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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION

My dissertation examines the effects of child suppa the well-being of custodial-
mother families. Empirical evidence for a wide ramg countries suggests that these families are
particularly likely to be living below poverty arildat child support plays an important role in
directly reducing their income poverty (Bartfel@®@ Cancian, Meyer and Park, 2003; Cuesta
and Meyer, 2014; Hakovirta, 2011; Meyer and Hu,2% 9ichols-Casebolt, 1986; OECD, 2011).
Less is known about the extent to which child suppdluences outcomes that indirectly affect
both the current poverty of custodial-mother faesland the future economic well-being of
children growing up in these families, especiatiyass developed countries.

In three related studies, | examine the indirefdat$ of child support on poverty. In the
first study | examine whether child support affeitis labor supply of custodial mothers
participating in the Temporary Assistance for NeEdwilies (TANF) program (chapter 2 of this
dissertation). | use data from the Wisconsin C8Bilghport Demonstration Evaluation (CSDE),
and use its experimental design to evaluate tleetsfof child support on the likelihood of
working for pay and hours worked. Unlike previowmaxperimental research, | do not find any
negative effect of child support on the labor sypydlcustodial mothers. Recent U.S. social
welfare policies have focused on increasing bo#tarial mothers’ child support collections and
their labor supply. The results suggest that tihesg be compatible policies; the absence of a
negative labor supply effect strengthens the pi@eamntipoverty effectiveness of child support.

In the second and third studies | focus on thea@asons of child support with outcomes
that are likely to affect the economic well-beirfgchbildren in custodial-mother families as
adults. In the second study | use the ColombianiQua Life Survey to study the role of child

support on food insecurity (chapter 3). Multivagiainalyses show that families receiving child



support are less likely to experience inadequatswmption of food. This association is
particularly concentrated among single-mother feamiand families headed by younger mothers.
Overall, these results suggest that policies tiaenase child support receipt in less-developed
countries like Colombia are likely to decrease faw®curity among custodial-mother families.

In the third study I use the Colombian LongitudiBalvey of Wealth, Income, Labor,
and Land (ELCA) to examine the association of chugport with child chronic malnutrition
(chapter 4). A key difficulty in estimating thissaiation is that those who do and do not receive
support may be different in unmeasured ways. ldifferent approaches in order to minimize
this issue, including probit regressions with egtea controls and propensity score matching
techniques. Results suggest that child suppoegsiively associated with chronic malnutrition
among young children in urban Colombia. Childrerovaenefit from this transfer are between 8
and 10 percentage points less likely to experiehcenic malnutrition.

This dissertation closes in chapter 5 with a sunymerplications for policy and practice,
and directions for future research. This dissetatiemonstrates how child support may
influence outcomes that affect current poverty agnaustodial-mother families in the U.S. as
well as outcomes that are associated with futuoe@woic well-being of children living in these
families in Colombia. Findings highlight the limiians of nonexperimental research for
estimating child support effects and the utilityusing different approaches to identify causal
relationships. This dissertation adds to the sulisieevidence on the potential benefits of child
support for custodial mother families in the U.8d @éhe growing literature of this issue in less-
developed countries. Finally, these analyses stigigesmportance of integrating the child

support system into the social safety net of lesgebbped countries like Colombia. Further



research on the role of child support and its atgon with other policies for low-income

families, both in the U.S. and in less-developegntoes is warranted.



CHAPTER 2: THE EFFECT OF CHILD SUPPORT ON THE LABOR SUPPLY OF
CUSTODIAL MOTHERSPARTICIPATING IN TANF

1. Introduction

Custodial-parent families (i.e., families in whittte child lives with only one biological
parent, including those in which the child liveglwa parent and stepparent) in the United States
are disproportionally poor relative to two-pareatiilies. The incidence of poverty is
particularly high if custodial-parent families desnale headed. In 2012, the poverty rate for
custodial-mother families was more than four tir@#% 9%) that of two-parent families (8.9%),
and almost twice the poverty rate observed amostpdial-father families (22.6%) (United
States Census Bureau, 2013).

Because cash assistance has declined dramaticdtg iast decade, and receipt of child
support (i.e., monetary transfers from parents ddnaot live with their children) is generally
small (Cancian, Meyer, & Park, 2003) and irreg@@ancian & Meyer, 2005; Ha, Cancian, &
Meyer, 2011; Nepomnyaschy & Garfinkel, 2010) amtwvg-rincome families, custodial-parents’
earnings are instrumental for reducing income pigv@mong these families. Moreover, as the
overarching principle of the U.S. child supportteys is that both parents have financial
responsibility for their biological children (Caaai, Meyer, & Han, 2011; Meyer, 2012), there is
an expectation that noncustodial-parent contrilmstiill complement custodial-parent earnings.

Yet, custodial parents’ decision to work may diffiepending on whether they receive
child support. In fact, microeconomic theory suggéisat nonlabor income such as child support
unambiguously reduces the labor supply of the reetde.g., decision to work at all, the number
of hours worked, etc.). That is, assuming leisara normal good, such that when income
increases the demand for leisure will rise, addé@loncome provided by the noncustodial parent

will lead the custodial parent to work fewer ho(Kdlingsworth & Heckman 1986). Yet, this



prediction may not hold in all populations. Fortarsce, child support income may enable low-
income, credit-constrained, custodial parents ¢toe@se their labor supply by providing
resources to overcome limitations to work for pay(, lack of resources to pay for child care,
commute to work, or receive job training to imprdkieir employability). Hence, child support
may not necessarily reduce custodial parent’s labpply, as predicted by standard
microeconomic theory.

The vast majority of previous studies suggest¢hdd support has a small, negative
effect on the labor supply of custodial mothersatam, 1990; Graham & Beller, 1989; Hu,
1999). However, this research was mostly focusedammwelfare populatiofsand findings may
not necessarily reflect the behavioral respondevafincome custodial mothers after welfare
reform. Moreover, the endogeneity between childpsupreceipt and mothers’ labor supply was
not fully addressed in this literature. This is ajon limitation because unobserved
characteristics of custodial mothers may simultasgoaffect their child support receipt and
participation in the labor market. For instancetimeos who are more motivated or better self-
advocates may be more likely to engage in the ggoépursuing a child support order and also
more likely to be active in the labor market. Matiwn, self-advocacy, and other unobserved
characteristics that affect child support receiqt labor outcomes may lead to biased estimates
of the effects of child support on the labor supgigustodial mothers.

The purpose of this paper is to examine the etiechild support on the labor supply of
welfare populations and to determine the extemttich policies that aim to increase child

support collections and those that aim to increaséodial mothers’ employment are working

! One study examines the effects of child suppdornes on female labor supply and welfare
dependency before the 1996 Personal ResponsiaildyWork Opportunity Reconciliation Act
(PRWORA).



against each other. Specific aims are to deternfinghe extent to which child support receipt
reduces the likelihood of working for pay amongtodgl mothers participating in the
Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) paog;, and (2) the extent to which child
support receipt reduces hours worked among custoditners participating in TANF.

Data for these analyses come from the WisconsitdGhipport Demonstration
Evaluation (CSDE), which uses an experimental aemigvaluate the effects of a full pass-
through policy of child support on custodial-motfemilies participating in TANF. The full
pass-through policy allowed custodial mothers teree all child support paid on behalf of their
children. Further, the state disregarded child suppcome for purposes of calculating TANF
benefit amount£. Because participants in the experiment were ramyassigned to one of two
pass-through eligibility statuses--receive full ambof child support or not--the CSDE data
provide a unique opportunity to estimate the effeftchild support by eliminating the bias
introduced by self-selection into child supporteipt.

The CSDE experimental analyses showed that fathén® experimental group were
more likely to pay child support and to pay largerounts of support than fathers in the control
group. The evaluation also showed that mothersarekperimental group received more support
than mothers in the control group; for the popolanf custodial mothers participating in W-2
during the evaluation, the differences in the agerannual amount of child support received
were $142 in 1998 and $123 in 1999 (among all mejland $482 in 1998 and $300 in 1999

(among mothers with a pre-participation higherasiipport history). Among mothers included

2When implemented, these measures were particidadgptional since custodial parents in
most other states received none of the child sugg@ed on behalf of their children, and those
states with any pass-through generally limited & tmaximum of $50 per month. Under current
policy, many states still do not distribute mostakupport to families receiving TANF benefits.



in the survey, the differences were $92 in 1998%i2b in 1999 (among all mothers) and $396
in 1998 and $421 in 1999 (among mothers with apamticipation higher child support history).
While the effect of the experiment was fairly snationg all mothers, the difference between
experimental and control groups was statisticalipiicant and represented an increase of 28%
in 1998 and 17% in 1999 in the average amountvedddy mothers in the control group (Meyer
& Cancian, 2001).

Our study extends previous research by taking adgarof the CSDE’s random
assignment design to explicitly address the endaigehetween child support receipt and
custodial mothers’ labor supply. We also examing tdlationship among a population that has
been particularly affected by changes in sociafavelpolicies. At the very least, results from
this study may have implications for the child sogsystem. If efforts to increase noncustodial
fathers’ contributions negatively affect custodiathers’ employment, enforcement policies
may be unintentionally discouraging custodial mathparticipation in the labor market. As
major reforms have been focused on both increasistpdial mothers’ labor supply and child
support collections (the 1984 and 1988 amendmerttsetSocial Security Act, and the 1996
Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Redaton Act [PRWORA]), ignoring the
potential effect of child support income on labopgly may reduce the effectiveness of these
policies. Alternatively, child support may incredamily income without affecting custodial
mothers’ labor supply.

The remainder of this paper proceeds as followsti&@etwo describes the policy context
in which the CSDE took place. Section three disesissain findings from previous research in

this area. Section four describes the data, sark@yemeasures, and methodological approach.



Section five presents the results. Section six lcoies with a discussion of findings in the
context of current policy and limitations of thedy.
2. Policy Context

With the enactment of welfare reform (PRWORA), thated States moved forward
with a substantially different approach to assgstow-income families with children. The
overarching purpose of PRWORA is to promote seffigancy by conditioning cash assistance
on parents’ participation in the labor market. Hermarticipants in the program known
nationwide as Temporary Assistance for Needy Fas{[TANF), are expected to work for pay
or meet related program requirements. The WiscoR&MF program, called W-2, attempts to
recreate some features of the job market (casktasse that does not vary with family size,
amount received depends on hours of work) in ai@@eromote employment among participants.

The Wisconsin TANF program included a unique apginda child support for families
receiving cash assistance: most custodial motheteei original W-2 program were allowed to
receive all child support paid on behalf of thdifldren and child support income was ignored in
the determination of TANF eligibility. This poliayas consistent with the W-2 emphasis on
replicating the job market. Just as workers’ waayesnot affected if they receive child support,
neither would W-2 cash payments be affected byl&ubpport receipt. This policy contrasted
with prior Aid to Families with Dependent ChildréAFDC) pass-through policy, which allowed
for a maximum $50 child support pass-through asdediard in determining AFDC cash
benefits. It was also more generous than the TANgsSradopted by other states, most of which

retained the $50 pass-through and disregard, miredied it completely.As a condition for the

3 From the Urban Institute Welfare Rules Databasailable at
http://anfdata.urban.org/wrd/WRDWelcome.CFM.



waiver required in order for Wisconsin to implemdér full pass-through and disregard, the
federal government required an experimental eviaoatf the policy.

Wisconsin’s approach, and the required evaluapoovided the opportunity to evaluate
the effects of child support on a host of individaad family outcomes. In the fall of 1997, both
recipients of AFDC transitioning to TANF and newpégants to TANF were randomly assigned
to one of two pass-through eligibility statusestiegants in the experimental group received
the full amount of child support paid by the nortod&l parent, while participants in the control
group received a partial pass-through of the $E per month, or 41% of the amount paid,
whichever was larger. All participants in TANF wegr@ced in one of four tiers of employment:
(2) transition, which is provided for those havendisability that limits their capacity to work for
pay or who need to care for a child with a disépiwork activities for which participants
received $628 per month); (2) community servicesjfdublic service jobs funded by the state
for which participants received $673 per month);t(@l jobs (to provide work experience in
jobs partially subsidized by the state; particigasttould be paid at least minimum wage); and
(4) case management services (to help find an widiabd job for which participants received
market wage). The program also included a categbf@aretaker of Newborn” that provided
$673 per month for parents caring for a child yamtban 13 weeks.

Our analysis considers mothers’ labor supply dutivgginitial experiment. Later, in July
of 2002, all custodial parents began to receivduligass-through of child support. In 2003,
with the end of the federal waiver that allowed ¢ixperiment, Wisconsin adopted a policy in
which custodial parents receiving TANF are no laregge to receive all child support paid on

behalf of their children.

3. Literature Review
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Despite the growing focus on the importance ofcchupport income and mothers’
earnings for the economic well-being of low-incoroestodial-mother families, a relatively
small literature examines the interaction of pelscsimultaneously encouraging child support
collections and mothers’ employment. This reseaadbeen informed by microeconomic
theory. According to the general static model ofde labor supply, additional, nonlabor
income (such as child support) may lead the custodother to make different choices about the
number of hours worked for pay and the number of$idevoted to leisure. Assuming leisure is
a normal good, that when income increases, the aefiea leisure will rise. The prediction of
this model is that child support income will unagumusly reduce hours worked (an income
effect).

The few earlier studies have considered the effechild support income on the labor
supply of divorced and separated mothers on anthefAid to Families with Dependent
Children (AFDC) program. These studies (Graham &d8e1986; Graham & Beller, 1989;
Graham, 1990) have been informed by theoreticalatsoaf the effects of nonlabor income on
the labor supply of participants in public assiseprograms (Burtless & Hausman, 1978;
Moffitt, 1983, 1986). Given this framework, childmort receipt influences mothers’ decisions
on both AFDC participation and employment, andeases in child support income do not
necessarily reduce custodial mothers’ employmentikd the general static model of female
labor supply, the effect of child support on thedasupply of custodial mothers participating in
AFDC is ambiguous. Noncustodial fathers’ finan@ahtributions may discourage employment
but, if these transfers induce mothers to leavdanelthey may also increase mothers’ hours

devoted to working for pay (Graham & Beller, 1988ffitt, 1983, 1986).
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Based on multivariate regression analyses andfaatathe 1979/1982 Current
Population Survey (CPS) data, this literature satgghat child support is negatively associated
with number of hours worked (Graham & Beller, 1988aham & Beller, 1989; Graham, 1990).
Yet, comparisons show that child support incomeahasaller negative effect on mothers’ labor
supply than other nonlabor income (Graham & Bell®89; Graham, 1990). Estimates of the
child support effect among divorced and separatethens vary from one-third (Graham &
Beller, 1989) to half (Graham, 1990) the size ef tther nonlabor income effect. Research that
examines why the effect of child support shoulcbyg different from that of other nonlabor
income suggests that the irregularity of noncustiggarent payments makes child support a
risky income source and, as a result, some custoditners may use the labor market as a way
to reduce the volatility of family income (Grahah®90).

These studies try to address the endogeneity beterekl support and labor supply by
using extensive controls and adding a term thas amaccount for selection into child support
receipt. However, because the correction termtimaged using child support predictors, which
are also correlated with labor supply, the coroects limited. Fathers’ ability and desire to pay
support and the state’s legal environment have heed as instruments for child support
income. These variables are limited as instrumasthey are not exogenous to mothers’ labor
supply. For instance, fathers’ desire to pay childport may be influenced by whether mothers
are working. Overall, concerns remain regardingpibtential bias associated with unobserved
characteristics that influence both the decisiopwtuing a child support order and the decision
of participating in the labor market. Further, eggion analyses that include these adjustments
provide less precise estimates, limiting the apbtlit discern the effect of child support on the

labor supply of divorced or separated mothers (@rak Beller, 1989).
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Similar findings are observed in the only studyt thaludes a simultaneous equations
strategy to examine the effect of child supportostodial mother employment. This approach
consists of estimating a series of equations tinat@ model the process of participating in the
labor market when the mother is eligible for clslgoport receipt. These analyses are based on a
sample of mothers who divorced or separated betd868 and 1987 and were interviewed in
the Panel Study of Income Dynamics. Results shemall negative effect of child support on
the labor supply of mothers who are not on AFD@g#hlikely to be better off than a welfare
sample) and a positive effect among mothers reogivash welfare; that is, child support
increases hours worked among mothers participatidd-DC (Hu, 1999). While this approach
aims to account for the relationship between cuidport receipt and labor supply, the
simultaneous equations model does not addresstkatfal influence of unobserved
characteristics of custodial mothers that may atbeth.

Previous research is limited in its ability to aant for factors that concurrently affect
mothers’ determination to pursue a child suppaiteoand participate in the labor market.
Custodial mothers’ motivation, self-advocacy, aedcpptions about participation in cash
welfare programs are among the unobserved fadiatsimay influence both child support and
labor supply. The current study is able to takeaatlyge of a randomized experiment to provide
more robust estimates. In addition, prior resedahexcluded never-married mothers. Because
these women are more likely to be poor and have theeefocus of policies that try to
simultaneously increase child support collectioms labor supply, it is important to understand
the extent to which child support discourages tpaiticipation in the labor market, especially

after the inception of welfare reform. Our studykesa first contribution to this policy debate.

