptions to this rule exist in 
each state, though it is unclear whether fathers understood these policies. For example, Quincy could have applied for 
a modification within the three-year window if he experienced a 50 percent or greater involuntary decrease in pay for 
three months or longer that he anticipated would last another 6 months or more (excluding incarceration).

Among all fathers with child 
support orders, more than 
40 percent indicated that 
they had minimal to no 
contact with one or more 
children for whom they 
owed support.
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and most fathers saw this as unfair. This limited access was primarily attributed to 
maternal gatekeeping—mothers’ behaviors that limit fathers’ access to their children.9 
Although gatekeeping by mothers may be a strategy to wring child support payments 
from fathers, both fathers who were paying child support as well as those who were 
not attributed the lack of access to gatekeeping behavior (Holcomb et al. 2015; Friend 
et al. 2016). For example, Quincy, quoted above, explained that the mother of two of 
his children threatened him with not seeing the children, and said “she got the power” 
over whether or not he gets to spend time with them—despite his paying child 
support for them. 
Fathers at every level of child support obligations felt there was a disconnect 
between financially supporting their children and having limited access, and 

viewed this as inherently unjust. Fathers were frustrated by a system that they saw as 
requiring payment and exacting steep consequences for nonpayment, while not taking 
into account the importance of their access to and involvement in the lives of their 
children. D’Angelo said he had not seen his son in six years and yet his child support 
increased three times in one year. He said the judge told him, “if you don’t pay this 
certain amount, you’re going to jail.” Fathers felt that they should be assured of access 
to their children because in their view, the emotional and social support that they could 
provide their children was as important as financial support.

Many fathers, especially those paying child support, suggested that they should have 
some legal means of enforcing access to their children. Kyree, a 42 year-old father of 
five represented this view well when he said:

I think that if you pay child support, I don’t care, I think it should be a law that 
that child should have to spend a circumstantial amount of time with the father 
or the mother, whoever’s paying child support… The child has to spend time, 
quality time even, getting to know his or her father, or to spend that quality time. 

Fathers were frustrated 
by a system that 
they saw as requiring 
payment and exacting 
steep consequences for 
nonpayment, while not 
taking into account the 
importance of their access 
to and involvement in the 
lives of their children.

9 The views presented in this brief were based solely on fathers’ accounts and experiences. Without the benefit of 
interviewing the mothers involved, we cannot assess the validity of their claims, or determine mothers’ reasons for 
engaging in gatekeeping behavior.
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Another father, Dexter, a 36 year-old father of six, suggested that mothers should have to 
sign a waiver documenting “how many times you seen your children, how many times you 
talked to your children” in order to get child support. He said he had not seen his children 
for a long time:  “[She] won’t let me see the kids […] the last time I seen them they was 
walking, but they was babies.” Dexter represents other fathers in this study who felt that 
mothers should be held accountable for allowing access in the same way that fathers are held 
accountable for economic support. He felt the child support system should not “stress us on 
child support” unless it also requires mothers to grant access to children. 

Nonresidential fathers often lack a legal order establishing their visitation rights, or 
“parenting time,” because they were not previously married. For unmarried parents, 
establishment of parenting time is usually a legally distinct proceeding and separate 
from child support adjudication. Nonresidential fathers who were not married to 
their children’s mother—the vast majority of PACT fathers—must petition the court 
themselves to establish a legally enforceable parenting time agreement, and given 
their low income, they often lack the resources to engage legal representation for 
this process. Quincy, for example, said he did not have formal custody or a visitation 
schedule because he “can’t afford a lawyer” – he was advised it would cost $1,400 for 
legal representation. This situation can be contrasted with that of divorcing parents, 
who receive a formal order of custody or visitation as a standard part of the divorce 
proceedings. A currently pending proposed federal rule would allow states to use child 
support funding to establish parenting time agreements at the same time as child 
support orders (Federal Register, 2014).  

FATHERS PROVIDING ECONOMIC SUPPORT OUTSIDE THE CHILD 
SUPPORT SYSTEM

Slightly more than one-third of fathers in the second round qualitative sample said 
they did not have child support orders (n=22). Most of these fathers (n=19) either had 
custody of their children, lived with their children, or provided informal economic 
support or in-kind support. Only three fathers were both not living with any of their 
children and also not providing economic support for any of their children at the time 
of our second round in-depth interview.  

[She] won’t let me see 
the kids […] the last 
time I seen them they 
was walking, but they 
was babies. 
—Dexter
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Some fathers did not 
have child support orders 
because they had full 
custody of their children 
and were supporting them 
directly. Nearly one-quarter 
of fathers without child 
support orders had full 
custody of their children 
(n=5) (Box 6). Of the 
fathers with full custody, 
none reported receiving 
child support from their children’s mothers. Most of them shared the view of Kennedy, a 31 
year-old father of one, who said his child’s mother is “going to need it [money] more than 
we are.” Antwon, a 47 year-old father of seven who got full custody of his two youngest 
children when the mother left them in a homeless shelter and moved to California said 
“…she ain’t got no money. The little job she’s got is just enough to take care of her.”  

