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FOREWORD 

There i s  l i t t l e  r e l i a b l e  information about  t h e  e x t e n t  t o  which 
sepa ra t ed  and divorced husbands ( o r ,  b u t  r a r e l y ,  wives)  do o r  do 
n o t  pay f o r  t h e  suppor t  o f  t h e i r  s epa ra t ed  and divorced spouses 
and f o r  t h e  suppor t  of  t h e  c h i l d r e n  who a r e  dependent upon t h e  
couple;  about t h e  reasons  why some husbands pay and o t h e r s  do n o t ;  
o r  about  t h e  consequences of  t h e  burden of  payment, on t h e  one hand, 
o r  of t h e  f a i l u r e  t o  pay on t h e  o t h e r .  The r e p o r t s  conta ined  i n  
t h e s e  two volumes w i l l  m a t e r i a l l y  add t o  t h e  a v a i l a b l e  information 
on t h e s e  s u b j e c t s ,  and t h e  I n s t i t u t e  of Law Research and Reform is  
t h e r e f o r e  p leased  t o  i s s u e  them. W e  hope t h a t  t h e  r e p o r t s  w i l l  be  
o f  i n t e r e s t  t o  a d i v e r s e  audience:  t hose  who make d e c i s i o n s  about 
l e g a l  and s o c i a l  p o l i c y ,  p r o f e s s i o n a l s  i n  t h e  a r e a s  of family law, 
t h e  admin i s t r a t i on  of  j u s t i c e ,  s o c i a l  p o l i c y ,  s o c i a l  a s s i s t a n c e ,  
s o c i a l  work, and those  who s u f f e r  from t h e  problems of payment and 
non-payment. 

The t e c h n i c a l  r e p o r t s  i n  Volume 2 were prepared  by t h e  r e s e a r c h e r s ,  
The Canadian I n s t i t u t e  f o r  Research, who were l e f t  f r e e  t o  ana lyze  and 
i n t e r p r e t  t h e  d a t a  d i scovered  by t h e i r  r e sea rch .  The summary r e p o r t  
i n  Volume 1 was prepared  j o i n t l y  by t h e  r e s e a r c h e r s  and t h e  p r o j e c t ' s  
S t e e r i n g  Committee; it summarizes t h e  e f f e c t  o f  t h e  t e c h n i c a l  r e p o r t s  
f o r  t h e  b e n e f i t  of  t h o s e  who do no t  read  t h e  t e c h n i c a l  r e p o r t s  and 
f o r  t h e  b e n e f i t  of  t hose  who wish t o  have informed acces s  t o  them. 
Opinions expressed i n  t h e  r e p o r t s  a r e  accord ingly  t h e  op in ions  of 
t hose  who expressed them and a r e  n o t  n e c e s s a r i l y  t h e  op in ions  of t h e  
I n s t i t u t e .  

For reasons  of modesty, t h e  acknowledgements l a t e r  i n  t h i s  
volume cannot recognize t h e  work of t h e  S t ee r ing  Committee ( i n  which 
my p a r t i c i p a t i o n  was f o r  l i a i s o n  and bus ines s .pu rposes )  and t h e  
r e sea rche r s .  The S t e e r i n g  Committee superv ised  t h e  des ign  and 
implementation of t h e  complex and ambit ious r e s e a r c h  programme and 
t h e  p repa ra t i on  of t h e  r e p o r t s ,  g iv ing  generously o f  t h e i r  t ime and 
e x p e r t i s e  over  a p e r i o d  i n  excess  o f  2 yea r s ,  and t h e  p r o j e c t  would 
no t  have been p o s s i b l e  wi thout  them. M r .  Rick Powell ,  t h e  p r i n c i p a l  
i n v e s t i g a t o r ,  and h i s  co l l eagues  c a r r i e d  through wi th  d i s t i n c t i o n  t h e  
r e sea rch  work i t s e l f  and i t s  a n a l y s i s  and t h e  p r e p a r a t i o n  of t h e  r e p o r t s .  

W. H .  Hur lbur t  
D i r ec to r  
The I n s t i t u t e  o f  Law Research and Reform 

March 1981 
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MATRIMONIAL SUPPORT FAILURES: REASONS, 

PROFILES AND PERCEPTIONS OF INDIVIDUALS 

INVOLVED 

E x e c u t i v e  Summary  a n d  Summary R e p o r t  



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

In September 1976 the Institute of Law Research and Reform established 
a Committee on Matrimonial and Child Support. The Committee investigated 
reasons for the short-comings of the existing system of matrimonial and 
child support. Its investigations indicated that there was very little solid 
data available to form the basis of a legal and policy reform process. 
The aim of this study was to develop profiles of the individuals involved 
in maintenance payments, to document their perceptions and to investigate 
the reasons for the payment and non-payment of maintenance orders. 

Given the dearth of available information, a wide-ranging descriptive 
study was indicated. Five separate subsidiary studies were carrried out: 
a study of Supreme Court (now called the Court of Queen's Bench) records in 
Edmonton and Calgary, a study of Family Court records in Edmonton, Calgary, 
Lethbridge and Grande Prairie, door-to-door surveys of the men and women 
involved with maintenance orders and a study of defaulters. 

The major findings of the study are presented below in point form. 

- Over two-thirds of the divorces granted in Edmonton and Calgary are for 
couples married in Alberta. 

- Periodic maintenance awards typically involve one or two children. 

- The average duration of marriage at the time of the divorce was 10.5 years. 

- Slightly more than half of the women surveyed were employed full-time 
at the time of the study and about one woman in five was on social assistance. 
About a third of the women said that they had been employed for less than 
half of the time since their divorce/separation. 

- Over 80% of the women surveyed reported net monthly incomes of less than 
$1000. 

- Eighty five percent of the men surveyed were employed or self employed 
at the time of the study. Nearly two-thirds reported that they had been 
employed continuously since their divorce/separation. 

- The most important factor influencing the granting of maintenance awards 
was the presence or absence of dependent children. Wives were rarely 
granted periodic awards when no dependent children were involved. Even 
when there were dependent children, only 18% of the wives received 
periodic awards. 

- About a third of the cases involving dependent children did not contain a 
maintenance award. 



- I f  t h e  husband was t h e  p e t i t i o n e r ,  maintenance was l e s s  l i k e l y  t o  be 
gran ted .  

- I f  a d u l t e r y  was c i t e d  a s  a  ground f o r  d ivo rce  and t h e  husband was t h e  
p e t i t i o n e r ,  maintenance was l e s s  l i k e l y  t o  be g ran t ed ,  I f  t h e  w i f e  was 
t h e  p e t i t i o n e r  and a d u l t e r y  c i t e d ,  maintenance was more l i k e l y  t o  be 
gran ted .  

- The income of t h e  husband was s t r o n g l y  a s s o c i a t e d  wi th  t h e  amaunt of 
awards t o  both t h e  wi fe  and c h i l d r e n ;  t h e r e  was no a s s o c i a t i o n  between 
t h e  income of t h e  w i f e  and t h e  amount of t h e  award. 

- Theamount of awards t o  c h i l d r e n  i n c a s e s w h i c h  t h e  wi fe  was r ece iv ing  
s o c i a l  a s s i s t a n c e  tended t o  be lower than i n  o t h e r  ca se s .  

- The survey of women ind i ca t ed  t h a t  about h a l f  of a l l  maintenance o r d e r s  
i n  Calgary were pa id  up a t  t h e  t ime of t h e  s tudy .  However only about a  
t h i r d  of t h e  ex-husbands pa id  t h e i r  o rders  every month and i n  t h e  f u l l  
amount. About 30% of t h e  women interviewed s a i d  t h a t  t h e i r  husbands/ 
ex-husbands had pa id  no th ing  i n  t h e  p a s t  yea r .  

- Thir ty-e igh t  percent  of t h e  Edmonton and Lethbridge ca se s  had made a l l  
t h e i r  payments over  t h e  d u r a t i o n  of t h e  case .  Twenty-three percent  of t h e  
Edmonton and 7% of t h e  Lethbridge cases  had made no payments a t  a l l  over 
t h e  d u r a t i o n  of t h e  ca se s .  

- Enforcement proceedings a r e  commonly i n i t i a t e d  i n  Family Courts :  87% 
of t h e  ca se s  i n  Edmonton and 74% i n  Calgary showed evidence of some enforce-  
ment. 

- There was some evidence t h a t  enforcement proceedings a r e  followed through 
i n  many in s t ances .  For ty  percent  of t h e  Edmonton ca se s  contained unserved 
sumrnon$es an 14% conta ined  unserved warran ts .  

- About 70% of a  random sample of d e f a u l t e r s  i n  Edmonton and Calgary were 
t r aced  without  us ing  ex t ens ive  t r a c i n g  procedures .  

- There was some evidence t h a t  poor record-keeping a f f e c t e d  enforcement. 
The i n i t i a t i o n  of enforcement was more common i n  t h e  54% of ca se s  i n  which 
r e sea rche r s  were a b l e  t o  l o c a t e  ledger  ca rds  i n  Calgary than  t h e  cases  f o r  
which no ledger  card  could  be found. 

- The survey of women ind i ca t ed  t h a t  t h e r e  i s  a  l a c k  of f a i t h  i n  t h e  e f f i c i e n c y  
of enforcement among many women and t h a t  t h i s  may cause some no t  t o  
f i l e  a  complaint .  

- Comments made by men suggest  t h a t  b e t t e r  enforcement may l e a d  t o  cons ider -  
a b l e  r e s i s t a n c e .  

- Low income appeared t o  be a s s o c i a t e d  with i r r e g u l a r  payment of maintenance 
o r d e r s  b u t  no t  with non-payment i n  t h e  survey of men. 

- Maintenance o r d e r s  f o r  marr iages  of long d u r a t i o n  were b e t t e r  paid than  f o r  
marr iages  of s h o r t  d u r a t i o n .  



- There  was some evidence t h a t  l a r g e r  maintenance o r d e r s  were b e t t e r  pa id  
t han  sma l l e r  o r d e r s .  

- There  was no s t a t i s t i c a l  evidence t h a t  d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n  w i th  acce s s  arrange-  
ments was a s s o c i a t e d  w i th  i r r e g u l a r  o r  non-payment. However t h e r e  were 
some respondents  i n  t h e  men's survey who gave t h i s  a s  t h e i r  most important  
r e a son .  

- The ma jo r i t y  of bo th  men and women in te rv iewed  gave a  con t inued  sense  of 
r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  t h e  c h i l d r e n  a s  t h e  main r ea son  f o r  r e g u l a r  payment. 

- Fear  of enforcement p roceed ings  was n o t  a  major reason  f o r  payment among men. 

- I n a b i l i t y  t o  a f f o r d  payments was a  major reason  g iven  by men f o r  non-payment. 
However, t h e  q u e s t i o n  of ' a f f o r d a b i l i t y '  i s  r e l a t i v e :  i t  depends upon t h e  
p r i o r i t y  accorded by men t o  maintenance o b l i g a t i o n  r e l a t i v e  t o  o t h e r  f i n a n c i a l  
o b l i g a t i o n s .  

- There was a  g r e a t  amount of miss ing  in format ion  i n  Supreme Court f i l e s .  
Th i s  in format ion  inc luded :  incomes of each spouse ,  employment s t a t u s ,  
a s s e t s  and d e b t s  and whether o r  n o t  a  spouse was on s o c i a l  a s s i s t a n c e .  
It seemed u n l i k e l y  t h a t  t h e  c o u r t s  r e ce ived  s u f f i c i e n t  v a l i d a t e d  evidence 
t o  review t h e  f a i r n e s s  and app rop r i a t enes s  of t h e  minutes of s e t t l e m e n t .  

- In format ion  r e l a t i n g  t o  income, a s s e t s ,  d e b t s ,  and employment was recorded 
ve ry  r a r e l y  i n  t h e  f i l e s  of a l l  f o u r  Family Cour t s  v i s i t e d .  Record keeping 
systems v a r i e d  from c o u r t  t o  c o u r t  and t h e r e  was c o n s i d e r a b l e  ev idence  
t h a t  l edge r  c a r d s  were n o t  mainta ined w e l l  i n  Calgary and Grande P r a i r i e  
c o u r t s .  

- There  was widespread d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n  wi th  t h e  l e g a l  proceedings  connected 
w i th  t h e  g r a n t i n g  of awards and enforcement by bo th  men and women. 

- A t  t h e  t ime of t h e  g r a n t i n g  of a  decree  n i s i  about  one t h i r d  of t h e  
wives were on s o c i a l  a s s i s t a n c e .  No t r e n d s  i n  t h i s  p a t t e r n  were d i s -  
covered over  t h e  e i g h t  y e a r s  of f i l e s  reviewed i n  t h e  Supreme Court  
Study. The Family Court  Study r evea l ed  t h a t  about  a  q u a r t e r  of t h e  women 
were on s o c i a l  a s s i s t a n c e  a t  t h e  t ime of t h e  f i r s t  show cause  h e a r i n g .  
I n  t h e  survey of women, it was found t h a t  21% were on s o c i a l  a s s i s t a n c e  
a t  t h e  t ime of t h e  s t udy .  



SUMMARY REPORT 

MATRIMONIAL SUPPORT FAILURES: REASONS, PROFILES 
AND PERCEPTIONS OF INDIVIDUALS INVOLVED 

INTRODUCTION 

Background 

The inc reas ing  r a t e  of m a r i t a l  breakdown i n  Canada (and i n  
A lbe r t a  i n  p a r t i c u l a r ) ,  and t h e  r e s u l t i n g  problems a s s o c i a t e d  
w i t h  matrimonial and c h i l d  support have been of g r e a t  concern t o  
law makers, law reformers ,  t h e  l e g a l  p ro fe s s ion  and p r o v i n c i a l  
and f e d e r a l  s o c i a l  agencies .  There has been, among t h e s e  groups, 
a  genera l  r ecogn i t i on  of t h e  need t o  r e a s s e s s  t h e  laws, l e g a l  
procedures and governmental p o l i c i e s  r e l a t e d  t o  matrimonial 
and c h i l d  support .  Nonetheless ,  i t  was a l s o  recognized t h a t  t h e r e  
was almost no r e l i a b l e  information a v a i l a b l e  t o  d e f i n e  t h e  n a t u r e  
and ex ten t  of t h e  problem; l e t  a lone  provide an  adequate  information 
base  t o  guide a  reassessment and reform process .  

The I n s t i t u t e  of Law Research and Reform has had a  long 
s tanding  i n t e r e s t  i n  t h e  problems of in te r -spousa l  support ,  and i n  
September 1976 e s t a b l i s h e d  t h e  Committee on Matrimonial and Child 
Support. The Committee on Matrimonial and Child Support ' s  i n t e r e s t  
was t o  i n v e s t i g a t e  reasons  f o r  t h e  shortcomings of t h e  e x i s t i n g  
system of matrimonial and c h i l d  support ,  wi th  a  view t o  recommending 
a l t e r a t i o n s  i n  t h e  guid ing  l e g i s l a t i o n  and a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  procedures 
of c e n t r a l  elements of t h e  present  system. 

The Committee i d e n t i f i e d  two systems of matrimonial and c h i l d  
support .  There i s  a publ ic  system which comes t o  t h e  a i d  of 
f a m i l i e s  of o s t e n s i b l y  lowest income and a s s e t s ,  and a  p r i v a t e  
system whose c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  - whether successes  o r  f a i l u r e s  - a r e  
l a r g e l y  unknown. Almost c e r t a i n l y  f a i l u r e s  i n  t h e  p r i v a t e  system 
a s  evidenced through d e f a u l t  on ob l iga t ions  p l a c e  inc reas ing  s t r a i n  
on t h e  pub l i c  system. Dependent spouses may seek p u b l i c  subs idy ,  
a s  i t  has t h e  b e n e f i t  of being pa id  r e g u l a r l y  without  r i s k  of 
d e f a u l t ,  i n s t ead  of pursuing t h e i r  r i g h t s  a g a i n s t  t h e i r  spouses.  
I n  e f f e c t ,  t h i s  means t h a t  t h e  s t a t e  assumes t h e  l e g a l  o b l i g a t i o n s  
of t h e  husband t o  main ta in  h i s  wi fe  and ch i ld ren .  

The higher  p ro j ec t ed  r a t e  of m a r i t a l  breakdown w i l l  almost 
c e r t a i n l y  p l ace  inc reas ing  s t r a i n s  on both p u b l i c  and p r i v a t e  support 
systems. Therefore ,  i t  was thought t o  be important t o  e s t a b l i s h  
whether t h e r e  were any p o l i c y  and l e g a l  changes which could m i t i g a t e  
t h e  p re s su res  on both support  systems. These changes could not  be  
considered because-of  t h e  d e a r t h  of a v a i l a b l e  information on t h e  incidence 
of r egu la r  payment of and d e f a u l t  on maintenance o rde r s ,  why some o rde r s  
a r e  paid r e g u l a r l y  and o t h e r s  a r e  n o t ,  t h e  perceived and a c t u a l  e f f e c t i v e -  
n e s s  of t h e  l e g a l  process  and t h e  ex t en t  and e f f e c t i v e n e s s  of cu r r en t  
enforcement procedures .  



