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Child Support in an Economic Downturn: 
Changes in Earnings, Child Support Orders, and Payments 

The number of single parent families, especially mother-child families, has increased 

dramatically since the 1970s, and prior research has found that these families are particularly vulnerable 

to poverty (Mather, 2010). With approximately 40 percent of single mother families living in poverty and 

close to one quarter of single father families with poverty-level earnings (compared to 8.3 percent of 

married families living in poverty; U. S. Census Bureau, 2010), policymakers and the public have grown 

increasingly concerned about the well-being of children residing in single-parent homes.  

With growing numbers of children living in single-parent families and decreases in public aid for 

these families, child support has become an important source of income for single-parent families 

(Cancian, Meyer, and Park, 2003; Cancian and Meyer, 2006; Sorenson, 2010). This is especially the case 

for lower-income mothers as child support receipt is more crucial to their finances than it is for higher-

income mothers (Sorensen and Zibman, 2000; Ha, Cancian, and Meyer, 2007). Nevertheless, researchers 

have found that child support receipts are often irregular and unstable in their timing and amounts (Ha et 

al., 2007). Multiple studies have revealed that many fathers, especially those living in poverty, either pay 

the support amount only in part or fail to make any support payments (Cancian and Meyer, 2004; Ha, 

Cancian, Meyer, and Han, 2008; Meyer et al., 2008; Sorensen and Zibman, 2001). For instance, in 1997, 

fathers with poverty-level earnings accounted for 26 percent of all noncustodial fathers. Fewer than 15 

percent of poor noncustodial fathers paid child support in that year, while more than 40 percent of fathers 

with incomes above the poverty level paid (Sorensen and Zibman, 2001). More recent Wisconsin data 

reveals that approximately 50 percent of noncustodial fathers paid the full amount of child support owed, 

while about 15 percent paid no child support (Meyer, Ha, and Hu, 2008). 

Child support payments are generally insufficient to enable families living in poverty to transition 

out of poverty. Often, fathers responsible for paying child support lack the financial means to do so 

(Cancian and Meyer, 2006). Particularly, fathers who have children on public assistance have lower 

incomes (e.g., Cancian and Meyer, 2004). A substantial amount of research has shown that many 
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noncustodial fathers of children on welfare have very low earnings and unstable employment, limiting 

their earning potential and their ability to pay child support (e.g., Cancian and Meyer, 2004; Garfinkel, 

McLanahan, Meadows, and Mincy, 2009; Rich, 2001). 

The economic downturns have led to substantially increased unemployment rates (from 4.6 

percent in 2006 to 9.3 percent in 2009; U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2010a), decreased earnings, 

unstable jobs, and long-term unemployment (e.g., Mendenhall, Kalil, Spindel, and Hart, 2008; Wu and 

Eamon, in press). Single parent families are especially vulnerable to the negative effects of an economic 

recession, both because they generally have only one adult earner in the household, and because single 

parents often have higher unemployment rates. The current economic downturn was associated with 

particularly large increases in unemployment for men. The unemployment rate for single fathers increased 

from 8.6 percent in 2006 to 16.3 percent in 2009, while married men experienced relatively smaller rises 

in unemployment from 2.4 percent in 2006 to 6.6 percent in 2009. Moreover, the increase in 

unemployment for single mothers (7.7 percent in 2006 to 12.0 percent in 2009) is substantially higher 

compared with that for married women (2.9 percent in 2006 and 5.5 percent in 2009; U.S. Bureau of 

Labor Statistics, 2010b).  

Examining the relationships between changes in earnings and changes in child support orders and 

payments is particularly important because of the increasing number of single-mother families and the 

important role of child support payments to their financial health support. This, in conjunction with the 

most recent recession and decline in the level and consistency of fathers’ earnings, highlights the 

importance of such research. Substantial research has documented the level of child support ordered and 

amount of child support paid (e.g., Bartfeld, 2003; Ha et al., 2007), and the factors that affect 

noncustodial fathers’ ability to pay child support (Cancian and Meyer, 2004; Hanson, Garfinkel, 

McLanahan and Miller, 1996; Holzer, Offner and Sorensen, 2005; Robertson, 1997; Sorensen and 

Zibman, 2001; Sylvester and Reich, 2002). However, few studies have examined the extent to which 

noncustodial fathers’ ability to pay support changes over time (Ha et al., 2007, 2010). Even fewer studies 

have explored the relationships between changes in earnings and changes to child support orders, and 
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ultimately, child support payments (Ha et al., 2010). To address gaps in prior research, this study uses 

recent Wisconsin data for the 2006 to 2009 period, and examines not only patterns of changes in earnings 

among noncustodial fathers, but also patterns of changes in child support orders and payments. 

Furthermore, by examining the relationship between changes in noncustodial fathers’ earnings and child 

support during this period, this study begins to address the question of how changes in earnings due to the 

economic downturn affect child support orders and payments. 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

Prior research has examined the effects of child support on resident parents’ labor force 

participation and earnings, as well as the effects of child support enforcement actions on various 

outcomes such as child support orders and receipt (e.g., Freeman, and Waldfogel, 2001; Meyer et al., 

2008), payers’ labor force participation and earnings (e.g., Klawitter, 1994; Rich, Garfinkel and Gao, 

2007; Holzer and Offner, 2004), family and child well-being (e.g., Amato and Gilbreth, 1999), and child 

poverty (e.g., Brien and Willis, 1997). However, relatively very few studies have examined the effects of 

changes in the earnings of non-resident fathers on child support orders and payments. Research that has 

examined the pattern of changes in earnings, changes in child support orders and payments, as well as the 

relationships between changes in earnings and changes in child support orders and payments, is discussed 

in the following subsections. 

Pattern of Changes in Earnings among Noncustodial Fathers 

While several studies have investigated noncustodial fathers’ earnings (e.g., Cancian and Meyer, 

2004; Garfinkel et al., 2009; Rich, 2001; Rich, Garfinkel, and Gao, 2007), limited research has examined 

earnings of noncustodial fathers over an extended period of time and the relative changes that unfold as 

time progresses (Ha et al., 2010). Prior research that focused on noncustodial fathers’ earnings found that 

a substantial proportion of fathers had very low earnings and unstable incomes (e.g., Cancian and 
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Haveman, 2001; Cancian and Meyer, 2004; Sorensen, 1997), irregular earnings and employment in the 

underground economy (e.g., Garfinkel et al., 2009; Rich, Garfinkel, and Gao, 2007; Rich, 2001).  

Compared to earlier available research, that documented significant earnings increases of 

noncustodial parents after separation or divorce (e.g., Phillips and Garfinkel, 1993; Meyer, 1995), the 

most recent study that examined changes in noncustodial fathers’ earnings found that a quarter of their 

sample had close to no change in earnings and 37 percent of fathers had earnings decreases. The 

remaining 38 percent experienced income increases (Ha et al., 2010). Most prior studies mentioned in this 

subsection were conducted during time periods characterized by economic stability or growth. 

Replicating these analyses over periods during which the economy declined may yield different results 

(Ha et al., 2010).  

Pattern of Changes in Child Support Orders 

Few studies have examined changes in child support orders. A comparative analysis of studies in 

six states, conducted by Kost et al. (1996), revealed that 10 to 14 percent of child support orders were 

revised over a three-year period. Similarly, Meyer (1995) found that approximately 7 percent of child 

support cases in Wisconsin were modified by more than $100 per month within two years of paternity 

establishment. Interestingly, modification in the child support payments did not typically coincide with 

income changes (Meyer, 1995). Despite extremely limited recent research on this topic, two studies have 

used more current data and found increases in the frequency of child support order changes. The first, 

Rothe (2004), concluded that approximately 25 percent of Wisconsin child support orders were changed 

during a three-year time period beginning in 1997. Similarly, Ha et al. (2010), found that 18 percent of 

child support cases received increases and 14 percent had decreases within a five-year time period from 

2000 to 2005. While these previous studies have provided valuable contributions, additional research is 

needed, particularly given the recent changes in the economic climate. 
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Pattern of Changes in Child Support Payments 

Some researchers have examined compliance with child support orders through studying the 

receipt of payments over extended periods of time (Meyer and Bartfeld, 1998; Cancian and Meyer, 2005). 