4. Data, Sample, Methods, and Measures
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4.1. Data and Sample

We use survey and administrative data from the Bvisim Child Support Demonstration
Evaluation (CSDE), which uses an experimental aemigevaluate the effects of child support
on several outcomes. Custodial mothers transitgofiom AFDC to TANF and new entrants to
TANF were randomly assigned to experimental androbgroups. The experimental group
received the full amount paid by the noncustodithér while the control group received a
partial pass-through of child support (i.e., u$s® per month or 41% of the amount paid,
whichever was larger). This study collected threeeg of information about the custodial
mother, one focal child, and the focal child’s nostodial father. The first wave was collected in
the first half of 1999 and focuses on the expegsrin 1998. The second wave was collected in
the first half of 2000, and looks at the eventardud 999. The third wave was limited to one-
third of the original survey sample, and focusediaexperiences in 2001. As the effects of the
experiment may take some time to be observed—begctarsexample, custodial mothers may
make decisions about their labor supply after thieserve either a regular pattern of child
support payments or an increased amount of chpg@t income--our main analyses are based
on labor outcomes at wave 2 (between the last matB99 and the first half of 2000), the later
of the full sample surveys. The final sample far shudy includes 2,085 custodial mothers who
were interviewed at both wave 1 (baseline) and vaeSDE data provide comprehensive
information on employment history, child suppoentbgraphics, and socioeconomic
characteristics of the custodial mother and heilfam
4.2. Methods

When randomized experiments are perfectly implegtrithe simple comparison

between experimental and control groups providesitibiased causal effect. Although the
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experiment in the CSDE was correctly implementld technical report of the study indicates
that there were some randomly occurring differemicasitial characteristics (Cancian, Caspar,
& Meyer, 2001). In order to increase the precisibstatistical tests and minimize the effects of
any chance difference at baseline, we estimataeéssigpn-adjusted means rather than simple
means.

We begin our analyses by estimating a series @ermabdels in which the potential
endogeneity between child support receipt and eynpdmt is ignored. First, we regress the
likelihood of working for pay on child support. Wise a probit model as summarized in
equation 4.1. The dependent variable is whethemibider is working at wave 2 (between the
last month of 1999 and the first half of 2000), #mel key independent variable is any child
support receipt in 1999°(;). The vectorX; represents the set of control variables, described

below (in section 4.3).

Pr(Working=1), = B, + BCS, + B, X, +€ (4.1)

In the second set of naive models we estimateeth@anship between child support and
hours worked. We use a tchihodel as summarized in equations 4.2 and 4.3d€&pendent
variable is the total number of hours worked peekvat wave 2, and the key independent
variable is, again, any child support receipt iIR9LLS;). The same vector of control variables

used for the estimation of equation 4.1 is inclustethe estimation of equation 4.2.

Hi* = B, + BCS, +,Béxi +€ (4.2)
=0 ifH <0

H, e (4.3)
=H, if H, >0

4 We use a tobit model because a substantial pasfitme sample mothers (42.3%) were not
working at the second wave and therefore have zarshad work.
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These naive models provide a context for the anathis¢sise the experimental variation
to identify the effect of child support.

In the first part of the experimental analyses we esértie effect of child support on the
likelihood of working for pay. We use a probit modekasnmarized in equation 4.4. The
dependent variable is whether the mother is workivgaae 2, and the key independent variable
is the assignment to the experimental grdijp The vectoX; represents the set of control
variables described in section 4.3. This model spediji addresses aim 1 of the study, to
determine the extent to which child support receipticed the likelihood of working for pay

among custodial mothers participating in TANF.

Pr(Working=1), = 8, + BT, + B, X, +¢, (4.4)

In the second set of experimental analyses we estithateffect of child support on
hours worked. We use a tobit model as summarizeduates 4.5 and 4.6. The dependent
variable is the total number of hours worked per weekaae 2, and the key independent
variable is the assignment to the experimental grdypThe same vector of control variables
used for the estimation of equation 4.4 is includethe estimation of equation 4.5. This set of
models specifically addresses aim 2 of the studyeterthine the extent to which child support

receipt reduces the hours worked among custodial msogtaeticipating in TANF.

H, =5, + BT +,Béxi T (4.5)

=0 ifH; <0
H, L (4.6)
=H; ifH >0

We also conducted two sensitivity analyses to Sesults change among subgroups of
custodial mothers with a higher child support hist@sy., $1,000 or more of child support was

paid on behalf of the mother’s children in the year teefaseline) or who are more likely to



16

receive any child support (i.e., custodial mothers ekmerienced multiple-partner fertility at
baseline). Both descriptive and adjusted-regressialyses were weighted to adjust for non-
response bias, differential sampling, and differemtssignment rates to the experimental and
control groups.

4.3. Measures

Working for payThis is a dummy variable indicating whether the cdistomother did
any work for pay during the four weeks prior to the sunexgluding work required by TANP).
This measure is designed to include both formal afwiriral employment.

Hours workedThis is a continuous measure of the number of hoatsltle custodial
mother usually worked per week, during the four weeks poithe survey. This measure
includes hours worked in all mother’s jobs.

Child supporiThis is measured as a dichotomous variable. Mothers wieivextany
amount of child support during 1999 are coded as 10arttlerwise.

Control variableswe use the same set of controls for all the regression analZegrol
variables were generally measured in the year befosdibhag1998). Custodial mother’s history
of child support receipt one year before baseline wasuared using indicator variables for zero
payment (reference category), $1 to $999, and $1,06toe. Mother’s age was measured using
indicator variables for 25 years old or younger (refereategory), 26 to 30 years old, and 31
years or older. Custodial mother’s race was measured usiiogitor variables for white
(reference category), African American, or other. Moth&F®C history was measured using

indicator variables for the number of months the mothdrreceived AFDC transfers 24 months

5> Mothers in TANF tiers of trial jobs, community servjobs, and transition jobs were required
to work 40, 30, and 28 hours per week, respectively.
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before entry to W-2, for 0 months (reference category),1Btmonths, or 19 to 24 months.
Mother’s residency was measured using indicator vagdbleMilwaukee County, other urban
counties, and rural counties (reference category). &sefiindicator variables was created to
indicate whether the mother was in a W-2 lower tier (itexm&l job or community service job),
a W-2 upper tier (trial jobs partially subsidized by $t&te and unsubsidized jobs), or at the
caretaker of a newborn W-2 tier. The age of the focatlahds included using indicator
variables for O to 2 years old (reference category), 3yabs old, and 6 or older. A series of
indicator variables was created in order to indicatetimr the custodial mother has less than
high school, high school or equivalent, or more thiggh school (reference category).
Noncustodial father’s average annual earnings were mazhsging indicator variables for $0 to
$15,000 (reference category) and $15,000 or more. @iastnother's employment history in
the two years before baseline was measured usingabodivariables for O quarters employed
(reference category), 1 to 6 quarters employed, andtarters employed. The type of case
that led to the child support order was measured ustigator variables for paternity case,
divorce case, and combination of divorce and pate(refgrence category). The number of legal
fathers associated with the mother was included usttigator variables for O (reference
category), 1 father, and 2 or more fathers. Whether d shpport order existed before baseline
was included as a dichotomous variable (1 = yes).nlineber of custodial mother’s children
(natural or adopted) was measured with indicator vasdlel child (reference category), 2
children, and 3 children or more. Finally, a seriemdfdator variables account for the period of

random assignmefit.

¢ Because entrance to W-2 was slower than anticiptitedate of assignment to the
experimental and control groups increased over timevdat September 1997 and March 16,
1998, 20% were assigned to the control group, 20% assigned to the experimental group,
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Variables to identify subgroups for sensitivity uses Whether the mother had a higher
child support history before baseline was codeddistetomous variable (1 = $1,000 or more
of child support was paid on behalf of the mother’sdrbkih in the year before baseline).
Multiple-partner fertility at baseline was coded aschotomous variable (1 = mother has
children by more than one partner).

5. Results
5.1. The Naive Model

In the naive model, we examine the relationship betwchild support and custodial
mother labor supply, ignoring the endogeneity betwibese two variables. We begin by
estimating bivariate tests for differences between thust@ers who received any child support
in 1999 and those mothers who did not receive ailgt sbhpport in the same period. These
descriptive statistics suggest that mothers who reaghud support are more likely to work
(62.5%) than those who do not receive these transfe2%)3These analyses also suggest that,
on average, custodial mothers receiving child supporkhree more hours per week than
nonrecipients. Other figures in columns 2 and 3 of @&l show that mothers receiving child
support are slightly better off than mothers who do nagive child support.

[TABLE 2.1]

We also estimated a series of regressions to seerigldt@nships remain after adding

the set of control variables described in section®8.first column in Table 2.2 presents results

from a probit regression estimating work for pay. The aislyuggests that mothers who

and the remainder to the experimental group not eéidinol the survey (reference category);
between March 17, 1998, and May 10, 1998, 30% wesigraexd to the control group, 30% were
assigned to the experimental group, and the remaiodbe experimental group not eligible for
the survey; and between May 11, 1998, and July 83,190% were assigned to the control
group and 50% were assigned to the experimental group.
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received any child support in 1999 are 6.1 percentagesomore likely to work than those who
did not. The estimate suggests that the posititfec¢g of child support on mother’s
participation in the labor market remains even afterrodlintg for observed characteristics. The
estimated positive “effect” of child support on hoursriked also remains after adding control
variables (first two columns of Table 2.3). On averagethers who received child support are
estimated to work between 1.7 to 2.4 hours more pek es those who did not receive child
support.

[TABLE 2.2]

[TABLE 2.3]

Findings from the naive models suggest that chipbett has a positive and statistically
significant relationship with custodial mothers’ lalsopply. Of course, these estimates are
likely biased, since they are unable to capture idiffees in unobserved characteristics that may
influence both child support receipt and participatiothe labor market. Findings from these
naive models are consistent with prior nonexperimeataarch that has looked at this question
for a relatively similar population, participants iretAFDC program who experienced
separation or divorce (Hu, 1999).

5.2. Experimental Analyses

In the experimental analyses we take advantage ohtitom assignment to
experimental and control groups to estimate the caffgdt of child support on custodial
mothers’ labor supply. The final two columns of Table £how characteristics of our sample by
treatment status. About 57% of the full sample was imgrfor pay at wave 2 and, on average,
these mothers were working 37 hours per week. Most mtiere young—44% were under

26--and more than half of them were African American (6496)y 10% of the sample had
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more than high school and about half had a child eimpder at baseline. The majority of
mothers were in the lower tier of TANF (state subsidipbd; 60%), and had received AFDC
transfers between 19 to 24 months before transitioning émrolling in TANF (56%). Small
differences between treatment and control groups werstaiigtically significant at
conventional levels. Overall, custodial mothershi@ éxperimental and control groups are very
similar.

In the second column of Table 2.2 we present restiltse experimental analysis of the
working-for-pay outcome, that is, whether the motheraahiyl work for pay during the four
weeks prior to the survey, excluding work required byNFAThe estimate of being in the
experimental group (full pass-through of child support pays) is positive but not statistically
significantly associated with the likelihood of worgifor pay. That is, we do not find evidence
that child support receipt reduces the likelihood ofkivay for pay among custodial mothers
participating in W-2. Marginal effects of control variablere consistent with previous empirical
evidence on the determinants of female labor supplyn&bwith less than high school
education are less likely to work for pay than womdh wore than high school education as
well as mothers in lower tiers of TANF (subsidized jodsl longer history of participation in
AFDC at baseline.

Experimental analyses for hours worked are presentéa ifintal two columns of Table
2.3. We present both the marginal effects of the trigtlcaxpected value (conditional on H > 0),
and the marginal effects of the censored expecte@ {ahconditional on H > 0). The estimated
effect of being in the experimental group on hours woiketbt statistically significant for any

of the estimates (and the mean of the marginal eequmsitive). That is, we do not find
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evidence that child support receipt reduces the nuoreours worked among custodial mothers
participating in TANF.

One explanation of this result is that child supp®dn uncertain source of income for
low-income families and, therefore, custodial mothersalomake decisions about labor supply
considering monetary contributions from the noncustddthaer. In order to assess whether
results may look different among those who might ekp®ore regular child support, we re-
estimated our models for two subgroups of custodial erstlthose with a higher child support
history (i.e., at least $1,000 of child support waisl pa behalf of the mother’s children in the
year before baseline), and custodial mothers who experim@altiple-partner fertility (MPF) at
baseline. Custodial mothers with a higher historyhiificsupport may be more likely to receive
any support regularly. The total child support inconteneed by custodial mothers experiencing
MPF may also be more regular than the child suppodne received by custodial mothers
having children with a single partner. The likelihazfcpbaying any child support is higher for
fathers who have children with multiple mothers (Meyemé€ian, & Cook, 2005), and the
probability of receiving child support from any father niseyhigher than the probability of
receiving from one particular father. For either subgrdupjicreased regularity in total child
support income may influence a custodial mother’sgil@cito work for pay because she may be
more likely to include child support income in herideam-making process. If this is the case,
child support receipt may be more likely to affect lowwame custodial mothers’ labor supply in
the direction predicted by standard microeconomic thédowever, when we re-estimated
models summarized in equations 4.4 and 4.5 for hdifreups of custodial mothers,

conclusions remained the same (results available rguprest).
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6. Discussion

The overarching question of this study was whethdd chipport receipt reduces the
labor supply of custodial mothers participating in TANKur naive models are consistent with
previous analyses for custodial mothers receiving cadtare. WWhen the endogeneity between
child support and labor supply is not accounted fodjtemhal support is positively associated
with hours worked (Hu, 1999). However, once we use vanai child support received
associated with random assignment to alternativegpassgh and disregard policies, there is no
discernable relationship with labor supply. In conttagirevious nonexperimental research, we
do not find any effect of child support receipt on tkelihood of working for pay or hours
worked. It may be that previous analyses confountéd support effects with other unobserved
characteristics that affect female labor supply. 1t$® éikely that findings from prior research
reflect the behavioral response of custodial mothersvelg better off than our welfare sample.
The vast majority of our sample is composed of nonmaxdises (82% with paternity cases)
while other studies focused on divorced and sepamatgders and explicitly excluded never-
married mothers. Moreover, we examine this issue aftek-focused welfare reform; it may be
that conditioning cash welfare on work participatitiareged work incentives among low-
income mothers.

These findings suggest that efforts to pursue noncudtiadhers’ child support
contributions and increase the regularity of total ineasteived by custodial mothers are not
likely to affect mothers’ labor supply. As major reformadt.S. social welfare policies have been
focused on increasing custodial mothers’ labor suppdyciiid support collections, our results
suggest that implementing these policies simultagskads not reducing the potential antipoverty

effectiveness of child support.
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Findings from this study should be interpreted intlighthe following limitations. First,
results cannot be generalized to all custodial-md#railies as child support payments are
particularly irregular and small among disadvantagedlisrike those participating in TANF.
As a result, the custodial mother may be more likeljneke decisions about labor supply
without considering potential monetary contributiémsn the noncustodial father; small and
irregular amounts of child support may actually undeestioe importance of working for pay
among these women. Second, there is one charactefigtie \WWisconsin experiment that may
make it a weaker test. Although custodial mothethénexperimental group received on average
higher amounts than those in the control group, tfierdnce was small. Hence, while we were
able to address selection into child support recsigaking advantage of the random assignment
into experimental and control groups, the actual tneat (child support income) was relatively
modest. It is noteworthy, however, that this limiteshtment is arguably a strength for a policy-
relevant test: low-income women are likely to recéowe and irregular payments. Third, by the
time the experiment was conducted, Wisconsin haldl duelatively strong institutional
framework supporting work-focused welfare interventionis, émvironment may have created
unique conditions that strengthen incentives toigp#te in the labor market and helped to
avoid the negative effects of child support income athers’ employment. It is important to
note, though, that most states have adapted t@ekantroduced by welfare reform. Thus, the
Wisconsin experience may be increasingly relevaother states. Finally, while the
experimental variation in child support receipt allaygsto avoid bias associated with
unmeasured factors that might affect both labor sugpdlychild support, it does not eliminate

the potential bias if mothers’ labor supply affects éashpayment of support.
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Notwithstanding these considerations, results fromgtudy may have implications for
social welfare policies in the United States. Somagesthave implemented programs aimed at
improving the employability of disadvantaged, nonodsl fathers, hoping that these
interventions will facilitate child support paymentsdatherefore, improve the economic well-
being of custodial-parent families. Our results sugdegtthese efforts will not be offset by
changes in mothers’ employment, even in the contextfoll child support pass-through.
Policies encouraging child support collections andh®ais’ employment are not necessarily at

cross-purposes; in this regard, efforts to increase tloe falpply of both parents are compatible.
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Table 2.1. Descriptive statistics, full sample, by ahild support received in 1999, and by
treatment status

Received Did not
any CSin receive any Experiment Control
Full sample 1999 CSin 1999 al group group
Working 0.577 0.625 0.532*** 0.581 0.572
Hours worked (all) 21.366 22.899 19.952** 21,934 20.791
(20.801) (20.644)  (20.855) (21.338) (20.238)
Hours worked (working) 37.330 36.777 37.934 38.043 B5.5
(12.640) (13.177)  (12.009) (13.280) (11.914)
Received CS in 1999 0.48 0.49 0.47
CS received in 1999 819.360 1708.166 0.000**871.681 766.456
(1518.823) (1814.334) (0.000) (1550.154) (1485.345)
Assignment 20% 0.894 0.898 0.891 0.891 0.897
Assignment 30% 0.054 0.049 0.059 0.054 0.054
Assignment 50% 0.051 0.052 0.050 0.054 0.048
CS 1yr before BL O 0.727 0.547 0.893**  0.725 0.730
CS 1yr before BL 1-999 0.158 0.236 0.087** 0.160 0.156
CS 1yr before BL 1,000+ 0.114 0.215 0.020*** 0.114 0.114
CM Age 25 0.445 0.407 0.479***  0.433 0.456
CM Age 26 to 30 0.175 0.195 0.157** 0.173 0.177
CM Age 31+ 0.301 0.295 0.307 0.317 0.285
White 0.266 0.344 0.194*** 0.250 0.282
Black 0.636 0.568 0.699*** 0.651 0.622
Other 0.094 0.083 0.104 0.091 0.096
Missing race 0.003 0.003 0.004 0.007 0.000*
AFDC receipt before BL 0 0.122 0.111 0.131* 0.123 0.12
AFDC receipt before BL1 18 0.317 0.299 0.334 0.309 3249.
AFDC receipt before BL 19 24  0.561 0.588 0.535* 0.566 0.555
Milwaukee 0.760 0.688 0.825**  0.777 0.741
Other Urban 0.153 0.190 0.120***  0.139 0.168
Rural 0.087 0.121 0.055***  0.082 0.091
TANF lower tier 0.600 0.542 0.653**  0.585 0.615
TANF upper tier 0.313 0.359 0.270***  0.327 0.298
TANF caretaker 0.087 0.097 0.077 0.087 0.087
Focal child 0 to 2 0.244 0.221 0.266* 0.235 0.253
Focal child 3to 5 0.261 0.271 0.251 0.260 0.262
Focal child 6+ 0.493 0.507 0.481* 0.502 0.485
Missing focal child’s age 0.002 0.002 0.001 0.003 00.0
CM education is less than HS 0.511 0.481 0.539** 510. 0.506
CM education is HS or
equivalent 0.387 0.403 0.372 0.377 0.397
CM education is more than HS 0.100 0.114 0.087* £.10 0.097
Missing CM education 0.001 0.000 0.002 0.002 0.001
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NCP earnings $0 to $15,000 0.786 0.829 0.745*** 0.781 0.790
NCP earnings $15,000+ 0.085 0.141 0.033*** 0.085 0.086
CM employment history O qtr 0.184 0.144 0.222** 0.184 0.185
CM employment history 1-6

qtr 0.600 0.610 0.590 0.593 0.606
CM employment history 7—8

qtr 0.214 0.244 0.185*** 0.219 0.208
Paternity case 0.834 0.785 0.878** 0.833 0.834
Divorce case 0.078 0.086 0.070 0.081 0.075
Missing type of case 0.000 0.000 0.001 0.000 0.001
Combination 0.088 0.127 0.051***  0.084 0.091
Zero legal father 0.239 0.168 0.304***  0.240 0.238
One legal father 0.580 0.549 0.608* 0.580 0.579
Two+ legal father 0.181 0.281 0.089***  0.179 0.183
Missing legal father 0.001 0.002 0.000 0.001 0.000
Order at baseline 0.476 0.637 0.327** 0.475 0.477
One child 0.343 0.283 0.398***  0.345 0.342
Two children 0.287 0.300 0.275 0.277 0.297
Three children 0.370 0.417 0.327***  0.378 0.362
Observations 2,085 1,036 1,049 1,046 1,039

Notes: Means (and standard deviations) or proportions prese8tatistical significance of bivariate
tests for differences between those custodial motheosredeived any child support in 1999 and
those mothers who did not receive these transfers isaime period of time, and for differences
between those custodial mothers in the experimentalgand those in the control group: * p < 0.05,

** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001.
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Table 2.2. Working for pay at wave 2: Probit models.