Fathers who were living with their child and the child’s mother highlight the 
complexity involved in decisions regarding how they will share support of the children. 
Nearly one-third of fathers not in the child support system were living with their child 
and were married or cohabiting with the child’s mother (n=7). Maurice, a 50 year-
old father of one, worked at a full-time job in information technology, contributing 
to the household income. However, his wife earned nearly twice as much as he did, 
and preferred that her husband work fewer hours so that he could spend more time 
with the family. Charles, a 55 year-old father of an autistic child, wanted to work 
but was limited by his own physical disabilities. In addition, his past criminal record 
made it difficult for him to find a good-paying job. After a few years of searching for 
employment, he reasoned that low earnings would be unlikely to substantially improve 
the family’s economic circumstances because they would be at risk for losing their 
daughter’s disability benefits and his medical benefits. Instead, Charles stayed at home 
to care for their child while his wife worked. He described a typical day with his child:

I get up with her in the morning, get her ready, make her lunch, try to let 
her do as much as she can on her own and I try to teach her as much as I 
can. Then I get her off on the bus, make sure she’s – all her papers that she 
brings home, or anything are signed and for that day, any activities that she 
needs permission slips for; I try to get her all that done. Send her to school. 
Sometimes I forget and she yells at me when she gets home. But, yeah. Then I 
hang out and do my stuff around the house. 

Other fathers not in the child support system were living apart from their children, 

but provided economic support in other ways (n=7). Informal support ranged from 
giving cash directly to mothers or their children, while in-kind support included 
buying such items as food, clothes, school supplies or toys for their children. For 
example, Ed, a 39 year-old father of two, recounted a recent visit to see his children: 
he “ended up giving them some money, taking them to the store” and buying them 

Box 6. Fathers with no child support order

How father provides 
economic support

Number of fathers with 
no child support order

Father has full custody 5

Father lives with child and 
child’s mother

7

Father provides informal/ 
in-kind support

7

Father provides no support 3

Total 22

Some fathers did not 
have child support orders 
because they had full 
custody of their children 
and were supporting them 
directly.
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dinner. While nearly one-third of fathers without formal orders contributed informally, 
the cash amount of a single informal contribution varied from a few dollars to a few 
hundred. These kinds of contributions could be sporadic and dependent on whether 
the father was working. Ed said: “If I’m working, she knows I’m going to send some 
money… I send them something every week.” 
Some fathers contributed informal support even when they did not have harmonious 

relationships with their children’s mothers. For example, Martin, a 22 year-old father 
of one, had a contentious relationship with the mother of his daughter. Because they 
did not speak to each other, Martin’s mother acted as a go-between to find out what his 
daughter needed. The mother of his daughter would say, “Tell him she needs wipes, or 
she needs clothes” and after receiving the message, Martin would provide those items. 
He said he preferred to buy the items himself rather than give the mother money 
because “I don’t know where it’s going” and he suspected she “might spend the money 
on something else.” He estimated that he spent “probably close to like $400” per month 
on his daughter “between medical expenses, diapers, wipes, food.”

Although most of these fathers were satisfied providing for their children informally, 
some said they would prefer to go through the formal system. For example, Darnell, a 
29 year-old father of two, preferred to provide informal support because he did not trust 
the system to pass all child support through to the mother of his children. He said, “If 
I was to choose her or the system, I would probably choose her. […] I know that it’s 
all going to her for [my son] that, that would be a clear path of okay, this is where it’s 
going. In contrast, Kurtis, a 32 year-old father of one, thought a formal child support 
order would provide him the most protection in the event that the mother of his child 
ever accused him of not providing. He said an order “would be the best way so they [the 
child support agency] know that I’m actually doing something.” He said that he buys his 
son what he needs directly, but did not want to support the child’s mother. He said, “I 
buy him school clothes and shoes. I buy him everything that he needs, but I don’t give 
her cash directly unless she really needs it.” He described giving cash as “the last resort 
because there’s no proof that you did anything, no matter how long you been doing it.”
Three fathers not in the child support system gave differing explanations for not 
providing any informal financial or in-kind support for their children. Marcus, a 37 
year-old father of two had only sporadic employment and said, “It gets discouraging 
sometimes. It does because I really want to do better for my kids and my family, period 
[…] just the predicament I’m in, as far as not having transportation, not making 
enough money, not going to school.” Patrick, a 46 year-old father of four adult children 
and one toddler, said he stopped providing for his daughter shortly after she was born 
because of the mother’s gatekeeping activities. He said, “Well, at the time I was in her 
life, I was providing things […] physically, cash and clothes and food. Since then I 
have [made] no contributions because I have no contact.” Finally, Sherwin, a 33 year-
old father of one, tried to contribute but said his child’s mother refused his offers of 
cash because she felt he needed it more than they did. Sherwin said he provided cash 
regularly when he earned money, but “I had to convince her. Like, ‘Look, you’re driving 
my daughter around in that car. Just take the freaking money.’”