Research has revealed that compliance rates are stable over time, and that both earnings and order 

amounts are strongly associated with payments (Bartfeld and Meyer, 2003; Ha et al., 2006, 2008). More 

specifically, Ha et al. (2008) found that the average compliance rate ranged from 64 percent to 67 percent 

in each year with increasing numbers of noncustodial fathers making both full payments (9 percent 

increase) and no payments (3 percent increase) over the six year period. Partial payments declined by 12 

percent from 41 percent in Year 1 to 29 percent in Year 6. Little is known as to whether these changes are 

connected to changes in fathers’ earnings. 

When reviewing the past three decades of child support, approximately half of all mothers 

reported full receipt of child support payments between 1978 and 1991. However, by 1993, while a higher 

proportion of demographically eligible mothers had an order, just over a third (37 percent) of mothers 

reported full receipt, and in 2001 only 32 percent of poor mothers received child support payments in full. 

In the mid-2000’s, the rate rebounded to approximately 45 percent of mothers receiving full payments 

(Cancian and Meyer, 2006). Again, there is extremely limited existing research as to whether these 

changes are related to economic conditions (Ha et al., 2010).  

Relationship between Changes in Earnings and Changes in Child Support Orders 

Meyer (1995), Cancian and Meyer (2006), and Ha et al. (2010) are unusual in examining the 

relationships between economic conditions, fathers’ earnings and changes in child support orders. Meyer 

(1995) found that few child support orders changed and most of order changes were unrelated to earnings 

changes. Similarly, Cancian and Meyer (2006) studied earnings and child support orders up until 2003 

and found that the overwhelming majority of cases (about 75 percent) remained unchanged. Interestingly, 

for the cases that reported an increase in fathers’ earning by 25 percent or more, order amounts decreased 
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for 11 percent of these fathers and only 15 percent of these fathers were given order amount increases. Of 

fathers who experienced declines in earnings of at least 25 percent, 16 percent were given order amount 

decreases and 8 percent received order amount increases.  

Similarly, Ha et al. (2010) found that child support orders remained relatively the same, despite 

changes in income over a six-year study period. They also found the expected positive relationship 

between earnings changes and order changes only in the case of large changes in earnings. However, the 

probability of orders changing was not strongly tied to the magnitude of changes in earnings. In addition, 

their findings suggest that order changes are more likely to decrease with decreased earnings than they are 

to increase with increased earnings.  

In a companion study to this report, Kaplan (2010) conducted interviews of child support staff 

and family court commissioners in five different Wisconsin counties and examined: (1) how initial child 

support orders are set when the noncustodial parent is unemployed; (2) whether and how existing orders 

are changed after employment loss or earnings declines; and (3) whether and how child support agencies 

and courts have modified their actions in light of the economic recession. He found that little has changed 

in the procedures of determining initial orders and enforcement as a result of the recession, despite 

noncustodial fathers having experienced changes in their financial circumstances. However, Kaplan found 

evidence of more frequent order modifications since the recent economic downturn. In addition, in cases 

of unemployment, orders may be based on imputation of income, with lower expected incomes (for 

example, assuming 30 or 35 hours rather than 40 hours of work per week). County officials were found to 

empathize with economic hardships of noncustodial parents; and expressed more willingness to change 

orders.  

Relationship between Changes in Earnings and Changes in Child Support Payments 

Prior research has documented a positive relationship between noncustodial fathers’ earnings and 

payments of child support (e.g., Cancian and Meyer, 2004; 2006; Sorensen and Zibman, 2001). More 

specifically, Cancian and Meyer (2004) found that fathers who fell within the lowest class of earnings 
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were also the least likely to pay child support. Surprisingly, they found that the likelihood of paying child 

support only increased up until the $30,000 income range. However, low-income fathers who were 

compliant with payments had a larger proportion of their earnings paid to child support (Cancian and 

Meyer, 2004). Similar to the reported findings above, Ha et al. (2008) found that economic conditions and 

employment opportunities of noncustodial fathers affected the payments of child support.  

Very limited research has examined the effects of change in earnings of noncustodial fathers as a 

result of unemployment or underemployment on child support payments. One exceptional study 

conducted by Ha et al. (2006) not only examined the relationship between child support payment changes 

and earnings changes, but also between payment changes and changes in the owed amount. Strong 

relationships were found between decreased earnings and decreased payments as well as between 

increased earnings and increased payments. Changes in owed amounts were also found to have a strong 

relationship with payments in that cases with amount owed decreases also had amount paid decreases and 

cases with owed amount increases had increased payments. Overall, they found that in contrast to income 

changes, changes in orders were a better predictor of changes in payments.  

Cancian and Meyer (2006) examined how the economy affected child support payments and 

suggested that the degree to which noncustodial parents maintain formal employment should be the 

primary economic-related factor related to child support payment compliance. This is because the system 

of automatic withholding results in automatically deductions from a father’s check when he is formally 

employed (Bartfeld and Meyer 2003).  

This study builds on previous analyses during a period of non-recession (Ha et al., 2010), as well 

as the companion report based on interviews with county administrators that document variation in 

policies in the recessionary period (Kaplan, 2010). I examine (1) patterns of changes in earnings among 

non-custodial fathers; (2) patterns of changes in child support orders and payments; and (3) the 

relationships between changes in earnings and changes in child support orders and payments, using more 

recent Wisconsin data from the period between 2006 and 2009.  
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METHODS 

Data 

This study used data drawn from three Wisconsin administrative data systems for the period from 

January 2006 to December 2009: Kids Information Data System (KIDS), Unemployment Insurance (UI) 

system, and Client Assistance for Reemployment and Economic Support (CARES) system. The KIDS 

data contain information on paternity establishment, child support orders and payments, and demographic 

information on custodial and noncustodial parents and children. UI data includes records of covered 

workers’ quarterly earnings. CARES includes information on participation in W-2 (Wisconsin’s TANF 

program), food stamps/SNAP, Medicaid, and subsidized child care, as well as welfare history and 

demographic information. These data were merged to measure changes in noncustodial fathers’ earnings, 

changes in child support orders, changes in child support payments, demographic characteristics, and 

local characteristics.  

Sample 

The study sample included all cases statewide in which the noncustodial father had a fixed-dollar 

amount child support order for at least one child age fourteen or less in 2006 (N=106,118). Because child 

support orders are given in fixed-dollar amounts in more than 95 percent of all cases, and given the 

complications involved in calculating the owed amount, as well as differences in defining a change in 

order for percentage-expressed orders (Ha et al., 2008), I focused on fixed-dollar order cases. I excluded 

cases with a percentage-expressed or mixed order during the study period. I also excluded 10,750 

noncustodial fathers who moved to another state during the study period and 843 fathers for whom we did 

not have social security numbers, without which I was unable to identify earning information when 

merging different data. Consistent with Ha et al. (2010), I also excluded 3,537 cases that experienced 

changes in custody or changes in the number of children during study period, because these changes may 

have resulted in changes in orders. This resulted in a final sample of 90,988 noncustodial fathers in this 
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study. I followed these noncustodial fathers for four years between 2006 and 2009, during the recent 

economic downturn.  

Measures 

The key variables in this study include changes in earnings, changes in the amount of child 

support orders, and changes in child support payments.  