Naive model Experimental model
Received any CS in 1999 0.061
(0.026)
Experimental Group 0.005
(0.022)
Assignment 30% -0.036 -0.039
(0.039) (0.039)
Assignment 50% -0.005 -0.007
(0.034) (0.034)
CS 1yr before BL 1-999 -0.020 -0.004
(0.034) (0.033)
CS 1yr before BL 1,000+ 0.085 0.106
(0.042) (0.041)
CM Age 26 to 30 0.032 0.032
(0.034) (0.034)
CM Age 31+ -0.075 -0.077
(0.031) (0.031)
Black 0.005 0.002
(0.033) (0.033)
Other -0.036 -0.040
(0.045) (0.045)
AFDC receipt before BL 1_18 -0.114 -0.113°
(0.036) (0.036)
AFDC receipt before BL 19 24 -0.141 -0.139”
(0.041) (0.041)
Milwaukee 0.089 0.083
(0.044) (0.045)
Other Urban 0.085 0.085
(0.045) (0.045)
TANF lower tier -0.159" -0.160”
(0.025) (0.025)
TANF caretaker -0.170 -0.167"
(0.044) (0.044)
Focal child 3to 5 -0.057 -0.059
(0.036) (0.036)
Focal child 6+ -0.063 -0.067
(0.037) (0.037)
CM education is less than HS -0.235 -0.236"
(0.040) (0.040)
CM education is HS or equivalent -0.096 -0.097
(0.041) (0.041)
NCP earnings $15,000+ -0.036 -0.023
(0.042) (0.042)
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CM employment history 1-6 qtr 0.100 0.105™
(0.030) (0.030)
CM employment history 7—-8 qtr 0.190 0.199”
(0.037) (0.037)
Paternity case 0.016 0.012
(0.043) (0.043)
Divorce case 0.002 -0.002
(0.056) (0.056)
One legal father 0.041 0.041
(0.031) (0.031)
Two+ legal father 0.036 0.049
(0.043) (0.042)
Order at baseline -0.027 -0.017
(0.028) (0.028)
Two children -0.021 -0.020
(0.030) (0.030)
Three children -0.000 0.003
(0.033) (0.033)
Total Observations 2,085 2,085

Notes: Marginal effects (and standard errors) presented. Statisignificance® p < 0.05,”

Kk

<0.01, p<0.001.

P
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Table 2.3. Hours worked at wave 2: Tobit models.

Naive model Experimental analyses
Unconditiona
Conditional Unconditional Conditional [

expected expected expected expected
value (H > 0) value value (H > 0) value
Received any CS in 1999 1.686 2.404
(0.836) (2.193)
Experimental group 0.632 0.901
(0.734) (1.047)
Assignment 30% -0.308 -0.440 -0.368 -0.525
(1.257) (1.793) (1.260) (1.797)
Assignment 50% -0.151 -0.215 -0.236 -0.337
(2.030) (1.469) (1.033) (1.473)
CS 1yr before BL 1-999 -0.827 -1.180 -0.415 -0.592
(1.130) (1.612) (1.103) (1.574)
CS 1yr before BL 1,000+ 2.193 3.127 2.764 3.942
(1.275) (1.818) (1.243) (1.773)
CM Age 26 to 30 1.363 1.944 1.356 1.934
(2.063) (1.516) (1.061) (1.514)
CM Age 31+ -2.356 -3.360 -2.434 -3.471
(1.046) (1.493) (1.048) (1.494)
Black 0.949 1.354 0.807 1.151
(1.038) (1.480) (1.039) (1.482)
Other 0.053 0.076 -0.079 -0.113
(1.510) (2.154) (1.512) (2.157)
AFDC receipt before BL -3.217" -4.589"
118 -3.177" -4.531"
(1.070) (1.525) (1.073) (1.530)
AFDC receipt before BL -4.465™ -6.368™
19 24 -4.370™ -6.233"
(1.274) (1.817) (1.273) (1.816)
Milwaukee 2.644 3.771 2.423 3.456
(1.403) (2.001) (1.408) (2.008)
Other Urban 2.558 3.649 2.543 3.627
(1.382) (1.971) (2.390) (1.983)
TANF lower tier -5.263" -7.507" -5.269™ -7.515"
(0.804) (1.147) (0.804) (1.147)
TANF caretaker -5.536 -7.897" -5.450™ -7.774"
(2.339) (2.909) (1.342) (1.914)
Focal child 3to 5 -1.799 -2.565 -1.904 -2.716
(1.151) (1.642) (1.148) (1.637)
Focal child 6+ -2.322 -3.312 -2.469 -3.521

(1.174) (1.674) (1.170) (1.669)
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CM education is less than -7.225" -10.305™
HS -7.267" -10.365"
(1.144) (1.632) (1.146) (1.634)
CM education is HS or -2.541 -3.624
equivalent -2.578 -3.678
(1.111) (1.584) (2.113) (1.588)
NCP earnings $15,000+ -0.282 -0.402 0.078 0.111
(1.362) (1.942) (1.362) (1.942)
CM employment history 1-6 ~ 3.579" 5.105
gtr 3.727" 5.308"
(1.141) (1.628) (2.137) (1.622)
CM employment history 7-8  6.045" 8.621"
gtr 6.285" 8.965"
(1.276) (1.820) (1.268) (1.808)
Paternity case -0.173 -0.247 -0.260 -0.372
(1.465) (2.089) (1.462) (2.085)
Divorce case -1.281 -1.826 -1.431 -2.041
(1.852) (2.641) (1.847) (2.635)
One legal father 1.172 1.671 1.166 1.663
(1.045) (1.491) (1.043) (1.488)
Two+ legal father 1.386 1.977 1.742 2.485
(1.420) (2.025) (1.415) (2.018)
Order at baseline -0.955 -1.362 -0.693 -0.988
(0.945) (1.348) (0.936) (1.335)
Two children -0.986 -1.407 -0.940 -1.341
(0.999) (1.425) (1.001) (1.427)
Three children 0.390 0.557 0.452 0.645
(1.092) (1.558) (1.093) (1.559)
Total Observations 2,085 2,085 2,085 2,085

Notes: Marginal effects (and standard errors) presented. Statisignificance: p < 0.05,” p

Kk

<0.01, p<0.001.
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CHAPTER 3: CHILD SUPPORT AND FOOD INSECURITY AMONG CUSTODIAL-
MOTHER FAMILIESIN COLOMBIA

1. Introduction

Noncustodial fathers’ financial contributions, more gafig known as child support,
reduce income poverty among custodial-mother famillest {5, families in which the children’s
father is alive but not living with the children atigbir mother) in a wide range of countries
(Bartfeld, 2000; Cancian, Meyer, & Park, 2003; Cuestd&yer, 2014; Harkovita, 2011; Meyer
& Hu, 1999; Nichols-Casebolt, 1986; OECD, 2011). Lisdsnown about the role of child
support in avoiding material hardship, especiallyhim ¢ontext of less-developed nations. While
child support receipt may increase a family’s finanm@aburces, this additional income may not
necessarily reduce the inadequate consumption ofbasig goods, such as food and housing. In
fact, research conducted in developed countries stimtvsassociations between material
hardship and income and material hardship and poviatiyssare weaker than would be
expected (Cancian & Meyer, 2004; Mayer & Jenks, 198omnyaschy & Garfinkel, 2011;
Sullivan, Turner, & Danziger, 2008).

Various reasons may explain the modest associatiwoveba these constructs. Income is
a limited measure of economic well-being; in fact, asde in-kind resources or credit may lead
to different living standards among families with #zene incomes (Beverly, 2001). Also, even
if families have incomes above the poverty threshold {harefore are considered not poor),
physical and mental health issues or alcohol ang grablems may affect parents’ ability to
manage resources (Heflin, Corcoran, & Siefert, 2007; Negasthy & Garfinkel, 2011).
Overall, material hardship and income poverty are bettesidered as alternative conceptions of
poverty (Beverly, 2001) rather than substitutes for edlolhr. Examining the role of child

support income on material hardship expands prior kexbgé on the antipoverty effectiveness
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of child support by looking at a conceptually differapproach to poverty. Because poverty is a
multidimensional phenomenon that cannot be fullyi@xed with the single dimension of
income, this analysis is instrumental in understagtiie economic well-being of custodial-
mother families.

Food insecurity, considered one of the more sevatgatentially harmful experiences
of material hardship (Miller, Nepomnyaschy, Lara Ibarr&&rasky, 2013; Nepomnyaschy,
Miller, Garasky & Nanda, 2014), is highly prevalenQnlombia. According to the National
Survey of Nutritional Status (ENSIN for the Spanish acno)y2.7% of Colombian households
experienced some level of food insecurity in 2010. @fgborest households in the country,
60.1% experienced inadequate food consumption isahee year (Profamilia, 2011b).
Empirical evidence also shows that food insecuritpage prevalent in female-headed
households than male-headed households (Alvarez-Uribgda-Restrepo, & Fonseca-
Centeno, 2010), and single-mother families are moreylikeéxperience food insecurity than
two-parent families (Isanaka, Mora-Plazas, Lopez-Ararg|iB, & Villamor, 2007).

The purpose of this paper is to examine food insecexiperiences among custodial-
mother families in Colombia and the extent to whibHdcsupport receipt is helping to prevent
these circumstances. Specific aims are: (1) to cakethat percentage of custodial-mother
families experiencing overall food insecurity and diffedentls of this hardship, (2) to estimate
the association between child support income and iftseturity, and (3) to examine whether
the association of child support income with food msgy varies by family structure and
custodial mother’s age.

| study the case of Colombia for two main reasons. kirsas experienced substantial

family changes over the last few decades (Cuesta andriViZ014; Esteve, Lesthaeghe &
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Lopez-Gay, 2012; Profamilia, 2011a) and aggregate figguggest that in Colombia both
female-headed households and single-parent families@aoag the highest in Latin America
(Cerrutti & Binstock, 2009; ECLAC, 2004). These demobreghanges along with very little
extant research on their concomitant child supporesstake Colombia an interesting case
study. Another reason | chose Colombia is becausssia unique dataset that facilitates the
systematic identification of custodial-mother familegsl provides key information to measure
food insecurity. Specifically, | am able to calculdte Latin American and Caribbean Scale to
Measure Food Security (ELCSA for the Spanish acronynaptad and validated for Colombia.
This study extends prior research through several agefirst, examining the
association between child support and food insecuri§olombia provides an alternative
perspective on poverty experienced by custodial-mdémeilies in less developed countries. As
discussed above, poverty is not a one-dimensionatieat and, therefore, using an alternative
assessment is particularly important to improve our atirederstanding of the economic well-
being of these families. Literature on this topicdarse and, to the best of my knowledge, there
is no research that looks at these issues in thextoof nations like Colombia. Second, findings
from this study can help to enhance child supportcgsi Specifically, if there is a high
incidence of food insecurity among custodial-mother kasi children in these families would
be facing issues that, at least in theory, coulddressed by the child support system; findings
from this study could initiate a debate on the purpagehe child support system and specific
ways in which it is falling short. These results abalso highlight the need for collaboration
between the child support system and governmentaggeim charge of nutritional programs and

health care provision.
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The remainder of this paper proceeds as follows. Se2tawscribes the Colombian child
support system. Section 3 discusses findings from ggwarch and hypotheses of the role that
child support income may have in the food insecurifyegiences of custodial-mother families in
Colombia. Section 4 presents data, sample, metlhodsneasures, and section 5 describes
results. In section 6 | discuss findings, limitatioasd conclusions of the study.

2. The Colombian Child Support System

Colombia has a child support system (CSS) that congottigee main actors: the judicial
system, a government agency called the Nationatutesiof Family Well-being (NIFW), and
local governments. These actors intervene in differeciimstances and sometimes cooperate to
get child support arrangements in place. When pagattdivorced, child support arrangements
are made through legal divorce proceedings. If theren@aarital birth or parental separation,
the CSS intervention depends entirely on the cudtpdr@nt’s initiative to pursue a child
support order. However, parents can make a private agnédmae—at least in theory—is
enforceable by the CSS. If there is no private agreerttentustodial parent may either sue the
noncustodial parent or request support from the NIFW.

Four major tasks describe the Colombian CSS’s operdtipmequest for intervention,

(2) order establishment and revision, (3) collection asttidution of payments, and (4)
enforcement (Cuesta and Meyer, 2012). The first task, sefueintervention, should be

initiated by the custodial parent at a local NIFVe@agy or family court. The CSS begins the
process of locating the absent parent and, if needgelnaty is established. Overall, the process
through the NIFW is meant to be less adversarial thajudicial procedure. All services
provided through NIFW are free of cost while the co$iegal counseling and representation in

court are incurred by the custodial parent.
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With respect to the second task, order establishrmehteision, the CSS promotes
parents’ agreement on the amount and type of suppgpdréhts agree, the amount and
characteristics of support (e.g., type, regularity, éecpome enforceable by the CSS. If parents
disagree, the NIFW officer is authorized to set ua@ministrative order (as is the family judge
if the custodial parent goes to court). The Colomblaldsupport system does not have
guidelines for the amount of support except that inoabe higher than 50 %of the noncustodial
parent’'s monthly wage. As a result, the NIFW staff aardily judges have a lot of discretion
when establishing child support orders.

The third task, collection and distribution of paynsemtepends primarily on the parents
and no intervention of a public agency is expectedg®Withholding may occur if the custodial
parent sues the noncustodial parent and the famiejd@termines that such procedure should
be granted. In this case, the employer forwards paynethe judicial system and the judicial
system issues a check that the custodial parergvesrat the court office. The fourth task,
enforcement, occurs only if the custodial parent suesdmcustodial parent. The system itself
does not initiate any action against the noncuatqadirent unless it is requested by the custodial
parent. Penalties for noncompliance include prisoreseet and loss of parental rights.

The Colombian child support system shares several deaistics of systems in
developed countries. For instance, it has a combimati judicial and government actors that
provide services to custodial parents and there are penadties for noncompliance with child
support orders. The Colombian system also encouragedgegreements among parents,
which is one key feature of the most recent reforms imtees like the United Kingdom and
Australia (Cuesta and Meyer, 2014). Of course there are ddferences between the

Colombian system and schemes in developed courfiteexample, some procedures are more
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standardized in developed countries and do not requidah action from the custodial parent
(e.g., wage withholding, monitoring payments). Manyadeped countries also have large scale
enforcement programs while Colombia relies mostly atamial parent agency and self-
advocacy. It is also worth noting that the child o system receives less policy attention in
Colombia than in many developed countries.
3. Literature Review
3.1.Theoretical Perspectives

Child support income may reduce food insecurity throdifflerent avenues. The most
obvious mechanism is by increasing a family’s inca@ne, therefore, providing additional
resources to facilitate the adequate consumption of #dnfluential qualitative study
conducted by Edin and Lein (1997) describes ways ictlwhmoncustodial fathers’ contributions
may help custodial-mother families to avoid materiatiBhip experiences in the United States.
Holding other factors constant, child support incomg dieectly increase financial resources to
buy food, clothing, and pay rent and utilities, amgy allow mothers to reallocate resources that
they would have spent on those items (Edin & Le@97 Garasky & Stewart, 2007,
Nepomnyaschy & Garfinkel, 2011). However, the literaforea wide range of countries shows
that receipt rates of child support are generally lowe&@a & Meyer, 2012; Hakovirta, 2011,
Skinner & Davidson, 2009) and families receiving thieaasfers usually get small amounts of
support (Cancian, Meyer, & Park, 2003). In Colombiayamle in four families eligible for child
support receives these transfers (Cuesta & Meyer, 20tiZharmean amount received is $36
per month (Cuesta & Meyer, 2014). These conditions Imat/the potential of child support to

prevent food insecurity among custodial-mother familheSolombia.
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Another theoretical approach suggests that chilgg@tpncome may reduce food
insecurity by facilitating accountability on how resoes are spent. Specifically, custodial
mothers may be more inclined to spend noncustodiafgttransfers on items like food than
they would have been spending other types of incamté®same item (Del Boca & Flinn,
1994; Garasky & Stewart, 2007; Nepomnyaschy & Garfink@l1l; Nepomnyaschy, Miller,
Garasky & Nanda, 2014). This can be particularly relevfahe father keeps contact with his
children and sees their living conditions and oves&lll-being; this process, also known as
monitoring (Seltzer, 1994), may create incentives vesh child support in consumption of basic
goods and services for children (Garasky & Stewart, 200at).others argue that it is also likely
that noncustodial father’s visitation may increaseiligmhardships by discouraging searches
for outside support (e.g., accessing a food pantry)ethathors suggest that stigma associated
with welfare receipt and the noncustodial father’s sefs®ing financially responsible for their
children may be some of the drivers of this behavior (&&#8ll, 1998; Garasky & Stewart,
2007; Stewart, 2003). The possibility that noncustbi@ither’s visitation entails consuming
family resources could also increase food insecurityd§iey & Stewart, 2007; Stevens, 2010).
Nepomnyaschy & Garfinkel (2011), and Nepomnyaschy,@vjilGarasky & Nanda (2014) also
suggest that child support receipt may increasehtdigship if child support income discourages
contributions from other family members, relatives, or eviemds. However, as these authors
discuss, this is highly unlikely as noncustodiah&ts’ payments would need to be large enough
to offset contributions from other individuals.