Given t h e  l a c k  of d a t a  on many a r e a s  a s s o c i a t e d  wi th  maintenance, 
t h e  main focus  of t h i s  s tudy  was intended t o  be d e s c r i p t i v e  r a t h e r  t han  
a n a l y t i c a l .  That is  t o  say ,  an at tempt  has  been made t o  desc r ibe ,  i n  a s  
comprehensive a  way a s  poss ib l e ,  what - is ,  r a t h e r  than  t o  ana lyze  why it 
i s  so. Some of t h e  d a t a ,  nonethe less ,  i s  r e l e v a n t  t o  po l i cy  a n a l y s i s  
because it may l e a d  t o  a  b e t t e r  understanding of t h e  problem i n  i t s  many 
a s p e c t s  and an  assessment of a l t e r n a t i v e  ways of dea l ing  wi th  i t .  



AIMS OF THE STUDY 

There were seven major aims t o  t h e  s tudy.  These a r e  descr ibed  
below toge the r  wi th  b r i e f  explana t ions  a s  t o  why t h e  Committee on 
Matrimonial and Child Support thought them t o  be important.  

1. To develop a p r o f i l e  of people involved i n  
maintenance o rde r s .  

A s  has been suggested i n  t h e  background t o  t h e  s tudy ,  t h e  Committee 
wanted much more informat ion  on both p a r t i e s  involved i n  t he  
matrimonial support  system. P a r t  of t h i s  i .nformation was b a s i c  
d a t a  such a s  age, educat ion,  income, res idence  and so  on. 

2.  To examine f a c t o r s  r e l a t i n g  t o  t h e  g ran t ing  of maintenance 
awards and t o  t h e  amount of such awards. 

The d ivorce  and s e p a r a t i o n  laws spec i fy  t h a t  amount of maintenance 
awarded should be determined mainly by two f a c t o r s :  t he  a b i l i t y  of 
t h e  one spouse t o  pay and t h e  f i n a n c i a l  need of t h e  o the r  spouse 
and dependent ch i ld ren .  The Committee was i n t e r e s t e d  i n  f i nd ing  out  
how w e l l  t h e s e  c r i t e r i a  have been app l i ed  i n  p r a c t i c e  t oge the r  w i th  
any o the r  c r i t e r i a  t h a t  may a f f e c t  t h e  awarding of maintenance and 
t h e  amounts of such awards. 

3 .  The inc idence  of payment and non-payment of maintenance 
orders .  

The Committee was aware t h a t  t h e  incidence of d e f a u l t  on 
maintenance o r d e r s  was high i n  Alber ta ,  bu t  t h e r e  were no d a t a  
a v a i l a b l e  t o  i n d i c a t e  t h e  ex t en t  of t h e  problem. A s  such, t h e  
development of r e l i a b l e  and v a l i d  e s t ima te s  of t h e  frequency of 
d e f a u l t  was of g r e a t  p r i o r i t y .  

4. The r e l a t i o n s h i p  between enforcement and payment. 

Much of t h e  p u b l i c  a t t e n t i o n  on t h e  payment and d e f a u l t  on 
maintenance o r d e r s  has  focussed on t h e  ma t t e r  of enforcement. 
Therefore,  i t  was of cons iderable  importance t o  determine t h e  ex t en t  
t o  which maintenance o rde r s  a r e  enforced, and, i f  poss ib l e ,  t o  
determine how e f f e c t i v e  enforcement has  been, and how e f f e c t i v e  
increased  enforcement procedures  would be. 

5 .  Fac to r s  r e l a t i n g  t o  and t h e  reasons f o r  payment 
and non-payment of maintenance awards. 

Do men renege on t h e i r  maintenance o b l i g a t i o n s  because they cannot 
a f f o r d  t o  f u l f i l l  them? Is it  because of d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n  wi th  
custody o r  acces s  arrangements? O r  is i t  because they  f e e l  t h a t  t h e i r  
l e g a l  o b l i g a t i o n s  w i l l  no t  be  enforced? These were some of t h e  ques t ions  
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asked by t he  Committee. However, t h e r e  was l i t t l e  da t a  a v a i l a b l e  t o  
determine why some men pay and why some men do not  pay. The Committee 
f e l t  t h a t  t h e  answers t o  such ques t ions  would be of g r e a t  re levance t o  
l a w  reform and po l i cy  making. 

6.  The adequacy of t h e  system of cour t  admin i s t r a t i on  
r e l a t i n g  t o  t h e  g ran t ing  of o rde r s  and t h e i r  
subsequent enforcement. 

A s  maintenance o rde r s  a r e  granted by cou r t s  and enforced through 
courts1 t h e  Comnittee thought t h a t  i n  t h e  i n t e r e s t  of f a i r n e s s  and 
e f f i c i e n c y  i n  making t h e  o r i g i n a l  o rde r s  and f o r  c o l l e c t i o n  proceedings,  
t h e  c o u r t s  need a c c u r a t e  informat ion on t h e  addresses  and f i nances  of 
t h e  p a r t i e s  . 

7. Marriage breakdown and s o c i a l  a s s i s t ance .  

A s  s t a t e d  i n  t h e  i n t roduc t i on ,  one of t h e  major concerns of governments 
r e l a t i n g  t o  marr iage breakdown i s  i ts  e f f e c t  upon s o c i a l  a s s i s t a n c e  
payments. While some es t imates  a r e  a v a i l a b l e  on t h e  number of s i n g l e  
pa r en t  f a m i l i e s  on s o c i a l  a s s i s t a n c e ,  t h e  Committee f e l t  i t  important 
t o  g a i n  more in format ion  on t h i s  issue.  

Research S t ra tegy  

The Committee decided t o  concen t ra te  on t h r e e  sources  of d a t a  
f o r  a s tudy on matr imonial  and c h i l d  support :  r ecords  a v a i l a b l e  
i n  Supreme Courts,2 r e co rds  a v a i l a b l e  i n  Family Courts ,  and t h e  people 
who a r e  a c t u a l l y  involved i n  t h e  payment o r  r e c e i p t  of maintenance 
orders .  It i s  important  t o  recognize  t h a t  t h e  t h r e e  sources  of d a t a  
represen t  s e p a r a t e  bu t  i n t e r l ock ing  'populat ions '  i n  t h e  s t a t i s t i c a l  
sense  of t h e  word. Some, but by no means a l l ,  of t h e  maintenance o rde r s  
made i n  Supreme Courts  a r e  r e g i s t e r e d  i n  Family Courts f o r  t h e  purposes 
of enforcement. Family Courts  may a l s o  g r a n t  maintenance awards. To 
complicate t h e  s i t u a t i o n ,  t h e r e  are people  who pay and r ece ive  payment 
on a vo lun ta ry  ba s i s :  such cases  may no t  be recorded i n  e i t h e r  t h e  
Supreme o r  Family Courts.  

A s  a r e s u l t ,  each of t h e  t h r e e  sources  of d a t a  represen ted  
'populat ions '  from which some of t h e  r e s ea r ch  ques t ions  could be 
answered, but none of t h e  t h r e e  represented a 'populat ion '  which could 
answer a l l  of t h e  ques t ions .  The cou r t  f i l e s ,  bes ides  not con ta in ing  
informat ion r e l a t i n g  t o  t h e  'human' s i d e  of t he  i s sue ,  represen ted  
incomplete ' popula t ions '  f o r  t h e  purposes of s tudy.  People involved 
i n  paying and r ece iv ing  payment from maintenance o rde r s ,  wh i l e  
represen t ing  a whole 'populat ion ' ,  could no t  be assumed t o  provide 
informed responses  t o  s e v e r a l  of t h e  o b j e c t i v e s  which r e l a t e d  t o  t h e  
admin i s t r a t i on  of j u s t i c e .  

************* 
1 Maintenance o r d e r s  a r e  granted by t h e  c o u r t s  on t h e  b a s i s  of what i s  
adduced before  t h e  cou r t .  The cou r t  hears  a cause between an app l i c an t  
and a respondent each of whom p re sen t s  grounds f o r  t h e  remedy they  seek. 
The cou r t  o r d e r s  a remedy. I n  Alber ta  enforcment, i n  p r a c t i c e ,  r e s t s  
wi th  t h e  p a r t y  i n  whose favour an o rder  i s  made. 

2 In  J u l y  1979, Alber ta  Supreme Courts were amalgamated wi th  D i s t r i c t  Courts 
t o  form t h e  Alber ta  Courts  of Queen's Bench. A s  almost a l l  of t h e  records  
used i n  t h e  s tudy were Supreme Court records ,  t h e  r epo r t  w i l l  r e f e r  t o  what 
i s  now t h e  Court of Queen's Bench, a s  t h e  Supreme Court. 



The S t e e r i n g  Committee on Matr imonial  and Child Support  decided 
a t  t he  o u t s e t  t h a t  t h e  s t udy  should use  m u l t i p l e  d a t a  sou rce s  t o  
p o r t r a y ,  i n  e f f e c t  , s e v e r a l  d i f f e r e n t  snap-shots  of t h e  same phenomenon. 
Each snap-shot would be incomplete ,  but  t o g e t h e r  they would p rov ide  
a  f u l l  p i c t u r e .  I t  i s  f o r  t h i s  reason  t h a t  t h e  d e t a i l e d  r e s u l t s  of t h e  
s t udy  have been w r i t t e n  up i n  f i v e  s e p a r a t e  t e c h n i c a l  r e p o r t s .  

The f i v e  s e p a r a t e  e f f o r t s  f o r  r e c o l l e c t i n g  d a t a  a r e  de sc r i bed  
below. Readers who a r e  i n t e r e s t e d  i n  t h e  t e c h n i c a l  a s p e c t s  of de s ign  
s t r a t e g y  and sampling a r e  urged t o  consu l t  t h e  v a r i o u s  t e c h n i c a l  r e p o r t s .  

1. Study of Supreme Court  Records 

This  s t udy  was based on a  random sample of over  800 r e c o r d s  l o c a t e d  
i n  Edmonton and Calgary  Supreme Courts .  The r e s e a r c h  was r e s t r i c t e d  t o  
d ivo rce  c a s e s  which were f i l e d  between 1972 and 1979. The primary aims 
of t h i s  f a c e t  of r e s e a r c h  were t o  (a )  i d e n t i f y  t h e  p ropo r t i on  of d i v o r c e  
c a s e s  con t a in ing  maintenance awards and c e r t a i n  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of t h e s e  
c a s e s ,  (b)  t o  examine f a c t o r s  which r e l a t e  t o  t h e  g r a n t i n g  of awards and 
t o  t h e  amounts of maintenance awarded. 

2. Study of Family Court  Records 

Family Court  a l s o  awards maintenance under t h e  Domestic R e l a t i o n s  
Act t o  s epa ra t ed  spouses ,  and may en fo rce  payments of o r d e r s  i s sued  by 
t h e  Supreme Court .  Family Cour t s  ma in t a in  f i l e s  of maintenance o r d e r s  
under t h e i r  j u r i s d i c t i o n  t o g e t h e r  w i t h  l e d g e r  c a r d s  which c o n s t i t u t e  
a  record  of payment. Over 800 randomly sampled f i l e s  were examined i n  
Calgary and Edmonton. I n  a d d i t i o n ,  ano the r  155  f i l e s  were sampled i n  
Le t  hbr idge  and Grande P r a i r i e  Family Courts .  

The main purposes  of t h e  Family Court  Records s t udy  were t o :  
a )  de sc r i be  t h e  main c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of maintenance o r d e r s  made by 
and /or  enforced through Family Court:  b) de te rmine  t h e  i nc idence  of 
payment and non-payment; c )  examine f a c t o r s  r e l a t i n g  t o  enforcement 
and payment of o r d e r s ;  and d)examine f a c t o r s  r e l a t i n g  t h e  payment 
and non-payment of maintenance o rde r s .  

3. Survey of Women 

Th i s  s tudy  was based on a  door-to-door survey  of about 200 women 
i n  Calgary and Edmonton who i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  they  were ( o r  should have 
bcen) r e c e i v i n g  payment on maintenance o r d e r s .  I n  o rde r  t o  f i n d  t h e s e  
women more than 13,000 households  were v i s i t e d .  The sampling d e s i g n  
was based on a  random, c l u s t e r  sampling procedure .  



This  s tudy was c a r r i e d  out t o  d iscover :  a )  t h e  inc idence  of payment 
o r  d e f a u l t ;  b )  t h e  inc idence  of s o c i a l  a s s i s t a n c e  as a r e s u l t  of 
marr iage breakdown; c )  t h e  opinions of women concerning t h e  g ran t ing  
and enforcement of maintenance; and d )  common problems and experiences 
of women r e l a t i n g  t o  t h e  payment o r  non-payment of maintenance o rde r s .  

4. Survey of Men 

I n i t i a l l y  t h e  survey of men was c a r r i e d  on a t  t h e  same time and 
us ing  t h e  same procedure a s  t h e  survey of women. However, because of 
a ve ry  high r a t e  of r e f u s a l  and research  dead l ines ,  t h e  sampling 
procedure was modified. A s  a r e s u l t ,  t he  f i n a l  sample of 
262  men was n o t  random, but a r e l a t i v e l y  good cross-sec t ion  
of good and poor payers  of maintenance o r d e r s  was obtained.  

This  survey was c a r r i e d  out t o :  a )  f i n d  ou t  t h e  inc idence  of payment 
and non-payment of maintenance o r d e r s ;  b) o u t l i n e  t h e  problems and 
experiences of men i n  paying maintenance o r d e r s ;  c )  ga in  i n s i g h t  i n t o  
t h e  reasons f o r  payment arid non-payment; and d )  document t h e  percept ions  
of men concerning t h e  l e g a l  system r e l a t i n g  t o  maintenance. 

5. Study of D e f a u l t e r s  

This  s tudy was d iv ided  i n t o  two p a r t s .  The f i r s t  was an at tempt  
t o  t r a c e  a random sample of nea r ly  300 d e f a u l t e r s  on maintenance o rde r s  
a s  i d e n t i f i e d  i n  Family Court records .  A s t e p  by s t e p  t r a c i n g  procedure 
was used which involved r e sea rche r s ,  t h e  Search Unit  of S o c i a l  Serv ices  
and Community Heal th and f i n a l l y ,  a p ro fe s s iona l  t r a c i n g  company. Af t e r  
t h e  ind iv idua l s  had been t raced ,  they were asked t o  complete a 
ques t ionna i r e  which was then  mailed t o  them toge the r  wi th  a postage 
pa id  envelope. P o t e n t i a l  respondents were followed up by telephone 
a f t e r  a per iod  of two weeks. The response r a t e  was not very  good - 
a t o t a l  of 38 ques t ionna i r e s  out  of t h e  105 d e f a u l t e r s  t r aced  by 
r e sea rche r s  were i n  f a c t  rece ived .  

There were t h r e e  main reasons f o r  t h i s  s tudy:  a )  t o  determine 
t h e  propor t ion  of d e f a u l t e r s  who could be t r a c e d ;  b )  t o  determine 
t h e  l e v e l  of d i f f i c u l t y  involved i n  t r a c i n g ;  and c )  t o  f i n d  out 
t h e  motives f o r  non-payment . 

Out l ine  of Report 

The r e s e a r c h  s t r a t e g y  employed f o r  t h i s  s tudy  made use  of m u l t i p l e  
d a t a  sources ,  and t h e  d e t a i l e d  r e s u l t s  of each of t h e s e  subs id i a ry  
s t u d i e s  have been descr ibed  i n  a s e r i e s  of f i v e  t e c h n i c a l  r epo r t s .  
This  i s  a summary r e p o r t  and, f o r  t h e  sake of s i m p l i c i t y ,  imp l i ca t ions  
concerning d a t a  c o l l e c t i o n  procedures and t h e  r e s u l t s  themselves have 
been presented i n  an  abbrevia ted  manner. However, cross-references 
have been made t o  t h e  t e c h n i c a l  r e p o r t  f o r  r eade r s  who a r e  i n t e r e s t e d  i n  
pursuilig p a r t i c u l a r  f i n d i n g s  and recommendations f u r t h e r .  For t h e  sake 
of b rev i ty ,  r e f e rences  t o  t h e  t echn ica l  r e p o r t s  have been presented a s  
fo l lows  : 



SC - Study of Supreme Court Records 
FC - Study of Family Court Records 
SW - Survey of Women involved wi th  Maintenance Orders 
SM - Survey of Men involved with Maintenance Orders 
SD - Survey of Defau l t e r s  

I n  a d d i t i o n ,  t h e  t e c h n i c a l  r e p o r t s  have been d iv ided  i n t o  
numbered s e c t i o n s  and subsections. ,  For example, a  c ross -  
r e f e r e n c e  would appear  l i k e  t h i s :  (SM: 4.2, p. 261), meaning t h a t  
an expanded t reatment  of a f i n d i n g  can be  found i n  s e c t i o n  4.2 of 
t h e  Survey of Men Involved wi th  Maintenance Orders on page 261. 