Changes in Earnings. The level of annual earnings in each year was categorized as the following: 

no earnings, less than $10,000, $10,000 to $19,999, $20,000 to $29,999, $30,000 to $39,999, and $40,000 

and more. Similar to Ha et al. (2010) study, I considered percentage change instead of absolute dollar 

change in earnings, and measured earnings (and orders and payments) in nominal dollars, adjusting for 

inflation. Changes in earnings between 2006 and 2009 were categorized into the following five 

categories: large decrease (greater than 50 percent); small decrease (16 to 50 percent); little or no change 

(less than 15 percent in either direction); small increase (16 to 50 percent); and large increase (greater 

than 50 percent).  

Changes in Child Support Orders. Similar to the Ha et al. (2010) study, I examined the current 

child support order amount and excluded additional orders that addressed the past child support amount 

owed, medical support owed, lying-in (birth) costs owed, etc. I examined the amount of current child 

support in each year (2006 to 2009). I then categorized change in child support orders between 2006 and 

2009 using the same five categories used for changes in earnings. As previously stated, most states use 

percentage thresholds to determine any changes made to child support orders and most orders are based 

on a percentage of income; thus, I focus on percentage changes for the base analysis (Ha et al., 2010). I 

used 15 percent as a cut-off between small and large changes in orders in part because Wisconsin’s 

standard for order changes is 15 percent.  

Changes in Child Support Payments. I examined the amount of child support payments that 

noncustodial fathers paid, as well as compliance rates, during each year from 2006 to 2009. The 

compliance rate was defined as the proportion of the amount owed that was paid (Ha et al., 2008). I 
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divided the sample into three groups based on the level of compliance in the first year: (1) no payment; 

(2) partial payment (paid less than 90 percent of the owed amount); and (3) full payment (paid at least 90 

percent of the owed amount) (Ha et al., 2008). I then examined compliance changes between 2006 and 

2009. Specifically, I focused on those who were full payers in the first year and examined the proportion 

of cases that became nonpayers and partial payers in the latter years. I also examined how this differs by 

whether the noncustodial father had various changes in earnings and orders.  

Control Variables. I utilized four sets of control variables associated with child support orders 

and payments from prior research (e.g., Cancian and Meyer, 2004; Ha et al., 2008, 2010; Rich et al., 

2007): (1) individual characteristics, including fathers’ age, race, initial earnings, and mothers’ age; (2) 

family characteristics, including number of children, age of youngest child, divorced versus paternity 

cases, whether the father also owed support to a different mother; and (3) changes in unemployment rates 

in the county of residence.  

Data Analysis 

Descriptive Analysis of Changes in Earnings among Noncustodial Fathers. I began with 

descriptive analyses of the level of annual earnings in each year and changes in earnings between the first 

year and fourth year. I gave special attention to those cases with declines in earnings to determine whether 

the declines were experienced mostly by low earners and if there were specific types of cases that were at 

heightened risk for experiencing declines in earnings. Specifically, I considered differences in changes in 

earnings for different levels of initial earnings of noncustodial fathers, and differences for fathers living in 

counties with more and less severe economic declines.  

Descriptive Analysis of Changes in Child Support Orders. Descriptive analyses were also 

conducted to examine the level of child support orders in each year, and changes in orders between 2006 

and 2009 among all noncustodial fathers. I then evaluated whether and how the changes in child support 

orders differed by changes in fathers’ earnings. More specifically, I examined the distribution of changes 

in child support orders by the categories of earnings changes and distinguished five categories of changes 



11 

in earnings (large decrease, small decrease, little or no change, small increase, and large increase) as 

defined above.  

Descriptive Analysis of Changes in Child Support Payments. I examined the amount of child 

support that noncustodial fathers paid and changes in payments. I also examined the compliance rates in 

each year (2006 to 2009), with the compliance rate defined as the proportion of the amount owed that is 

paid. I divided the sample into three groups based on the level of compliance in the first year: (1) no 

payment; (2) partial payment; and (3) full payment, defined as having paid at least 90 percent of the owed 

amount. I then examined compliance changes between 2006 and 2009. I focused first on those who were 

full payers in the first year and examined the proportion of cases that became nonpayers and partial 

payers in the latter years. I also examined how this differed by whether the noncustodial father had 

changes in earnings and changes in orders. Next, I examined the proportion of cases that began to pay 

something or pay in full among those who were nonpayers in the first period. 

Multivariate Analysis of the Relationship between Changes in Earnings and Changes in Child 

Support Orders. A multinomial regression model, controlling for a variety of other variables, was used to 

examine whether changes in fathers’ earnings are associated with changes in child support orders. The 

dependent variable included categories related to increases and decreases in child support orders 

compared to little or no change in child support orders. The multinomial logistic model estimates the 

effects of each independent variable on the log odds of the likelihood of several mutually exclusive 

outcomes relative to the likelihood of the reference category. In this study, two sets of coefficients were 

derived from the multinomial analysis. One set of coefficients produced an estimate of the relative odds 

of child support order increases compared with little or no change in odds. The other set projected the 

odds of decreases in child support orders compared with little or no change in odds. 
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RESULTS 

Pattern of Changes in Earnings 

Figure 1 shows the level of annual earnings over the four-year period among all non-custodial 

fathers (those with and without earnings). A substantial portion of noncustodial fathers had very low 

earnings, and earnings decreased over time. Specifically, the proportion of fathers who earned less than 

$10,000 increased from 39.1 percent in Year 1 to 47.2 percent in Year 4. The proportion with earnings 

over $30,000 decreased from 36.4 percent in Year 1 to 31.4 percent in Year 4. In the first year, 77.9 

percent had earnings, with a median among those with earnings of $28,030. In the fourth year, 69.2 

percent had earnings, with a median of $27, 215.  

Table 1 shows changes in earnings between Year 1 and Year 4. About two-fifths of fathers had 

little or no change in earnings (less than a 15 percent increase or decrease). More than one fourth of the 

sample experienced a large decrease in earnings of over 50 percent and 11.6 percent had a small decrease 

in earnings (16 percent to 50 percent). On the other hand, only 14.7 percent of fathers experienced a large 

increase in earnings (more than 50 percent) and 7.6 percent had a small increase in earnings of 16 percent 

to 50 percent. Comparing these results to those of Ha et al (2010), I see relatively fewer increases in 

earnings and greater declines in this recessionary period than they found during 2000 to 2005.  

The second panel in Table 1 indicates changes in earnings by initial earnings of fathers. The 

results show substantial instability in earnings, particularly for fathers with low earnings in the first year. 

Earnings instability decreases with initial earnings of fathers. More than half (56.1 percent) of fathers who 

earned less than $10,000 had large earnings declines, compared to 43.3 percent of those with initial 

earnings between $10,000 and $19,999, 33.5 percent of those with initial earnings between $20,000 and 

$29,999, and 19.4 percent of those earned more than $30,000. Fathers with higher initial earnings (more 

than $30,000) had a high proportion (47.7 percent) of little or no change in earnings. However, 19.4 

percent of these fathers with higher initial earnings experienced a large decrease in earnings, and another 
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Table 1 
Changes in Earnings between Year 1 and Year 4 among Noncustodial Fathers 

 N 

Large 
Decrease 
(>50%) 

Small 
Decrease 
(16–50%) 

Little/No 
Change 
(<15%) 

Small 
Increase 

(16–50%) 

Large 
Increase 
(>50%) 

All Noncustodial Fathers 90,988 26.9 11.6 40.2 7.6 14.7 
       
By Initial Earnings of Fathers        

No earnings 20,086 0.0 0.0 76.4 0.0 23.6 
$1–$10,000 15,483 56.1 5.2 4.7 3.7 30.4 
$10,000–$19,999 10,601 43.3 11.6 13.5 11.0 20.6 
$20,000–$29,999 11,714 33.5 15.9 27.9 14.7 8.1 
$30,000 and more 33,104 19.4 20.1 47.7 10.5 2.4 

       
By Change in County 
Unemployment Rates between 
Year 1 and Year 4       

Increase by < 3 points  3,567 36.3 10.7 25.5 6.3 21.4 
Increase by 3–3.99 points 12,051 35.8 10.2 27.3 6.4 20.3 
Increase by 4–4.99 points 5,029 36.9 11.9 26.5 6.1 18.6 
Increase by > 5 points 3,015 40.9 9.9 23.9 5.8 19.5 
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20 percent experienced a small decrease in earnings. More than three-fifths of fathers with no reported 

earnings at baseline continued without earnings, and 23.6 percent had some earnings in the fourth year.  