3.2.Empirical Evidence
To the best of my knowledge, there is no quantitasitidy that looks at the association

between child support income and food insecurity ito@bia or any other developing country.
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Some studies for Colombia show that food insecurityigbly prevalent (Profamilia, 2011b),
especially among female-headed households (Alvarez-\Egteada-Restrepo, & Fonseca-
Centeno, 2010). One study that focuses on Bogot&athiéal of Colombia, also shows that
single-parent families are more likely to experience fiosécurity than two-parent families
(Isanaka, Mora-Plazas, Lopez-Arana, Baylin, & Villan007). Yet, none of these studies
examine the prevalence of food insecurity among custodother families nationwide and the
extent to which child support may help to prevenséhexperiences.

Studies that look at this issue in developed coes@re very scarce and the vast majority
of published, quantitative research focuses on theedi8tates. Overall, this literature shows
that child support income does not have a consligtsignificantly negative association with
food insecurity (Garasky and Stewart, 2007; NepomnyaaonbyGarfinkel, 2011,
Nepomnyaschy, Miller, Garasky & Nanda, 2014). Nepoasehy, Miller, Garasky & Nanda
(2014) explore potential explanations for this resuttluding the irregularity of child support
payments among low-income families and the factriapients of public assistance (e.g., cash
welfare or food vouchers) may not receive the full amodichild support paid on behalf of
their children, if any. These supplementary analyBes/s1o consistent evidence on whether
regularity of payments matters for child support incomgrévent food insecurity. Also, their
main findings do not change after controlling for publsistance receipt; while child support
income was negatively associated with food insecuiitgings were not always significant in
alternative specifications.

Recent empirical evidence suggests that child stjppmome reduces income poverty
among custodial-mother families (Cuesta & Meyer, 20X4ddlitional income provides

opportunities to either buy food or to reallocate cusiethother’s income to do so, we may
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expect child support to be negatively associatet f@idbd insecurity in Colombia. Moreover,
child support may have a stronger association with fosécurity in Colombia than in the
United States. First, if food insecurity levels arehhiig developing countries, any income source
may have stronger effects. Second, in the majority 8f Btates, child support payments are
fully withheld from recipients of cash welfare in orderécoup costs. In contrast, the
Colombian CSS does not have a systematic interagiitnthe country’s public assistance
scheme, so child support income may have a strongetine and statistically significant
association with food insecurity in Colombia tharnha United States. On the other hand, there
is also evidence that child support receipt is pddrtyilow (28% of custodial-mother families

in 2008) and amounts received relatively small (med@ @3 month) in Colombia (Cuesta &
Meyer, 2014), suggesting that child support income naiypbe enough to help custodial-mother
families avoid food insecurity experiences. Further reseiarneeded in order to better
understand the association between child supportrie@nd food insecurity in less developed
countries like Colombia.

Multivariate analyses of this paper include standamioslemographic factors associated
with the inadequate consumption of food (e.g., cuatadother’s education, age, and
employment; number of children in the family; whether thmily lives in a rural or urban area)
and other income sources that may also influence ifts®&turity experiences (e.g., earnings,
government transfers). One proxy of noncustodial fatherisact with his young children is
included as well. While this paper focuses on chilpp®rt income, including other types of
noncustodial father’s contributions is instrumentgbtovide more robust estimates of the

association between child support income and focecungty.
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4. Data, Sample, Measures, and Methods
4.1.Data
| use the 2008 Quality of Life Survey (QLS), a natibnedpresentative household

survey that is run by the Colombian National Departno¢istatistics (DANE for the Spanish
acronym). It was conducted about every other yeardetvt997 and 2008. In 2009, the QLS
became an annual survey that has some special nsazhriducted every other year (e.g., food
insecurity, social mobility). In addition to standanformation on family demography, the 2008
QLS provides necessary items to calculate the LAatierican and Caribbean Scale to Measure
Food Security (ELCSA for the Spanish acronym), whichloansed to examine food insecurity
among custodial-mother families in Colombia. The sumley includes two questions on child
support (receipt and amount received). Even though thénéormation on food insecurity in the
2012 QLS, this version does not include data on nstodial father’s physical contact with his
young children. Hence, | use the 2008 data in oerdiude a key measure of father
involvement in my analyses. The QLS is based omkllistage probability sample. In 2008,
13,611 households (50,542 individuals) participatetthénsurvey.

4.2.Sample

In this study | use the sample of custodial-motherilfasnconstructed by Cuesta and

Meyer (2014) using the 2008 QLS. Custodial-mother famitire defined as a group of at least
two persons residing together, at least one of whantlsld (i.e., from 0 to 17 years old) and
one who is that child’s mother (who is at least 18rgeld). Families also include the spouse or
cohabiting partner of the mother, any half- or stefirgis of the child, and any children of the
spouse/partner. The QLS has data for each child orheshtite father and mother are in the

household, who they are, and, if they are not imthiesehold, whether they are alive. | used the
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responses to these questions to create families withiseholds and to determine whether any
family was a custodial-mother family (that is, thereswaeachild living with his mother whose
father was alive but lived elsewhere). This proceduwogiges a sample of 3,359 custodial-
mother families, 2,616 who are single-mother familiesu@artnered mother and her children)
and 743 who are repartnered-mother families (that is, isrit which there is a mother, a
mother’s spouse/partner, and at least one child wtiwimother’s child but not the
spouse/partner’s child).
4.3.Measures

Food insecurity This hardship is observed at the household |évelrder to determine
whether a household experienced low, moderate, oreséved insecurity, | use the Latin
American and Caribbean Scale to Measure Food SecELitySA for the Spanish acronym),
adapted and validated for Colombia. The 2008 QL&ides questions needed to measure the 15

items included in ELCSA. Specifically, householdgevasked whether, due to lack of money,

they experienced any of the following events, 30 g to the survey: (1) running out of

food; (2) an adult did not have access to a healtity (8) an adult did not have breakfast, lunch,
or dinner; (4) an adult could not vary food; (5) an adtdtless than he/she is used to; (6) an
adult felt hungry or complained of being hungry butldonot buy more food; (7) an adult had
only one meal in the day; (8) an adult went to beagyt (9) a child did not have access to a
healthy diet; (10) a child could not vary food; (119héld ate less than he/she is used to; (12) an
adult had to serve less food to a child; (13) a choltglained of being hungry but could not buy
more food; (14) a child went to bed hungry; and (15)ika ¢fad only one meal or did not have
any meal in the day. Following the ELCSA protoc@ubkeholds were assigned one point for

each event they experienced. A household’s overaleg€oto 15 points) for the scale was then
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calculated by summing the scores on the individeahs. Households were classified as food
secure if they got 0 points (households show no omnahevidence of food insecurity);
minimally food insecure if they got 1 to 6 points @iseholds worrying about running out of food
and adjusting food quality and variety, but not redgauantities of food intake below normal
levels); moderately food insecure if they got 7 to lihiso(households in which adults skip or
cut the size of their own meals and reduce their fotakeénbelow normal levels to provide for
their children); and severely food insecure if theyXdto 15 points (households in which both
adults and children reduce food intake and experibanger). In addition to examining these
levels of food insecurity, | construct a dichotomoussuge for experiencing any level of food
insecurity.

Child support incomet is measured as a continuous variable that refkbet amount of
support received by the custodial-mother family in tleath prior to the survey. This value
includes both formal (with a legal order) and informal (wiit a legal order) child support.
Along with other sources of income described belowddupport income is included in the
multivariate analyses as the logarithm of the amoanverted to U.S. dollars (1,920 Colombian
pesos = 1 U.S. dollar as of May 19, 2014). In the b includes income variables as
dichotomous measures, this variable is coded ashé ifustodial-mother family received any
amount of child support in the month prior to the survey

Labor incomelt is measured as a continuous variable that imdwadages or earnings
received in the month prior to the survey, from all job&l by all family members who were
employed or self-employed at the time of the surveyhé model that includes income variables
as dichotomous measures, this variable is codedfdlel custodial-mother family received any

labor income in the month prior to the survey.



46

Other incomelt is measured as a continuous variable that refteber sources of
income such as pensions, support from others, and reatethe received in the month prior to
the survey, from all family members. In the model thatudes income variables as
dichotomous measures, this variable is coded ashé ifustodial-mother family received any
amount of other transfers in the month prior to the survey

Government transferdt is measured as a continuous variable that iedutgms such as
conditional cash transfers, unemployment subsidiasrgency support, and subsidies for the
elderly. Because this information is reported at thesbbald level, | estimate the amount per
custodial-mother family. For this calculation, | assuheg transfers are distributed equally
across household members and then sum these pex tapdfers across the members of the
custodial-mother family. Because this information is reggbfor the 12 months prior to the
survey, | divide the year amount by 12 to approxinaateonthly amount per family. In the
model that includes income variables as dichotonmoegsures, this variable is coded as 1 if the
custodial-mother family received any government transfersig the 12 months prior to the
survey.

Noncustodial father’s contact with his young chéldrThis variable is measured as a
dichotomous variable. Families in which at least omiéd under 5 years old has a noncustodial
father who_usually does any of the following activitresh the child are coded as 1, and O
otherwise. The activities are: (1) sing or read storiggggao the park, (3) play sports, (4) do
artistic activities, (5) have at least one meal pertdggther, and (6) do homework together.

Other covariates associated with food insecutigiso included dichotomous measures
for the following characteristics: family type (single-mattiamily = 1); number of children in

the family (one child, two children, and three childog more; one child as a reference
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category); custodial mother’s age (less than 30, betd8eand 40, and more than 40 years old;
the latter as a reference category); custodial mothdusation (less than high school, high
school, and more than high school; the latter as aemefe category); mother’s status in the labor
market (employed = 1); mother’s self-reported health stgtery good and good = 1); whether
the household is located in urban or rural area (urbBn whether the family lives in a multi-
family household (yes = 1); and whether the familydiirea household that experienced any of
the following economic losses between 2004 and 2(0&ead of the household job loss, (2)
spouse or partner’s head of the household job loss,{8) otember of the household lost
his/her job, (4) family business went out of businesg5pother important economic loss.
4.4 Methods

| address aim 1—to calculate the percentage of ciadtotbther families experiencing
food insecurity—by conducting descriptive analysesHerfull sample of families. | calculate
the percentage of custodial-mother families experiendifigrent levels of food insecurity, as
described above. In order to address the second aise, d series of probit regressions to
estimate the relationship between child support hadikelihood of experiencing food
insecurity. When examining this relationship, | estiemone model that includes income
variables as dichotomous measures and another madé@h¢tudes income variables as
continuous measures. The purpose of these analysesxplore whether the amount matters or
only whether something is received. | use Akaikeferimation Criterion (AIC) and the
Schwarz’s Information Criterion (BIC) to determine the bigstd model. For all analyses | use
the strategy of adding control variables progressiviig first specification includes only child
support income. In the second model | add other sewftcmcome. In the final model I include

variables generally associated with food insecuritye 3&cond and third models help examine
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whether any estimated relationship between child @i@md food insecurity remains when
other variables are controlled. In order to addresshing $pecific aim of the study | estimate the
association between child support and food insechyityubcategories of family structure
(single-mother family and repartnered-mother family) andocligt mother’s age (from 18 to 29,
30 to 40, or 41 or more years old).

5. Results

5.1.Descriptive Analyses

Table 3.1 presents the frequency of overall food insgcasi well as different levels of
this hardship among custodial-mother families in Colamidly analyses show that 57.3% of
these families experienced food insecurity 30 days pritiie 2008 QLS. Some variation on the
extent of food insecurity is observed. Of all custodiakimer families in the sample, 13.3%
experienced severe food insecurity (adults and childrénced food intake and experienced
hunger), and 16.2% experienced moderate food inse¢adtyts skipped or cut the size of their
own meals and reduced their food intake below norenadl$ to provide for their children).
Families receiving child support are less likely tpexence this type of hardship than those
who do not benefit from these transfers, especiallyely tre facing moderate and severe
episodes of food insecurity. These differences betwespieats and nonrecipients of child
support are statistically significant.
[TABLE 3.1]
5.2.Multivariate Analyses
Table 3.2 shows probit regressions in which incom@alikes are included as

dichotomous measures. Results suggest that theistasistical association between child

support receipt and experiencing food insecurity. H@rethis relationship weakens
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dramatically (in size and statistical significance)@haclude other factors related to food
insecurity more generally. Table 3.3 presents probres=gons in which income variables are
included as continuous measures. This analysis showgative, statistically significant
association between child support income and expangnnadequate consumption of food,
even after including other variables related to fooddnsty. Descriptive analyses also show a
high standard deviation ($ 211) of mean amounts ($ 43®ng those who actually received
child support. Taken together, these analyses sutgggghe amount received is important, not
merely whether something is received. That is, beirecgient of child support may not make a
substantial difference for family’s food security if the ambpaid is negligible. Because
Akaike’s Information Criterion (AIC) and the Schwarz’s Infotina Criterion (BIC) analyses
support the preference for including child support (aheémincome variables) as continuous
measures, analysis by subcategories of family struanaecustodial mother’'s age are conducted
using continuous measures of income.

[TABLE 3.2]

Results presented in Table 3.3 suggest that chigdatiincome is negatively associated
with food insecurity. The marginal effect of child supgdgacome is nearly identical after adding
other sources of income (Model 2), and smaller after gdatiner variables associated with food
insecurity (Model 3), but the association betweentyype of support and food insecurity
remains negative and statistically significant acciferent specifications. Also, while the
negative association between earnings and food irisemularger than the negative association
between child support and food insecurity, analysewsio statistically significant differences
between these two marginal effects. The positivestaiistically significant association between

government transfers and food insecurity probably reflestsrse causality; that is, custodial-
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mother families experiencing food insecurity are mordyike receive public assistance than
those who do not face inadequate consumption of food.
[TABLE 3.3]

My analyses also show that a child’s contact withribncustodial father has a negative
association with food insecurity. This result, alonithwhe marginal effect of the child support
income variable, suggests that noncustodial fathergributions (represented in cash and time
spent with young children) may help to avoid inadggconsumption of food among custodial-
mother families in Colombia. Marginal effects for coveagatheoretically associated with food
insecurity coincide with prior empirical research irstarea: custodial mothers with more
education and good health are less likely to expeei@mdequate consumption of basic goods
and services (and marginal effects are statisticajlyificant) than custodial mothers with less
education and poor health. There is no associatitweele® mother’'s age and food insecurity or
between mother’'s employment and food insecurity. lanmdgto family structure, | did not find
any association between being a single-parent faoniliying in a multi-family household and
experiencing food insecurity. However, the families wtlo or more children examined in this
study are more likely to face episodes of food insécudaving an economic loss in the 4 years
prior to the survey is positively related with food iosety at the time of the 2008 QLS, while
residing in an urban area reduces the likelihood of @xpang inadequate consumption of food.

Finally, Table 3.4 shows probit regressions by subggoilihese results indicate that the
association between child support income and fooetungty is most heavily concentrated
among single-mother families and families whose mothé&Bito 29 years old.

[TABLE 3.4]
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6. Discussion

My analyses suggest that child support income mytbeprevent food insecurity in
Colombia. In contrast, previous evidence for the &nBtates does not show a consistently
significantly negative association between noncuatddther’s financial contributions and the
inadequate consumption of food (Garasky & Stewart, 2B@pomnyaschy & Garfinkel, 2011;
Nepomnyaschy, Miller, Garasky & Nanda, 2014). Althlougy study is not strictly comparable
with research conducted for the United States, onenpiat explanation for these differences is
related to the lack of systematic interaction betwberColombian child support system and the
country’s public assistance scheme. Specifically,absence of welfare-cost-recoupment
policies in Colombia may strengthen the potentiattold support income to prevent food
insecurity among recipients of cash welfare, whichtrhiksly are those at greater risk of this
hardship.

Findings from this study should be interpreted intlighthe following limitations. First,
and foremost, | am unable to estimate the causal effattild support on food insecurity. My
analyses suggest that noncustodial fathers’ finanoratibutions are negatively associated with
food insecurity but | cannot test whether this resuttriven by unobserved differences between
families receiving and not receiving child supportome. Nevertheless, causal analysis was not
the goal of this paper, and future research on this sipuld take advantage of an instrumental
variable or other identification strategies that may hielestimate the causal effect of child
support on food insecurity.