These f i v e  s t u d i e s  have been presented i n  s e p a r a t e  t echn ica l  
r e p o r t s .  This ,  t h e  main r e p o r t ,  is an at tempt  by t h e  S teer ing  
Committee, t oge the r  w i th  t h e  consu l t an t  r e s e a r c h e r ,  t o  summarize t h e  
major f i n d i n g s  of t h e  s tudy.  Such a  summary i s  b e s e t  w i th  a  number 
of l i m i t a t i o n s  given t h e  sheer  number of v a r i a b l e s  (over 1000) 
addressed i n  t h e  f i v e  subs id i a ry  s tud ie s .  

The f i r s t  of t h e s e  is t h e  i n e v i t a b l e  compromise t h a t  has  t o  be 
made between t e c h n i c a l  accuracy and r e a d i b i l i t y .  For t h e  sake of 
ea se  of p r e s e n t a t i o n  and comprehensibi l i ty ,  t e c h n i c a l  language has  
been avoided a s  much a s  poss ib l e .  Readers who wish t o  examine t h e  
r e s u l t s  i n  d e t a i l  a r e  urged t o  r e f e r  t o  t h e  Technica l  Reports.  

Secondly, a  summary such a s  t h i s  can only d e a l  w i th  some of t h e  
i s s u e s  r e l a t i n g  t o  t h e  s o c i a l ,  l e g a l  and a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  consequences 
r e l a t i n g  t o  t h e  payment and non-payment of maintenance o rde r s .  The 
i s s u e s  t h a t  have been examined i n  t h e  summary r e p o r t s  a r e  those  which 
seem t o  be of g r e a t e s t  ' gene ra l '  i n t e r e s t .  Some r eade r s  may be  
disappointed t h a t  some a s p e c t s  of t h e  i s s u e  of maintenance payments 
a r e  no t  examined i n  more depth.  Again, we can only urge  t h a t  r eade r s  
r e f e r  t o  t h e  Tecn ica l  Reports which may con ta in  more information t h a t  
r e l a t e s  t o  t h e i r  concerns.  



R e s u l t s  

The r e s u l t s  of t h e  f i v e  t e c h n i c a l  r e p o r t s  have been summarized 
using t h e  seven g e n e r a l  o b j e c t i v e s  of t h e  s tudy  a s  a  b a s i s .  The 
i n t e n t i o n  is  t o  p rov ide  t h e  reader  w i t h  a  r e l a t i v e l y  b r i e f  and non- 
t e c h n i c a l  overview of t h e  f i n d i n g s  a s  t hey  r e l a t e  t o  t hose  o b j e c t i v e ~ .  
The summary is  n o t  meant t o  be  comprehensive and, a s  such, many r e s u l t s  
have been omit ted.  More information can be  ob ta ined  by consu l t i ng  t h e  
t e c h n i c a l  r e p o r t s .  

P r o f i l e  of Men and Women involved w i t h  Maintenance Orders  

The c h e c k l i s t  f o r  t h e  s t u d i e s  of Supreme and Family Courts  and 
t h e  q u e s t i o n n a i r e s  f o r  men and women were designed t o  e l i c i t  
in format ion  which could  be  used t o  develop a  p r o f i l e  of t h e  'popula t ions '  
involved. Unfor tuna te ly ,  such b a s i c  d a t a  a s  income, deb t s ,  sou rce  
of income, e t c .  were n o t  commonly recorded i n  c o u r t  f i l e s .  This  made 
t h e  t a s k  of c o n s t r u c t i n g  complete and v a l i d  p r o f i l e s  from cour t  r eco rds  
impossible.  Nonetheless ,  r e l a t i v e l y  complete and v a l i d  d a t a  was 
c o l l e c t e d  on c e r t a i n  persona l  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of t h e  people  involved. 
The informat ion  c o l l e c t e d  from t h e  surveys was i n  most ca se s  
complete and t h e  v a l i d i t y  of t h e  p r o f i l e s  developed was 
dependent upon t h e  randomness of t h e  samples. I n  t h e  ca se  of t h e  
men's survey, t h e  randomness of t h e  sample was suspec t .  
The sample c o l l e c t e d  f o r  t h e  women's survey d i d  appear  t o  be  random. 

Inc idence  

A rough i n d i c a t i o n  of t h e  p ropor t i on  of households who a r e  e i t h e r  
paying o r  r e c e i v i n g  maintenance payments was provided i n  t h e  Survey of 
Women. I n  t h i s  survey,  a  woman was prepared t o  answer t h e  ques t i onna i r e  
i n  one household of every 55 v i s i t e d .  Assuming t h a t  t h e r e  a r e  a s  many 
households involved i n  paying maintenance a s  i n  r ece iv ing  payment, 
t h i s  would mean t h a t  one household i n  every 27 o r  28 i n  Edmonton and Calgary 
i s  involved i n  p e i i o d i c  maintenance payments. This  e s t i m a t e  is  
almost  c e r t a i n l y  bound t o  be  low given t h e  r e f u s a l  r a t e  a s s o c i a t e d  
w i th  door-to-door surveys.  Nonetheless ,  p e r i o d i c  maintenance payments 
a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  marr iage  breakdown appear t o  be  a  r e l a t i v e l y  common 
phenomenon i n  t h e  two c i t i e s .  

A t  t h e  t i m e  of t h e  decree  n i s i  t h e  average  age  of t h e  men was 36 
arid of t h e  women 32. (SC: 2.3.5, p. 41.) The average  age  of t h e  men 
surveyed was a l s o  36. (SM: 2.1, p. 265.) The women's survey had an  
average  age of 35. (SW: 2.1, p. 153.) 



Education 

Education was not  recorded i n  t h e  c o u r t  f i l e s .  From t h e  
household survey i t  could be determined t h a t  fo r ty - fou r  pe rcen t  
of t h e  men were n o t  graduates  of high school  and 33% had some 
post-secondary educat ion.  (SM: 3.2,  p. 265.) The corresponding 
f i g u r e s  from t h e  women's survey were 43% and 31% r e s p e c t i v e l y .  
(SW: 2.2, p. 153.)  

Residence a t  t h e  Time of Marriage 

Over two-thirds  (68%) of t h e  Supreme Court sample had been 
marr ied i n  Alber ta .  (SC: 2.2.1, p. 38.) Unfor tuna te ly ,  t h i s  
information was n o t  o f t e n  recorded i n  Family Court f i l e s ,  
and a v a l i d  e s t i m a t e  could no t  be  obtained.  

Durat ion of Marriage 

The average d u r a t i o n  of marr iage a t  t h e  t ime t h e  decree  n i s i  
was granted was 10.5 years .  (SC: 2.2.3, p. 38.) Th i s  f i gu re .  was 
r e p l i c a t e d  c l o s e l y  i n  t h e  Family Court s tudy ,  a l though i n  t h i s  ca se  
t h e  du ra t ion  of marr iage  r e f e r r e d  t o  e i t h e r  t h e  d a t e  of s epa ra t ion  
o r  t h e  d a t e  of d ivo rce  ( n i s i ) .  (FC: 2.3.2, p. 90.) 

Number of Dependent Children 

About t h ree -qua r t e r s  of t h e  f a m i l i e s  who were involved i n  
a Supreme Court maintenance order  had one o r  two dependent ch i ld ren .  
(SC: 2.2.4, p. 38.) Some Family Court ca ses  tended t o  involve more 
dependent c h i l d r e n ,  bu t  t h e r e  were one o r  two dependent c h i l d r e n  i n  
two-thirds of t h e  c a s e s  involved. (FC: 2.3.6, p. 90.) 

Employment and Income 

A t  t h e  t ime of t h e  s tudy ,  s l i g h t l y  more than  ha l f  of t h e  women 
surveyed were employed fu l l - t ime .  (SW: 2.3,  p. 159.) The ma jo r i t y  
of women who were working, did so i n  t h e  c l e r i c a l / s a l e s / s e r v i c e  s e c t o r .  
(SW: 2.5, p. 153.) Over a t h i r d  of t h e  women s t a t e d  t h a t  they had been 
employed f o r  l e s s t h a n h a l f  of t h e  t ime s i n c e  t h e i r  s epa ra t ion  o r  d ivo rce  
Over 80% i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  t h e i r  n e t  monthly income was l e s s  than $1000. 
(SW: 4.2, p. 159.) 

Eighty-f i v e  percent  of t h e  men interviewed were employed f u l l -  
t ime o r  self-employed a t  t h e  t ime of t h e  s tudy (SM: 3.3, p. 265.). 
Nearly two-thirds  (61%) s a i d  they had been employed cont inuously 
s i n c e  t h e  t ime of t h e i r  s epa ra t ion /d ivo rce  and another  20% s a i d  they 
had been employed more than  three-quar te rs  of t h e  t ime. Only 8% had 
been employed f o r  l e s s  than  ha l f  of t h e  t ime. (SM: 3.4, p. 265.) The 
average n e t  monthly income of t h e  men sampled was about $1500, a l though 
35% s a i d  they  had n e t  monthly incomes of l e s s  than  $1000. (SM: 3.4,  
p. 265.) 



Fac to r s  Rela t ing  t o  t h e  Grant ing of Maintenance 
Awards and t o  t h e  Amount of Such Awards 

The most important f a c t o r  in f luenc ing  t h e  g r a n t i n g  of maintenance 
awards i s  t h e  presence  o r  absence of dependent ch i ld ren .  Over two-thirds 
of t h e  d ivo rce  cases  i n  Supreme Court involving dependent ch i ld ren  
contained maintenance awdrds of some kind; t h i s  compares w i th  only 14% 
of t h e  cases  wi thout  dependent ch i ld ren .  (SC: 2.4, p.  50.) 

The maintenance awards of p a r t i c u l a r  i n t e r e s t  t o  t h i s  s tudy  were 
p e r i o d i c  awards. These awards o b l i g a t e  t h e  spouse (almost always t h e  
husband) t o  provide  maintenance support  on a  cont inuing  b a s i s  t o  t h e  
ch i ld ren  and sometimes t h e  wi fe  of t h e  former marriage. I n  Supreme 
Courts,  p e r i o d i c  awards were gene ra l ly  found t o  be r e l a t e d  t o  ch i ldren .  
When t h e r e  were no c h i l d r e n  involved i n  t h e  marr iage,  l e s s  
than 5% of t h e  wives rece ived  p e r i o d i c a l  awards. Even when dependent 
ch i ld ren  were involved only  18% of t h e  wives rece ived  such awards. 
I n  c o n t r a s t ,  65% of t h e  c a s e s  involving dependent ch i ld ren  contained 
a  pe r iod ic  award f o r  t h e  ch i ld ren .  (SC: 10.6, p. 53.) 

The spouse who p e t i t i o n e d  f o r  d ivo rce  appeared t o  i n f luence  t h e  
awarding of maintenance. I f  t he  husband was t h e  p e t i t i o n e r ,  a  maintenance 
award was l e s s  l i k e l y  t o  be granted.  This  r e l a t i o n s h i p  held whether o r  
n o t  dependent c h i l d r e n  were involved. (SC: 2.3.1, p. 41.) The a l l eged  
grounds f o r  d ivo rce  a l s o  seemed t o  be r e l a t e d  t o  t h e  g ran t ing  of awards. 
I f  t h e  husband was t h e  p e t i t i o n e r  and a d u l t e r y  and/or  phys i ca l  c r u e l t y  
were c i t e d ,  maintenance was l e s s  l i k e l y  t o  be awarded. I f  t h e  w i fe  was 
t h e  p e t i t i o n e r  and she  c i t e d  a d u l t e r y  a s  a  m a r i t a l  offense.,  she  was 
ve ry  l i k e l y  t o  r e c e i v e  a n  award. (SC: 2.3.10, p. 47.) 

The Supreme Court Sfudy a l s o  examined a  number of f a c t o r s  
which might be r e l a t e d  t o  t h e  amount of maintenance awarded. These 
included:  t h e  income of both  spouses,  t h e  i d e n t i t y  of t h e  p re s id ing  
judge, c o n t e s t a t i o n  of t h e  award, t h e  number and ages  of t h e  ch i ld ren ,  
du ra t ion  of t h e  marr iage ,  ages of spouses a t  t h e  t ime of d ivo rce  
and t h e  a l l eged  grounds f o r  divorce.  

The amount of t h e  award t o  both wives and c h i l d r e n  was d i r e c t l y  
r e l a t e d  t o  t h e  r epo r t ed  income of t h e  husband, a l though t h e  a s s o c i a t i o n  
was s t ronge r  w i t h  t h e  award t o  wives. It should be mentioned, however, 
t h a t  t h e  incomes recorded were those  given by t h e  p e t i t i o n e r  and a s  
most c a s e s  were uncon te s t ed ,  t h e s e  may not  have been accu ra t e .  Also 
t h e r e  was a  s u b s t a n t i a l  amount of missing information.  There was no 
c o r r e l a t i o n  between t h e  r epo r t ed  income of wives and t h e  amount of 
maintenance, b u t  aga in  t h i s  da t a  was no t  o f t e n  recorded i n  t h e  f i l e s .  
(SC: 4.1.2, and SC: 4.1.3, p. 59-60.) 

Although t h e  mean amounts of awards d id  va ry  from judge t o  judge, 
t h e r e  were s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e s  and t h e  s tudy  was inconclus ive .  

There was no conclus ive  f i n d i n g  regard ing  c o n t e s t a t i o n :  most cases  
were uncontested and a  good s t a t i s t i c a l  comparison could n o t  be  made. 



I)urati.on oT m a r r i a g e  ; ~ n d  ~ l l c  ; ~ g c s  o i  t h e  spouscs  were n o t  
a s s o c i a t e d  t o  any i m p o r t a n t  d e g r e e  w i t h  t h e  amount oE awards t o  
spouses  and c h i l d r e n .  T h i s  was a l s o  t h e  c a s e  w i t h  t h e  number of 
c h i l d r e n  i n  t h e  f a m i l y  u n i t  and a g e s  of t h e  c h i l d r e n .  (SC: 4 .4 ,  
4 .5 ,  4.6,  and 4 .7 ,  pp. 62-64.) 

Tllere was n n o t i c e a b l e  d i f f e r e n c e  between t h c  amount 
of  awards t n  c l l i l d r e n  and whether  o r  n o t  t h e  w i f e  was on s o c i a l  
a s s i s t a n c e  a t  t h e  t i m e  of p e t i t i o n .  The mean award t o  c h i l d r e n  i n  
c a s e s  of s o c i a l  a s s i s t a n c e  was $27 l e s s  t h a n  i n  c a s e s  which d i d  n o t  
i n v o l v e  s o c i a l  a s s i s t a n c e .  (SC: 3.7,  p. 63 . )  

I n c i d e n c e  of Payment and D e f a u l t  

There  were t h r e e  p o t e n t i a l  s o u r c e s  of d a t a  which r e l a t e d  t o  
t h e  i n c i d e n c e  of payment and d e f a u l t :  t h e  Family Cour t  Records 
Study,  t h e  Survey o f  Women and t h e  Survey of Men. 

I n  t h e  Family  Cour t  Study,  t h e  d a t a  from o n l y  two of t h e  f o u r  
c o u r t  l o c a t i o n s  cou ld  be  used  t o  p r o v i d e  r e l a t i v e l y  u n b i a s e d  e s t i m a t e s  
of payment r e c o r d s .  (FC: 2.1,  p.  8 2 . )  Those were  i n  Edmonton and 
L e t h b r i d g e ;  t h e r e  were  t o o  many c a s e s  of m i s s i n g  d a t a  i n  t h e  Ca lga ry  
and Grande P r a i r i e  C o u r t s  t o  p r o v i d e  v a l i d  e s t i m a t e s .  The l a t t e r  may 
i n  p a r t  be due t o  t l le  f a c t  t h a t  Ca lga ry  was ~ ~ n d e r g v i n g  a  f i l i n g  sys tem 
change a t  t h e  t i m e  o i  t h e  s t u d y .  Fur the rmore ,  i n  bo th  Ca lga ry  and 
Grande P r a i r i e ,  l e d g e r  c a r d s  a r e  s t a r t e d  and a n n o t a t e d  o n l y  upon 
r e c e i p t  of  a  cheque.  Hence t h e r e  would be no r e c o r d  of a r r e a r s  u n l e s s  
payment had been made i r l i t  i n  Ll y . 