The third panel in Table 1 shows changes in earnings by changes in county unemployment rates 

between Year 1 and Year 4. A high proportion (40.9 percent) of fathers living in counties with the most 

severe economic declines had a large decrease in earnings, about 10 percent experienced a small decrease 

in earnings percent, and approximately one-fourth had a large increase in earnings percent.1 The pattern 

of changes in earnings was qualitatively similar by different levels of changes in county unemployment 

rates, but fewer fathers living in counties with the least severe economic declines experienced a large 

decline in earnings.  

Pattern of Changes in Child Support Orders 

The level of child support orders slightly decreased over time from $4,661 in the first year to 

$4,386 in the four year among all non-custodial fathers who had fixed-orders in the first year. The first 

panel in Table 2 shows changes in child support orders over the four-year period. The majority (63.5 

percent) of fathers experienced little or no change (less than a 15 percent increase or decrease) in their 

orders. Thirteen percent had a large decrease (more than 50 percent) in the amount of their orders, and 7.5 

percent had a small decrease (16 to 50 percent). A relatively low proportion of fathers experienced a small 

(6.5 percent) or large (9.2 percent) increase in their orders. Ha et al. (2010) found smaller proportions of 

fathers with large decreases or increases in the amount of their orders (2 percent and 6 percent 

respectively). 

                                                      

1Those who lived in Burnett, Kenosha, Lincoln, Marinette, Oconto, Rock, Rusk, Sheboygan, and Taylor 
Counties experienced the most severe economic declines (unemployment rates increased by more than 5 percentage 
points between 2006 and 2009). Those who lived in Clark, Crawford, Dodge, Fond du Lac, Green, Green Lake, 
Jefferson, Juneau, Langlade, Manitowoc, Marathon, Marquette, Polk, Rice, Racine, Shawano, Walworth, 
Washington, Waupaca, and Waushara Counties had unemployment rate increases of 4 to 4.99 percentage points 
between 2006 and 2009. Those who lived in Bayfield, Dane, Dunn, Eau Claire, La Crosse, Menominee, and Portage 
Counties had the least severe economic declines (unemployment rates increase in less than 3 points between 2006 
and 2009). The remaining counties had modest economic declines (unemployment rates increased by 3 to 3.99 
percentage points between 2006 and 2009). 
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Table 2 
Changes in Child Support Orders over the Four-Year Period among Noncustodial Fathers 

 N 

Large 
Decrease 
(>50%) 

Small 
Decrease 
(16–50%) 

Little/No 
Change 
(<15%) 

Small 
Increase 

(16–50%) 

Large 
Increase 
(>50%) 

All Noncustodial Fathers 90,988 13.4 7.5 63.5 6.4 9.2 
       
By Changes in Earnings of 
Fathers        

Large Decrease (>50%) 23,616 17.1 8.7 60.1 5.6 8.6 
Small Decrease (16–50%) 10,535 12.9 8.2 62.7 6.9 9.3 
Little or No Change (<15%) 36,547 11.9 6.6 66.5 6.5 8.5 
Small Increase (16–50%) 6,947 10.5 6.5 62.8 8.5 11.7 
Large Increase (>50%) 1,3343 12.8 7.5 62.1 6.5 11.1 
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Table 2 also shows changes in orders by changes in earnings of fathers. The results from the 

bivariate analysis indicate that orders were likely to be changed when significant changes in earnings 

occurred. Moreover, the orders are more likely to decline with reductions in earnings than they are to 

increase with higher earnings. However, the relationship between changes in earnings and changes in 

orders was not consistent. Specifically, among fathers with a large decrease in earnings, only 17 percent 

had a large decrease in orders, and about three-fifths had little or no change in orders. Surprisingly, about 

14 percent of fathers with a large decrease in earnings had either a large (8.6 percent) or small (5.6 

percent) increase in orders. When I focused on those with a large increase in earnings, I found that the 

majority (62 percent) of these fathers had no change in orders, only 11 percent had a large increase in 

orders, and 13 percent had a large decrease in orders. When I examined changes in orders among fathers 

with little or no change in earnings, I found that more than two-thirds had little or no change in orders, 19 

percent had small or large decreases in orders, and 15 percent had small or large increases in orders.  

Pattern of Changes in Child Support Payments 

The proportion of fathers who paid any child support decreased from 86 percent in the first year 

to 76 percent in the fourth year. The amount of child support paid among fathers who paid remained 

relatively stable (about $3,950 to $4,100 in each year). Table 3 shows changes in child support payments 

and indicates that more than two-fifths of noncustodial fathers had little or no change in payments 

between the first and fourth years. About 21 percent of fathers had a large decrease in payments, and 

another 10 percent had a small decrease in payments. On the other hand, only 7 percent had a small 

increase in payments and 18 percent had a large increase.  

Table 3 also shows the extent to which payment changes are related to earnings changes and 

order changes. The results of a bivariate analysis reveal that changes in earnings are strongly associated 

with change in payments. This relationship is particularly strong among those with a large change in 

earnings. More specifically, about 42 percent of fathers who experienced a large decline in earnings had a 

large decline in payments. Similarly, 45 percent of those had a large increase in earnings had a large 
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Table 3 
Changes in Child Support Payments over the Four-Year Period among Noncustodial Fathers 

 N 

Large 
Decrease 
(>50%) 

Small 
Decrease 
(16–50%) 

Little/No 
Change 
(<15%) 

Small 
Increase 

(16–50%) 

Large 
Increase 
(>50%) 

All Noncustodial Fathers 90,988 21.3 10.3 42.6 7.4 18.4 
       
By Changes in Earnings        

Large Decrease (>50%) 23,616 42.1 14.1 25.4 5.3 13.1 
Small Decrease (16–50%) 10,535 16.2 16.0 47.2 7.6 13.0 
Little or No Change (<15%) 36,547 14.2 8.2 57.1 6.8 13.7 
Small Increase (16–50%) 6,947 11.6 7.9 49.9 12.3 18.3 
Large Increase (>50%) 13,343 12.9 6.3 25.6 10.1 45.1 

       
By Changes in Child Support 
Orders        

Large Decrease (>50%) 12,192 77.3 3.6 14.4 0.6 4.1 
Small Decrease (16–50%) 6,782 20.1 46.9 16.0 4.1 12.9 
Little or No Change (<15%) 5,7737 12.9 9.2 58.4 5.9 13.5 
Small Increase (16–50%) 5,871 9.0 4.6 23.0 40.5 22.9 
Large Increase (>50%) 8,406 6.8 2.2 9.5 7.0 74.5 



19 

increase in payments. Moreover, those who had little or no change in earnings were more likely to have 

little or no change in payments.  