If I’m working, she 
knows I’m going to 
send some money 
—Ed

Although most of these 
fathers were satisfied 
providing for their children 
informally, some said they 
would prefer to go through 
the formal system.

It gets discouraging 
sometimes. It does 
because I really want 
to do better for my 
kids and my family, 
period […] just the 
predicament I’m in, 
as far as not having 
transportation, not 
making enough money, 
not going to school. 
—Marcus
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CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS

The findings of this study illustrate challenges and complexities related to low-income 
fathers’ experiences with child support: the economic stability of low-income fathers 
complicates their ability to pay child support; child support policies are often unable to 
accommodate the frequently changing economic circumstances of low-income fathers; 
and fathers also want access to their children so they can provide social and emotional 
support. To best promote the well-being of low-income fathers, mothers, and children, 
solutions need to be found that can balance these concerns.  
A key goal of the qualitative study is to develop a better understanding of the needs, 
views, and experiences of low-income fathers, because these may shed light on ways 
that RF programs can be strengthened. The themes described in this brief suggest 
several areas for further consideration by RF programs.  
The economic struggles of fathers in this study and their strong desire to work suggest 
that RF programs consider ways to expand or intensify efforts to help men overcome 
barriers to steady living-wage jobs. Our interviews did not suggest that fathers are being 
pushed into the informal economy to avoid paying child support. Instead, a recurring 
theme of both rounds of interviews centered upon a strong and largely unrealized desire 
on the part of these men to join or advance in the full-time labor force (Holcomb et al. 
2015). Even fathers with low child support orders, or those with full-time jobs but child 
support orders that are not aligned with their incomes, struggled to make ends meet. 
Fathers in this study understood all too well that without stable, gainful employment, 
they cannot support themselves or their children. In its 2015 funding opportunity 
announcement for Responsible Fatherhood programs, OFA increased its emphasis 
on economic stability activities, by asking grantees to “include job-driven program 
components that: (1) build from a solid understanding of local economic conditions 
and economic growth sectors; (2) include connections to education and training 
opportunities aligned to these sectors; (3) incorporate partnerships with employers in 
targeted sectors to increase the likelihood of placement and retention in work; and (4) 
use evidence-based or research-informed programs and practices.
RF programs may want to seek ways to facilitate more individualized, intensive, and 
longer-term assistance in negotiating child support issues. The frequently changing 
economic circumstances of low-income fathers make it difficult for the child support 
system to keep child support orders aligned with fathers’ ability to pay and to avoid 
building up arrearages. Fathers need help seeking modifications as their employment 
statuses fluctuate and change over time, but experience the modification process as 
complicated, lengthy, and expensive. Although RF programs are prohibited from using 
grant funds to pay for lawyers, fathers may benefit from more intensive one-on-one 
efforts to navigate both the child support and legal system. Providing additional and 
longer-term on-site child support assistance, to supplement the information currently 
provided about how to navigate the system, could help ensure that more fathers with 
child support orders have their cases reviewed and that the necessary steps are taken to 
adjust their orders, reduce arrears whenever possible and appropriate, and reduce the 
likelihood that fathers are jailed for nonpayment of child support. Especially in states 

RF programs may want to 
seek ways to facilitate more 
individualized, intensive, 
and longer-term assistance 
in negotiating child support 
issues.

The economic struggles 
of fathers in this study and 
their strong desire to work 
suggests that RF programs 
consider ways to expand or 
intensify efforts to help men 
overcome barriers to steady 
living-wage jobs.
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where modifications are restricted, longer term assistance may be necessary in order for 
fathers to benefit from these services.
Programs could consider how they can facilitate the establishment of parenting time 
agreements, especially for fathers with child support orders. The fathers in PACT want 
to be involved in the lives of their children and are frustrated by what they perceive to 
be an inequity in a system that enforces payment but not access to their children. It is 
critical that custodial mothers receive child support to help their children, and it is also 
important that children have access to their fathers. From the fathers’ perspective, payment 
into the child support system should go hand-in-hand with greater access and visitation. 
Fatherhood programs may want to consider how they can develop and expand upon their 
partnerships with courts and child support agencies to help facilitate the establishment of 
parenting time agreements. Future research could examine the success of these efforts and 
explore their effect on fathers’ child support compliance and access to children. 
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B3 seeks to identify services that can measurably improve 
the outcomes of fathers who participate in Responsible 
Fatherhood programs. 