A t  t h e  t i m e  of t h e  s t u d y ,  a  s l i g h t  m a j o r i t y  of bo th  maintenance 
o r d e r s  and show cause  c a s e s  were  i n  a r r e a r s .  (FC: 2 .1 .2 ,  p. 83 . )  
When a r r e a r s  o r d e r s  were c o n s i d e r e d  a l o n e ,  l e s s  t h a n  20% were  p a i d  
up,  and a b o u t  a  q u a r t e r  were  d e c r e a s i n g  t h e  amount owing. The m a j o r i t y  
of c a s e s  were n o t  making payments and t h e  amount of a r r e a r s  was 
i n c r e a s i n g .  (FC: 2 .1 .2 ,  p. 83 . )  About two- th i rds  of t h e  c a s e s  i n  
b o t h  C o u r t s  had made a  payment i n  t h e  s i x  months p r i o r  t o  t h e  s t u d y .  
However, o n l y  abou t  one h a l f  of t h e  c a s e s  had made a  payment i n  a  g i v e n  
month ( t h e  month chosen was November 1979) .  (FC: 2.1.3,  p. 83 . )  

When t h e  f u l l  d u r a t i o n  of t h e  c a s e  w a s  c o n s i d e r e d ,  38% of 
bo th  t h e  Edmonton and L e t h b r i d g e  c a s e s  sampled had made a l l  t h e i r  
payments. Twenty-three p e r c e n t  of t h e  Edmonton c a s e s  and 7% of t h e  
L e t h b r i d g e  c a s e s  had made no payment wha t soever  o v e r  t h e  d u r a t i o n  
of t h e  c a s e .  L e t h b r i d g e  c a s e s  tended t o  make p a r t i a l  o r  i n t e r m i t t e n t  
payments more t h a n  t h o s e  i n  Edmonton. (FC: 2 .1 .3 ,  p.83.)  
T h i s  l a s t  f i n d i n g  i s  p robab ly  t h e  r e s u l t  of d i f f e r i n g  p o l i c i e s  of t h e  
two c o u r t  a d m i n i s t r a t i o n s ;  i n  L e t h b r i d g e  p a r t i a l  payments a r e  a c c e p t e d  
i f  men a r e  n o t  a b l e  t o  make payments i n  f u l l .  

The e s t i m a t e s  p rov ided  by t h e  Study of Family  Cour t  r e c o r d s ,  w h i l e  
r e l a t i v e l y  a c c u r a t e  r e f l e c t i o n s  of t h e  p o p u l a t i o n s  t h e y  r e p r e s e n t ,  do 
n o t  g i v e  a  good e s t i m a t e  of t h e  o v e r a l l  i n c i d e n c e  of payment and d e f a u l t  
s imply because  n o t  a l l  ma in tenance  o r d e r s  a r e  r e c o r d e d  i n  Family Cour t .  



The b e s t  e s t ima te  of t h e  inc idence  of payment and non-payment 
of maintenance o rde r s  t h a t  i s  provided i n  t h i s  s tudy ,  comes from 
t h e  Survey of Women. About ha l f  of t h e  women surveyed (52% i n  Calgary 
and 53% i n  Edmonton) s a i d  t h a t  t h e i r  ex-husbands were up-to-date w i t h  
t h e i r  payments a t  t h e  t ime of t h e  s tudy.  (SW: 9.2,  p.176.) 

However, t h i s  r e s u l t  does not  mean t h a t  ha l f  of t h e  maintenance 
o rde r s  a r e  always f u l l y  pa id  up. An index of payment s t a t u s  was 
c rea t ed  by combining t h e  numbers of payments made over t h e  p a s t  year  
w i th  t h e  propor t ion  of t h e  amount u s u a l l y  paid. (SW: 9.0,  p.173.) 
Using t h i s  index i t  was found t h a t  about a t h i r d  of t h e  ex-husbands 
(34% i n  Calgary and 32% i n  Edmonton) were e x c e l l e n t  payers ,  i. e .  
they  paid t h e  f u l l  amount every month. Around 15% of t h e  ex-husbands 
i n  both c i t i e s  were f a i r  payers  (genera l ly  spealding, they were 
sometimes i n  a r r e a r s  but  made i t  up l a t e r ) .  Twenty-seven percent  of 
Calgary respondents  and 19% of those  i n  Edmonton ind ica t ed  t h a t  t h e i r  
ex-husbands were poor payers ,  i . e .  they  had paid something over t h e  
p a s t  yea r  but  were ve ry  i r r e g u l a r .  F i n a l l y ,  a q u a r t e r  of t h e  Calgary 
sample and a t h i r d  of t h e  Edmonton respondents  i nd ica t ed  t h a t  t h e i r  
ex-husbands were non-payers. (SW: 9.6,  p.176.) Non-payers were 
defined a s  those  who had no t  pa id  anything i n  t h e  p a s t  year .  

The r e s u l t s  of t h e  Survey of Men d id  not  provide  a good e s t ima te  
of t h e  inc idence  of t h e  payment and non-payment because of t h e  
l i ke l ihood  of b i a s  i n  t h e  sample. (SM: 1 .4 ,  p.  258.) 

The Rela t ionship  Between Enforcement and Payment 

A s  mentioned i n  t h e  background t o  t h e  s tudy ,  t h e  a t t e n t i o n  of 
governments has  p r i m a r i l y  been focussed upon t h e  i s s u e  of enforcement 
procedures.  It is  important  t o  n o t e  t h a t  enforcement i s  n o t  a n  a c t  
bu t  r a t h e r  a process  t h a t  c o n s i s t s  of a number of s t e p s .  I n  most 
ca ses ,  a complaint of d e f a u l t  must be made. I n  A lbe r t a ,  it is not 
n e c e s s a r i l y  t h e  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  of t h e  cou r t  c l e r k  t o  n o t i f y  t h e  
c o u r t  t h a t  a p a r t i c u l a r  order  is i n  a r r e a r s .  There a r e  vary ing  
0pinion.s a s  t o  who should be r e spons ib l e  f o r  i n i t i a t i n g  complaints  
of d e f a u l t .  Depending upon t h e  s t a t u s  of t h e  c a s e  a summons f o r  
a show cause hear ing  o r  a warrant  may be  i ssued .  This  n e c e s s i t a t e s  
t h e  t r a c i n g  of t h e  i n d i v i d u a l  i n  ques t ion  i n  o rde r  t h a t  t h e  summons 
o r  warrant  be served on him. 

The s tudy  of Family Court records  i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  most c a s e s  
involve enforcement proceedings t o  some degree.  Seventy-four percent  
of t h e  ca ses  i n  Calgary, 87% i n  Edmonton, 81% i n  Lethbridge and 50% 
of t h e  cases  i n  Grande P r a i r i e  showed some evidence of enforcement. 
The f i g u r e  f o r  Grande P r a i r i e  is probably u n r e l i a b l e  i n  t h i s  
ca se . "  Eight pe rcen t  of t h e  Calgary cases  and 12% of t hose  i n  Edmonton 
contained a t  l e a s t  one p r i s o n  committal o rde r  i n  a d d i t i o n  t o  t h e  
i ssuance  of summonses and warran ts .  F i f t e e n  percent  and 11% of 
t h e  Edmonton and Calgary cases  had a t  l e a s t  one warrant  i s sued  (but 
no pr i son  committal  o r d e r ) .  The ma jo r i t y  of c a s e s  i n  both c o u r t s  
(Calgary: 55%, and Edmonton: 60%) contained summonses, both served 
and unserved. (These l a s t  percentages do n o t  i nc lude  cases  which 
contained war ran t s  and/or  p r i s o n  committal o rde r s . )  (FC: 2.6.1, p.108.) 

* The f i g u r e  of 50% may be i n f l a t e d  by t h e  l a r g e  amount of missing 
in£  ormat i o n  i n  t h e  f i l e s .  



While enforcement p roceed ings  were i n i t i a t e d  q u i t e  commonly 
through Family Cour t ,  t h e y  d i d  n o t  n e c e s s a r i l y  r e s u l t  i n  t h e  
c o l l e r t i o n  of money owed. In t h e  c a s e  of Edmonton, which showed t h e  
g r e a t e s t  l e v e l  of enforcement ,  n e a r l y  a  q u a r t e r  o f  t h e  r e c o r d s  examined 
sllowed no ev idence  of payment o v e r  t h e  d u r a t i o n  of t h e  c a s e ,  and a  
m a j o r i t y  of a l l  c a s e s  were i n  a r r e a r s  a t  t h e  t ime  of t h e  s tudy .  T h i s  
may mean t h a t  e i t h e r  t h e  e n f o r c a n e n t  p roceed ings  were n o t  fo l lowed 
through a d e q u a t e l y  o r  t h a t  they  s imply were n o t  e f f e c t i v e .  

There  was c o n s i d e r a b l e  ev idence  t h a t  summonses and w a r r a n t s  
were  f r e q u e n t l y  n o t  se rved .  F o r t y  p e r c e n t  of t h e  Edmonton c a s e s  
c o n t a i n e d  unserved summonses and 14% con ta ined  unserved w a r r a n t s .  
(FC: 2 . 6 . 2 , p . l l l . )  

The n e x t  s t e p  i n  t h e  enforcement p rocedure  i s  t r a c i n g .  It i s  
o f t e n  s t a t e d  t h a t  maintenance o r d e r  d e f a u l t e r s  a r e  a  d i f f i c u l t  group 
t o  l o c a t e .  T h i s  h y p o t h e s i s  was examined i n  t h e  s tudy  of t h e  d e f a u l t e r s .  
I n  t h i s  s t u d y ,  a  s y s t e m a t i c  t r a c i n g  p rocedure  was fol lowed u s i n g  common 
s o u r c e s  such a s  t e l e p h o n e  d i r e c t o r i e s  and a d d r e s s e s  from t h e  Motor 
V e h i c l e  L i c e n s i n g  Branch, t h e n  t h e  r e s o u r c e s  of t h e  Search Uni t  of t h e  
Department of S o c i a l  S e r v i c e s  and Community H e a l t h ,  and f i n a l l y ,  t h e  
s e r v i c e s  of a  p r o f e s s i o n a l  t r a c i n g  company. It was found t h a t  n e a r l y  
h a l f  of t h e  d e f a u l t e r s  could  b e  t r a c e d  e a s i l y  and a n o t h e r  25% could be 
found w i t h o u t  u s i n g  e x t e n s i v e  t r a c i n g  t e c h n i q u e s .  (SD: 4.1,  p. 373 .) 
The c o n c l u s i o n  seems t o  be  t h a t  t h e  problem of t r a c i n g  d e f a u l t e r s  i s  n o t  
of s u f f i c i e n t  o r d e r  t o  e x p l a i n  t h e  weak f o l l o w  th rough  of enforcement 
p roceed ings .  

Another f a c t o r  which r e l a t e s  t o  t h e  e f f i c i e n c y  of enforcement 
p roceed ings  i s  t h e  q u a l i t y  of Family Court  record-keeping systems.  
Researchers  were u n a b l e  t o  f i n d  a b o u t  46% of t h e  l e d g e r  c a r d s  r e l a t i n g  
t o  t h e  sample of c u r r e n t  maintenance o r d e r  f i l e s  i n  Calgary.  When t h e  
d e g r e e  of enforcement  was examined i n  c a s e s  w i t h  and wi thou t  l e d g e r  
c a r d s ,  i t  was found t h a t  c a s e s  w i t h o u t  l e d g e r  c a r d s  were s u b s t a n t i a l l y  
l e s s  l i k e l y  t o  be  e n f o r c e d  than  c a s e s  w i t h  l e d g e r  c a r d s .  

I n  a d d i t i o n  t o  t h e  Family Court  Records Study,  t h e r e  was some 
i n f o r m a t i o n  r e l a t i n g  t o  enforcement c o l l e c t e d  from t h e  Survey of 
Women. Women were asked  whether t h e y  had a t t e m p t e d  t o  t a k e  t h e i r  
ex-husbands t o  c o u r t ;  i f  they d i d ,  whether  t h e y  appeared i n  c o u r t ;  i f  
t h e y  d i d  a p p e a r ,  whether  t h e y  began t o  pay; and i f  t h e y  began t o  pay,  
whether  they  c o n t i n u e d  t o  pay. The r e s u l t s  were n o t  encouraging.  
Of t h o s e  who a t t e m p t e d  t o  t a k e  t h e i r  ex-husbands t o  c o u r t ,  h a l f  s a i d  
he  did  n o t  appear .  Of t h o s e  who s a i d  t h a t  he  appeared ,  n e a r l y  h a l f  
r e p o r t e d  t h a t  h e  d id  n o t  beg in  t o  pay. Of t h o s e  who s a i d  he began 
t o  pay, about h a l f  r e p o r t e d  t h a t  h e  d id  n o t  c o n t i n u e  t o  pay. Although 
t h e  d a t a  was l i m i t e d ,  t h e  r e s u l t s  were c o n s i s t e n t  w i t h  f i n d i n g s  from 
t h e  Family Court  Study and comments made by women. 



Some of t h e  women commented on t h e  inadequacy of c o u r t  
a d m i n i s t r a t i o n  a s  a r e a s o n  f o r  poor payment o r  non-payment of t h e i r  
o r d e r s .  Comments such as: " t h e  Family Court  s t r u c t u r e  does  n o t  
seem t o  have s u f f i c i e n t  t e e t h  t o  e n f o r c e  t h e  main tenance  o r d e r  
reasonab ly . .  . I t  and "Family Court  is t o o  l a x  i n  e n f o r c i n g  t h e i r  laws" 
were n o t  uncommon. (SW: 1.1, p. 198.) 

These comments and o t h e r s  l i k e  them s u g g e s t  t h a t  t h e r e  i s  a l a c k  
of f a i t h  among many women concern ing  t h e  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  of enforcement 
proceedings .  About one h a l f  of t h e  women r e p o r t e d  t h a t  t h e i r  ex-husbands 
had n o t  paid  t h e i r  o r d e r s  r e g u l a r l y .  When asked why t h i s  was t h e  c a s e ,  
o v e r  a q u a r t e r  s a i d  t h a t  t h e  c o u r t  would n o t  be a b l e  t o  make him pay 
o r  t h a t  i t  was t o o  much t r o u b l e  f o r  h e r .  

The Survey of Men a l s o  examined t h e  i s s u e  of enforcement .  A 
m i n o r i t y  (12%) of t h e  r e s p o n d e n t s  who s a i d  they  p a i d  t h e i r  o r d e r s  
r e g u l a r l y ,  p a i d  because  of t h e  l a w .  However, i n  examining t h e  comments, 
i t  was c l e a r  t h a t  some p a i d  o u t  of d e f e r e n c e  t o  t h e  law and o t h e r s ,  
because  of t h e  t h r e a t  of enforcement .  The former  view i s  r e p r e s e n t e d  
by comments s u c h  a s :  "I a m  paying because  I a m  l e g a l l y  o b l i g e d  to . "  
and ". . . because  of c o u r t  o r d e r .  " . "Afraid  t o  go t o  j a i l "  and "my 
company would n o t  t o l e r a t e  a g a r n i s h e e  o rder"  i n d i c a t e  a s p e c i f i c  
f e a r  of enforcement.  

Although a m i n o r i t y  of r e s p o n d e n t s  i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  t h e  major  r e a s o n  
f o r  payment was f e a r  of enforcement p roceed ings ,  t h e  answers  o f  d e f a u l t e r s  
t o  a s e r i e s  of q u e s t i o n s  s u g g e s t  t h a t  t i g h t e n e d , e n f o r c e m e n t  would m e e t  
w i t h  r e s i s t a n c e .  Those who were n o t  r e g u l a r  i n  t h e i r  payments w e r e  asked 
i f  they would pay i f  t h e y  were t h r e a t e n e d  w i t h  (1 )  l e g a l  p roceed ings ,  
(2 )  a g a r n i s h e e  o r d e r ,  and ( 3 )  imprisonment.  Roughly a t h i r d  of t h o s e  
answering s a i d  t h e y  would pay i f  t h r e a t e n e d  w i t h  l e g a l  p roceed ings  o r  
imprisonment,  and o n l y  21% s a i d  t h e y  would pay i f  t h r e a t e n e d  w i t h  a 
g a r n i s h e e  o r d e r .  I n  each  c a s e ,  however, more s a i d  t h e y  would n o t  pay 
when t h r e a t e n e d  w i t h  s u c h  enforcement t h a n  would pay. A few r e s p o n d e n t s  
were d e f i a n t :  "I would n o t  work i f  f o r c e d  t o  do a n y t h i n g  by anyonet'  
and " . . . . .not  even t h e  law cou ld  f o r c e  m e  t o  pay". 

I n  summary, t h e  f i n d i n g s  w i t h  r e s p e c t  t o  t h e  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  of 
enforcement p r o c e e d i n g s  a r e  i n c o n c l u s i v e .  Taking i n i t i a l  a c t i o n  is 
v e r y  common. The ev idence  seems t o  s u g g e s t  t h a t  enforcement is 
l e s s  e f f e c t i v e  w i t h  each a d d i t i o n a l  s t e p  i n  t h e  p r o c e s s .  I f  measures  
a r e  t aken  t o  t i g h t e n  enforcement  when a d e f a u l t  c o n t i n u e s  t o  o c c u r ,  
t h e r e  is n o t  i n d i c a t i o n  i n  t h e  f i n d i n g s  t h a t  commensurate i n c r e a s e s  
i n  payment w i l l  occur .  I f  t h e  o p i n i o n s  of t h e  men surveyed were t o  
b e  t aken  s e r i o u s l y ,  b e t t e r  enforcement may r e s u l t  i n  f u r t h e r  
r e s i s t a n c e .  



Fac to r s  Rela t ing  t o  and t h e  Reasons f o r  
Payment and Non-Payment of Maintenance Orders 

One of t h e  main aims of t h i s  s tudy was t o  i n v e s t i g a t e  t h e  reasons 
f o r  t h e  payment and non-payment of maintenance o rde r s .  Two means were 
used t o  o b t a i n  t h i s  information.  The f i r s t  was an  examination of many 
poss ib l e  f a c t o r s  which could be a s soc i a t ed  wi th  payment and d e f a u l t  
such a s  ages,  income, acces s  arrangements and s o  on. Secondly, both 
men and women were asked why payments were made o r  no t  made. 