The third panel in Table 3 shows changes in payments by order changes. As expected, there is a 

strong relationship between changes in orders and changes in payments. Among those who experienced a 

large decrease in orders, 77 percent had a large decrease in payments and only 4 percent had a large 

increase in payments. About third-fifths of fathers who had a large increase in orders had a large increase 

in payments, and only 7 percent had a large decrease in payments. Overall, of the results for changes in 

child support payments were similar to those in Ha et al. (2006) study.  

I next turn to child support compliance rates. Similar to previous studies, I found that compliance 

rates (the average proportion of the amount owed that was paid) remained fairly stable (about 65 to 66 

percent) over the four-year period. As shown in Table 4, the proportion of fathers who paid nothing 

remained stable (about 14 percent in Year 1 to 15 percent in Year 4); the proportion who paid in full 

increased slightly over time (from 46 percent to 48 percent); and the proportion of partial payment 

decreased slightly from 40 percent in Year 1 to 37 percent in Year 4.  

Focusing on those who were full payers in the first year, the proportion of full payments 

decreased to 83 percent in Year 2, 80 percent in Year 3 and 77 percent in Year 4, as shown in the first 

panel of Table 5. In the fourth year, 2 percent of these initial full payers paid nothing, and 21 percent paid 

less than 90 percent of the amount of child support owed. On the other hand, when focusing on those who 

were nonpayers in the first year (the second panel in Table 5), I found that an increasing proportion of 

nonpayers came to pay some support in the following years (26 percent in Year 2; 28 percent in both Year 

3 and Year 4). A small percentage of these nonpayers became full payers in the later years (2 percent in 

Year 2; 5 percent in Year 3; and 7 percent in Year 4).  

Does this pattern of child support compliance differ by different groups of earnings changes and 

order changes? The first panel of Table 6 shows changes in compliance rates by changes in earnings 

among those who were full payers in the first year. The results indicate that there is a strong association 

between changes in earnings and changes in compliance. Among fathers who were full payers in the first 
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Table 4 
Compliance Rates over Time among Noncustodial Fathers 

 Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 
N 90,988 90,837 8,6332 83,084 
Mean compliance rates (%) 66.1 66.3 66.4 64.9 
     
Proportion of cases with:      

Nonpayment 14.0 14.0 14.2 15.3 
Partial payment 40.2 39.5 38.1 37.4 
Full payment (90% or more) 45.8 46.5 47.7 47.3 

 

 

Table 5 
Change in Compliance Rates among Noncustodial Fathers 

 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 
N 41,661 3,9837 3,8317 
Among those who were full payers in first year     

% of nonpayment 0.2 1.0 1.6 
% of partial payment 17.0 18.7 21.4 
% of full payment 82.8 80.3 77.0 

    
N 12,691 11,939 11,459 
Among those who were nonpayers in first year     

% of nonpayment 72.3 66.3 65.0 
% of partial payment 25.8 28.4 28.3 
% of full payment 1.9 5.2 6.7 
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Table 6 
Change in Compliance Rates by Changes in Earnings and Changes in Orders among Those Who Were Full Payers in the First Year 

 Year 2  Year 3  Year 4 

 
Non- 

Payers 
Partial 
Payers 

Full 
Payers  

Non- 
Payers 

Partial 
Payers 

Full 
Payers  

Non- 
Payers 

Partial 
Payers 

Full 
Payers 

By Changes in Earnings            
Large Decrease (>50%) 0.4 32.7 66.9  2.8 42.5 54.7  5.7 48.6 45.7 
Small Decrease (16–50%) 0.1 16.5 83.4  0.7 18.3 81.0  0.7 24.6 74.7 
Little or No Change (<15%) 0.2 10.0 89.8  0.5 10.0 89.5  0.7 11.7 87.6 
Small Increase (16–50%) 0.1 13.3 86.6  0.3 10.7 89.0  0.4 9.8 89.8 
Large Increase (>50%) 0.2 26.4 73.4  1.1 25.0 73.9  1.0 23.0 76.0 
            
By Changes in Orders            
Decrease (>15%) 0.8 21.2 78.0  2.1 24.2 73.6  3.3 26.2 70.5 
Little or No Change (<15%) 0.1 15.3 84.6  0.8 17.1 82.0  1.4 20.0 78.6 
Increase (>15%) 0.1 19.0 80.9  0.7 19.9 79.4  1.2 23.7 75.1 
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year and had a large decrease in earnings between Year 1 and Year 4, 67 percent paid the full amount of 

support ordered in Year 2. This proportion declined to 55 percent in Year 3 and 46 percent in Year 4. 

About half of the full payers in the first year who had a large decrease in earnings became partial payers 

in Year 4, and 6 percent paid nothing in Year 4. In contrast, about three-quarters of the full payers with a 

large increase in earnings continued paying the full amount of child support ordered in the latter period. 

Only about 1 percent became nonpayers and about one-fifth became partial payers over the four-year 

period. Overall, the results suggest declines in compliance for those with large decreases or increases in 

earnings, among those with initial full compliance.  

The second panel of Table 6 shows changes in compliance rates by changes in orders among 

those who were full payers in the first year. As expected, when fathers with initial full compliance 

experienced decreases in orders of more than 15 percent , the proportion of full payers decreased from 78 

percent in Year 2 to 70.5 percent in Year 4, and the proportion of partial payers slightly increased from 

21.2 percent in Year 2 to 26.2 percent in Year 4. However, when fathers with full compliance experienced 

increases in orders of more than 15 percent, the proportion of full payers also decreased from 80.9 percent 

in Year 2 to 75.1 percent in Year 4, and the proportion of partial payers slightly increased from 19.0 

percent in Year 2 to 23.7 percent in Year 4. The results suggest declines in compliance for both decreases 

and increases in orders among those with initial full compliance. 

Relationship between Changes in Earnings and Changes in Child Support Orders 

Table 7 presents the multivariate analysis of the relationship between changes in earnings and 

changes in child support orders, controlling for other factors associated with child support orders. The 

multinomial logistic regression model contrasts those who had little or no change in orders with those 

who experienced decreases and increases in orders. The results demonstrate a strong relationship between 

earnings changes and order changes. Compared with noncustodial fathers who had little or no change in 

earnings, fathers with a large decrease in earnings (over 50 percent) were 1.75 times more likely to 

experience decreases in orders and had a lower probability of increases in orders. Similarly, fathers with a 
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Table 7 
Multinomial Logistic Analysis of Changes in Orders (Compared to Little or No Change) 

 Decreases in Orders  Increases in Orders 

Variables Coeff. S.E. 
Odds 
Ratio  Coeff. S.E. 

Odds 
Ratio 

Changes in Father’s Earnings (compared 
to little or no change)        

Large Decrease (>50%) 0.56*** 0.02 1.75  -0.11*** 0.03 0.89 
Small Decrease (16–50%) 0.26*** 0.03 1.29  -0.12*** 0.03 0.89 
Small Increase (16–50%) 0.07 0.04 1.07  0.11** 0.04 1.11 
Large Increase (>50%) 0.22*** 0.03 1.25  0.27*** 0.03 1.30 

Father’s Initial Earnings (compared to 
no earnings)        

<$10,000 -0.32*** 0.03 0.73  0.18*** 0.04 1.20 
$10,000–$19,999 -0.29*** 0.03 0.75  0.43*** 0.04 1.53 
$20,000–$29,999 -0.28*** 0.03 0.76  0.58*** 0.04 1.79 
$30,000 and more -0.17*** 0.03 0.85  0.66*** 0.03 1.92 

Age of Father at Baseline (compared to 
24 and under)        

25–29 -0.07 0.04 0.93  -0.14*** 0.04 0.87 
30–39 -0.14 0.04 0.94  -0.07*** 0.04 0.84 
40+ 0.04 0.04 1.04  -0.11* 0.05 0.90 