A second limitation of the study is that | am relyimg household-level reports of food
insecurity. If we believe that households with muéifamilies pool resources, this is probably a

minor issue as one can assume that decisions orsémoality would affect all families in the
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household equally. It is also important to note thrdy 16% of custodial-mother families in the
sample live in a multi-family household and all muadtiiate analyses include a dichotomous
measure of this status to try to address this issue.

A third type of limitation has to do with the measussof key constructs. The measure
of child support received covers only the previous imoand if child support is irregular, a one-
month window may not be an accurate representafitmedypical pattern. Unfortunately, the
QLS does not include any questions about the reigutsf support. Also, | include only one
proxy of mother’s ability to avoid food insecurity (e.ggelf-reported health status). Other aspects
such as mother’s cognitive ability and mother’s impatgihave been found to be associated
with food insecurity experiences in developed countii@sthe United States.

Despite these limitations, this study provides apantant first look at the food insecurity
experiences of custodial-mother families in Colombia @@ role that child support may play in
avoiding these events. Findings suggest that noodias fathers’ financial contributions help
custodial-mother families to escape food insecurityis country. Those receiving child support
are less likely to face episodes of food scarcity or Buagd this association is particularly
important for single-mother families and families whosehars are 18 to 29 years old. Because
food security is such an important factor for human dereént, these results suggest that child
support may play a key role in family well-being begdhe obvious, mechanical increase of
total family income. Of course mother’s earnings are laddping these families to avoid food
insecurity, but there is no statistical difference betwthe marginal effects of child support
income and earnings on food insecurity, suggestiagktbth custodial mother’s earnings and

noncustodial father’s financial contributions are insteatal in preventing these events.



53

This study suggests that policies that increase chipport receipt in less-developed
countries like Colombia are likely to decrease foo@dusity among custodial-mother families.
Policy-makers might consider any child support poliaiesse in developed countries that have
been found to be associated with increase receigetd shey might be applicable to developing
countries. These results also highlight the needdbalmoration between government agencies
in charge of nutritional programs and the health castegy and the child support scheme.

Finally, this study also has implications for futuree@sh. The association between food
insecurity and child support needs to be further explaidudata that provide information on
the type (formal vs. informal; cash vs. in-kind) and ragty of support, and that use
longitudinal data, instrumental variables or othentdieation strategies. These types of
analyses will allow us to have more certainty in dateing policy recommendations. Research
on the relationship between child support and othexsomres of material hardship, including
unmet medical need or housing problems due to lagkcoime, also need to be studied. Some
exploratory analyses with the 2008 QLS show that b8%ustodial-mother families live near a
sewer or garbage dump, which may be an indicationh&rahaterial hardships such as
inadequate or substandard housing. UnfortunatelyQtt# does not include good measures of

these constructs. Other material hardship experienegstade examined with different data.
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Tables

Table 3.1. Frequency of food insecurity among custedather families in Colombia.

Unweighted.
Full Received Do Not
Sample CS Received
CS
Overall food insecurity 0.573 0.511 0.593 *kk
Food secure 0.427 0.489 0.407 ork
Low food insecurity 0.273 0.265 0.276
Moderate food insecurity 0.162 0.136 0.170 *
Severe food insecurity 0.133 0.104 0.143 *x
Observations 3,359 839 2,520
Source: Author’s calculations based on 2008 QLSNBAColombia.

Notes: Proportions presented. Statistical signiieaof bivariate tests for differences between

58

those families receiving child support and thosaifi@s not receiving these transfers: * p < 0.05,
**p <0.01, **p<0.001.
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Table 3.2. Regressions on overall food insecurity. Prabdel results. Income variables as

dichotomous measures.

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
Received child support -0.081 -0.086™ -0.040
(0.019) (0.019) (0.019)
Received earnings -0.082 0.031
(0.018) (0.029)
Received other transfers -0.000 -0.000
(0.000) (0.000)
Received government transfers 0.227 0.137"
(0.017) (0.017)
Young child contact with noncustodial father B0
(0.023)
Custodial mother is 30 to 40 years old -0:051
(0.020)
Custodial mother is more than 40 years old -0.018
(0.021)
Custodial mother did not complete high school 0072
(0.026)
Custodial mother completed high school 0117
(0.029)
Custodial mother is working -0.086
(0.026)
Custodial mother is in good health -0.156
(0.017)
Single-parent family 0.091
(0.025)
Two children 0.053
(0.019)
Three children 0.151"
(0.023)
Family lives in a multi-family household 0.037
(0.022)
Economic loss between 2004 and 2008 0:176
(0.018)
Family lives in urban area -0.068
(0.017)
Total Observations 3,359 3,359 3,359

Source: Author’s calculations based on 2008 QLSNBAColombia.

Notes: Marginal effects (and standard errors) preske Statistical significance: * p < 0.05, ** p0<01,

***p < 0.001.
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Table 3.3. Regressions on overall food insecurity. Prabdel results. Income variables as

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
Log (Child support income) -0.151 -0.150" -0.090"
(0.022) (0.021) (0.021)
Log (earnings) -0.167" -0.142"
(0.010) (0.015)
Log (other income) -0.061 -0.060
(0.025) (0.025)
Log (government transfers) 0.568 0.318"
(0.080) (0.077)
Young child contact with noncustodial father a0
(0.022)
Custodial mother is 30 to 40 years old -0.031
(0.020)
Custodial mother is more than 40 years old 0.003
(0.021)
Custodial mother did not complete high school 3671
(0.027)
Custodial mother completed high school 0.050
(0.030)
Custodial mother is working 0.034
(0.020)
Custodial mother is in good health -0.134
(0.017)
Single-parent family -0.030
(0.025)
Two children 0.058
(0.019)
Three children 0.154"
(0.023)
Family lives in a multi-family household 0.037
(0.021)
Economic loss between 2004 and 2008 0168
(0.018)
Family lives in urban area -0.040
(0.017)
Total Observations 3,359 3,359 3,359

Source: Author’s calculations based on 2008 QLSNEAColombia.

Notes: Marginal effects (and standard errors) presk Statistical significance: * p < 0.05, ** p0<01, ***

p < 0.001.
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Table 3.4. Regressions on overall food insecuitgbit model results: subgroup analyses by family
structure and custodial mother’s age.

Family Structure Custodial Mother’s Age
Single-Mother Repartnered-
Families Mother 18-29 30-40 40+
Families

Log (child support income) -0.090 0.037 -0.159° -0.065  -0.069

(0.022) (0.096) (0.042) (0.034) (0.036)
Proportion of sample 0.78 0.22 0.38 0.35 0.27
Total Observations 2,616 743 1,276 1,174 909

Source: Author’s calculations based on 2008 QLSNBAColombia.
Notes: Marginal effects (and standard errors) priesk Models adjusted for all of covariates in Eabl
(except dichotomous variable of single-parent farfal family structure models, and dummies of mothe

age for age models). Statistical significance:< .05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001.
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CHAPTER 4: CHILD SUPPORT AND CHRONIC MALNUTRITION AMONG YOUNG
CHILDREN IN URBAN COLOMBIA

1. Introduction

Child support, defined as an economic transfer from ausindial parent—usually the
father—to a custodial parent, is associated withelopoverty rates among custodial-mother
families (that is, families in which there is at lease child whose father is alive but not living
with the child) in a wide range of countries (Bartfe&d@00; Cancian, Meyer, & Park, 2003,
Cuesta & Meyer, 2014; Harkovita, 2011; Meyer & Hu929Nichols-Casebolt, 1986; OECD,
2011). Less is known about the extent to whichigetary transfer has distinct associations
with child well-being, especially in less-developedistries. Child support may have a distinct
relationship with child well-being by increasing intigas to spend family income on children
(Knox, 1996), influencing family dynamics in benefiorays (Argys, Peters, Brooks-Gunn, &
Smith, 1998; Knox, 1996; Nepomnyaschy, MagnusoBegger, 2012) or simply helping to
avoid stigma in the way that cash welfare does (KA996).

Prior research has shown that child support is posjtastociated with some measures
of child well-being, especially schooling completi@raham, Beller, & Hernandez, 1994; Knox
& Bane, 1994), and academic achievement (ArgysrBeBrooks-Gunn, & Smith, 1998; Knox,
1996; Nepomnyaschy, Magnuson, & Berger, 2012; MchanaSeltzer, Hanson, & Thomson,
1994; Tamis-LeMonda & Cabrera, 1999; Yoshikawa, }1986t of other factors also related to
educational outcomes. Yet, the vast majority of thetgdies focuses on the United States and
less is known about these relationships in less-dpeel nations. While significant family
changes worldwide increasingly highlight the impoctof child support research, differences

in policies and other contextual factors make prevgiudies for the United States not
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particularly useful in understanding the likely effeatshild support policy in developing
countries.

Moreover, while there has been some research on thefrotéld support on children’s
educational outcomes, the association of this mopétansfer with other dimensions of child
well-being such as nutritional status has not beenwvestigated. Because healthy growth is a
key predictor of well-being in adulthood (Hoddinott £t 2008; Strauss & Thomas, 1998;
World Health Organization, 1997) that is partiallyetetined by income (World Health
Organization, 1986; Smith & Haddad, 2000), studyhmgassociation of child support with
nutritional status can provide a better understandirnigeopotential benefits of noncustodial
fathers’ monetary contributions to their children’s curamd long-term well-being. This is
particularly important in the context of less-developedntries, where child malnutrition
remains high and disproportionally affects children sadivantaged families.

The purpose of this study is to improve our current kedgé by examining the role of
child support in the nutritional status of young cteldin urban Colombia. Although Colombia
has seen a significant decline in child malnutrittmer the last two decades, the percentage of
children affected by this phenomenon, and espeatalignic malnutrition (also known in the
literature astuntingor shortnesy remains high. Malnutrition indicators as defined ly World
Health Organization and widely used across counshesv that, in 2010, of all Colombian
children aged 0 to 5, 13.2% were experiencing chrovamutrition and 30.2% were at risk of
growth retardation (ICBF, 2011). The same analysessiiew that, in Colombia, chronic
malnutrition disproportionally affects indigenous chill(@9.5%), children living in poverty
(27.3%), and children whose mother has less than askigbol education (49.8%) (ICBF,

2011).
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Colombia is also one of the countries in Latin Ametita has experienced the most
significant family changes (Esteve, Lesthaeghe, §dz5Gay 2012), especially among families
with children. Between 1997 and 2008, a relativélgrsperiod, the percentage of two-parent
families decreased by nine percentage points (from ©839%) while the proportion of
custodial-mother families increased by eight percenpaggs (from 28% to 36%) (Cuesta &
Meyer, 2014). These dramatic family changes along thighprevalence of child malnutrition
and very little extant research on concomitant céuldport issues make Colombia an interesting
case study for developing countries. Colombia alsaHasgitudinal study that enables the
systematic identification of custodial-parent famikesl includes key variables to conduct this
analysis (i.e., characteristics of families and childadndren’s anthropometric measures; and
child support receipt).

Specific aims of this study are: (1) to calculate thgprtion of children in custodial-
mother families who are experiencing chronic malnainitand different levels of this type of
child malnutrition; (2) to estimate the associatiomeafeipt of any child support with chronic
malnutrition; and (3) to examine the potential caes@cts of child support on chronic
malnutrition. Data for these analyses come from the@bian Longitudinal Survey of Wealth,
Income, Labor and Land (ELCA for the Spanish acronymgaBse previous research for
Colombia shows that poverty reduces the likelihoodasing good nutritional status
(Profamilia, 2011), and that child support receipt soagted with lower levels of food
insecurity (Cuesta, 2014), | hypothesize that chilojp®rt may help to break the link between
pre-child support income poverty and child malnutrititngt is, children aged 0 to 5 who are
eligible for child support and do receive this monetaapsfer are less likely to experience

chronic malnutrition.
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The remainder of this paper proceeds as follows. Se2tawscribes the Colombian child
support system. Section 3 discusses the theoreppabach to the analysis of the association
between child support and child malnutrition and firgdi from prior related research. Section 4
presents data, sample, methods, and measures,ciuoth $edescribes results. In section 6 |
discuss findings, limitations, and conclusions ofshely as well as directions for further
research.

2. The Colombian Child Support System

Colombia has a child support system (CSS) that ingallveee main actors: the judicial
system, a government agency called the Nationatutesiof Family Well-Being (NIFW), and
local governments. These actors intervene in differeciimstances and sometimes cooperate to
get child support arrangements in place. When pagattdivorced, child support arrangements
are made through legal divorce proceedings. If theren@anarital birth or unmarried parents
separate, the CSS intervention depends entirely ocugtedial parent’s initiative to pursue a
child support order. However, parents can make a pragreement that—at least in theory—is
enforceable by the CSS. If there is no private agreerttentustodial parent may either sue the
noncustodial parent or request support from the NIFW.

Four major tasks describe the Colombian CSS’s operdtipmequest for intervention,
(2) order establishment and revision, (3) collection asttidution of payments, and (4)
enforcement (Cuesta & Meyer, 2012). The request for iméioreshould be initiated by the
custodial parent at a local NIFW agency or familyrtolihe CSS begins the process of locating
the absent parent and, if needed, paternity is esitalol. Overall, the process through the NIFW

is meant to be free of cost for parents as well as thsssarial than the judicial procedure.
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On order establishment and revision, the CSS promatres{s’ agreement on the
amount and type of support. If parents agree, the atrand characteristics of support (e.g.,
type, regularity, etc.) become enforceable by the T§frents disagree, the NIFW officer is
authorized to set up an administrative order (as ifatindy judge if the custodial parent goes to
court). The Colombian child support system does ne¢ igaiidelines for the amount of support
except that it cannot be higher than 50 % of the astodlial parent’s monthly wage. As a result,
the NIFW staff and family judges have a lot of disanetivhen establishing child support orders.
The noncustodial parent’s payments can be requirée imade in cash, in-kind, or a
combination of both.

The third task, collection and distribution of paynsertepends mainly on the parents
and no intervention of a public agency is expectedg®Withholding may occur if the custodial
parent sues the noncustodial parent and the famitejd@termines that such procedure should
be granted. In this case, the employer forwards paynethe judicial system and the judicial
system issues a check that the custodial parergvesrat the court office. The fourth task,
enforcement, occurs only if the custodial parent suesdmcustodial parent. The system itself
does not initiate any action against the noncuatqaiirent unless it is requested by the custodial
parent. Penalties for noncompliance include prisoresert and loss of parental rights.

Like some schemes in developed countries, the Caomdhild support system provides
services to custodial parents and enforces penaltie@fmompliance with child support orders.
The Colombian system also encourages private agresaeang parents, which is an
important part of recent reforms in countries like theteéthKingdom and Australia (Cuesta &
Meyer, 2014). Some key characteristics of schemes ielalged countries that are not present in

the Colombian system include standardization of prae=isuch as wage withholding and
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monitoring of payments. Many developed countries hisce large-scale enforcement programs,
while Colombia relies mostly on custodial parentrexyeand self-advocacy. It is also worth
noting that the child support system receives ledisyattention in Colombia than in many
developed countries.
3. Literature Review
3.1.Theoretical Approach

Child malnutrition in developing countries. Both lmgical and socioeconomic factors
determine child nutritional status (World Health Orgarion, 1986; Smith & Haddad, 2000). In
order to discuss the different paths in which chilgdpsut may be associated with child
malnutrition, | used the framework of Smith and Had{@00) to explain this phenomenon in
developing countries. Under this perspective, ther¢haee set of factors that may affect child
malnutrition: basic determinants, underlying determisgand immediate determinants. Basic
determinants include all potential resources availabiecountry or community and political
and socioeconomic factors that influence the way irclvthese resources are used. Underlying
determinants happen at the household level anddacalkesources for food security (e.g., food
production, household income, cash transfers, in-kenasfers), resources for adequate care for
children and mothers (e.g., mother’s control of resournestal and physical status, knowledge
and beliefs), and a proper health environment (e.gquate sanitation, health care availability).
Finally, immediate determinants, which occur atchgd level, include dietary intake and health
status (Smith & Haddad, 2000).

Child malnutrition and child supporthe theoretical perspective proposed by Smith and
Haddad suggests that child support may influencel chdlnutrition through different avenues.

First, a noncustodial father's monetary transfers mayigecadditional resources that can
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improve a household’s access to food security andlthgemvironment. While Smith and
Haddad’s approach does not propose a distinct assocadtchild malnutrition and child
support, other theoretical perspectives suggest tisatelationship may be different from the
association of child malnutrition with other incomeuszes; therefore, even controlling for total
income, receipt of child support may be associated @htld malnutrition. Specifically, child
support may facilitate accountability on how resou@sspent, which ultimately may increase
custodial mothers’ incentives to use noncustodidleiat transfers on child-rearing expenses
(Del Boca & Flinn, 1994; Garasky & Stewart, 2007; Neypgaschy & Garfinkel, 2011;
Nepomnyaschy, Miller, Garasky & Nanda, 2014), and nspeifically, on food and child
health care purchases. This mechanism may be yarticrelevant if the noncustodial father
keeps contact with his children and sees their licigditions and overall well-being, a process
that is also known in the literature m®nitoring(Seltzer, 1994).