The f a c t o r s  analyzed i n  t h e  s tudy a r e  summarized b r i e f l y  below: 

Duration of Marriage: There appeared t o  be a  p o s i t i v e  c o r r e l a t i o n  
between t h e  d u r a t i o n  of marr iage and t h e  payment s t a t u s  of c a s e s  
i n  Edmonton Family Court. (FC: 3.2.1,  p .  . This  r e l a t i o n s h i p  
was found t o  be s t r o n g e r  i n  t h e  Survey of Men. Excel lent  payers  
were married tw ice  a s  long a s  i n t e r m i t t e n t  payers  and non-payers. 
(MS: 13.2, p. 299.) 

Number of Dependent Children: No r e l a t i o n s h i p  was found between 
t h e  number of dependent c h i l d r e n  and t h e  payment s t a t u s  of t h e  
cases  i n  Edmonton Family Court. (FC: 3.2.2,  p.115.) 

Ages of Children: I n  t h e  Edmonton Family Court s tudy t h e r e  was 
more l i ke l ihood  of payments t o  be made on o r d e r s  r e l a t i n g  t o  
c h i l d r e n  of l e s s  than  seven yea r s  of age than  f o r  o l d e r  ch i ld ren .  
(FC: 3.2.3,  p. 115.) 

Amount of Order: There was no a s s o c i a t i o n  between t h e  amount of 
t h e  o rde r  and t h e  r e g u l a r i t y  of payments i n  t h e  Edmonton Family Court study! 
(FC: 3.3.2, p.117 .) This  was a l s o  t h e  c a s e  i n  t h e  Survey of i en, 
al though t h e r e  was some i n d i c a t i o n  t h a t  t h e  l a r g e r  o rde r s  were b e t t e r  
paid.  (SM: 13.7, p.301.) I n  t h e  Survey of Women t h e  mean amount 
of awards f o r  non-payers was lower than  t h a t  of e x c e l l e n t  payers .  
However, t h i s  r e l a t i o n s h i p  d id  not  hold a c r o s s  a l l  f o u r  payment 
s t a t u s  c a t e g o r i e s  used i n  t h i s  s tudy.  (SW: 13.b1, p.192.) 

Access Arrangements: The a n a l y s i s  of Family Court r eco rds  was 
inconclus ive  a s  i n  a  g r e a t  ma jo r i t y  of ca ses  acces s  arrangements 
were termed a s  " reasonable".  (FC : 3.2.4,  p ,116. ) Men were asked 
whether o r  n o t  they  were s a t i s f i e d  wi th  t h e  acces s  arrangements 
but  no s t a t i s t i c a l  r e l a t i o n s h i p  was found between s a t i s f a c t i o n  wi th  
acces s  and payment s t a t u s .  (SM: 13.2, p.299 .) However, i n  t h e  
comments s e c t i o n ,  t h e r e  were some respondents  who gave d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n  
wi th  acces s  arrangements a s  a  reason f o r  d e f a u l t .  However, they 
were probably too  few i n  number t o  show up i n  t h e  s t a t i s t i c a l  
ana lys i s .  

Other Family R e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s :  In  t h e  Survey of Women t h e r e  appeared 
t o  be a  p o s i t i v e  c o r r e l a t i o n  between t h e  ex-husband's involvement i n  
a  new r e l a t i o n s h i p  and payment s t a t u s . *  (SW: 13.2,  p. 188.) Ex-husbands 
who had remarr ied o r  who had formed a common law r e l a t i o n s h i p  tended 
t o  be b e t t e r  payers .  The same p a t t e r n  he ld  t r u e  i n  t h e  Survey of Men. 
(SM: 13.16, p. 307.) 

* * * * * * * * * J c  

* These c a t e g o r i e s  a r e  explained a t  p. 16. 



I n  t h e  Edmonton Family Court Study t h e r e  was no observable  
a s s o c i a t i o n  between t h e  m a r i t a l  s t a t u s  of husbands and t h e  payment 
of maintenance o rde r s .  (FC: 3.4.1,  p.117.) 

Income, Assets, Debts,  N e t  Worth: There were too  few i n s t a n c e s  of 
ca se s  of Family Court f i l e s  which conta ined  t h i s  in format ion  t o  
a l l ow  f o r  such an  a n a l y s i s .  (FC: 4.2,  p.119.) 

Income d a t a  was ob ta ined  i n  t h e  Survey of Women and t h e  
Survey of Men. Women were asked t o  e s t i m a t e  t h e  n e t  y e a r l y  income 
of t h e i r  ex-husband and t h i s  v a r i a b l e  was c ross - tabula ted  wi th  payment 
s t a t u s .  Although t h e r e  appeared t o  b e  a  p o s i t i v e  c o r r e l a t i o n  between 
income and payment s t a t u s ,  i t  was weak. (SW: 13.4,  p. 180.) There 
d i d  no t  appear  t o  be  any r e l a t i o n s h i p  between t h e  y e a r l y  incomes of 
wives and t h e  payment s t a t u s  of husbands. (SW: 13.5,  p.190.) 

I n  t h e   en's Survey t h e r e  was a  p o s i t i v e  c o r r e l a t i o n  
between y e a r l y  income and payment s t a t u s .  (SM: 13.14, p.300.) This  
a s s o c i a t i o n  a l s o  held when the  mean n e t  monthly incomes of husbands 
were compared by payment s t a t u s  ca t ego r i e s .  I n t e r m i t t e n t  payers  had 
lower n e t  monthly incomes than  e x c e l l e n t  payers  b u t  e x c e l l e n t  payers  
and non-payers had s i m i l a r  mean incomes. This  sugges t s  t h a t  low 
income is a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  i r r e g u l a r  payment, b u t  no t  h igh ly  a s s o c i a t e d  
wi th  complete non-payment. (SM: 13.15, p.307.) 

The mean n e t  monthly incomes of t he  wives were compared by 
payment s t a t u s  b u t  no r e l a t i o n s h i p  was found. (SW: 13.12, p. 193.)  

I n  a d d i t i o n  t o  n e t  monthly income two i n d i c e s  of ' a f f o r d a b i l i t y '  
were c r ea t ed .  The f i r s t  one was income r e l a t i v e  t o  s o c i a l  a s s i s t a n c e  
r a t e s  and t h e  second was maintenance payments r e l a t i v e  t o  a  measure 
of d i sposab le  income, ( i . e .  n e t  income of f ami ly  u n i t  less t h e  
a p p r o p r i a t e  s o c i a l  a s s i s t a n c e  r a t e  f o r  t h e  f ami ly  u n i t . )  For an 
explana t ion  of t h e  development of t h e s e  i n d i c e s  see:  (FC: 4.0, p.119.) 
I n  bo th  c a s e s  i t  appeared t h a t  f i n a n c i a l  d i f f i c u l t i e s  i n  making payments 
were a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  i r r e g u l a r  payment bu t  n o t  w i th  non-payment. 

The q u e s t i o n n a i r e s  f o r  women and men a l s o  asked f o r  information 
concerning deb t s .  It was ev ident  t h a t  some respondents  
confused monthly payments on debt  w i t h  t o t a l  deb t ,  t h e  d a t a  was 
regarded a s  t o o  u n r e l i a b l e  f o r  f u r t h e r  a n a l y s i s .  

The q u e s t i o n n a i r e  a l s o  asked about ownership of a home. Men 
who owned t h e i r  own home appeared t o  be b e t t e r  payers  t h a n  those  who 
d i d  no t .  Th i s  f i n d i n g  occurred both  i n  t h e  men's and women's survey. 
(SM: 13.17, p.308, and SW 13.8, p.191.) There d i d  no t  seem 
t o  be a  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between ownership of a  home by t h e  w i f e  and t h e  
payment s t a t u s  of t h e  case.  



Reasons f o r  Payment and Non-Payment Given 
by Men and Women Surveyed 

The reasons  f o r  payment and non-payment were probed i n  two 
ways i n  t h e  Survey of Men. F i r s t ,  a number of r ea sons  f o r  payment 
were s t a t e d  and t h e  respondents  were asked t o  i n d i c a t e  whether they  
agreed o r  d i sagreed  wi th  them a s  they app l i ed  t o  t h e i r  s i t u a t i o n .  
Secondly, t h e  men surveyed were asked t o  s p e c i f y  and expand upon 
t h e  main reason  f o r  t h e i r  payment o r  non-payment. Women were asked 
i n  an open-ended ques t ion  t o  spec i fy  why they thought  t h e i r  ex-husbands 
pa id  o r  d id  not  pay. 

The most common reason  (76%) f o r  payment o f f e red  
by men was a cont inued sense  of r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  t h e  we l f a re  of 
t h e  ch i ldren .  (SM: 12.3,  p. 297.) Over 60% of t h e  
respondents  who added comments gave t h i s  a s  t h e  main reason f o r  
paying. (SM: Appendix By p-327f f )  The m a j o r i t y  of women surveyed 
who s a i d  t h a t  t h e i r  ex-husbands paid r e g u l a r l y  a l s o  gave r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  
a s  t h e  main reason. (SW: Appendix C ,  p.207.) 

I n  t h e  Survey of Men t h e  continued sense  of r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  was 
followed by t h e  d e s i r e  t o  p re se rve  any remaining goodwill  i n  t h e  
family (60%). S l i g h t l y  l e s s  than ha l f  of t h e  respondents  (47%) 
answering t h i s  s e r i e s  of ques t ions  ind ica t ed  t h a t  one of t h e  reasons  
they paid was because they did no t  want t o  s e e  t h e i r  ex-wife go on 
t o  s o c i a l  a s s i s t a n c e .  

It i s  worth no t ing  t h a t  t h r e e  of t h e  reasons  f o r  payment of fe red  
i n  t h e  ques t ionna i r e  r e f e r r e d  t o  t h r e a t s  of cou r t  proceedings, wage 
garnishments and imprisonment. Only a minor i ty  of respondents  
(18 t o  23%) i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  such t h r e a t s  prompted them t o  pay. 

In  t h e  Survey of Men t h e  most common reason g iven  (63%) f o r  no t  
paying maintenance o b l i g a t i o n s  r e g u l a r l y  was t h a t  t h e  ex-wife could 
support  h e r s e l f .  S l i g h t l y  l e s s  than  ha l f  of t h e  respondents  (46%) 
s a i d  they  d id  n o t  pay r e g u l a r l y  because they could not  aff15rd i t .  
Th i s  reason was c l o s e l y  followed by f e e l i n g s  t h a t  t h e  ex-wife was 
r e spons ib l e  f o r  t h e  marr iage  breakdown and t h a t  money meant f o r  t h e  
ch i ld ren  went t o  t h e  ex-wife i n s t ead .  (SM: 12.4, p. 297.) 

According t o  t h e  women surveyed t h e  most common reason f o r  
i r r e g u l a r  o r  non-payment was i r r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  on t h e  p a r t  of t h e  
ex-husband, Th i s  reason  was c l o s e l y  followed by resentment a g a i n s t  
t h e  ex-wif e .  There were s e v e r a l  o the r  r ea sons  mentioned by smaller  
groups of respondents  inc luding  ex-husband's f i n a n c i a l  problems, 
o b l i g a t i o n s  t o  new fami ly ,  and poor enforcement. 



I n  reviewing t h i s  d a t a  i t  seems t h a t  i n  most c a s e s  t h e  d e c i s i o n  
t o  pay o r  d e f a u l t  on maintenance o b l i g a t i o n s  h i n g e s  on a  con t inued  
s e n s e  of r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  t h e  w e l f a r e  of t h e  c h i l d r e n  d e s p i t e  t h e  
m a r r i a g e  breakdown. The m a j o r i t y  of b o t h  t h e  men and women 
i n t e r v i e w e d  s t a t e d  t h a t  a  s e n s e  o f  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  was t h e  main 
r e a s o n  f o r  r e g u l a r  payment, and i t  seems r e a s o n a b l e  t o  t a k e  them 
a t  t h e i r  word. 

A  major  e x p l a n a t i o n  g i v e n  by men f o r  i r r e g u l a r  o r  non-payment 
was n o t  be ing  a b l e  t o  a f f o r d  payments. To t e s t  t h i s  a s s e r t i o n ,  
d j  s p o s a b l e  income was measured by u s i n g  s o c i a l  a s s i s t a n c e  r a t e s  a s  
a  base  l i n e .  (SM: 4 .0 ,  p. 267.) When t h i s  index was r e l a t e d  t o  
payment s t a t u s  i t  was found t h a t  l a c k  of d i s p o s a b l e  income seemed 
t o  be r e l a t e d  t o  r e g u l a r  payment bu t  n o t  t o  comple te  non-payment. 
Although a  t h i r d  of t h e  men i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  t h e y  were  poor p a y e r s  o r  
non-payers, over  80% of t h e  sample seem t o  have s u f f i c i e n t  income 
t o  meet t h e i r  o b l i g a t i o n s .  (SM: 4.7,  p. 270.) These r e s u l t s  
s u g g e s t  t h a t  t h e  a b i l i t y  t o  a f f o r d  main tenance  payments is r e l a t i v e :  
i t  depends on t h e  p r i o r i t y  accorded t o  main tenance  payments r e l a t i v e  
t o  o t h e r  f i n a n c i a l  o b l i g a t i o n s .  T h i s  comes a c r o s s  v e r y  c l e a r l y  i n  
some of t h e  comments of men such a s :  "Can ' t  a f f o r d  i t  sometimes 
due  t o  o t h e r  committments of my own t o  my second mar r iage . " ,  "Can' t  
a f f o r d  i t .  Wasted money. Never s e e  c h i l d . "  and " t h e r e  were more 
impor tan t  t h i n g s  t o  b e  paid ." .  

The comments of men a l s o  p r o v i d e  a n  i d e a  of why some men do n o t  
accord  h i g h  p r i o r i t y  t o  t h e i r  maintenance o b l i g a t i o n s ;  i n  o t h e r  
words why some do n o t  a c c e p t  t h i s  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y .  The most 
f r e q u e n t  comments were:  con t inued  f e e l i n g s  of b i t t e r n e s s  toward 
t h e i r  ex-wives, d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n  over  cus tody  and a c c e s s  arrangements ,  
and f e e l i n g s  t h a t  t h e y  had been t r e a t e d  b a d l y  by t h e  l e g a l  system. 

Many of t h e s e  r e a s o n s  may r e f l e c t  a deeper  problem: 
a  F a i l u r e  on t h e  p a r t  of t h e  husband t o  come t o  terms w i t h  a  new 
r e l a t i o n s h i p .  What was a  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between man and w i f e  and 
f a t h e r  and c h i l d r e n  i s  t rans formed  i n t o  a r e l a t i o n s h i p  between 
d e b t o r  and c r e d i t o r .  I n  a d d i t i o n ,  t h e  man must l e a r n  t o  a c c e p t  a  
new r o l e  a s  a n  a b s e n t e e  p r o v i d e r .  One v e r y  a r t i c u l a t e  responden t  
expressed  t h e  s i t u a t i o n  t h u s :  

I F e e l  t h a t  t h e  c o u r t s  do n o t  a d e q u a t e l y  s u p p o r t  t h e  
ex-husband i n  any s u p p o r t i v e  method. Family c o u r t  
a p p e a r s  t o  be  o n l y  concerned w i t h  t h e  f i n a n c i a l  
a s p e c t  of t h e  d i v o r c e .  I have n o t  s e e n  two of my 
c h i l d r e n  f o r  two y e a r s  even though I have t h e  l e g a l  
r i g h t s  t o  v i s i t  them every  two weeks. .... I have been 
i n  c o n s t a n t  c o n t a c t  w i t h  my lawyer f o r  t h e  p a s t  2  1 / 2  
y e a r s  i n  a t t e m p t s  t o  g a i n  some v i s i t i n g  r i g h t  t o  my 
c h i l d r e n  t o  no a v a i l .  The l e g a l  s y s t e m ' s  a t t i t u d e  
a p p e a r s  t o  deny a  f a t h e r  any r i g h t s  t o  m a i n t a i n  a 
r e l a t i o n s h i p  w i t h  ( h i s  c h i l d r e n ) .  No p e r s o n  can  
t o l e r a t e  t h e  l o s s  of someone d e a r  t o  him w i t h o u t  a  
f i g h t ,  b u t  i f  everyone ( i n c l u d i n g  o u r  l e g a l  system) 



t e l l s  him he  should no longer  have a  r i g h t  t o  t h a t  
p a r t  of him, he l o s e s  h i s  d e s i r e  t o  ca re .  He then  
begins t o  c r e a t e  a  new atmosphere f o r  h i s  hopes and 
d e s i r e s .  He r e t u r n s  t o  being "one", t o  ca r ing  f o r  
himself and then  i f  h i s  l i f e  b r ings  new f e e l i n g s ,  
he begins t o  b u i l d  on t h a t .  He develops a  d e s i r e  
t o  work only f o r  what he has,  and no t  f o r  what he  
has  l o s t .  During my marr iage,  my wife  was supported,  
o f t e n  encouraged, t o  l e a v e  t h e  marr iage and t a k e  t h e  
ch i ld ren ,  by s o c i a l  s e r v i c e  agencies .  Each t ime 
t h i s  happened, I was not  given any information a s  
t o  my c h i l d r e n  o r  my ex-wife's whereabouts. I n  my 
case ,  I f e e l  s o c i e t y  helped b r ing  about t h e  demise 
of my marr iage.  It i s  because of t h i s  t h a t  I f e e l  
I don' t  f e e l  a  s t r o n g  sense of r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  t o  
t h e  support  of t h e s e  ch i ldren .  