Race of Father (compared to White)        
Black -0.32*** 0.02 0.73  -0.28*** 0.03 0.76 
Hispanic -0.24*** 0.04 0.78  -0.28*** 0.05 0.76 
Other -0.09 0.06 0.92  -0.01 0.07 0.99 

Age of Mother at Baseline (compared to 
24 and under)        

25–29 -0.09** 0.04 0.91  -0.09* 0.04 0.91 
30–39 -0.08 0.04 0.93  -0.06 0.04 0.94 
40+ 0.05 0.05 1.05  -0.07 0.05 0.93 

Material Status at Baseline (compared to 
paternity cases)        

Divorce -0.09 0.05 0.91  0.10 0.06 1.11 
Number of Children (compared to 1)        

2 0.30*** 0.02 1.35  0.34*** 0.02 1.40 
3 and more 0.46*** 0.03 1.59  0.44*** 0.04 1.55 

Age of Youngest Child at Baseline 
(compared to 0–1)        

2–5 -0.43*** 0.03 0.65  -0.09*** 0.03 0.41 
6–10 -0.71*** 0.03 0.49  -1.25*** 0.03 0.29 
11 and more -0.44*** 0.04 0.64  -1.36*** 0.04 0.26 

Multiple Orders for a Different Mother 
at Baseline (compared to no)        

Yes -0.12*** 0.03 0.88  -0.39*** 0.04 0.67 
% of Changes in County Unemployment 
Rates (compared to  increase in 5 
percentage points and more)        

Increase in < 3 points  0.10 0.06 1.11  0.12 0.07 1.13 
Increase in 3–3.99 points -0.19*** 0.05 0.83  -0.09 0.06 0.91 
Increase in 4–4.99 points -0.09 0.06 0.91  0.04 0.06 1.04 

Intercept -0.50*** 0.06   -0.59*** 0.07  
Note: The sample consisted of 90, 988 noncustodial fathers had a child support order for at least one child age 14 or less in 
2006. The model also controlled for unknown race, unknown marital status, and unknown location (missing value on county 
unemployment rates).  
 * p < .05 **p < .01 ***p < .001 
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small decrease in earnings (between 16 percent and 50 percent) were 1.29 times as likely to experience 

decreases in orders and had a lower probability of increases in orders, compared to fathers with little or no 

change in earnings. Those who had a large increase in earnings (50 percent or more) were about 30 

percent more likely to experience increases in orders and, surprisingly, also 25 percent more likely to 

have decreases in orders, when compared to fathers with little or no change in earnings.  

The results of multinomial logistic regression model presented in Table 7 also show that several 

control variables were significantly associated with changes in orders. One notable finding is that 

increases in county unemployment are only weakly associated with changes in orders. There was no 

significant difference in the odds of a change in order associated with county unemployment rates with 

one exception: fathers living in counties in which unemployment rates increased by between 3 and 3.99 

percentage points were less likely to have decreases in orders, compared to fathers living in counties with 

the most severe economic declines (unemployment rates increased by 5 or more percentage points).  

I also found that fathers who had higher initial earnings were more likely to have increases in 

orders and less likely to have decreases in orders than those with no earnings. Fathers with more children 

were more likely to have changes in orders. On the other hand, fathers who were older were less likely 

than fathers who were 24 years old and under to experience increases in orders. Mothers who were 

between age 25 and 29 at baseline were less likely than younger mothers to have either decreases or 

increases in orders. Black and Hispanic fathers were less likely to have either decreases or increases in 

orders compared to white fathers. Fathers whose youngest child was age 2 or older were less likely to 

have changes in orders compared to those with younger children. Moreover, fathers who had multiple 

orders for a different mother were less likely to have either a decrease or increase in order.  

CONCLUSION AND IMPLICATION FOR POLICY 

This study examined patterns of changes in earnings, changes in child support orders, and 

changes in child support payments over a four-year period. Similar to prior research described in the 

literature review section, the results indicate that a substantial portion of noncustodial fathers had very 
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low earnings. In contrast to earlier findings from other economic periods (e.g., Phillips and Garfinkel, 

1993; Meyer, 1995; Ha et al., 2010), this study shows that earnings decreased over time. Moreover, a 

significant proportion of noncustodial fathers experienced large changes in earnings. This problem is 

especially critical given the current economic crisis and high unemployment rates. Most child support 

orders remained unchanged over the study period, though orders were more likely to be changed when 

significant changes in earnings occurred. Moreover, orders were more likely to decline with reductions in 

earnings than they were to increase with increases in earnings. The proportion of fathers who paid any 

child support decreased over time, but the amount of child support paid among fathers who paid remained 

relatively stable during the four-year period. Moreover, compliance was greater for those with stable or 

increasing earnings, compared to those with declining earnings.  

By examining the relationship between changes in earnings, orders, and payments, this study also 

began to address the question of how changes in the earnings of noncustodial fathers, potentially as a 

result of unemployment or underemployment during a period of economic downturn, are related to 

changes in child support orders and payments. The results indicate a strong relationship between earnings 

changes and order changes. Specifically, large decreases in earnings were associated with large decreases 

in orders. However, a large increase in earnings did not lead to a large increase in orders. For example, 

only 11 percent of fathers who experienced a large increase in earnings had a large increase in order 

amount. Earnings and order changes were also strongly associated with change in payments and 

compliance rates, particularly among those with large change in earnings and orders. In addition, this 

study examined the relationship between county level measures of unemployment and child support 

outcomes. The results suggest that increases in county unemployment rates were only weakly associated 

with declines in individual earnings and changes in orders, though additional analysis, with more 

extensive measures of the economic situation, are needed.  

Compared to non-recession period analyses in Ha et al. (2010), a higher proportion of 

noncustodial fathers experienced larger reductions in earnings and fewer increases in earnings during the 

recession period. Furthermore, a higher proportion of fathers had large decreases or increases in orders 
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than was found in the Ha et al. (2010) study. This is especially the case for those with large changes in 

earnings. For example, this study found that 17 percent of fathers who had a large decrease in earning 

experienced a large decrease in orders, compared to only 4 percent in the Ha et al. (2010) study. The 

results in this study also indicate a stronger relationship between changes in earnings and changes in 

orders than was found in the Ha et al. (2010) study. The pattern of change in child support payments and 

compliance rates were similar to those found by Ha et al. (2006, 2010). They also found high compliance 

rates among those who had either decreases or increases in orders, and that both changes in earnings and 

changes in orders were significantly related to changes in child support payments.  

This study has potentially important implications for policy and practice. The findings point to 

the importance of advocating for social policies that provide additional income and employment supports 

for single-parent families, since child support receipts are likely to decline at a time when they may be 

facing their own unemployment. Moreover, the findings suggest the importance of providing and 

extending work support and related services (e.g., job training programs, transitional jobs or subsidized 

employment, and case management) to noncustodial fathers because many of fathers had low earnings 

and unstable employment (Cancian and Meyer, 2006; Ha et al., 2008; Sorensen, 2010). Finally, the 

findings highlight the extent to which child support orders remain stable, even in the face of noncustodial 

fathers’ earnings changes and unemployment during economic downturns. 



27 

Reference 

Amato, P. R., and J. G. Gilbreth. 1999. “Nonresident Fathers and Children’s Well-Being: A Meta-
Analysis. Journal of Marriage and Family 61: 557–573.  

Bartfeld, J. 2003. “Child Support Compliance in the Welfare Reform Era.” Social Service Review 77: 
347–372. 

Bartfeld, J., and D. R. Meyer. 2003. “Child Support Compliance among Discretionary and 
Nondiscretionary Obligors.” Social Service Review 77: 347–372.  

Brien, M. J., and R. J. Willis. 1997. “The Partners of Welfare Mothers: Potential Earnings and Child 
Support.” Future of Children 7: 65–73.  