A father’s support — both financial and emotion-
al — has been linked to better outcomes on nearly 
every measure of a child’s well-being, from cogni-
tive development and educational achievement to 
self-esteem and positive behaviors toward others.1 

However, many fathers, particularly low-income 
fathers, struggle to provide support. Personal and 
societal barriers get in the way, such as low levels of 
education, stigma from criminal records, declin-
ing wages for low-skilled men, or family instabil-
ity. These challenges have led the field to search for 
innovative programming that supports men and 
their families.2 

Local organizations across the United States are 
responding by implementing Responsible Father-
hood programs. Responsible Fatherhood programs 
aim to improve the well-being of fathers and their 
children by addressing the particular challenges 
they face. These programs often play an important 
role in communities, particularly low-income com-
munities, giving fathers a place to reflect on their 
familial role and plan for better futures for them-
selves and their children. The federal government 

supports these efforts through the Healthy Mar-
riage and Responsible Fatherhood (HMRF) initia-
tive, a $150 million discretionary grant program 
administered by Office of Family Assistance.3 In 
2015, OFA awarded five-year Responsible Father-
hood grants to 39 organizations, Healthy Marriage 
grants to 46 organizations, and an additional five 
awards to programs that serve incarcerated fathers 
and fathers reentering society. Qualifying father-
hood programs use a range of curricula and prac-
tices tailored to the needs of local participants to 
address three primary issues: responsible parent-
ing, healthy marriage and co-parent relationships, 
and economic stability. 

What Is B3? 
B3 is a partnership between six organizations 
that provide Responsible Fatherhood services, the 
MDRC-led study team, and the project funder, the 
U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, 
Administration for Children and Families (ACF).4 

(See Figure 1.) B3 seeks to identify services that can 
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measurably improve the outcomes of fathers who 
participate in Responsible Fatherhood programs. 
The study is designed to rigorously assess new and 
emerging service approaches in the field over the 
next three years.5 

In 2016, each of the six local programs participat-
ing in B3 added one or two program components or 
innovations to the usual services it offered. Practi-
tioners will learn two main lessons from the study: 

1  Whether any or all of the innovations have an 
impact on (or make a difference in) the lives of 
participating fathers and their children, greater 
than the standard services that programs offer 

2 How programs engaged fathers and implement-
ed the services, both the innovations and exist-
ing services for fathers 

As the study progresses, the B3 team plans to pro-
vide practitioners with updated informa-
tion about whether these approach-
es work, what fathers (and even 
mothers) are saying about them, 
and what strategies local pro-
grams are using to deliver them. 
The team hopes that B3 will 
contribute to the broader evi-
dence-based research on ser-
vices for fathers and provide 
actionable information about 
the three specific innovations 
tested. 

T H R E E  I N N O VAT I V E  A P P R O A C H E S  T O  S E R V I N G  L O W - I N C O M E  FAT H E R S :  T H E  B U I L D I N G  B R I D G E S  A N D  B O N D S  S T U DY  3 
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Innovation  
A Cognitive Behavioral Workshop 
That Builds Skills for Employment 
Stability 

1 
Many participants in Responsible Fatherhood programs have a criminal record.6 

Parole restrictions, social stigma, psychological or behavioral problems, and other ob-
stacles associated with a criminal background can make it more challenging to land 
or hold down a job. Although a large number of men with criminal backgrounds 
eventually find work, it is often unstable or low-wage work. Responsible Fatherhood 
programs may be able to improve employment outcomes for such men by helping them 
address some of the psychological and behavioral problems that can inhibit finding or 
retaining higher-paying, stable employment.7 

I N N O V A T I O N   
MDRC collaborated with the University of Cincin-
nati Corrections Institute to develop the Cognitive 
Behavioral Intervention for Justice Involved Indi-

viduals Seeking Employment (CBI-Emp). CBI-Emp 
builds on emerging evidence from two distinct 
approaches to serving participants with a crimi-
nal history: traditional job-readiness services and 
cognitive behavioral skill-building, which aims to 
help individuals recognize and modify patterns of 
thinking and actions that lead to less positive out-
comes. This intervention combines elements of the 
two approaches, with the idea that together they 
might produce better outcomes for participants 
than either one on its own. 

This new approach to employment services uses 
interactive learning techniques and incorporates 
cognitive behavioral techniques that research has 
shown to improve outcomes for men involved in 
the criminal justice system. CBI-Emp was de-
signed for individuals with a criminal record who 
have difficulty keeping a stable job and avoiding 
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CBI-Emp builds on emerging evidence from two 
distinct approaches to serving participants with a 

criminal history: traditional job-readiness services 
and cognitive behavioral skill-building. 

criminal activity. The goal is to help them recog-
nize challenging situations, develop strategies to 
resolve problems when they arise in the workplace, 
and ensure success on the job. 

Program Approach 
CBI-Emp is a series of structured 60- to 90-minute 
workshop sessions. The sessions feature group ac-
tivities such as role-playing and collaborative prob-
lem solving that give participants an opportunity 
to develop interpersonal skills for the workplace. 
An ideal group size is 10 or fewer participants per 
facilitator, which allows all participants to person-
alize activities according to their own thoughts, 
experiences, and goals. 