I f  t h i s  premise i s  t r u e  and i t  does seem t o  be supported by t h e  
d a t a ,  then i t  sugges ts  t h a t  b e t t e r  e f f o r t s  t o  enable  couples  involved 
i n  divorce t o  come t o  an understanding concerning t h e i r  f u t u r e  
r e l a t i o n s h i p ,  may l e a d  t o  b e t t e r  payment and l e s s  acrimony. 
I f  t h e  comments made by men on t h e  l e g a l  system a r e  t o  be 
taken i n t o  account ,  men commonly f e e l  b i t t e r  and poorly t r e a t e d .  
These f e e l i n g s  can ha rd ly  l e a d  t o  a  p o s i t i v e  a t t i t u d e  towards t h e  
payment of maintenance o rde r s .  

The Adequacy of t he  System of Court Adminis t ra t ion  
Re la t ing  t o  t h e  Grant ing of Maintenance Orders and 
t h e i r  Subsequent Enforcement 

An a n c i l l a r y  aim of t h i s  s tudy was t o  determine t h e  adequacy of 
Court admin i s t r a t i on  r e l a t i n g  t o  t h e  g ran t ing  of maintenance o rde r s  
and t h e i r  subsequent enforcement. There were two sources  of d a t a  
which app l i ed  t o  t h i s  aim: t h e  adequacy of information recorded i n  
t h e  f i l e s  and t h e  comments of men and women who were involved wi th  
maintenance orders .  

There was a  cons ide rab le  amount of missing information i n  t h e  
Supreme Court f i l e s .  Of course,  cour t  f i l e s  a r e  not  s e t  up t o  meet 
t h e  requirements  of s o p h i s t i c a t e d  r e sea rch  but  t o  provide an information 
base f o r  t h e  a d m i n i s t r a t i o n  of j u s t i c e .  The concern i s  wi th  missing 
information a s  it r e l a t e s  t o  t he  g ran t ing  of maintenance o rde r s .  
The fol lowing important  information was n o t  recorded i n  many 
in s t ances  i n  t he  Supreme Courts of Calgary and Edmonton: income of 
each spouse, employment s t a t u s ,  and whether o r  no t  a  spouse was on 
s o c i a l  a s s i s t a n c e  a t  t h e  t ime of t h e  p e t i t i o n .  Information concerning 
a s s e t s ,  deb t s  and n e t  worth of t h e  spouses was recorded very  r a r e l y .  
The f a c t  t h a t  such informat ion  was not  en tered  i n  t h e  f i l e s  does 
n o t  n e c e s s a r i l y  mean t h a t  i t  was no t  pu t  b e f o r e  t h e  c o u r t ,  bu t  i t  
seems t o  be t h e  case.  Given t h e  f a c t  t h a t  over 80% of t he  d ivorces  
i n  Edmonton and Calgary were uncontested,  and t h e  s h o r t  t ime accorded 
t o  t h e  hearings* i t  would seem t o  be u n l i k e l y  t h a t  t h e  c o u r t s  rece ived  
v a l i d a t e d  evidence t o  review t h e  f a i r n e s s  and appropr i a t enes s  of the  
minutes of s e t t l emen t .  

* In a  s e p a r a t e  r e s e a r c h  p r o j e c t  undertaken b I.L.R.R. which involved 
t h e  observa t ion  of 200 d ivo rce  cases ,  i t  was Found t h a t  t h e  average 
c a s e  was d e a l t  w i th  i n  only 5 minutes.  



There were inadequacies  uncovered i n  t h e  f i l i n g  systems 
of Family Courts which were of perhaps a  more s e r i o u s  n a t u r e  than  
those  found i n  Supreme Courts.  F i r s t ,  t h e  record-keeping systems 
v a r i e d  from cour t  t o  cou r t .  For example, l edger  ca rds  i n  Calgary 
and Graride P r a i r i e  were n o t  c r ea t ed  u n t i l  a  payment had been made, 
whereas i n  Edmonton and Lethbridge they  were opened on t h e  r e g i s t r a t i o n  
of a  Supreme Court order  o r  on t h e  making of a  Family Court o rder .  
I n  add i t i on ,  in format ion  was incomplete i n  t h e  f i l e s  of a l l  four  
cou r t  l oca t ions .  Information r e l a t i n g  t o  income, a s s e t s ,  and d e b t s  
was recorded very  r a r e l y  and was no t  kept  up t o  da t e .  I n  Calgary and 
Grande P r a i r i e  i n  p a r t i c u l a r  t h e r e  was cons iderableevidence  of poor 
record-keeping i n  t he  case  of ledger  cards.  It was o f t e n  unc lear  
a s  t o  whether t h e  payments recorded r e f e r r e d  t o  maintenance o rde r s  
or  o rde r s  of a r r e a r s .  Var i a t ions  on o r d e r s  encountered i n  the  f i l e s  
were o f t e n  n o t  recorded on t h e  ledger  cards .  Nearly 
ha l f  of t h e  ledger  c a r d s  r e l a t i n g  t o  c u r r e n t  o rde r s  could not  b e  
loca t ed  i n  Calgary, even wi th  t h e  generous a s s i s t a n c e  of cour t  s t a f f :  
t h e  comparable f i g u r e  f o r  Grande P r a i r i e  was 40%. 

About ha l f  of t h e  100 o r  so men who added comments t o  t h e  
ques t ionna i r e  commented nega t ive ly  on t h e  t rea tment  they received 
on t h e  p a r t  of bo th  t h e  Supreme and Family Courts.  The immediate 
impression one g a i n s  from reading  t h e  comments presented i n  Appendix D 
of t h e  Survey of Men i s  a s ense  of b i t t e r n e s s  and he lp l e s snes s  i n  
t h e  f a c e  of what i s  perceived t o  be an a r b i t r a r y  l e g a l  system. 

Many men f e l t  t h a t  t h e  l e g a l  system i n  t h e  a r e a  of d ivo rce  
is b iased  a g a i n s t  t h e i r  i n t e r e s t s .  Comments such a s :  " t h e  women 
have a l l  t h e  r i g h t s  and they  know i t ," " t h e r e  does n o t  appear t o  b e  
f a i r n e s s  o r  reasoning i n  t h e  way lawyers o r  judges .... t r e a t  t he  man 
involved", and " t h e  c o u r t s  a r e  very  l e n i e n t  t o  women" were very  
common. Some men went on t o  spec i fy  why they  f e l t  u n f a i r l y  t r e a t e d .  
The most common complaints  were l a c k  of information concerning l e g a l  
r i g h t s ,  custody dec i s ions ,  t h e  impersonal n a t u r e  of t h e  process ,  t h e  
assumption of g u i l t  on t h e  p a r t  of husbands and t h e  d i f f i c u l t y  of 
seeking l e g a l  r ecour se  when t h e  condi t ions  of d ivo rce  decree  had 
been v i o l a t e d  by t h e  wife .  

Men were no t  a l o n e  i n  t h e i r  complaints aga ins t  t h e  l e g a l  
process .  Women were a l s o  unhappy - p a r t i c u l a r l y  w i th  poor 
enforcement. Thei r  complaints  gene ra l ly  concerned t h e  seeming 
i n a b i l i t y  of c o u r t s  t o  f o r c e  t h e  husband t o  pay and t h e  amount of 
time and e f f o r t  r equ i r ed  by the  wife  t o  s ecu re  cour t  a c t i o n .  Some 
t y p i c a l  comments were: "my husband i s  $2,200 behind and we a r e  
going t o  cour t  about  once a  month and nothing i s  done", " the  cour t  
was so  slow i n  order ing  payment, we had a b s o l u t e l y  no money a t  a l l " ,  
and "can' t s e e  any good i n  Family Court. When I go I g e t  l e s s  money. . . ' I .  



It is  probably impossible  f o r  c o u r t s  t o  award maintenance, 
dec ide  upon custody and enforce  o rde r s  t o  t h e  s a t i s f a c t i o n  of everyone 
and t h e  opinions of those  involved should be taken  i n  t h i s  l i g h t .  
The q u a n t i t a t i v e  and q u a l i t a t i v e  sense  of d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n  however 
i s  s t i l l  of no te .  Whether o r  not  t h e  pe rcep t ions  of t h e  people 
involved a r e  v a l i d  is i n  one sense,  bes ide  the  po in t .  It i s  no t  only 
important  t h a t  j u s t i c e  be  done, but i t  is a l s o  important t h a t  j u s t i c e  
be  seen t o  be done. 

Soc ia l  Ass i s t ance  and Maintenance Awards 

I n  t h e  i n t r o d u c t i o n  t o  t h e  r e p o r t ,  t h e  e f f e c t  of d ivo rce  on 
t h e  demands placed on s o c i a l  a s s i s t a n c e  was mentioned. Some es t ima te  
of t h e  ex ten t  of t h i s  problem can be obtained from each of t h r e e  
s t u d i e s :  t h e  Supreme Court Records Study, t h e  Family Court Records 
Study, and t h e  Survey of Women. The e s t i m a t e  provided by each s tudy 
r e f e r  t o  t h e  propor t ion  of women on s o c i a l  a s s i s t a n c e  a t  p a r t i c u l a r  
t imes. The percentage  of women on s o c i a l  a s s i s t a n c e  i n  t h e  case  of 
t h e  Supreme Court Study r e f e r s  t o  those  on s o c i a l  a s s i s t a n c e  a t  t h e  
t ime of p e t i t i o n .  I n  t h e  c a s e  of Family Court Study i t  r e f e r s  t o  t hose  
on s o c i a l  a s s i s t a n c e  a t  t h e  t ime of t h e  f i r s t  show cause hearing.  The 
f i g u r e  given by t h e  Women's Survey r e l a t e s  t o  t h o s e  on s o c i a l  
a s s i s t a n c e  a t  t h e  t ime of t h e  s tudy.  

Among those cases  conta in ing  maintenance o r d e r s  and involving 
dependent c h i l d r e n  roughly one of every t h r e e  was r ece iv ing  s o c i a l  
a s s i s t a n c e  a t  t h e  t ime of p e t i t i o n .  I n  ca ses  without  dependent ch i ld ren ,  
t h e  percentage was about ha l f  of t h i s  but  t h e  number of ca ses  sampled 
was very small .  (SC: 2.1.5, p. 35.) There were ve ry  few ins t ances  of 
t h e  husbands r e c e i v i n g  s o c i a l  a s s i s t a n c e .  

The Family Court Records Study ind ica t ed  t h a t  about a  q u a r t e r  of 
t h e  wives were on s o c i a l  a s s i s t a n c e  a t  t h e  time of t he  f i r s t  show cause  
hear ing .  (FC: 2.2.2, p. 89.) 

Another f i g u r e  was provided by t h e  Survey of Women. This survey 
found t h a t  about one women of every f i v e  was on s o c i a l  a s s i s t a n c e  a t  
t h e  t ime of t h e  in te rv iew.  (SW: 2.6, p .  154.) Women who were on 
s o c i a l  a s s i s t a n c e  were asked i f  t h i s  was because of t h e  marr iage 
breakdown. Over 80% r e p l i e d  yes t o  t h i s  ques t ion .  (SW: 3 .3 ,  p. 156.) 
In  add i t i on ,  over two-thirds  of t he  respondents  s a i d  t h a t  they had 
n o t  recieved s o c i a l  a s s i s t a n c e  during t h e i r  marr iage.  (SW: 3 .2 ,  p. 156.) 



CONCLUS I O N  

The main a i m  of t h i s  s t u d y  q r  c o l l e c t i o n  of s t u d i e s  was t o  
c o l l e c t  and p r e s e n t  e m p i r i c a l  d a t a  r e l a t i n g  t o  t h e  i s s u e  of t h e  payment 
and non-payment of main tenance  o r d e r s  i n  i t s  many a s p e c t s  and 
r a m i f i c a t i o n s .  The w i d e  rang ing  n a t u r e  of t h e  i n q u i r y  was a  f u n c t i o n  
of b o t h  t h e  importance of t h e  i s s u e  t o  l aw makers ,  t h e  l e g a l  p r o f e s s i o n  
and governmental  o r g a n i z a t i o n s  and t h e  a l m o s t  comple te  l a c k  of q u a l i t y  
d a t a  concerning t h e  matter. 

An a t t e m p t  h a s  been made t o  o r g a n i z e  t h e  f i n d i n g s  and c o n c l u s i o n s  
around t h e  seven s t u d y  o b j e c t i v e s .  However, no a t t e m p t  h a s  been made 
t o  c a r r y  t h e  a n a l y s i s  th rough  t o  recommendations r e l a t i n g  t o  l e g a l  
and p o l i c y  reform. It was f e l t  t h a t  t h i s  p r o c e s s  shou ld  t a k e  p l a c e  
i n  a much wider  and more p u b l i c  forum t h a n  cou ld  b e  provided by 
t h e  p r o j e c t ' s  S t e e r i n g  Committee. As a r e s u l t ,  t h e  r e p o r t  s t a n d s  
as a p r e l i m i n a r y  s t e p  i n  what should  b e  a much l a r g e r  p r o c e s s .  The 
onus  i s  on t h e  v a r i o u s  c o n s t i t u e n c i e s  concerned w i t h  t h e  
s u b j e c t  matter of t h e  s t u d y  t o  examine t h e  r e s u l t s  c a r e f u l l y  w i t h  a 
v iew t o  t h e i r  r a m i f i c a t i o n s  on c u r r e n t  p e r c e p t i o n s  of t h e  problems 
and proposed ways of d e a l i n g  w i t h  i t .  
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FOREWORD 

There i s  l i t t l e  r e l i a b l e  information about  t h e  e x t e n t  t o  which 
sepa ra t ed  and d ivorced  husbands ( o r ,  b u t  r a r e l y ,  wives)  do o r  do 
n o t  pay f o r  t h e  suppor t  of  t h e i r  s epa ra t ed  and divorced spouses  
and f o r  t h e  suppor t  of t h e  c h i l d r e n  who a r e  dependent upon t h e  
couple;  about  t h e  reasons  why some husbands pay and o t h e r s  do n o t ;  
o r  about  t h e  consequences o f  t h e  burden of  payment, on t h e  one hand, 
o r  of t h e  f a i l u r e  t o  pay on t h e  o t h e r .  The r e p o r t s  conta ined  i n  
t h e s e  two volumes w i l l  m a t e r i a l l y  add t o  t h e  a v a i l a b l e  information 
on t h e s e  s u b j e c t s ,  and t h e  I n s t i t u t e  of Law Research and Reform i s  
t h e r e f o r e  p l ea sed  t o  i s s u e  them. We hope t h a t  t h e  r e p o r t s  w i l l  be  
o f  i n t e r e s t  t o  a d i v e r s e  audience:  t hose  who make d e c i s i o n s  about 
l e g a l  and s o c i a l  p o l i c y ,  p r o f e s s i o n a l s  i n , t h e  a r e a s  of  family law, 
t h e  admin i s t r a t i on  o f  j u s t i c e ,  s o c i a l  po l i cy ,  s o c i a l  a s s i s t a n c e ,  
s o c i a l  work, and those  who s u f f e r  from t h e  problems of  payment and 
non-payment. 

The t e c h n i c a l  r e p o r t s  i n  Volume 2 were prepared  by t h e  r e s e a r c h e r s ,  
The Canadian I n s t i t u t e  f o r  Research, who were l e f t  f r e e  t o  analyze and 
i n t e r p r e t  t h e  d a t a  d i scovered  by t h e i r  r e sea rch .  The summary r e p o r t  
i n  Volume 1 was prepared  j o i n t l y  by t h e  r e s e a r c h e r s  and t h e  p r o j e c t ' s  
S t e e r i n g  Committee; it summarizes t h e  e f f e c t  o f  t h e  t e c h n i c a l  r e p o r t s  
f o r  t h e  b e n e f i t  of  t h o s e  who do n o t  read  t h e  t e c h n i c a l  r e p o r t s  and 
f o r  t h e  b e n e f i t  o f  t hose  who wish t o  have informed acces s  t o  them. 
Opinions expressed i n  t h e  r e p o r t s  a r e  accord ingly  t h e  op in ions  of  
those  who expressed them and a r e  n o t  n e c e s s a r i l y  t h e  op in ions  of  t h e  
I n s t i t u t e .  