A second avenue by which child support may affedtaiialnutrition is through
influencing adequate care for children. Smith and tddd@000) propose that these practices are
determined by the caregiver’s control of economic ressyegonomy in decision making,
mental and physical status, and knowledge andfbelence, a noncustodial father’'s monetary
transfers may be associated with child malnutritiomnifiyencing family dynamics differently
than other income sources and ultimately affectingattexjuate care for children. This process
may occur through different mechanisms. For instard&g support may either exacerbate or
alleviate conflict between parents. When noncustddtaker payments are the result of an
adversarial process, child support may increase coh#itsteen parents (McLanahan et al.,
1994), which in turn may affect custodial mother’'s mehtalth and ability to provide adequate

care for her children. Conversely, child support paymesatg decrease parental conflict and
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enhance both parents’ effectiveness as parents (KA88%8)1Another mechanism through which
child support may affect adequate care for childrehrisugh a noncustodial father’'s own
resources for care (e.g., knowledge, beliefs, controlsobWwin economic resources). More
specifically, child support may influence a custodmther’s facilitation of father’s involvement
with his children, also known in the literaturegegekeepingDe Luccie, 1995), especially when
the child is young (Carlson, McLanahan & Brooks-Guri)&).
3.2.Empirical Evidence

To the best of my knowledge, there is no empiriaadgthat has examined the
association between child support and child malnairiin Colombia or any other developing
country. Yet, research on the role of child suppo@ahombia as well as related literature on the
effects of conditional cash transfers on child malnutripoovide some insights on the expected
association between child support and child malnaoirit

In Colombia, child support is a very important sousEecome for the custodial-mother
families living in poverty who receive it. In 2008,%2f the total income of these families came
from noncustodial fathers’ monetary transfers (Cuesta &avle3014). This research also shows
that child support reduces income poverty among cigtotbther families, especially among
those who receive this transfer. In 2008, 9% of alladiat mother families and 32% of those
receiving child support were brought out of poverty mpacustodial father's monetary
contributions (Cuesta & Meyer, 2014). If child malnutnitidisproportionally affects families
living in poverty and child support is an importantisse of income for custodial-mother
families living in poverty, child support may helpgoevent child malnutrition by providing

resources for food security. Recent evidence suppostiyipiothesis: an increase in child
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support income is associated with a decline in bance of experiencing food insecurity, net of
other income sources and factors associated with thisrial hardship (Cuesta, 2014).

Yet, this literature also shows that child supportiggda Colombia is not particularly
common (28% of custodial-mother families received suppd008) and amounts received are
relatively small (averaging $36 per month). This resealsh suggests that disadvantaged
families are less likely to receive noncustodial fath@enetary contributions than more
advantaged custodial mothers. Families in whiclctisgodial mother is remarried, separated, or
divorced are more likely to receive child support thase whose mother has not been married;
those families in which the custodial mother has éigiducation are also more likely to receive
child support than those in which the mother has bajtool education or less (Cuesta & Meyer,
2012). If receipt rates are relatively low and tho$®weceive this transfer are the least
disadvantaged, the potential benefits of child supporthild nutritional status may be limited
because those who are more likely to experience nrdiantare the least likely to receive child
support.

Other cash transfers that aim at improving child weih@penay also influence chronic
malnutrition and should be considered in these aealySpecifically, custodial-mother families
living in poverty are eligible for the conditional ¢tesansfers (CCTs) program, which includes a
subsidy for families who have children under 5 yearscoltitioned on utilization of health care
services (e.g., vaccination, periodic medical check-uhile there is no published research
that looks at the interaction of child support and G@Tchild malnutrition, quasi-experimental
analyses suggests that CCT alone reduced the pridpabibeing chronically malnourished by
0.069; this effect is only observed among childrenWwedd months of age (Attanasio et al.,

2005).
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Finally, very little is known about other mechanisimsvhich a noncustodial father’s
contributions affect child malnutrition. For exampleild¢isupport payments might exacerbate
conflict between parents, or, because the Colomthdd support system discourages
adversarial processes, might lessen conflict. Thesbanexns should be further investigated
along with the interaction of child support and cdiodial cash transfers.

3.3.Contributions of This Study

This study is the first of which | am aware to exantime association between child
support and child malnutrition in a developing counlt provides an important pioneering look
at the prevalence of chronic malnutrition among childnecustodial-mother families and the
potential role that child support may play in preuwegthis issue. Findings from this study
extend our current understanding of the role of chilgettpon child well-being in developing
countries. These analyses also have implicationgdiicy as these results may highlight the
importance of integrating the child support systern the social safety net of developing
countries like Colombia. The next section describesmethodological approach.

4. Data, Sample, Measures, and Methods
4.1.Data

| use the Colombian Longitudinal Survey of Wealtltdme, Labor and Land (ELCA for
the Spanish acronym). ELCA was launched in 2010 andéholds will be followed for at least
10 years and interviewed every three years regardpertssuch as employment, income,
property ownership, education, health, and family casitjpm. ELCA provides anthropometric
measures (height and weight) of children under 5 yedrsTole first wave was collected in the
spring of 2010, and the second wave was collectétkiispring of 2013. The ELCA sample is

probabilistic, stratified, and comprises 10,800 houkksh®,000 in urban areas and 4,800 in
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rural areas). It is representative of the national smaonomic strata one through four (the
highest socioeconomic strata in Colombia is six, lamaseholds in strata five and six were not
included in the sampling frame for the surewnd all five geographical areas of Colombia. The
response rate of the first wave was 9M6=(5,446) in the urban areas and 98%s(4,718) in
the rural areas. In the second wave, the responseaat84% K = 4,430) in urban areas and
97% (N = 4,581) in rural areas.
4.2.Sample

Although the ELCA has respondents throughout Colombreclude only those in urban
areas in order to have a more focused analysis. Thentsample is drawn from wave 2 in
order to understand the most recent association betwhéensupport and child malnutritich.
The ELCA has data for each child on whether the fathemaother are in the household, who
they are, and, if they are not in the household, ndrehey are alive. | used the responses to
these questions to create families within househartdisto determine whether any family was a
custodial-parent family. This procedure provides a sarapB,833 families with minor children
(< 18 years old). Because the focus of this study isustodial-mother families, | eliminated
two-parent families (1,905); single-father families (3&partnered-father families (65);
‘blended’ families (9, those in which both the mothed ¢he father are custodial parents); and
families in which the absent parent of all childrenhie family was dead (134). After these
exclusions, my final sample of custodial-mother farmiligcluded 1,624 cases, 1,265 of which

are single-mother families (an unpartnered mother andhildren), and 359 of which are

" The vast majority of households in Colombia belantrata 1 through 4. According to the
Quality of Life Survey, 97% of households were in stéathrough 4 in 2003 (Alzate, 2006).

8 Future work may use both waves of data, exploitiegdngitudinal design and providing the
possibility of fixed-effects analysis.
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repartnered-mother families (a mother, a mother’s spoardegy, and at least one child who is
the mother’s child but not the spouse’s/partner’s cliB&cause my unit of analysis is the child
and the outcome that | use to examine nutritiorslstis only relevant for children aged 0 to 5
years old who are eligible for child support (i.e., cteldwho have a noncustodial father), my
final analytic sample has 499 childr£t443 who live in single-mother families and 56 wheliv
in repartnered-mother families.

4.3.Measures

Chronic malnutrition. This phenomenon (also knowstastingor shortnesyinvolves

slowing in skeletal growth and is frequently associat@éh poor overall economic conditions,
chronic or repeated infections, as well as inadequattéent intake (World Health Organization,
1986). Anthropometry is widely accepted as as thet nseful approach for measuring
children’s nutritional status (World Health Organizati@886), hence, | calculate four different
measures of chronic malnutrition using height-for-ageazestc These standardized measures are
based on standard cut-off points that classify childre status (Colombian Ministry of Social
Protection, 2010; World Health Organization, 2006 pl&al.1 presents my approach: | first
differentiate those with any chronic malnutrition, ahdrt show frequencies by severity, that is,
the number with low, moderate, or severe chronic matmrtriln multivariate analyses |
combine categories into one dichotomous measureaibeaay chronic malnutrition can have

serious consequences on child well-being (ICBF, 20drld Health Organization, 2006).

® Custodial-father families are excluded from these aealpecause their prevalence is very low
and the vast majority of them do not receive childpsupin Colombia (Cuesta & Meyer, 2014).
10 There are 633 children ages 0 to 5 years old in mydemaple of custodial-mother families. |
exclude five cases that do not have anthropometricunea because the mother refused to have
her children’s weight and height collected. | alsolede 129 children who were living with

both of their parents, even though they were living custodial-mother family (i.e., there was
another child in the family who lived with their methand not their father).
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[TABLE 4.1]

Child support. | use a dichotomous measure of chighstt. The dichotomous variable
indicates whether the family was living in a houddtibat receieved any child support during
the year before the survéyThis amount includes both in-kind and cash supmowell as
formal (with a legal order) and informal (without a legalerjcchild support.

Income. | use a continuous measure of total househotane, which includes: earnings,
pensions, rental income, dividends, income suppod.ather income (including child support).
This information was reported for a typical month. In otdecreate an annual measure of
household income, which is needed to be consigtightthe child support dichotomous measure,
| multiply the household monthly income by 12. Inltivariate analyses this amount is
converted to purchasing power parities (PPP) U.S. dqkaxs2 International Monetary Fund’s
Implied PPP exchange rate: 1,351 Colombian peso¥S1dollar) and included as the
logarithm of this amount.

Control variables. Multivariate analyses include factbed may be associated with child
malnutrition as discussed in section 2 and are abfailin ELCA. A proxy of sociocultural
environment and political and economic structure maasured with area of residence using
indicator variables for Atlantic zone (reference categdggit zone, Central zone, Pacific zone,
and Bogoté (capital of Colombia). Underlying factors eaab resources for food security were
measured with household income (as described abowe)nditator variable for whether the

child lives in a household that received conditiacesh transfers the year prior to the survey (1

1 The precise question is: during the last 12 moriths,someone in this household RECEIVED
monetary aids or aids in kind from any of the followswurces? a. relatives or friends who live
in Colombia, b. relatives or friends who live abroad;hild support, d. international agencies
(e.g., PMA, UNICEF), e. NGO'’s, f. church or other religimuganizations, and g. other people
or institutions that have not been mentioned above.
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= yes), and one indicator variable for whether the ghaldicipates in any nursery program (1 =
yes). Resources for care were measured with mother’s @mtuaatng indicator variables for
less than high school education (reference cateduigh,school education, more than high
school education, and missing; mother’s age usinganar variables for 18 to 29 years old
(reference category), 30 to 40 years old, and 41 or yeaes old; number of child’s siblings
using indicator variables for none, one, and two or ni@ference category); and whether the
child is living in a repartnered-mother family (1 = yesg¢sBurces for health services were
measured using a dichotomous measure of whether tldehelai regular check-ups the year
before the survey (1 = yes). Imnmediate factors assoamtacthild malnutrition were measured
using different characteristics of the child, includargindicator of whether the child is a male
(1 = yes); indicator variables for whether the child ack| white, mixed ethnicity, or other
ethnicity (reference category); one indicator varialbletvether the child had low birth weight (1
= yes); and one indicator variable of whether the chdd breastfed (1 = yes). Two additional
measures were included to potentially capture otheuress for care. Noncustodial father’s
education including indicators for less than high stiieference category), high school, more
than high school, unknown, and missing; and nomwcligt father’s employer including
indicators for private employer (reference category), gowemnt, self-employment, day laborer,
and unknown.
4.4 Methods

| first conduct descriptive analyses to calculatepitugortion of children in custodial-
mother families who are experiencing chronic malnutriad different levels of this
phenomenon (specific aim 1). | then use a series ofmedpiessions to estimate the association

between child support and any chronic malnutrition¢gfmeaim 2). Because the key



76

independent variable is any child support receiphéathan the amount§,and because |
include the amount of child support received in totebme, this is a test of whether child
support has a different relationship to malnutritioartiother sources of incom&Put another
way, | am testing whether child support is associatild child malnutrition, holding income
constant?

In these analyses | use the strategy of adding dsrgrogressively. The first model is a
regression of any chronic malnutrition at the time ofghevey on any child support receipt
during the year before the survey. This analysis sas¢ise baseline for other regressions. The
second model adds factors associated with chilcimiadion discussed in section 2 and available
in ELCA. The purpose of this analysis is to examimether the association between child
support and chronic malnutrition remains after other ptediof child malnutrition are
included. The third model adds resources for care fromdheustodial father’s perspective.
The intent of this model is to see whether the aasioai of child support and chronic
malnutrition changes when the noncustodial father'saiilon and employment are included.
These characteristics may be a proxy for the noncustiadiieer’'s ability to see his children’s
living conditions (e.g., availability and schedulexibility; knowledge and beliefs) and ability to
monitor expenditures as discussed in the literaturewevBecause the unit of analysis is a child,
and some custodial-mother families have more than litetio the sample, standard errors are

clustered by family in order to address the non-inddpace of some observations and potential

121n this chapter | focus on receiving any child suppioitire work will explore the amount.

13 Alternative approaches could also be used that woondider more explicitly the amount of
child support; these are left for future research.

%1n the future | will explore whether child support asgations are broader, considering its
relationship with income as well as being a typeémobme.
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heteroskedasticity that may arise because unobserghatacteristics may be correlated at that
level.

Finally, in order to examine potential causal effeftshild support on chronic
malnutrition (specific aim 3), | use two complementargpensity score matching (PSM)
approaches. For both of these approaches, the firsissiepstimate the propensity to receive
the treatment (i.e., child support receipt). These prsipescores come from a probit model in
which the dichotomous measure of child support is regeesn any control variable that is
predictive of child support receipt and related to clwonalnutrition. Because the ultimate
purpose of these estimations is to provide the maoapeaoable sample of children, models that
include anything that may be confounded with the ééchild support on chronic malnutrition
are generally preferred to models that rely on a ssealbf covariates (Gibson-Davis & Foster,
2006; Heckman, Ichimura & Todd, 1997; Heckman, ralnia & Todd, 1998). Yet, models that
include a larger set of covariates may make it morecditfto obtain the area of overlap
between the propensity scores (known in this literaasrdnecommon support arggBlack &
Smith, 2004; Smith & Todd, 2005), which is precisilg main advantage of PSM over standard
regression analyses. In order to address these trade-@dfgjuct two estimations, one with a
small set of covariates, and one with a longer set.shhall set of covariates includes
characteristics associated with child support recaifalombia (household’s income; custodial
mother’s age, education, and marital status [Cuedtieger, 2012])*° and characteristics of the
child (sex, ethnicity, number of siblings, low birthiglet, participation in nursery programs,

breastfed); and the family (participation in conditibcesh transfer programs, zone of residency)

15 Future research may incorporate additional variabkscthuld be related to child support
receipt. For example, child support may be less likdlye custodial mother has had a child with
a new partner.
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that may be potential confounders of the associattwéen child support and child chronic
malnutrition. The estimation with the longer set oftols include all of these covariates as well
as noncustodial father’s characteristics that may beceged with both child support receipt and
child chronic malnutrition (i.e., noncustodial fatherthieation and type of employment).

In the first PSM approach, | use the propensity scdsesireed with the longer set of
predictors to create a one-to-one matched sample dfehi(i.e., a child who did not receive
child support can only be matched with one child witbreceive child support). | use the
propensity scores from the longer set of predictors bedhey provide the most comparable
cases. | then use this matched sample to re-estpnaidé models as described above. The main
advantage of this approach is that analyses for atsobskildren who are more similar in their
observed characteristics produce less biased estinfates association between child support
and chronic malnutrition; it also has the advanthge rtesults are easily comparable with
standard probit regressions. The disadvantage of thtegy is that the smaller sample reduces
the precision of the estimates of potential effects.

In order to address this issue, | complement thedgsmsawith a second PSM approach.
| use the propensity scores obtained with small anddr sets of predictors, and different
matching techniques (i.e., nearest-neighbor and kemebtimate the potential causal effect of
child support on child chronic malnutrition. This apgeb allows for several non-treated cases
(children who did not receive child support) to be mattcto a single treated case (children who
did receive child support), resulting in a larger sangbleases and increased precision of my
estimates. Because these different matching technrqaak in those who did and did not
receive support being matched on many characteriatgisyple comparison of the chronic

malnutrition rate of those with and without support pasvide the potential causal effect
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(Rosenbaum & Rubin, 1983; Heckman, Ichimura & Tod@88). Standard errors for this
approach are based on 500 bootstrapped replicatllusstdtion of the area of overlap between
the propensity scores and statistical tests examthm@palance between treated and non-treated
cases are also conducted and discussed.

| use the Leuven and Sianesi (2003) algorithm ava&labEtata 13 to obtain the matched
sample for the first PSM approach and to conduct allyaes for the second PSM approach.

5. Results
5.1.Descriptive Analyses

Table 4.2 presents the frequency of chronic malnutrdaimong children aged 0 to 5 in
custodial-mother families, overall and then separdiglsiny child support receipt. These
analyses show that 39.7% of children in these famaliesexperiencing any chronic malnutrition
at the time that ELCA’s second wave was collectedrigmf 2013). Of all children in my
sample, 27.9% experienced low chronic malnutrition BEh@&% experienced moderate chronic
malnutrition. Children living in households who raee any child support in the year before the
survey were less likely to be chronically malnouristieah those who did not receive any
support. Specifically, children who received child ot were 11.4 percentage points less likely
to experience any chronic malnutrition. While this difece is statistically significant for any
chronic malnutrition and for low or severe chronic malriatn, the association may be driven
by differences in the characteristics of those whoivedeand did not receive child support that
also determine child nutritional status.

[TABLE 4.2]
Table 4.3 presents some characteristics of the samiaeybchronic malnutrition.

Overall, as expected, children with any chronic maition are more disadvantaged than those
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who were not experiencing any level of growth retardasibthe time of the survey. For
example, children with any chronic malnutrition are midely to live in households with lower
incomes, to have mothers with less education, atideavith more siblings. The chronically
malnourished are more likely to be boys than girls. Nwprisingly, malnourished children are
more likely to have had low weight at birth. The cheaily malnourished are more likely to be
older, which may be a reflection of a cumulative psscer it may be that any sign of this
phenomenon is easier to detect at older ages (WodtttH@rganization, 1986; Soysa &
Waterlow, 1981).
[TABLE 4.3]
5.2.Multivariate Analyses

Table 4.4 presents probit regressions on any chronicutngion for the full sample.
These analyses show that child support receipt hagative and statistically significant
association with chronic malnutrition. The marginaketfof any child support receipt is smaller
after adding other variables associated with child otalion (Model 2) and other resources for
care from the noncustodial father (Model 3), but remaiagginally statistically significant (p <
0.10). These estimates suggest that children whefivéom child support transfers are 8
percentage points less likely to experience growthidaten, net of other factors associated
with malnutrition. Other characteristics theoretica#iated with child malnutrition show
expected associations. Children whose mother ilissated are more likely to be chronically
malnourished as are those who have two or more s#hlikg expected, children who had low
birth weight are more likely to experience chronic ra#ition. These analyses also suggest that
infants are less likely to experience chronic malnotithan older children. Because stunting is

a process that may not be evident for some years, tbgsks may reflect the difficulty of
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ascertaining a significant degree of stunting at eaybars rather than higher risk among older
children. Children whose noncustodial father is a dapier are more likely to be chronically
malnourished than those whose father works for a privafdager. Because noncustodial
fathers working as day laborers are likely to have lagsn@my over their work schedule and
the number of hours worked, this finding may suggegstttie process of monitoring is
potentially important for preventing child malnutritidhmay also be that children from these
fathers are relatively more disadvantaged than childterse father works for a private
employer. No association was observed between chitthcc malnutrition and noncustodial
fathers’ education.