The activities help individuals understand their 
own thinking processes and learn positive ways 
to relate to others and appropriately manage chal-
lenging professional situations and relationships. 
In addition to improving workplace relationships, 
it is possible that these skills may spill over to men’s 
relationships with other people, such as children or 
co-parents. 

The curriculum covers five broad topics: motiva-
tional engagement, cognitive restructuring, emo-
tion regulation and social skills, problem solving, 
and success planning. (See Box 1.) All staff members 
who deliver the intervention receive a two-staged 
training from the University of Cincinnati Correc-
tions Institute. The first stage is a two-day training 
in which staff members learn the core skills needed 
to apply a cognitive behavioral approach to service 

delivery. The second stage is a three-day training in 
which they learn each session’s curriculum through 
demonstrations and interactive role-playing. 

For B3, each local partner organization integrated 
at least 20 unique CBI-Emp sessions into its usu-
al Responsible Fatherhood employment services. 
Some organizations offered optional supplemental 
sessions tailored to the individual participant. 

Potential Learning 
Opportunities 
Before launching B3, in the fall of 2015 and the 
winter of 2016, MDRC conducted early pilot test-
ing of CBI-Emp. The findings showed that adding 
CBI-Emp workshops can improve participants’ 
overall attendance and engagement in other pro-
gram services.8 

The B3 study includes an analysis of how the in-
tervention was implemented, whether and how fa-
thers were engaged, and an impact analysis to find 
out if CBI-Emp led to improved outcomes. 

■ What does it take to implement CBI-Emp? 
The B3 team will interview program staff to 
look at (1) how organizations integrate CBI-
Emp into existing Responsible Fatherhood 
services, and (2) the specific cognitive behav-
ioral techniques that staff members use in 
their daily work with participants. 

■ What do fathers think about the interven-
tion? The B3 team will analyze programmatic 



6 T H R E E  I N N O VAT I V E  A P P R O A C H E S  T O  S E R V I N G  L O W - I N C O M E  FAT H E R S :  T H E  B U I L D I N G  B R I D G E S  A N D  B O N D S  S T U DY

 

 

 

 

 

 

�

�

�

�

BOX 1 

CBI-EMP TOPICS 

MODULE 1: Motivational Engagement sets the 

VWDJH�IRU�OHDUQLQJ��3DUWLFLSDQWV�GHğQH�JURXS�H[-

SHFWDWLRQV� DQG� UHĠHFW� RQ� WKHLU� SHUVRQDO� YDOXHV�

and goals. 

MODULE 2: &RJQLWLYH�5HVWUXFWXULQJ�LQWURGXFHV�D�

WHFKQLTXH�FDOOHG�WKH�EHKDYLRU�FKDLQ��3DUWLFLSDQWV�

SUDFWLFH�UHFRJQL]LQJ�GLIğFXOW�VLWXDWLRQV�DQG�KRZ�

WKH\� LQĠXHQFH� WKHLU� HPRWLRQV� DQG� EHKDYLRUV��

7KH\�WKHQ�SUDFWLFH�KRZ�WR�WKLQN�WKH�WKRXJKWV�DQG�

WDNH�PRUH�FRQWURO�RYHU�WKH�DFWLRQV�WKDW�FDQ�SUR-

GXFH�EHWWHU�RXWFRPHV��

MODULE 3:�(PRWLRQ�5HJXODWLRQ�DQG�6RFLDO�6NLOOV�

WHDFKHV�VHOI�FRQWURO�VWUDWHJLHV��3DUWLFLSDQWV�RE-

VHUYH� D� GHPRQVWUDWLRQ��ZKLFK� XVHV� WKHVH� VNLOOV�

LQ�FKDOOHQJLQJ�VLWXDWLRQV� WKDW�PLJKW�DULVH� LQ� WKH�

ZRUNSODFH��7KH\�WKHQ�UROH�SOD\�XVLQJ�D�VLWXDWLRQ�

IURP� WKHLU� RZQ� H[SHULHQFHV� DQG� UHFHLYH� IHHG-

EDFN��

MODULE 4:� 3UREOHP� 6ROYLQJ� DGYDQFHV� SDUWLF-

LSDQWV� WR� PRUH� FRPSOH[� VLWXDWLRQV� E\� ZDONLQJ�

WKHP� WKURXJK� WKUHH� NH\� SUREOHP�VROYLQJ� VWHSV��

LGHQWLI\LQJ�WKH�SUREOHP�DQG�JRDO��EUDLQVWRUPLQJ�

RSWLRQV��DQG�SODQQLQJ�DQG�WU\LQJ�D�VROXWLRQ��

MODULE 5: 6XFFHVV� 3ODQQLQJ� EULQJV� LW� DOO� WR-

JHWKHU��3DUWLFLSDQWV�GHYHORS�LQGLYLGXDOL]HG�SODQV�

WR� DFKLHYH� DQG� PDLQWDLQ� HPSOR\PHQW� VXFFHVV��

They present their plans to the facilitator and 

their peers. 

data and conduct focus groups with fathers 
to learn more about their engagement in the 
workshops. In particular, the team will ask 
about how they are applying the skills they 
are learning to better manage personal and 
professional relationships. 