For reasons  of  modesty, t h e  acknowledgements l a t e r  i n  t h i s  
volume cannot recognize  t h e  work of  t h e  S t e e r i n g  Committee ( i n  which 
my p a r t i c i p a t i o n  was f o r  l i a i s o n  and bus ines s .pu rposes )  and t h e  
r e sea rche r s .  The S t e e r i n g  Committee superv ised  t h e  des ign  and 
implementation o f  t h e  complex and ambit ious r e sea rch  programme and 
t h e  p repa ra t i on  o f  t h e  r e p o r t s ,  g iv ing  generously of  t h e i r  t ime and 
e x p e r t i s e  over  a pe r iod  i n  exces s  o f  2 y e a r s ,  and t h e  p r o j e c t  would 
n o t  have been p o s s i b l e  wi thout  them. M r .  Rick Powell ,  t h e  p r i n c i p a l  
i n v e s t i g a t o r ,  and h i s  co l l eagues  c a r r i e d  through wi th  d i s t i n c t i o n  t h e  
r e sea rch  work i t s e l f  and i t s  a n a l y s i s  and t h e  p r e p a r a t i o n  of t h e  r e p o r t s .  

W. H.  Hur lbur t  
D i r ec to r  
The I n s t i t u t e  of Law Research and Reform 

March 1981 
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SUPREME COURT RECORDS STUDY 

INTRODUCTION 

The Court of Queen's Bench ( r e f e r r e d  t o  a s  t h e  Supreme Court i n  t h i s  
repor t I1  maintains records  of  a l l  t h e  divorce a c t i o n s  adjudicated through the  
Court. Each f i l e  con ta ins  a copy of t h e  Regis t ra t ion  of Divorce form which is 
f i l e d  with S t a t i s t i c s  Canada a f t e r  t h e  case  i s  closed.  Information i n  t h i s  
sec t ion  of t h e  r epor t  was drawn from t h e  divorce f i l e s  and r e g i s t r a t i o n  forms 
of cases f i l e d  i n  Calgary and Edmonton Supreme Courts during the  calendar years  
1972 t o  1979 inc lus ive .  

1.1 PURPOSES OF THE SUPREME COURT RECORDS STUDY 

Information contained i n  the  Supreme Court records  r e l a t e d  t o  t h r e e  
study purposes: 

a .  t o  i d e n t i f y  t h e  incidence of maintenance orders  i n  Alberta; 
b. t o  i d e n t i f y  t h e  t r ends  of maintenance orders  in Alberta; 
c .  t o  i d e n t i f y  t h e  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of Supreme Court maintenance 

o rde r s .  

1.2 RECORDS POPULATION 

The population of i n t e r e s t  i n  t h i s  study consis ted  of divorce f i l e s  
located  i n  t h e  Calgary and Edmonton Supreme Courts,  which were i n i t i a t e d  
between 1972 and 1979. Discontinued cases  o r  cases  which had no t  progressed 
t o  t h e  Decree Absolute were excluded. Table 1 presen t s  t h e  t o t a l  number of 
f i l e s  located  i n  each c o u r t  by year. 

1.3 SAMPLING PROCEDURE 

The numerical l i s t i n g s  of Calgary and Edmonton c o u r t  f i l e s  served a s  
t h e  sampling frame f o r  t h e  records  survey. Using t h i s  frame, researchers  
were ins t ruc ted  t o  draw a s t r a t i f i e d  quota sample of 25 maintenance order  
f i l e s  per  year .  In Calgary, t h e  sample was drawn using a t a b l e  of random 
numbers; i n  Edmonton a systematic random s e l e c t i o n  process was used. 

Researchers sampled cases  from each year u n t i l  they  f i l l e d  t h e  quota 
of 25 maintenance o rde r  cases.  However, t h e  number of cases  which d i d  not have 
maintenance orders  var ied  from year t o  year.  This v a r i a t i o n  was propor t ionate  
t o  t h e  a c t u a l  occurance of "maintenance" and "non-maintenance" f i l e s ,  within t h e  
l i m i t s  of sampling e r r o r .  

I n  July, 1979, Alberta Supreme Courts were amalgamated with D i s t r i c t  Courts 
t o  form t h e  Alberta Court of Queen's Bench. A s  almost a l l  of t h e  records used 
i n  t h e  study were Supreme Court records ,  t h e  r e p o r t  w i l l  r e f e r  t o  what i s  now 
the  Court of Queen's Bench, a s  t h e  Supreme Court. 



The number o f  d i v o r c e  c a s e s  sampled by y e a r  is  shown i n  Table  2. 
There  a r e  some d i s c r e p e n c i e s  between t h e  q u o t a s  s e t  and t h e  a c t u a l  number 
o f  c a s e s  sampled. These d i s c r e p e n c i e s  may have been t h e  r e s u l t  o f :  

a. t h e  f i l e s  n o t  be ing  i n  s t r i c t l y  c h r o n o l o g i c a l  o r d e r ;  
b .  key-punch e r r o r s  on t h e  S t a t i s t i c s  Canada t a p e  which 

c o n t a i n e d  t h e  i n f o r m a t i o n  on t h e  d a t e  o f  p e t i t i o n .  

T a b l e  1 

P o p u l a t i o n  o f  Supreme Court  Records 
by Court  and Year 

1 . 4  DATA COLLECTION PROCEDURES 

Year o f  P e t i t i o n  

1972 
1973 
1974 
1975 
1976 
1977 
1978 
1979 

TOTAL POPULATION 

A d a t a  f i l e  f o r  e a c h  c a s e  w a s  c r e a t e d  from i n f o r m a t i o n  r e t r i e v e d  
from two s o u r c e s .  A c h e c k l i s t ,  developed by C I R  and  approved by t h e  S t u d y ' s  
S t e e r i n g  Committee w a s  u s e d  t o  c o l l e c t  i n f o r m a t i o n  from t h e  f i l e s .  Th i s  
c h e c k l i s t a p p e a r s  i n  Appendix A. 

I 

NUMBER OF DIVORCE FILES BY COURT 

CALGARY EDMONTON 

2,233 
2 ,391 
2 ,711  
2,897 
3 ,065 
3,042 
3,364 
3,622 

23,325 

2 ,371  
2,799 
2,937 
3 ,213 
3,227 
3,360 
3,793 
4 ,2  58 

25,958 



Table 2 

Supreme Court Records Sample by 
Court and Year 

The personal ,  m a r i t a l  and divorce c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of each case were 
l i s t e d  on a Regis t ra t ion  of Divorce form, f i l e d  with S t a t i s t i c s  Canada upon 
completion of t h e  case. This d a t a  was r e t r i e v e d  from a computer tape  from 
S t a t i s t i c s  Canada and added t o  the  information gained from the  f i l e  search. 
The computer tape  did not  contain information on cases  f i l e d  a f t e r  Apri l  1979 
(65 cases  i n  t o t a l ) .  Most of t h i s  information was r e t r i e v e d  manually. 

Year of 
P e t i t i o n  

1972 
1973 
1974 
1975 
1976 
1977 
1978 
1979 

Total  Court 
Sample Size  

1 . 5  DATA ANALYSIS PROCEDURE 

Programs ava i l ab le  i n  t h e  S t a t i s t i c a l  Package f o r  the  Socia l  Sciences 
(SPSS) were used t o  analyze t h e  data .  A descr ip t ion of t h e  modit lcat lons made 
on the  data  and t h e  s t a t i s t i c a l  procedures used, follows. 

Number of Divorce F i l e s  by Court 

1.5.1 Weighting 

A s t r a t i f i e d  sampling design was used t o  f a c i l i t a t e  a t rend ana lys i s  
of t h e  f indings.  However, t h i s  design over-represented cases  from e a r l i e r  
years  and under-represented cases from l a t e r  years.  In order t o  const ruct  
more va l id  es t imates  of the  population parameters, weighting f a c t o r s  were 
applied. These f a c t o r s  a r e  presented i n  Table 3. 

Calgary 

Maintenance 

2 3 
26 
24 
2 6 
2 5 
2 5 
2 5 
2 4 

198 

Edmonton 

No Maintenance 

1 9  
16 
20 
2 1 
29 
2 6 
3 8 
2 5 

194 

Maintenance 

2 5 
2 5 
2 6 
23 
2 5 
2 5 
2 2 
2 9 

200 

No Maintenance 

16 
16 
2 2 
38 
3 1 
24 
29 
17 

192 . 



Table 3 

Sample Weighting Factors  

I t  should be noted t h a t  i n  t h e  presenta t ion  of r e s u l t s  the  sample 
s i z e  may vary s l i g h t l y  from v a r i a b l e  t o  va r i ab le  bacause of t h e  mathematical 
rounding of numbers involved i n  weighting. However, a s  t h e  changes were i n  
every case  s l i g h t ,  they have been disregarded i n  t h e  presenta t ion  of t h e  
r e s u l t s .  

Year of 

Award 

1972 
1973 
1974 
1975 
1976 
1977 
1978 
1979 

1.5.2 Indexing f o r  I n f l a t i o n  

Many of t h e  ques t ions  of i n t e r e s t  t o  t h i s  study concern the  r e l a t i o n s h i p  
between a number of socio-demographic va r i ab les  and t h e  amounts of awards, and, 
i n  some cases ,  t h e  incomes of t h e  spouses have been indexed using t h e  Consumer 
Pr i ce  Index ( f o r  Edmonton and Calgary) from S t a t i s t i c s  Canada. A s  t h e  
Consumer P r i c e  Indices  f o r  both  c i t i e s  pa ra l l e l ed  one another c lose ly ,  a mean 
f o r  t h e  two c i t i e s  was used f o r  t h e  purposes of this study. 

Weighting Factor  

Table 4 

CALGARY 

.78 

.81 

.95 
-95 

1.03 
1.04 
1.14 
1.33 

Weighting Factors  from t h e  Consumer 
P r i c e  Index 

EDMONTON 

.73 

.86 

.87 
1.08 

.99 
1.03 
1.32 
1.13 

Consumer Pr i ce  

Year of Award 

1972 
1973 
1974 
1975 

I 
1976 
1977 

1978 
1979 

Index Weight Factor  I 



1 .6  INFERENCES FROM THE FINDINGS 

One of t h e  aims of choosing a random sample i s  t o  a r r i v e  a t  r e s u l t s  
which can be general ized t o  t h e  whole population. The conclusiveness of 
t h e  f indings  i s  dependent upon t h e  randomness of t h e  sampling procedure, the  
number of cases  used i n  t h e  s t a t i s t i c a l  ana lys i s  and the  proport ion of missing 
cases.  The sampling procedure used was random and t h i s  would provide no 
impediments t o  v a l i d  genera l iza t ions .  In  most ins tances  the  number of cases 
analyzed was s u f f i c i e n t l y  l a rge  t o  discover d i f f e rences  of a s soc ia t ions  of 
p r a c t i c a l  s igni f icance ,  i f ,  i n  f a c t  they were present  i n  the  population. 
However, the  l a rge  amount of "missing data"  f o r  many va r i ab les  presents  
r e a l  d i f f i c u l t i e s  i n  making genera l i za t ions  a s  t h e r e  may have been unknown 
b i a s e s  which influenced whether da ta  was present  i n  t h e  f i l e s  o r  not .  In  
such cases ,  t h e  use of s t a t i s t i c a l  t e s t s  can only be suggest ive r a t h e r  than 
conclusive. 



2. DESCRIPTION OF THE SOCIO-DEMOGRAPHIC, MARITAL, DIVORCE 
AND MAINTENANCE CHAMCTERTSTICS OF EDMONTON AND CALGARY 
SUPREME COURT 

The r e s u l t s  i n  t h i s  sec t ion  have been broken down by: 

a .  whether o r  not  t h e  divorce involved dependent chi ldren ,  and 
b. whether the  case  involved a maintenance order .  

A s  t h e r e  were r e l a t i v e l y  few d i f fe rences  between the  Calgary and Edmonton 
samples, the  two have been combined i n  t h e  i n i t i a l  presenta t ion  of da ta .  The 
Calgary and Edmonton samples a r e  compared a t  the  end of t h i s  sec t ion .  

To permit comparisons across  columns a l l  "missing" cases and cases 
which were not  app l i cab le  have been ignored i n  the  c a l c u l a t i o n  of t h e  
percentages. Nonetheless, t h e  proport ions of such cases  have been indica ted  
below each t a b l e  a s  they r e f l e c t  upon the  v a l i d i t y  of t h e  f indings .  

2.1 INDIVIDUAL CHARACTERISTICS OF SPOUSES 

The c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  presented i n  Table 5 include the  place and da te  
of b i r t h ,  employment s t a t u s ,  income and dependence upon s o c i a l  a s s i s t a n c e  
of both spouses. I t  should be noted t h a t  da ta  on employment s t a t u s ,  income 
and s o c i a l  a s s i s t ance  apply only t o  cases which had maintenance orders .  

2.1.1 Place of B i r t h  of Spouses (Table 5.1) 

Nearly ha l f  of t h e  t o t a l  sample of spouses (46%) were born i n  Alberta,  
and another 20% were born i n  the  o ther  p r a i r i e  provinces. Twenty-two percent  
of the  sample were born i n  o the r  p a r t s  of Canada, o r  ou t s ide  the  country. 
There was very l i t t l e  d i f f e rence  among t h e  ca tegor ies ,  and such d i f fe rences  
a s  the re  were, should be discounted because of the  number of missing cases .  

2.1.2 Year of B i r t h  of Spouses (Table 5.2) 

The majori ty of both  husbands (59%) and wives (71%) were born a f t e r  
1940. 

2.1.3 Employment S t a t u s  of Spouses a t  t h e  Time of P e t i t i o n  (Table 5.3) 

Most of t h e  husbands (96%) were employed i n  some capaci ty  a t  the  time 
of  t h e  p e t i t i o n  a s  were 54% of t h e  wives. A s  roughly one i n  f i v e  f i l e s  d id  
n o t  conta in  t h i s  information, comparisons amoung ca tegor ies  a r e  somewhat 
suspect .  

2.1.4 Income of Spouses (Table 5.4) 

The median income category f o r  husbands was $1,001 t o  $1,500 per month 
(35% of a l l  cases f o r  which t h e r e  was information).  The apparent  d i f f e rence  
between husbands with and without dependent ch i ld ren  may not  be r e a l  given t h e  
l a r g e  number of missing cases.  

The median income of wives was l e s s  than $1,000 per month (79% of a l l  
cases  f o r  which t h e r e  was information).  



2.1.5 Spouses on Soc ia l  Assistance a t  t h e  Time of P e t i t i o n  (Table 5.5) 

Very few husbands (about 1%) were on s o c i a l  a s s i s t a n c e  a t  the  time of 
p e t i t i o n .  This corresponds t o  31% of t h e  wives f o r  which t h e r e  was information. 
Women who had dependent ch i ld ren  were twice a s  l i k e l y  t o  rece ive  s o c i a l  
a s s i s t ance  a t  t h e  time of p e t i t i o n  a s  those without (32% and 17% r e s p e c t i v e l y ) .  
However, t h e  reader i s  cautioned t h a t  these  percentages may be an inaccurate 
r e f l e c t i o n  of t h e  t r u e  propor t ions  of t h e  populat ion,  given the  l a r g e  amount 
of missing information. 



Table 5 

Indiv idual  C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of Spouses 

Brit i sh  Columbia 

Saskatchewan 

earlier than 1920 

1920 - 1929 
1930 - 1939 

Full-time 

Part- t ime 

Seasonal ly 

Self-employed 

Student  

Unemployed 
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C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  

5.4 Monthly Income 
o f  Spouses  

L e s s  t h a n  1000 

1 0 0 1  t o  1500  

1 5 0 1  t o  2000 

2001 t o  3000 

more t h a n  3000 

No I n f o r m a t i o n  

5.5 Spouses  on S o c i a l  
A s s i s t a n c e  a t  
Time o f  P e t i t i o n  

Y e s  

No 

No I n f o r m a t i o n  

No Dependent 
C h i l d r e n  

Husband 

(n= 28 )  

17 .9  

21.4 

25 .0  

2 1  - 4  

14 .3  

36.4 

(nX26 

3.8 

96.2 

40.9 

Dependent  
C h i l d r e n  

Wife 

(n= 1 9 )  I 
78.9 

1 0 . 5  

5 . 3  

5 .3  

56.8 

(n=18 

1 6 . 7  

8 3 . 3  

5 9 . 1  

1 

Husband 

(n=211) 

1 5 . 2  

37.0 

25 .6  

1 5 . 6  

6 . 6  

40.2 

(n=21g) 

0 . 9  

99.7 

38 .0  

Wife 

(n=166) 

78 .9  

1 8 . 1  

2 .4  

0 .6  

53 .0  

(n=195) 

32.3 

67.7 

44 .8  



2.2 M A W A G E  CHARACTERISTICS 

The marriage c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  i n  Table 6 include t h e  p lace ,  da te  and 
dura t ion  of t h e  marriage, t h e  spouse 's  previous mar i t a l  s t a t u s ,  and t h e  
number of dependent chi ldren  a t  t h e  time of p e t i t i o n .  

2.2.1 Place of Marriage (Table 6.1) 

Table 6.1 i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  about two-thirds (68%) of t h e  t o t a l  sample 
were married i n  Alberta.  There was no notable d i f fe rence  among t h e  four 
ca tegor ies  a s  t o  t h e  p lace  of marriage. 