[TABLE 4.4]

Altough Table 4.4 shows that child support receissociated with a lowered
likelihood of chronic malnutrition, a concern is thiab$e with and without receipt may be
different in other ways so that they are not really caraple. As described above, | use two
propensity score matching approaches to try to madsethroups balanced. These approaches
use equations that estimate the propensity to reseipport, shown in Appendix Tables A-1
(longer set of controls) and A-3 (small set of controls) uResre generally consistent with
previous research on factors associated with child supgaeipt in Colombia (Cuesta & Meyer,
2012). For instance, mothers who are less educatedsaréely to receive child support than
those who completed more than a high school edutatio

In the first PSM approach | use propensity scores frantahger model to perform a
one-to-one matching technique with no replacementygew Sianesi 2003) and obtain a
matched sample of children. This means | discardidml who did not receive child support that

are not sufficiently comparable to those who did rez@wnoncustodial father’s support.
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Appendix Figure A-1 shows that there is a substadifédrence in the propensity to receive
support between those children who actually recesuggbort and those who did not. Using the
nearest neighbor matching method to eliminate césesdceived child support but who do not
have a match results in a sample of 386 children. AgipeFigure A-2 shows distributions of
propensity scores after the matching and Appendix Taifleshows that the two groups are then
equivalent on all characteristics tested.
[TABLE 4.5]

Table 4.5 presents probit regressions on any chronicutnaion for this matched
sample. In these analyses, the association betalelehsupport and chronic malnutrition
becomes more negative and is now statistically 8agmt at 5%. Children who received child
support transfers in the year prior to the survey are fdeptage points less likely to experience
growth retardation than those who did not (Model 3).eDfhctors such as number of siblings
and child’s low weight at birth and age remain statdly significant. These results suggest that
restricting analyses among children who have a corbfmpeeer in the sample (at least on
observed characteristics) is important to understanextest to which child support is
associated with chronic malnutrition. Probit regressisitis the full sample include children
whose probability of child support receipt is at theemxes of the distribution, which ultimately
means some of these children are not comparablé&é¢osoin the sample. In the end, the
estimated association in probit regressions may lsetidJnfortunately, using the matched
sample reduces the number of cases included in tigsasawhich means the estimates are less
precise. In order to address this issue | complemesethnlyses with another propensity score

matching approach.
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In the second PSM approach | use two matching tqalesito estimate the potential
causal effect of child support on chronic malnutritionsé 10-nearest neighbors matching (i.e.,
comparing a treated case with 10 non-treated caselaba the nearest propensity score to the
treated case) and kernel matching (i.e., comparingatettease with the weighted average score
of all non-treated cases within a certain distanceglai0.06 bandwith as suggested by Black &
Smith, 2004) with replacement. Both small and long¢s ef controls in the propensity equation
results in matches for the vast majority of cases (4945.tWo matching techniques within each
set of control variables both provide matched samplppéAdix Tables A-4 and A-5 show tests
of balance on observable characteristics).

Table 4.6 presents difference in chronic malnutritioagétetween treated and non-
treated children, using the variety of matched santpkgsresult from nearest-neighbor and
kernel matching techniques. This table shows thea#sociation between child support and
chronic malnutrition depends somewhat on model spatifin. Although all estimates yield a
negative estimate, indicating that child supportifgde associated with a decrease in the
likelihood of being chronically malnourished, and thagnitude of the estimates is similar to the
other models, the results are marginally statisticsitipificant for estimates with kernel
matching and not statistically significant with th@nearest neighbor method.

[TABLE 4.6]
6. Discussion

Child support is a potentially important source of meofor custodial-mother families in
Colombia, especially those living in poverty. Priordance suggests that this transfer is
associated with lower poverty rates (Cuesta & Meyet42@nd a lower probability of

experiencing food insecurity (Cuesta, 2014) among digdtonother families. The increase in
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income associated with child support receipt canxdpe&ed to improve aspects of child well-
being that are sensitive to income. But, less issdinabout the extent to which receipt of child
support is associated with child well-being beydscifect as income. This article extends
previous research by examining the association betvemeipt of child support and chronic
malnutrition, a problem that remains high in Colomdnia disproportionately affects children in
disadvantaged families.

| use probit models with extensive controls to estanhis association. Additionally, |
use propensity score matching techniques to explmenpal causal effects of child support on
chronic malnutrition. While this approach cannot besigered a definite test of causality, it has
the advantage of estimating the association betwieemic malnutrition and receipt of child
support for children who are more comparable. My analgtew that children who receive any
child support in the year before anthropometric measuees taken are between 8 and 10
percentage points less likely to experience chroniout@ion at the time of the survey. All of
these estimates except for those that use a 10-neaigkbor matching technique are
statistically significant.

While all methods used in these analyses have &alyes and disadvantages, it is
important to highlight the robustness of the negadssociation between child support and
chronic malnutrition to alternative specifications. Htatistical precision of the probit models is
limited by the lack of common support, which ultimMgteeans that some children who
systematically differ from other children in the sampkeyrbe introducing bias to these
estimates. On the other hand, the smaller samplestbaed for analyses with the matched

sample produce larger standard errors, making the lesstdoestimates much less precise.
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When considering which estimates may provide a bafproximation of the true
association between child support and chronic matrartriit is important to assess the extent of
the selection bias. This is likely to be a key esguColombia as the child support system does
not initiate any action until the custodial paremuests the intervention of the National Institute
of Family Well-being or a family court. This is probleticebecause only those mothers who are
better advocates for their children or simply more mag¢iddo pursue a child support order are
those who are more likely to receive a noncustodibkfad monetary contributions. At the same
time, mothers who are better advocates and more mediae likely to have better access to
more resources for providing adequate care and foodityefmu their children, which ultimately
also affects child nutritional status. It is also imtpat to note that there are multiple parts to
selection (e.g., whether to pursue an order, whetherdan s given, whether any child support
is paid, and whether the custodial parent takesradtibere is less than full payment) and very
little is known about these various steps in Colanibhe inability to control for custodial
mother’s unobserved characteristics that are associdgfetoth child support and chronic
malnutrition is the main limitation of this study.

Another limitation is that | am unable to include malirect measures of father
involvement such as visitation. While noncustofahers’ education and employment are
potentially related to the ability to care for childramrmore direct measure of this construct
might provide a better understanding of the associdttween noncustodial fathers’ resources
for care and child malnutrition. Current analyses sugh@sta noncustodial father’'s education is
not related with chronic malnutrition, which may simpiean that child support is already
capturing this association. The positive associdtietaveen noncustodial father's employment

(day laborer) and chronic malnutrition suggests thaptbeess of monitoring is potentially
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important for preventing child malnutrition. It may alse that children of day laborers are
relatively more disadvantaged than children whoseefattorks for a private employer. Future
research on custodial-mother families in developing t@sshould further investigate the
implications of noncustodial fathers’ involvement forldhwell-being.

A third limitation of this study is that chronic nalmtion could take more than a year to
develop and even if conditions improve dramaticatlyyay not be ameliorated within a year;
thus, measuring child support (and income) only inptt@r year is a limitation.

This study has implications for policy and future egsl. Colombia has made efforts to
expand and improve programs that aim at promotingl etdll-being. In 2011, the conditional
cash transfer program became an entitlement for the gidarailies in the country and is now
serving 2.6 million families in Colombia (aproximat&@@% of all families in the country and
74% of all families living in poverty). More recentlyirsery programs targeted to low-income
families have implemented training programs to imprare @rovision for 1.1 million children.
This study shows that child support has the potetatiasomplement these efforts. While more
research is warranted, findings from this study suggesttiild support may play a key role in
reducing chronic malnutrition of children in custodiabttmer families. Yet the current potential
of child support is limited because child support igcs very low in Colombia. Identifying
strategies to increase collections is instrumentakpanding the positive influence of child
support income, although child support may have difteeéfiects on families not currently
receiving it. Research to understand the specific cosdbat prevent custodial mothers from
seeking child support is warranted.

Future research should also investigate the extemhicch the association between child

support and chronic malnutrition is causal. An extemsif this study could include fixed effects



87

analyses to adjust for unobserved time-invariant charsits of families and children. The
variation in the amount of child support received bstodial-mother families during different
periods could be useful to examine causal effectsefis This type of analysis does not test for
the effect of child support between recipients congbangh nonrecipients but rather whether
there is an association between greater amountsldfstipport and chronic malnutrition.
Another area for future research is the extent to wtiierassociation between child support and
chronic malnutrition varies by type of support (cashirskind) and child support arrangement
(adversarial vs. non-adversarial) as well as the spee#is in which child support and
conditional cash transfer programs interact to serve tmare custodial mother families. These

analyses will provide more certainty in determiningifatpolicy action.
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Tables
Table 4.1. Indicators of chronic malnutrition.

Indicator Z-score Cut-off points
Chronic malnutrition
Any Z-score < -1 SD
Low . Z-score > =-2 SD and Z-score < -1 SD
Height-for-age
Moderate Z-score < -2 SD
Severe Z-score < -3 SD

Source: Colombian Ministry of Social Protection 129 and World Health Organization (2006).
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Table 4.2. Frequency of chronic malnutrition amongdekih aged 0 to 5 in custodial-mother
families by any child support receipt.

Fullsample  Received Did not
any CS receive any
CS

Any chronic malnutrition 0.397 0.328 0.442 *

Low chronic malnutrition 0.279 0.237 0.306 +

Moderate chronic malnutrition 0.118 0.091 0.136

Severe chronic malnutrition 0.026 0.005 0.040 *
Observations 499 198 301

Notes: Proportions presented. Statistical signifieaof bivariate tests for differences betweendhos

children who live in households who received anjdcsupport 12 months before the survey and those
who did not: + p <0.10, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01**p < 0.001.
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Table 4.3. Characteristics of the sample by any chnm@ilnutrition.

Full sample  Any chronic No chronic
malnutrition malnutrition

Child support
Any child support received over last 12 months 0.39 0.328 0.442 *
Child support amount received over last 12 morniths ( 927.798 777.999 1001.007 +
PPP $)
(950.354) (838.918) (995.107)
Basic determinants
Living in Atlantic zone 0.287 0.308 0.272
Living in East zone 0.222 0.192 0.243
Living in Central zone 0.202 0.212 0.196
Living in Pacific zone 0.154 0.141 0.163
Living in Bogota 0.134 0.146 0.126
Underlying deter minants
Household annual income (In PPP $) 10250.074 9684.4 10766.854 +
(7798.471) (6663.544)  (8433.366)
Child participates in nursery program 0.561 0.646 .508 **
Child’s household received CCT over last 12 months 0.433 0.475 0.405
Custodial mother has less than HS education 0.134 .1870 0.100 *x
Custodial mother has HS education 0.517 0.535 0.505
Custodial mother has more than high school edutatio  0.240 0.167 0.289 *x
Custodial mother education is missing 0.108 0.111 10®
Custodial mother is 18-29 years old 0.717 0.727 1D.7
Custodial mother is 30-40 years old 0.244 0.232 5D.2
Custodial mother is 41 or more years old 0.038 .04 0.037
Child has no siblings 0.481 0.404 0.532 *x
Child has one sibling 0.293 0.288 0.296
Child has two or more siblings 0.226 0.308 0.173  * **
Child lives in a repartnered-mother family 0.112 16x. 0.076 *x
Other custodial-mother family in the household @.09 0.111 0.083
Immediate deter minants
Child is male 0.523 0.576 0.488 +
Child is black 0.054 0.061 0.050
Child is white 0.240 0.263 0.226
Child is mixed ethnicity 0.325 0.283 0.352
Child is other ethnicity 0.381 0.394 0.372
Child had low weight at birth 0.086 0.131 0.056 *x
Child had regular check-ups over last 12 months 5D.8 0.879 0.834
Child was breastfed 0.934 0.934 0.934
Child is under 12 months old 0.160 0.066 0.223 *rk
Child is 12 to 35 months old 0.311 0.323 0.302
Child is from 36 to 60 months old 0.529 0.611 0.475 **
Observations 499 198 301

Notes: Means (and standard deviations) or propwstyesented. Statistical significance of bivartasts for
differences between those children experiencingcéingnic malnutrition and those children who do: rop < 0.10,

*p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, ** p < 0.001.



96

Table 4.4. Probit regressions on any chronic malnortritiFull sample results.

Model 2 Model 3

Any CS received over last 12 months -0.077 + -0.076 +
(0.044) (0.045)

Underlying deter minants

Log (Household annual income) -0.015 -0.018
(0.027) (0.028)

Child participates in nursery program 0.053 0.06
(0.052) (0.052)

Child’s household received CCT over last 12 months -0.005 -0.011
(0.047) (0.048)

Custodial mother has HS education -0.094 -0.082
(0.074) (0.076)

Custodial mother has more than HS education .17 * -0.167 +
(0.086) (0.088)

Custodial mother is 30-40 years old -0.079 -0.09 +
(0.051) (0.051)

Custodial mother is 41 or more years old -0.070 -0.070
(0.103) (0.107)

Child has no siblings -0.134 * -0.140 *
(0.063) (0.064)

Child has one sibling -0.084 -0.088
(0.065) (0.066)

Child lives in a repartnered-mother family 0.116 0.098
(0.078) (0.080)

Other custodial-mother family in HH 0.124 + 0.113
(0.074) (0.076)

Immediate determinants

Child is male 0.056 0.061
(0.043) (0.043)

Child is black 0.023 0.014
(0.098) (0.098)

Child is white 0.029 0.028
(0.059) (0.059)

Child is mixed ethnicity -0.063 -0.069
(0.050) (0.051)

Child had low weight at birth 0.236 *x 0.245 *x
(0.075) (0.075)

Child had regular check-ups over last 12 months .09® 0.098
(0.061) (0.061)

Child was breastfed 0.022 0.025
(0.083) (0.083)

Child is under 12 months old -0.268 Fhx -0.268 ok
(0.072) (0.074)

Child is 12 to 35 months old -0.018 -0.015
(0.049) (0.049)

Other resourcesfor care
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Noncustodial father's education is HS -0.016
(0.053)
Noncustodial father’s education is more than HS 0.043
(0.072)
Noncustodial father's education is unknown 08.0
(0.065)
Noncustodial father works for the government 01a.
(0.079)
Noncustodial father is self-employed 0.050
(0.055)
Noncustodial father is a day laborer 0.181
(0.098)
Noncustodial father employment is unknown 0.045
(0.064)
Total Observations 499 499 499

Notes: Marginal effects (and standard errors) priesk These analyses also control for residentss and whether
parents’ education was missing. Statistical sigaifce: + p<0.10, * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001.
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Table 4.5. Probit regressions on any chronic malnotritMatched sample results.

Model 2 Model 3
Any CS received over last 12 months *0.101 * -0.105 *
(0.045) (0.045)
Underlying deter minants
Log (Household annual income) -0.000 -0.009
(0.032) (0.033)
Child participates in nursery program 0.061 0.07
(0.063) (0.063)
Child’s household received CCT over last 12months -0.019 -0.022
(0.053) (0.053)
Custodial mother has HS education -0.030 -0.013
(0.078) (0.079)
Custodial mother has more than HS education 70.09 -0.090
(0.092) (0.093)
Custodial mother is 30-40 years old -0.094 0.1 *
(0.056) (0.055)
Custodial mother is 41 or more years old 0.040 .040
(0.108) (0.112)
Child has no siblings -0.207 *x -0.211  **
(0.064) (0.066)
Child has one sibling -0.161 * -0.161
(0.068) (0.069)
Child lives in a repartnered-mother family 0.206 * 0.183 +
(0.098) (0.101)
Other custodial-mother family in the HH 0.135 + An
(0.078) (0.083)
Immediate deter minants
Child is a male 0.072 0.079 +
(0.047) (0.047)
Child is black -0.014 -0.061
(0.105) (0.104)
Child is white 0.014 0.007
(0.063) (0.063)
Child is mixed ethnicity -0.094 + -0.108
(0.057) (0.057)
Child had low weight at birth 0.328 e 0.341
(0.075) (0.075)
Child had regular check-ups over last 12 months 123 * 0.126 *
(0.062) (0.062)
Child was breastfed -0.014 -0.006
(0.098) (0.095)
Child is under 12 months old -0.217 * -0.211
(0.081) (0.081)
Child is 12-35 months old -0.058 -0.053
(0.058) (0.058)

Other resourcesfor care
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Noncustodial father's education is HS -0.031
(0.059)
Noncustodial father’s education is more than HS 0.078
(0.078)
Noncustodial father’s education is unknown 8.01
(0.073)
Noncustodial father works for the government 016.
(0.081)
Noncustodial father is self-employed 0.041
(0.058)
Noncustodial father is a day laborer 0.193
(0.100)
Noncustodial father employment is unknown 0.092
(0.081)
Total Observations 386 386 386

Notes: Marginal effects (and standard errors) presk These analyses also control for residentgs and whether
parents’ education was missing. Statistical sigaifce: + p<0.10, * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001.
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Table 4.6. Difference in any chronic malnutrition bytaméng estimators.