■ How does CBI-Emp affect fathers’ employ-
ment or parenting practices? The B3 team 
will compare fathers who had and did not 
have access to the workshops to learn if the 
intervention leads to any of the following: 

{ Better employment outcomes and higher 
earnings 

{ Reduced involvement in the criminal jus-
tice system 

{ Increased financial and emotional support 
for their children 

{ Improved coping, interpersonal, and prob-
lem-solving skills 
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Innovation  
An Interactive Approach to 

High-Quality Parenting 2 
Research shows that there is a strong link between supportive fathering and child 
outcomes, and that a lack of father involvement can pose developmental risks for 
children.9 Responsible Fatherhood service providers and others in the field are highly 
interested in identifying strategies that support fathers in building emotionally and 
financially supportive relationships with their children from their youngest ages. 
Just Beginning represents one such new strategy. This curriculum builds father-child 
relationships by bringing together fathers and their children, ages two months to three 
years, and engaging them in play. 

importance of parent-child bonding that occurs 
through play, which is the “work” of young chil-
dren. Just Beginning was first implemented as a 
structured visitation program for incarcerated 
teenage fathers. For B3, the model was adapted for 
a community-based setting. The program enrolls 
fathers with children ages two months to three 
years with the following three goals: 

I N N O V A T I O N  
MDRC collaborated with psychologist Rachel Barr 
at Georgetown University and Carole Shauffer, a 
lawyer and director of the Youth Law Center, to 
adapt Just Beginning for B3. The cornerstone of the 
intervention is its focus on building strong, posi-

tive, and enduring relationships be-
tween fathers and their children.  

The program emphasizes the ■ Encouraging fathers and their children to get 
to know each other better through shared 
play experiences 

■ Creating an environment for fathers to 
learn, practice, and receive feedback on par-
enting approaches that promote positive 
relationships 

■ Providing fathers with opportunities 
to experience success in engaging their 
children 
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BOX 2 

JUST BEGINNING SESSION CONCEPTS 

1 2 3 4 5 
NOTICE FOLLOW TALK ENCOURAGE IT’S A 

WRAP! 

SESSION 1: NOTICE 
)DWKHUV� OHDUQ� DERXW� WKH� LPSRUWDQFH� RI� QRWLFLQJ� WKH�

FKLOGłV�DFWLRQV�DQG�HPRWLRQDO�FXHV��%\�ZDWFKLQJ�DQG�

paying attention to his child’s needs, he is getting to 
NQRZ� KLV� FKLOG� DQG� VHWWLQJ� WKH� VWDJH� IRU� EXLOGLQJ� D�

stronger relationship. 

SESSION 2: FOLLOW 
)DWKHUV� OHDUQ� KRZ� WR� IROORZ� WKH� FKLOGłV� OHDG�� RIIHU�

FKRLFHV��DQG�H[SORUH� WKH� WKLQJV� LQ�ZKLFK� WKH�FKLOG� LV�

LQWHUHVWHG��%\�SD\LQJ�DWWHQWLRQ�WR�WKH�FKLOGłV�LQWHUHVWV�

and joining the child in play, he is giving the child a 
VHQVH�RI�KDYLQJ�DQ�HIIHFW�RQ�WKH�FKLOGłV�ZRUOG��

SESSION 3: TALK 
)DWKHUV� OHDUQ� KRZ� WR� WDON� WR� WKH� FKLOG� XVLQJ� ŃSDUHQ-
WHVHń��VORZ�SDFHG��H[DJJHUDWHG�WRQH��DQG�ODEHO�WKLQJV�

LQ�WKH�HQYLURQPHQW��%\�GHVFULELQJ�WKLQJV�DV�WKH�FKLOG�

LQWHUDFWV�ZLWK�WKHP��KH�LV�KHOSLQJ�WKH�FKLOG�PDNH�FRQ-
QHFWLRQV�EHWZHHQ�REMHFWV�DQG�ZRUGV��

SESSION 4: ENCOURAGE 
)DWKHUV�OHDUQ�KRZ�WR�HQFRXUDJH�DQG�SUDLVH�WKH�FKLOG��

%\� JLYLQJ� WKH� FKLOG� VSHFLğF� SRVLWLYH� IHHGEDFN�� KH� LV�

FUHDWLQJ� D� OHDUQLQJ� HQYLURQPHQW� LQ� ZKLFK� WKH� FKLOG�

FDQ� JURZ�� IHHO� VDIH� DQG� ORYHG�� DQG� OHDUQ� DERXW� KLV�

H[SHFWDWLRQV���

SESSION 5: “IT’S A WRAP!” 
)DWKHUV�OHDUQ�KRZ�WR�WLH� LW�DOO�WRJHWKHU�� LQWHJUDWLQJ�DOO�

the strategies from prior lessons. 