Cancian, M., and R. Haveman. 2001. “The Employment and Earnings of Nonresident Fathers in 
Wisconsin.” In W-2 Child Support Demonstration Evaluation, Phase I: Final Report, Volume II: 
The Well-Being of W-2 Families, Chapter 7, edited by D. R. Meyer, and M. Cancian. Report to 
the Wisconsin Department of Workforce Development. Madison, WI: Institute for Research on 
Poverty.  

Cancian, M., and D. R. Meyer. 2004. “Fathers of Children Receiving Welfare: Can They Provide More 
Child Support?” Social Service Review 78: 179–206. 

Cancian, M., and D. R. Meyer. 2005. “Child Support: An Uncertain and Irregular Income Source?” 
Discussion Paper 1298-05. Madison, WI: Institute for Research on Poverty. 

Cancian, M., and D. R. Meyer. 2006. “Child Support and the Economy.” In Working and Poor: How 
Economic and Policy Changes Are Affecting Low-Wage Workers, edited by R. M. Blank, S. H. 
Danziger, and R. F. Schoeni. New York: Russell Sage Foundation. 

Cancian, M., D. R. Meyer, and H. O. Park. 2003. “The Importance of Child Support for Low-Income 
Families.” Report to Wisconsin Department of Workforce Development. Madison, WI: Institute 
for Research on Poverty, University of Wisconsin–Madison. 

Freeman, R. B., and J. Waldfogel. 2001. “Dunning Delinquent Dads: The Effects of Child Support 
Enforcement Policy on Child Support Receipt by Never Married Women.” The Journal of Human 
Resources 36: 207–225.  

Garfinkel, I., S. S. McLanahan, and S. O. Meadows. 2009. “Unmarried Fathers’ Earnings Trajectories: 
Does Partnership Status Matter?” CRCW Working Paper 09-02. Princeton, NJ: Center for 
Research on Child Wellbeing. 

Ha, Y., D. R. Meyer, and M. Cancian. 2006. “The Stability of Child Support Orders.” Report to 
Wisconsin Department of Workforce Development. Madison, WI: Institute for Research on 
Poverty, University of Wisconsin–Madison. 

Ha, Y., M. Cancian, and D. R. Meyer. 2007. “The Regularity of Child Support and Its Contribution to the 
Regularity of Income.” Report to Wisconsin Department of Workforce Development. Madison, 
WI: Institute for Research on Poverty University of Wisconsin–Madison. 



28 

Ha, Y., M. Cancian, and D. R. Meyer. 2010. “Unchanging Child Support Orders in the Face of Unstable 
Earnings. Journal of Policy Analysis and management 29: 799–820. 

Ha, Y., M. Cancian, D. R. Meyer, and E. Han. 2008. “Factors Associated with Nonpayment of Child 
Support.” Report to Wisconsin Department of Workforce Development. Madison, WI: Institute 
for Research on Poverty, University of Wisconsin–Madison. 

Hanson, T. L., I. Garfinkel, S. S. McLanahan, and C. K. Miller. 1996. “Trends in Child Support 
Outcomes.” Demography 33: 483–496.  

Holzer, H. J., P. Offner, and E. Sorensen. 2005. “Declining Employment among Young Block Less-
Educated Men: The Role of Incarceration and Child Support.” Journal of Policy Analysis and 
Management 24: 329–350.  

Kahne, H. 2004. “Low-Wage Single-Mother Families in this jobless Recovery: Can Improved Social 
Policies Help?” Analyses of Social Issues and Public Policy 4: 47–68. 

Kaplan, T. 2010. “Child Support in a Recession: A Report on Interviews with Child Support Staff and 
Court Commissioners in Five Counties.” Madison, WI: Institute for Research on Poverty, 
University of Wisconsin–Madison. 

Klawitter, M. M. 1994. “Child Support Awards and the Earnings of Divorced Noncustodial Fathers.” 
Social Service Review 68: 351–368.  

Kost, K. A., D. R. Meyer, T. Corbett, and P. R. Brown. 1996. “Revising Child Support Orders: The 
Wisconsin Experience.” Family Relations 45: 19–26. 

Mather, M. 2010. U.S. Children in Single-Mother Families. Retrieved July 1, 2010, from 
http://www.prb.org/pdf10/single-motherfamilies.pdf. 

Meyer, D. R. 1995. “Supporting Children Born Outside of Marriage: Do Child Support Awards Keep 
Pace with Changes in Fathers’ Incomes?” Social Science Quarterly 76: 577–593. 

Meyer, D. R., and J. Bartfeld. 1998. “Patterns of Child Support Payment in Wisconsin.” Journal of 
Marriage and the Family 60: 309–318. 

Meyer, D. R., Y. Ha, and M. Hu. 2008. “Do High Child Support Orders Discourage Child Support 
Payments?” Social Service Review 82: 93–118.  

Mendenhall, R., A. Kalil, L. J. Spindel, and C. Hart. 2008. “Job Loss at Mid-Life: Managers and 
Executives Face the “New Risk Economy.” Social Forces 87: 185–209. 

Phillips, E., and I. Garfinkel. 1993. “Income Growth among Nonresident Fathers: Evidence from 
Wisconsin.” Demography 30: 227–241. 

Rich, L. M. 2001. “Regular and Irregular Earnings of Unwed Fathers: Implications for Child Support 
Practices.” Children and Youth Services Review 23: 353–376. 

Rich, L. M., I. Garfinkel, and Q. Gao. 2007. “Child Support Enforcement Policy and Unmarried Fathers’ 
Employment in the Underground and Regular Economics.” Journal of Policy Analysis and 
Management 26: 791–810. 

http://www.prb.org/pdf10/single-motherfamilies.pdf


29 

Rothe, I. 2004. “Alternative Cost-of-Living Adjustments to Child Support Orders: A Simulation Using 
Wisconsin Orders.” Report to Wisconsin Department of Workforce Development. Madison, WI: 
Institute for Research on Poverty, University of Wisconsin–Madison. 

Robertson, J. G. 1997. “Young Nonresidential Fathers Have Lower Earnings: Implications for Child 
Support Enforcement.” Social Work Research 21: 211–224.  

Sorensen, E. 1997. “A National Profile of Nonresident Fathers and their Ability to Pay Child Support.” 
Journal of Marriage and the Family 59: 785–797. 

Sorensen, E. 2010. “Rethinking Public Policy toward Low-Income Fathers in the Child Support 
Program.” Journal of Policy Analysis and management 29: 603–620. 

Sorensen, E., and C. Zibman. 2000. “Child Support Offers Some Protection Against Poverty. Assessing 
the New Federalism.” Policy Brief B-10. Washington, DC: Urban Institute. 

Sorensen, E., and C. Zibman. 2001. “Getting to Know Poor Fathers Who Do Not Pay Child Support.” 
Social Service Review 75: 420–434. 

Sylvester, K., and K. Reich. 2002. Making Fathers Count: Assessing the Progress of Responsible 
Fatherhood Efforts. Baltimore, MD: Annie E. Casey Foundation.  

U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics. 2010a. “Employment Status of the Civilian Noninstitutional Population 
16 Years and Over, 1970 to Date.” Retrieved November 16, 2010, from 
http://www.bls.gov/web/empsit/cpseea1.pdf 

U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics. 2010b. “Unemployed Persons by Marital Status, Race, Hispanic or 
Latino Ethnicity, Age, and Sex.” Retrieved on December 5, 2010, from 
ftp://ftp.bls.gov/pub/special.requests/lf/aa2007/pdf/cpsaat24.pdf 
ftp://ftp.bls.gov/pub/special.requests/lf/aa2008/pdf/cpsaat24.pdf 

U.S. Census Bureau. 2010. Current Population Survey (CPS). Retrieved December 16, 2010, from 
http://www.census.gov/hhes/www/cpstables/032010/pov/new45_100_01.htm. 