Difference SE On support Off
support

Small set of controls
10-nearest neighbors  -0.078 0.0538 494 5
Kernel -0.090 + 0.0482 494 5

Large set of controls
10-nearest neighbors  -0.093 0.0578 494 5
Kernel -0.085 + 0.0508 494 5

Notes: Treatment is received any child suppoth@12 months prior to the survey. The standararemare
bootstrapped 500 times. Statistical significancp:<0.10, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, ** p < 0.001.
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Appendices

Table A-1. Probit regression: Predicted likelihood of anyd support receipt during 12 months
prior to the survey. Large set of controls.

Coefficient Std.err. P>z

Log (Household annual income) 0.07 0.08 0.42
Child participates in nursery program 0.24 0.16 40.1
Child’s household received CCT over last 12 months 0.09 0.14 0.51
Custodial mother has HS education 0.20 0.22 0.35
Custodial mother has more than HS education 024 250. 0.35
Custodial mother is 30-40 years old 0.32 0.15 0.04
Custodial mother is 41 or more years old 0.43 0.320.19
Child has no siblings -0.19 0.18 0.30
Child has one sibling -0.29 0.19 0.12
Child lives in a repartnered-mother family -0.59 0.24 0.02
Other custodial-mother family in HH 0.42 0.22 0.05
Child is male -0.25 0.13 0.05
Child is black 0.78 0.30 0.01
Child is white 0.25 0.17 0.13
Child is mixed ethnicity 0.30 0.15 0.05
Child had low weight at birth -0.16 0.22 0.49
Child had regular check-ups over last 12 months 37-0. 0.18 0.04
Child was breastfed -0.02 0.26 0.95
Child is under 12 months old 0.12 0.22 0.58
Child is 12 to 35 months old -0.02 0.16 0.91
Noncustodial father’s education is HS -0.08 0.16 600.
Noncustodial father’s education is more than HS 90.0 0.20 0.66
Noncustodial father’'s education is unknown -0.20 200. 0.32
Noncustodial father works for the government 0.27 230  0.24
Noncustodial father is self-employed -0.08 0.16 610.
Noncustodial father is a day laborer -0.12 0.29 806
Noncustodial father employment is unknown -0.59 00.2 0.00

Constant -0.72 0.81 0.37
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Figure A-1. Common support area before one-to-one mat¢Nirgd99)
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Table A-2. Tests of balance on observed covariatest®oae matched sample.

Mean t-test
Variables Treated Control t P>t
Log (Household annual income) 8.99 9.04 -0.62 0.53
Child participates in nursery program 0.60 0.57 20.6 0.54
Child’s household received CCT over last 12 months 0.44 0.46 -0.31 0.76
Custodial mother has HS education 0.49 0.49 0.10 0.92
Custodial mother has more than HS education 0.26 26 0. -0.12 0.91
Custodial mother education is missing 0.12 0.11 704 0.64
Custodial mother is 30-40 years old 0.28 0.23 1.16 0.25
Custodial mother is 41 or more years old 0.05 0.04 0.51 0.61
Child has no siblings 0.50 0.53 -0.71 0.48
Child has one sibling 0.27 0.26 0.23 0.82
Child lives in a repartnered-mother family 0.05 0.06 -0.46 0.65
Other custodial-mother family in HH 0.11 0.10 0.49 0.62
Child is male 0.46 0.52 -1.12 0.26
Child is black 0.06 0.05 0.44 0.66
Child is white 0.25 0.26 -0.35 0.73
Child is mixed ethnicity 0.35 0.31 0.86 0.39
Child had low weight at birth 0.08 0.10 -0.53 0.60
Child had regular check-ups over last 12 months 208 0.84 -0.54 0.59
Child was breastfed 0.93 0.94 -0.42 0.67
Child is under 12 months old 0.17 0.17 0.00 1.00
Child is 12 to 35 months old 0.28 0.28 -0.11 0.91
Living in East zone 0.25 0.25 -0.12 0.91
Living in Central zone 0.21 0.21 0.00 1.00
Living in Pacific zone 0.13 0.12 0.46 0.65
Living in Bogota 0.12 0.11 0.31 0.75
Noncustodial father’s education is HS 0.31 0.32 330. 0.74
Noncustodial father’'s education is more than HS 80.1 0.16 0.54 0.59
Noncustodial father’s education is unknown 0.12 50.1 -0.74 0.46
Noncustodial father's education is missing 0.01 00.0 1.00 0.32
Noncustodial father works for the government 0.11 .090 0.68 0.50
Noncustodial father is self-employed 0.28 0.27 10.1 0.91
Noncustodial father is a day laborer 0.07 0.07 0.20 0.84

Noncustodial father employment is unknown 0.12 0.13 -0.30 0.76
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Table A-3. Probit regression: Predicted likelihood of anyd support receipt during 12 months
prior to the survey. Small set of controls.

Coefficient Std.err. P>z
Log (Household annual income) 0.03 0.08 0.68
Child participates in nursery program 0.23 0.16 50.1
Child’s household received CCT over last 12 months  0.08 0.14 0.55
Custodial mother has less than HS education -0.28 0.24 0.25
Custodial mother has HS education -0.08 0.16 0.59
Custodial mother is 30-40 years old 0.32 0.15 0.03
Custodial mother is 41 or more years old 0.39 0.32 0.22
Child has no siblings -0.10 0.18 0.56
Child has one sibling -0.24 0.18 0.19
Child lives in a repartnered-mother family -0.82 0.22 0.00
Other custodial-mother family in HH 0.36 0.21 0.08
Child is male -0.29 0.12 0.02
Child is black 0.66 0.28 0.02
Child is white 0.20 0.16 0.23
Child is mixed ethnicity 0.22 0.15 0.13
Child had low weight at birth -0.16 0.22 0.45
Child had regular check-ups over last 12 months 37-0. 0.17 0.03
Child was breastfed 0.06 0.25 0.81
Child is under 12 months old 0.11 0.21 0.62
Child is 12 to 35 months old -0.08 0.16 0.60
Constant -0.34 0.82 0.68




Table A-4. Tests of balance on observed charatitexid 0-nearest-neighbors and kernel matched smmpmall set of controls.

Nearest-neighbors Kernel

Mean t-test Mean t-test
Variables Treated Control t P>t Treated Control t P>t
Log (Household annual income) 8.99 8.99 -0.02 0.99 8.99 9.02 -0.38 0.71
Child participates in nursery program 0.60 0.61 210. 0.84 0.60 0.60 0.03 0.98
Child’s household received CCT over last 12 months 0.44 0.45 -0.38 0.71 0.44 0.45 -0.28 0.78
Custodial mother has less than HS education 0.12 0.12 -0.12 0.90 0.12 0.13 -0.36 0.72
Custodial mother has HS education 0.50 0.49 0.15 88 0. 0.50 0.48 0.37 0.71
Custodial mother education is missing 0.12 0.13 270. 0.79 0.12 0.13 -0.07 0.94
Custodial mother is 30-40 years old 0.28 0.27 0.12 0.90 0.28 0.27 0.27 0.79
Custodial mother is 41 or more years old 0.05 0.05 -0.35 0.73 0.05 0.05 -0.29 0.78
Child has no siblings 0.50 0.51 -0.16 0.87 0.50 20.5 -0.39 0.70
Child has one sibling 0.27 0.27 0.03 0.97 0.27 0.27 0.17 0.87
Child lives in a repartnered-mother family 0.05 0.04 0.15 0.88 0.05 0.05 -0.13 0.90
Other custodial-mother family in HH 0.11 0.09 0.83 0.41 0.11 0.10 0.44 0.66
Child is male 0.46 0.46 -0.01 0.99 0.46 0.45 0.11 0.91
Child is black 0.06 0.06 0.15 0.88 0.06 0.07 -0.28 0.78
Child is white 0.25 0.24 0.11 0.92 0.25 0.24 0.23 0.82
Child is mixed ethnicity 0.35 0.36 -0.16 0.87 0.35 0.35 0.12 0.90
Child had low weight at birth 0.08 0.09 -0.34 0.73 0.08 0.09 -0.30 0.77
Child had regular check-ups over last 12 months 20.8 0.84 -0.60 0.55 0.82 0.82 -0.15 0.88
Child was breastfed 0.93 0.95 -0.51 0.61 0.93 0.94-0.33 0.74
Child is under 12 months old 0.17 0.16 0.12 0.90 0.17 0.16 0.24 0.81
Child is 12 to 35 months old 0.28 0.26 0.35 0.72 0.28 0.29 -0.16 0.88
Living in East zone 0.24 0.25 -0.08 0.93 0.24 0.25 -0.25 0.80
Living in Central zone 0.21 0.22 -0.10 0.92 0.21  210. 0.12 0.90
Living in Pacific zone 0.13 0.12 0.30 0.76 0.13 0.1 0.26 0.79
Living in Bogota 0.13 0.11 0.51 0.61 0.13 0.13 0.05 0.96
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Table A-5. Tests of balance on observed charatitexid 0-Nearest-neighbors and kernel matched snpbnger set of controls.

Nearest-neighbors Kernel

Mean t-test Mean t-test
Variable Treated Control t P>t Treated Control t P>t
Log (Household annual income) 8.99 9.06 -0.95 0.34 8.99 9.03 -0.55 0.58
Child participates in nursery program 0.60 0.58 90.4 0.63 0.60 0.59 0.31 0.76
Child’s household received CCT over last 12 months 0.44 0.45 -0.23 0.81 0.44 0.46 -0.33 0.74
Custodial mother has less than HS education 0.12 0.14 -0.52 0.60 0.12 0.14 -0.58 0.56
Custodial mother has HS education 0.49 0.47 041 690. 0.49 0.47 0.36 0.72
Custodial mother education is missing 0.12 0.12 50.0 0.96 0.12 0.12 0.17 0.87
Custodial mother is 30-40 years old 0.28 0.26 0.57 0.57 0.28 0.28 0.07 0.94
Custodial mother is 41 or more years old 0.05 0.06 -0.39 0.70 0.05 0.05 -0.15 0.88
Child has no siblings 0.50 0.52 -0.42 0.68 0.50 0.51 -0.21 0.83
Child has one sibling 0.27 0.26 0.10 0.92 0.27 0.26 0.28 0.78
Child lives in a repartnered-mother family 0.05 0.04 0.38 0.71 0.05 0.04 0.10 0.92
Other custodial-mother family in HH 0.11 0.11 0.02 0.99 0.11 0.11 0.18 0.86
Child is male 0.46 0.47 -0.20 0.84 0.46 0.47 -0.17 0.87
Child is black 0.06 0.05 0.33 0.75 0.06 0.06 0.29 0.77
Child is white 0.25 0.26 -0.31 0.75 0.25 0.26 -0.25 0.80
Child is mixed ethnicity 0.35 0.32 0.60 0.55 0.35 .39 0.39 0.70
Child had low weight at birth 0.08 0.09 -0.34 0.73 0.08 0.09 -0.16 0.87
Child had regular check-ups over last 12 months 20.8 0.84 -0.68 0.50 0.82 0.83 -0.42 0.67
Child was breastfed 0.93 0.95 -0.62 0.54 0.93 0.95 -0.53 0.60
Child is under 12 months old 0.17 0.18 -0.30 0.77 0.17 0.16 0.07 0.95
Child is 12 to 35 months old 0.28 0.28 0.06 0.96 0.28 0.28 -0.01 0.99
Living in East zone 0.25 0.27 -0.38 0.70 0.28 0.28 0.03 0.98
Living in Central zone 0.21 0.22 -0.11 0.91 0.25 250. -0.06 0.95
Living in Pacific zone 0.13 0.11 0.70 0.49 0.21 2.2 -0.19 0.85
Living in Bogota 0.12 0.12 0.20 0.84 0.12 0.12 0.02 0.99
Noncustodial father’s education is less than HS 80.3 0.37 0.33 0.75 0.38 0.38 0.08 0.94
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Noncustodial father’'s education is HS
Noncustodial father’s education is unknown
Noncustodial father's education is missing
Noncustodial father works for the government
Noncustodial father is self-employed
Noncustodial father is a day laborer
Noncustodial father employment is unknown

0.31
0.12
0.01
0.11

0.28
0.07
0.12

0.30
40.1
00.0

120

0.27
0.06
0.12

30.0 0.97
-0.51 0.61
0.41 0.68
-0.35 0.73

00.2 0.84

0.51 0.61
0.22 0.83

0.31
0.12
0.01
0.11
0.28
0.07
0.12

0.30
0.14
0.00
0.11

0.28

0.07
0.11

0.14
-0.33
0.24
0.03
-0.09
0.21
041

0.89
0.74
0.81
0.98

0.93

0.84
0.68
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CHAPTER 5: CONCLUSION

This dissertation examined the potential benefitsonfcustodial fathers’ monetary
contributions for family well-being from an internationparspective. In three related studies, |
study the effect of child support on mother’s labor supphhe United States, and the
association of child support with family food insecuatyd child chronic malnutrition in
Colombia. | use experimental, quasi-experimental,reoreexperimental approaches to examine
these issues using longitudinal and cross-sectiamaéy data from both countries. Findings
may enrich debates on child support policy in devedogountries such as the United States, and
prompt further research on this issue in developing ttimsnsuch as Colombia. These analyses

also improve our current understanding of the role ofichipport policy in family well-being.

In my first study, using data from a randomized contxpleeiment conducted in the state
of Wisconsin, | find that child support does not hawg negative effect on the likelihood of
working for pay or hours worked among custodial mothersggaating in the Temporary
Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) program. This figdiras methodological and
substantive implications for research in this areat,Rirsuggests that prior nonexperimental
research may have confounded child support effectsothigr unobserved characteristics that
affect female labor supply. It also highlights the impance of examining this issue among
different subgroups of the population. Prior research haustx on non-welfare samples and
my analyses suggest that labor supply responsesidioscipport transfers may differ by
socioeconomic status. From the substantive persgectiy dissertation shows that policies
focused on increasing custodial mothers’ labor suppdyciiid support collections are not
working against each other. Put another way, my fgglsuggest that child support receipt

among families receiving welfare does not reduceocligt mothers’ labor supply, which could
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increase poverty risk. These findings add to other ecel®en the potential benefits of child

support for custodial-mother families in the United State

In my second and third studies, | focus on the aatioos of child support with aspects
of child well-being in Colombia. Despite significantfily changes that show a growing
proportion of custodial-mother families as well as thiercepresentation of these families among
the most disadvantaged populations in developinmies, the literature on the role of child
support in these countries is scant. My dissertatiaka® a contribution to this field by
examining the associations between child supporf@md insecurity and child support and child
chronic malnutrition in Colombia. | use the Colomb@uality of Life survey to estimate the
association between child support and family fooddnggy, and find that those families who
receive this transfer are less likely to experienceoelgis of food scarcity or hunger than
families who do not. | also find that this associati® heavily concentrated among single-mother
families and families whose mothers are 18 to 29 yaldrdn my third and final paper | use the
Colombian Longitudinal Survey of Wealth, Income, Labod Land to estimate the association
between child support and chronic malnutrition ofatah in urban Colombia. I find a negative
and statistically significant association betweeitdcsupport receipt and chronic malnutrition.
Children in households that received any child suppdfte year before anthropometric
measures were taken are between 8 and 10 perceniatgeless likely to experience any
chronic malnutrition. This finding is consistently ia¢ige across different specifications though
size and statistical significance depend on metlogilcdl approach. These analyses along with
those on food insecurity suggest that child suppant hrave potential benefits for custodial

mother families in Colombia, especially those livingpoverty.
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Findings from these analyses should be interpretéghinof the following limitations.
First, analyses on the effects of child support onséoclial mother’s labor supply are specific to
the context of Wisconsin and cannot be generaliaexdier states or custodial mothers. Another
limitation of these analyses is that the actual ineat (difference in the child support amount
received by the experimental group versus the amoueitvextby the control group) is relatively
modest. While this is likely a policy-relevant test the labor supply effects of child support, it
raises questions about the extent to which thisrigeould stay the same under different
payment regimes. Further research on this area shakKdtdhis issue in the context of other
states and in more recent periods. The main limiatan the analyses of the association
between child support and food insecurity and chifgbsut and chronic malnutrition rest on the
inability to control for unobserved characteristics thaty be related to both child support and
these outcomes. This issue not only has implicatfonthe analyses of associations between
these constructs but also limits the opportunitystingate the causal effect of child support on
child well-being. Future research in this area caugdd fixed effects models and dosage-response
analyses to try to control for time-invariant unobsersiearacteristics and ultimately obtain a
better estimate of the potential causal effect of chuloport on child well-being in Colombia.
Taken together, limitations from these studies hiditlthe importance of taking advantage of
different quantitative approaches to examine assonmtod causal effects of child support

policies.

This dissertation has implications for policy and pcactas well. Policies that try to
increase child support collections and mothers’ labpply are probably compatible and likely
to improve the economic well-being of custodial motfaenilies in the United States. This

finding also assures that social work practice effortdeatify all income sources of clients and
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to help them to pursue noncustodial fathers’ contrdmstiwill not have unintended negative
consequences on a custodial-mother families’ econwamlicbeing. While contexts are different,
these findings also suggest that integrating thel chipport system into the social safety net of
developing countries like Colombia has the potemtiahcreasing custodial-mother families’
economic prospects. As of today, the child suppotegsysemains disconnected from the social
safety net and does not receive the policy attentiahit deserves. Findings on the association
between child support and food insecurity and chifgbsut and chronic malnutrition also call

for strategies to increase child support receipt in ety countries like Colombia.

Future research on this area should focus on unddimstatihhe most recent association
between child support and custodial mothers’ laboplsup the United States as well as other
potential effects of child support on custodial mothend|-being. While child support is meant
to be spent on children expenditures, child suppontngats have the indirect consequence of
liberating a mother’s time and resources, which may affesother’s ability to increase her
education, improve her health status, and ultimateprove the quality and quantity of
resources for care available for children in custodial-erofdémilies. The scarce literature on the
role of child support in family well-being in developinguntries like Colombia offers the
opportunity for developing a new research agenda ti@taves our understanding of these
issues in those contexts and, more generally, our ¢umemvledge of international approaches

to child and family policy.