Program Approach 
Just Beginning comprises five one-on-one sessions 
that are scheduled approximately once per week. 
(See Box 2.) Each session lasts for 60 to 90 minutes 
and consists of three components: 

1. PARENT LEARNING SESSION 

■ A trained and certified facilitator introduces 
the father to a fundamental but simple con-
cept that may help him to improve the qual-
ity of his interactions with his young child. 

■ The father watches a short collection of Ses-
ame Beginnings video clips featuring Baby 
Elmo and other characters that illustrate 

these concepts and lay the groundwork for 
the father-child play session. 

■ The father and facilitator discuss the video 
and plan for the father-child play session. 

2. FATHER-CHILD PLAY SESSION 

■ The father joins his young child in a 
child-friendly play space, which is safe for the 
child to explore and contains a colorful floor-
mat, books, toys, and other items that facili-
tate father-child interactions. 

■ The father has an opportunity to try out the 
new approaches he has just learned as he 
plays with his child. 
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The cornerstone of Just Beginning is its focus on 
building strong, positive, and enduring relationships 

between fathers and their children. 

■ The facilitator simply observes the interac-
tion and does not interfere with it or judge 
the father. 

3. DEBRIEF SESSION 

■ The facilitator describes positive examples of 
how the father used any new approaches with 
his child. 

■ The father and facilitator reflect on the play 
session together. 

■ The father and facilitator jointly brainstorm 
ideas for how the father will apply the lesson 
he learned to other settings. 

Potential Learning 
Opportunities 
The B3 team selected Just Beginning for the study 
because of the following program features: (1) it 
was designed specifically for fathers, (2) it focuses 
on providing fathers with high-quality experiential 
learning and immediate positive feedback on their 
interactions with their children, and (3) early field 
tests showed that it improved the quality of fathers’ 
interactions with their young children over time.10 

B3 includes an analysis of how Just Beginning was 
implemented, whether and how fathers were en-
gaged, and an impact analysis to find out if Just 
Beginning led to improved outcomes. 

■ What does it take to implement Just Be-
ginning? The B3 team will learn about how 
services were implemented, participation 
patterns of fathers and children, what types 
of effort encouraged parents to participate, 
and the training and support needed to im-
plement the program. 

■ What do fathers think about the interven-
tion? The B3 team will interview program 
staff and parents about their experiences and 
use programmatic data to learn about what 
is needed to successfully implement Just Be-
ginning within a Responsible Fatherhood 
program and how to overcome potential 
challenges. 

■ How does Just Beginning affect fathers’ 
parenting practices? The B3 study will com-
pare fathers who had and did not have access 
to Just Beginning sessions to learn if the in-
tervention leads to any of the following: 

{ Improved father-child relationship quality 

{ An increase in father-child contact 

{ Enhanced parenting confidence 

{ An increase in fathers’ use of warm and 
supportive parenting behaviors and en-
gagement in developmentally appropriate 
activities with their children 
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Innovation  

3 An Engagement and 
Retention Approach 

For fathers who are juggling child care responsibilities and holding down a job or look-
ing for work, it may be difficult to attend the Just Beginning sessions consistently even 
if they intend to do so. Prior studies of Responsible Fatherhood programs have found 
that retaining men in services over several weeks or months may be challenging; Just 
Beginning may pose unique hurdles because it requires that the father and child attend 
sessions together.11 In response, the B3 team has sought creative solutions to boosting 
fathers’ engagement by using the kinds of behavioral science insights that research has 
found to help people follow through on their intentions in a variety of other contexts. 

I N N O V A T I O N   
The B3 team, in partnership with external content 
and platform development teams, created Dad-
Time. DadTime is a smartphone-based mobile 
application that provides a father with automated 
program attendance reminders and interactive 
tools to help him apply what he has learned in Just 
Beginning sessions to subsequent interactions with 
his child. 

DadTime uses mobile technology to provide: 

1. PROGRAM ATTENDANCE PLANNING 
TOOLS 

■ DadTime sends an automated reminder one 
day before a scheduled Just Beginning ses-
sion. It includes the time and location of the 
session and gives the father an opportunity 
to plan for his transportation and travel time. 

■ An option allows the father to send an auto-
mated text message reminder to the person 
accompanying the child to the session, if he 
is not bringing the child himself. 
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DadTime provides a father with automated program attendance 
reminders and interactive tools to help him apply what he has 

learned in Just Beginning sessions to interactions with his child. 

■ Another option allows the father to instantly 
notify program staff if he needs to reschedule. 