Wu, C., and M. K. Eamon. In press. “Patterns and Correlates of Involuntary Unemployment and 
Underemployment in Single-Mother Families. Children and Youth Services Review.  

 

http://www.bls.gov/web/empsit/cpseea1.pdf
ftp://ftp.bls.gov/pub/special.requests/lf/aa2007/pdf/cpsaat24.pdf
ftp://ftp.bls.gov/pub/special.requests/lf/aa2008/pdf/cpsaat24.pdf
http://www.census.gov/hhes/www/cpstables/032010/pov/new45_100_01.htm

	Child Support in an Economic Downturn: Changes in Earnings, Child Support Orders, and Payments
	Literature Review
	Pattern of Changes in Earnings among Noncustodial Fathers
	Pattern of Changes in Child Support Orders
	Pattern of Changes in Child Support Payments
	Relationship between Changes in Earnings and Changes in Child Support Orders
	Relationship between Changes in Earnings and Changes in Child Support Payments

	Methods
	Data
	Sample
	Measures
	Data Analysis

	Results
	Pattern of Changes in Earnings
	Pattern of Changes in Child Support Orders
	Pattern of Changes in Child Support Payments
	Relationship between Changes in Earnings and Changes in Child Support Orders

	Conclusion and Implication for Policy
	Reference


<<

  /ASCII85EncodePages false

  /AllowTransparency false

  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true

  /AutoRotatePages /None

  /Binding /Left

  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)

  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)

  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)

  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)

  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error

  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4

  /CompressObjects /Tags

  /CompressPages true

  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true

  /PassThroughJPEGImages true

  /CreateJobTicket false

  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default

  /DetectBlends true

  /DetectCurves 0.0000

  /ColorConversionStrategy /CMYK

  /DoThumbnails false

  /EmbedAllFonts true

  /EmbedOpenType false

  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true

  /EmbedJobOptions true

  /DSCReportingLevel 0

  /EmitDSCWarnings false

  /EndPage -1

  /ImageMemory 1048576

  /LockDistillerParams false

  /MaxSubsetPct 100

  /Optimize true

  /OPM 1

  /ParseDSCComments true

  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true

  /PreserveCopyPage true

  /PreserveDICMYKValues true

  /PreserveEPSInfo true

  /PreserveFlatness true

  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false

  /PreserveOPIComments true

  /PreserveOverprintSettings true

  /StartPage 1

  /SubsetFonts true

  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply

  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve

  /UsePrologue false

  /ColorSettingsFile ()

  /AlwaysEmbed [ true

  ]

  /NeverEmbed [ true

  ]

  /AntiAliasColorImages false

  /CropColorImages true

  /ColorImageMinResolution 300

  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK

  /DownsampleColorImages true

  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic

  /ColorImageResolution 300

  /ColorImageDepth -1

  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1

  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000

  /EncodeColorImages true

  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode

  /AutoFilterColorImages true

  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG

  /ColorACSImageDict <<

    /QFactor 0.15

    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]

  >>

  /ColorImageDict <<

    /QFactor 0.15

    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]

  >>

  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<

    /TileWidth 256

    /TileHeight 256

    /Quality 30

  >>

  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<

    /TileWidth 256

    /TileHeight 256

    /Quality 30

  >>

  /AntiAliasGrayImages false

  /CropGrayImages true

  /GrayImageMinResolution 300

  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK

  /DownsampleGrayImages true

  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic

  /GrayImageResolution 300

  /GrayImageDepth -1

  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2

  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000

  /EncodeGrayImages true

  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode

  /AutoFilterGrayImages true

  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG

  /GrayACSImageDict <<

    /QFactor 0.15

    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]

  >>

  /GrayImageDict <<

    /QFactor 0.15

    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]

  >>

  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<

    /TileWidth 256

    /TileHeight 256

    /Quality 30

  >>

  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<

    /TileWidth 256

    /TileHeight 256

    /Quality 30

  >>

  /AntiAliasMonoImages false

  /CropMonoImages true

  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200

  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK

  /DownsampleMonoImages true

  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic

  /MonoImageResolution 1200

  /MonoImageDepth -1

  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000

  /EncodeMonoImages true

  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode

  /MonoImageDict <<

    /K -1

  >>

  /AllowPSXObjects false

  /CheckCompliance [

    /None

  ]

  /PDFX1aCheck false

  /PDFX3Check false

  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false

  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true

  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [

    0.00000

    0.00000

    0.00000

    0.00000

  ]

  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true

  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [

    0.00000

    0.00000

    0.00000

    0.00000

  ]

  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile ()

  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()

  /PDFXOutputCondition ()

  /PDFXRegistryName ()

  /PDFXTrapped /False



  /CreateJDFFile false

  /Description <<



    /BGR <>

    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e9ad88d2891cf76845370524d53705237300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>

    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc9ad854c18cea76845370524d5370523786557406300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>

    /CZE <>

    /DAN <>

    /DEU <>

    /ESP <>

    /ETI <>

    /FRA <>

    /GRE <>



    /HRV (Za stvaranje Adobe PDF dokumenata najpogodnijih za visokokvalitetni ispis prije tiskanja koristite ove postavke.  Stvoreni PDF dokumenti mogu se otvoriti Acrobat i Adobe Reader 5.0 i kasnijim verzijama.)

    /HUN <>

    /ITA <>

    /JPN <FEFF9ad854c18cea306a30d730ea30d730ec30b951fa529b7528002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020658766f8306e4f5c6210306b4f7f75283057307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103055308c305f0020005000440046002030d530a130a430eb306f3001004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d3067958b304f30533068304c3067304d307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a306b306f30d530a930f330c8306e57cb30818fbc307f304c5fc59808306730593002>

    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020ace0d488c9c80020c2dcd5d80020c778c1c4c5d00020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>

    /LTH <>

    /LVI <>

    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken die zijn geoptimaliseerd voor prepress-afdrukken van hoge kwaliteit. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)

    /NOR <>

    /POL <>

    /PTB <>

    /RUM <>

    /RUS <>

    /SKY <>

    /SLV <>

    /SUO <>

    /SVE <>

    /TUR <>

    /UKR <>

    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents best suited for high-quality prepress printing.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)

  >>

  /Namespace [

    (Adobe)

    (Common)

    (1.0)

  ]

  /OtherNamespaces [

    <<

      /AsReaderSpreads false

      /CropImagesToFrames true

      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue

      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false

      /IncludeGuidesGrids false

      /IncludeNonPrinting false

      /IncludeSlug false

      /Namespace [

        (Adobe)

        (InDesign)

        (4.0)

      ]

      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false

      /OmitPlacedEPS false

      /OmitPlacedPDF false

      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy

    >>

    <<

      /AddBleedMarks false

      /AddColorBars false

      /AddCropMarks false

      /AddPageInfo false

      /AddRegMarks false

      /ConvertColors /ConvertToCMYK

      /DestinationProfileName ()

      /DestinationProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK

      /Downsample16BitImages true

      /FlattenerPreset <<

        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution

      >>

      /FormElements false

      /GenerateStructure false

      /IncludeBookmarks false

      /IncludeHyperlinks false

      /IncludeInteractive false

      /IncludeLayers false

      /IncludeProfiles false

      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings

      /Namespace [

        (Adobe)

        (CreativeSuite)

        (2.0)

      ]

      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK

      /PreserveEditing true

      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged

      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile

      /UseDocumentBleed false

    >>

  ]

>> setdistillerparams

<<

  /HWResolution [600 600]

  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]

>> setpagedevice