2. CONTENT SUPPORT 

■ DadTime sends the father exercises and ac-
tivity suggestions after each Just Beginning 
session, to help him reflect on what he has 
learned and plan for time he may spend with 
his child between sessions. 

■ Several weeks after enrolling in the program, 
the father begins to receive biweekly prompts 
that encourage him to plan for continued 
playtime with his child, as well as reinforce 
key program concepts. 

Program Approach 
DadTime’s attendance planning tools and content 
support messages both draw directly on evidence 
about the importance of reminders, personalized 
information, and prompts to action in helping 
people follow through on their intentions.12 (See 
Figure 2 for examples of messages to fathers from 
DadTime.) 

■ Personalization: DadTime customizes con-
tent for each father based on his child’s age 
and gender and the frequency with which he 
sees his child. 

■ Reminders: The mobile application allows 
each father to set the time at which he would 
like to receive a reminder; it will send a push 
notification to his phone at the scheduled 
time. 

■ Simplification: DadTime collects and sum-
marizes program concepts into bite-sized in-
formational takeaways. 

■ Planning tools: Before each session, DadTime 
guides the father through a transportation 
plan to the program site, including directions 
and a suggested departure time. 

■ Addressing barriers for those who do not 
attend: When a father misses a session, Dad-
Time will ask him about the specific barriers 
that interfered with his attendance and walk 
him through plan-making and goal-setting 
exercises. 

Potential Learning 
Opportunities 
The B3 team created DadTime based on the idea 
that helping fathers to plan for their attendance 
and for how they will spend time with their child 
between sessions would boost program engage-
ment. It represents exploratory research and the B3 
team hopes to learn: 

■ What does it take to implement mobile tech-
nology designed to support fatherhood pro-
gramming? The application could potentially 
replace some of the program staff ’s routine 
tasks (for example, placing reminder phone 
calls in advance of a session), and the B3 team 
will assess whether it in fact lessened their 
workloads. The study also offers an opportu-
nity to explore the logistics of implementing 
such a mobile application. 
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F IGURE 2 

EXAMPLES OF MESSAGES FROM DADTIME 

During JB sessions After JB sessions 
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■ What do fathers think about the interven-
tion? The B3 team will interview program 
staff and fathers about their experience using 
DadTime. 

■ To what extent does the mobile applica-
tion show promise in increasing program 
engagement? The study team will explore 
whether DadTime may improve participa-
tion and whether fathers and staff find it to be 
a helpful supplement to the regular program 
activities. 

Implications of the 
B3 Study 
7KH�VHUYLFH�LQQRYDWLRQV�GHVFULEHG�LQ�WKLV�EULHI�UHSUHVHQW�

QHZ� DQG� SRWHQWLDOO\� HIIHFWLYH� RSWLRQV� IRU� 5HVSRQVLEOH�

Fatherhood programs. Each innovation is highly interac-
WLYH�DQG�DLPV�WR�EXLOG�VSHFLğF�VNLOOV�WKDW�FDQ�KHOS�IDWKHUV�

PDNH� QRWLFHDEOH� SURJUHVV� LQ� WKHLU� OLYHV�� 7KH� %�� WHDP�

VHOHFWHG� WKHVH� LQQRYDWLRQV� DIWHU� OHQJWK\� GLVFXVVLRQV�

ZLWK� SUDFWLWLRQHUV�� SROLF\PDNHUV�� DQG� RWKHU� H[SHUWV� LQ�

WKH�ğHOG��DV�ZHOO�DV�DIWHU�VLWH�YLVLWV�WR�SURJUDPV�DFURVV�

WKH�FRXQWU\��

7KH�%�� WHDP�ZLOO�SXEOLVK� UHSRUWV�DQG�DGGLWLRQDO�EULHIV�

WR� XSGDWH� 5HVSRQVLEOH� )DWKHUKRRG� SURJUDP� DGPLQLV-
WUDWRUV��SUDFWLWLRQHUV��DGYRFDWHV��IXQGHUV��DQG�RWKHUV�LQ�

WKH�ğHOG�RQ�WKH�OHVVRQV�OHDUQHG�DERXW�WKHVH�DSSURDFKHV�

GXULQJ�WKH�VWXG\��7KHVH�SXEOLFDWLRQV�ZLOO�VKDUH�WKH�SHU-
spectives of program staff and managers on integrat-
LQJ�WKHVH�LQQRYDWLRQV�LQWR�WKHLU�H[LVWLQJ�VHUYLFHV�DQG�RI�

IDWKHUV�ZKR�JUDFLRXVO\�DJUHHG�WR�SDUWLFLSDWH��7KH\�ZLOO�

DOVR�SUHVHQW�WKH�UHVXOWV�RI�DQ�LPSDFW�VWXG\�GHVLJQHG�WR�

DVVHVV�ZKHWKHU�WKHVH�QHZ�SURJUDP�VWUDWHJLHV�LPSURYH�

the lives of fathers and their children. 
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