2.2.2 Date of Marriage (Table 6.2) 

Forty-three percent  of t h e  t o t a l  sample were married a f t e r  1970. 
There were some d i f fe rences  among t h e  four ca tegor ies ;  however, these  
do not  s i g n i f y  much because t h e  da tes  of p e t i t i o n  f o r  divorce range over 
an 8 year period. 

2.2.3 Duration of Marriage (Table 6-31 

This va r i ab le  was ca lcu la ted  by sub t rac t ing  t h e  da te  of marriage from 
t h e  da ta  of p e t i t i o n  f o r  divorce. The mean dura t ion  of marriage f o r  t h e  e n t i r e  
sample was 10.5 years ;  ( t h e  s tandarddevia t ionwas  8 . 3 ) .  There was very l i t t l e  
d i f f e rence  between: ( a )  those  with dependent ch i ld ren  and a maintenance order 
(mean 11.1 y e a r s ) ,  ( b )  those  with dependent chi ldren  but with no maintenance 
order  (mean 11.6 years)  and ( c )  those  without dependent chi ldren  but  with 
a maintenance order  (mean 11.0 y e a r s ) .  The mean durat ion of marriage f o r  
cases  without dependent ch i ld ren  and no maintenance order was s i g n i f i c a n t l y  
lower than t h e  o the r  ca tegor ies  (mean 8.7, F = 3.97, -05 Cp)  . 

About one quar t e r  of those  wi th  dependent ch i ld ren  (24%) f i l e d  f o r  
divorce wi th in  f i v e  years  of marriage. This f i g u r e  corresponds t o  about half  
(54%) of those  without dependent chi ldren .  

2.2.4 Number of Dependent Children (Table 6.5) 

The modal number of dependent chi ldren  was two, (making up 39% of 
those wi th  maintenance o r d e r s  and 42% of those wi thout) .  The next  l a r g e s t  
category was couples wi th  one c h i l d .  The number of dependent chi ldren  
appeared t o  make no d i f fe rence  a s  t o  whether a  maintenance order  was granted 
o r  not .  



CHARACTERISTICS 

36.1 PLACE OF 
MARRIAGE 

~ r i t i s h  Columbia 

Alber ta  

Saskatchewan 

Manitoba 

Ontar io  

Other Canada 

Out of Country 

No information 

6.2 DATE OF MARRIAGE 

1978 - 1975 

1974 - 1970 

1969 - 1965 

1964 - 1960 

1959 - 1955 

1954 - 1950 

1949 o r  e a r l i e r  

No information 

6.3 DURATION OF 
MARRIAGE 

1 - 2 yea r s  

3 - 5 yea r s  

6 - 10 y e a r s  

11 - 15 y e a r s  

16  + y e a r s  

No information 

No Dependent 

Maintenance 

(n=38 ) 
% 

7.9 

71.1 

-- 
7.9 

5 .3  

- - 
7.9 

13.6 

(n=46) 

30.4 

34.8 

1 3  .O 

-- 
- - 
4.3 

17 -4  

-- 

(n= 45 I 

28.9 

26.7 

17.8 

- - 
26.7 

-- . 

Children 

NO 

Maintenance 

(n= 230 ) 
% 

5.6 

67.8 

5.7 

3.9 

8.3 

2.6 

6 .1  

11.9 

(n= 258 ) 

23.6 

36.8 

18.2 

3.5 

3.5 

5.8 

8 .5  

1.1 

(n=247 ) 

21.9 

32.0 

24.2 

2.8 

19.0 

5.7 

Dependent Chi ldren 

Maintenance 

(n= 3 24 ) 
% 

4.6 

69.4 

6.8 

3 .1  

No 
Maintenance 

(n= 148 ) 
% 

4.1 

66.2 

5 -4  

4.7 

5 .9  

2.5 

7.7 

8.2 

(n= 351 

7.1 

23.9 

27.6 

17.1 

16.0 

4 - 8  

3.4 

0.8 

(n= 347 

5 .8  

19 .3  

30.0 

21.3 

23.6 

1 .7  

8 . 1  

4 .1  

7.4 

10.3 

(n=164) 

5.5 

28.0 

23.2 

12.8 

17.1 

6.7 

6.7 

0 .6  

(n= 1 6 4 )  

10.4 

14.0 

26.8 

20.1 

28.7 

0.7 



. 

CHARACTERISTICS 

6 . 4  STATUS OF SPOUSE 
AT THE TIME OF 

MARRIAGE 

N e v e r  m a r r i e d  

NUMBER OF 
DEPENDENT CHILDREN 

O n e  3 5 . 4  

Two 38.8 

T h r e e  

Four 

N o  in£  o r m a t i o n  -- 

No D e p e n d e n t  C h i l d r e n  D e p e n d e n t  C h i  ld ren  

a, 
IH 
.?I 
3 

a 
4 
4 
7 x 

a, 
IH 
-?I 
3 

a 
4 
4 
7 x 

1 

a, 
IH 
.?I 
3 

a 
4 
$ 
3 x 

a 

1 
cn 
3 
3: 

a, 
IH 
-?I 
8 



2.3 PARTICULARS OF THE DIVORCE 

The information pe r t a in ing  t o  the  p a r t i c u l a r s  of divorce included: 
the  source, da te ,  f i l i n g  agency, contes ta t ion  and a l leged grounds of p e t i t i o n ;  
residence and age of t h e  spouses a t  t h e  time of divorce;  t h e  time taken t o  
process t h e  divorce,  and t h e  custody se t t lements  a r i s i n g  from the  divorce. 

2.3.1 P e t i t i o n e r  (Table 7.1) 

In most cases ,  t h e  p e t i t i o n e r  was t h e  wife whether o r  not  t h e r e  were 
dependent chi ldren  o r  t h e r e  was a maintenance order  o r  not .  I t  is  i n t e r e s t i n g  
t o  note t h a t  a maintenance order  was s i g n i f i c a n t l y  l e s s  l i k e l y  t o  be awarded 
i f  t h e  p e t i t i o n e r  was t h e  husband. This was t r u e  both i n  the  instance of 
dependent chi ldren  (x2 = 30.4, -001)p)  and i n  the  case  of no dependent 
ch i ld ren  (x2 = 5.6, .02 > p) . 
2.3.2 P e t i t i o n  F i l ed  by (Table 7.2) 

In  almost a l l  cases  t h e  p e t i t i o n  was f i l e d  by a p r i v a t e  law firm 
(97% of t h e  e n t i r e  sample).  There were no notable d i f fe rences  among the  four 
ca tegor ies .  

2.3.3 Contestation of p e t i t i o n  (Table 7.3) 

There was no con tes ta t ion  of p e t i t i o n  i n  88% of t h e  t o t a l  sample. 
There was very l i t t l e  v a r i a t i o n  from t h i s  f i g u r e  whether o r  not maintenance 
awards were granted o r  whether o r  not  dependent ch i ld ren  were involved. 

2.3.4 Residence of Spouse a t  t h e  Time of P e t i t i o n  (Table 7.4) 

Ninety percent  of t h e  husbands and 92% of t h e  wives were r e s iden t  i n  
Alberta. There was not  much d i f fe rence  among t h e  ca tegor ies .  The only 
d i f fe rence  of some note was t h a t  wives who were r e s i d e n t  i n  Alberta tended 
t o  have maintenance awarded more so  than non-residents (chi2 = 10.1, . 0 l ) p ) .  
However, t h i s  d i f f e rence  should be regarded a s  suggest ive because of the  la rge  
proport ion of missing cases .  

2.3.5 Age of Spouses a t  the  Time of Divorce (Table 7.5) 

The mean age of t h e  husbands a r e  given below i n  Table 10. 

Table 10 

Mean Age of Husbands by Presence of Dependent 
Children and Maintenance Awards 

Dependent Children Maintenance Award 
No Award 

No Dependent Children Maintenance Award 
No Award 

Mean 

35.3 
37.2 

38.4 
34.8 

Standard 
Deviation 

8.6 
10.1 

14.0 
11.8 

No. of 
Cases 

339 
14 4 

38 
218 



The mean age of husbands d id  not vary much from category t o  category. 
The o v e r a l l  mean was 35.7 years. 

The mean age of wives again shows no d i f fe rence  of any s igni f icance .  

Table 11 

Mean ages of Wives by Presence of Dependent 
Children and Maintenance Awards 

2.3.6 Alleged Grounds f o r  Divorce (Table 7.6) 

The most common a l leged gounds f o r  divorce f o r  a l l  the ca tegor ies  
were: mental c r u e l t y ,  physica l  c r u e l t y  and adul tery .  Cases with dependent 
ch i ld ren  (with and without maintenance o rde r s )  and cases  with no dependent 
chi ldren  which contained a maintenance order  a l l  demonstrated the  same 
pa t t e rn .  Physical  and mental c r u e l t y  were c i t e d  l e s s  o f t e n  a s  a l l eged  
grounds f o r  divorce i n  cases  which d i d  not involve maintenance orders  and 
which d i d  no t  have maintenance orders .  

Dependent Children Maintenance Award 
No Award 

No Dependent Children Maintenance Award 
No Award 

The only f requent ly  encountered grounds f o r  divorce r e l a t i n g  t o  
marriage breakdown was separa t ion  f o r  more than t h r e e  years .  

Standard 
Deviation 

7.9 
8.9 

14.2 
11.2 

Mean 

32.3 
33.5 

36.9 
32.1 

2.3.7 Duration of Proceedings from P e t i t i o n  t o  N i s i  (Table 7.7) 

No. of 
Cases 

3 31 
145 

3 9 
223 

In  over 90% of a l l  d ivorce  cases ,  the  dura t ion  of proceedings from 
t h e  d a t e  of p e t i t i o n  t o  t h e  d a t e  of t h e  decree n i s i  was a year o r  l e s s .  
There was l i t t l e  d i f f e rence  among t h e  ca tegor ies .  

2.3.8 ~ i v o r c e  Cases wi th  Custody Awards (Table 7-81 

Three-quarters of  the  divorce cases with maintenance orders  had 
custody awards. This corresponds t o  38% of the  cases  which d id  not  have 
maintenance orders .  

2.3.9 Custody Awards: (Table 7 -  9) 

Custody was awarded t o  t h e  p e t i t i o n e r  i n  86% of t h e  cases  with 
maintenance o rde r s  i n  which custody was spec i f i ed .  I n  cases  with no maintenance 
orders ,  t h e  corresponding f i g u r e  was 67%. 



Table  7 

B 

PETITIONER DEPENDENT CHILDREN NO DEPENDENT CHILDREN 

7 .1  P e t i t i o n e r  

Husband 
Wife 

No Informat ion  

7.2 P e t i t i o n  F i l e d  
By: 
P r i v a t e  Law Firm 
P e t i t i o n e r  
Legal  Aid 

No Informat ion  

7.3 C o n t e s t a t i o n  o f  
P e t i t  i o n  

No Contes t  
I n i t i a l  Contes t  
Contes t  t o  

Discovery 
Contes t  t o  

Tr i a  1 

No in fo rma t ion  

Maintenance 

(n=3 48 ) 
, 

13 .8  
86.2 

1 . 4  

(n=353) 
% 

96.6 
1.1 
2.3  

-- 

(n=3 54 ) 
% 

84.7 
7.9 

7 . 1  

0.3 

-- 

No Maintenance 

(n=157) 
, 

35.7 
64.3 

4 .8  

(n=163) 
% 

98.8 
0 .6  
0.6 

1 .2  

(n=162) 
, 

85 .1  
4.9 

9 .9  

0 

1 . 8  

Maintenance 

(n=46) 
% 

17.4 
82.6  

- - 

(n=44) 
, 

96.5 
0 .0  
3 .5  

- - 

(n=44) 
% 

79.5 
9 . 1  

11.3 

- - 

-- 

No Maintenance 

[n=260) 
% 

36.5 
63.5 

0.4 

(n=261) 
% 

97.3 
2.3 
0 .4  

-- 

(n=259) 
% 

95.7 
1 . 9  

2.3 

- - 

0.8 
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CHARACTERISTICS 

7 .4  R e s i d e n c e  o f  
Spouse  a t  
Time o f  
P e t  i t i o n  

A l b e r t a  
O t h e r  Canada 

No I n f o r m a t  i o n  

7 . 5  Age o f  Spouse  
a t  t i m e  o f  
D i v o r c e  

18 - 24 y e a r s  
25 - 29 y e a r s  
3 0  - 39 y e a r s  
40  - 49 y e a r s  
50 + y e a r s  

No i n f o r m a t  i o n  

NO DEPENDENT 

Main tenance  

Husband 

(n=31)  
, 

8 3 . 9  
1 6 . 1  

29.5 

(n=46) 
0 

1 9 . 6  
1 5 . 2  
15 .2  
23 .9  
2 6 . 1  

-- 

CHILDREN 

No m i n t  enanc  e 

DEPENDENT CHILDREN 

Main tenance  

Wife 

(n=34)  
% 

97.1  
2 . 9  

22.7 

(n=46) 
% 

2 6 . 1  
1 0 . 9  

8.7 
26 .1  
28.3 

-- 

Husband 

(n=192) 
% 

8 8 . 5  
1 1 . 5  

26.4 

(n=248) 
% 

17.7  
21.4 
29.4 
1 2 . 9  
1 8 . 5  

5 . 0  

Husband 

(n=287) 
% 

91.3 
8 . 7  

1 8 . 7  

(n=348) 
% 

7 .5  
19 .8  
39.4 
25.6 

7.5 

1 . 4  

NO Main tenance  

Wife 

(n=198) 
0 

87 .9  
1 2 . 1  

24 .1  

(n=252) 
% 

23 - 0  
30.0 
20.6 
12 .7  
14 .7  

3.4 

Wife 

(n=291) 
% 

95.9 
4 . 1  

1 7 . 6  

(n=349) 
% 

1 4 . 6  
23.8 
40.4 
1 4 . 0  

7 .2  

1.1 

Husband 

(n=99) 
% 

91.9  
8 . 1  

40.0 

(n=163) 
% 

6 . 1  
22 .1  
35 .6  
23.3 
1 2 . 9  

1 . 2  

Wife 

:n=97) 
% 

89.7  
10 .3  

41.2 

( n = l 4 3 )  
% 

1 5 . 3  
25.9 
27.3 
23.8 

7.7 

1 3 . 3  



Table 7, cont.  

* Percentages add t o  more than 100% because mul t ip le  a l l e 9 e d  grounds f o r  
divorce were o f t e n  c i t e d .  

1 

CHARACTERISTICS 

7.6 Alleged Grounds 
f o r  Divorce * 

Marital  Offense 

Adultery 
Homosexual Act 
Subsequent 

Marriage 
Physical  Cruelty 
Mental Cruelty 

Marriage Breakdown 

B 1  Imprisonment more 
than th ree  years  

B2 Addiction t o  
Alcohol 

B3 Marriage not  
Consummated 

B4 Separat ion of 
more than 3 y r s .  

B5 Desertion f o r  
more than 5 y r s .  

B6 Addiction t o  
Narcotics 

No information 

7.7 Duration of 
Proceedings from 
P e t i t i o n  t o  N i s i  

1 year o r  l e s s  
1 t o  2 years  
More than 2 yrs .  

No information 

NO DEPENDENT 

Maintenance 

(n=44) 
% 

38.6 

61.4 
70.4 

2.3 

9.1 

2.3 

- - 

(n=3 5 ) 

94.3 
2.9 
2.9 

-- 

DEPENDENT 

Maintenance 

(n=3 53 ) 
% 

51.3 

0.3 
56.4 
59.2 

0.3 

2.8 

17.3 

0.6 

0.6 

- - 

(n=292) 

96.2 
3.8 

-- 

CHILDREN 

No Maintenance 

(n=261) 
9 

51.7 
0.4 

33.3 
37.2 

1.5 

0.4 

23.4 

2.7 

-- 

(n=191) 

99.0 

1.0 

- - 

CHILDREN 

No Maintenance 

(n=165) 
% 

37.6 
0.6 

59.4 
65.5 

2.4 

19.4 

1 .8  

-- 

(n=94) 

88.3 
11.7 

-- 



T a b l e  7 ,  c o n t .  

CHARACTERISTICS 

7.8 Divorce  Cases 
With Custody 
Awards 

Custody Awards 
No Custody 

No i n f o r m a t i o n  

7 .9  Custody  warded 
t o  

P e t i t i o n e r  
Respondent 
Both 

No i n f o r m a t i o n  

NO DEPENDENT CHILDREN DEPENDENT CHILDREN 

Maintenance 

N/A 

Maintenance 

(n=352) 
a 

75.0 
25.0 

0.6 

(n=2 64) 

86.4  
1 0 . 6  

3.0 

- - 

No Maintenance 

N/A 

N/A 

No Maintenance 

(n=14 7 ) 
% 

37.4 
62.6 

10 .9  

(n=55) 

67.3 
27.3 

5 .4  

- - 



2.3.10 Rela t ionship  between Grounds f o r  Divorce and 

Grant ing of Maintenance Orders 

There were only  t h r e e  grounds f o r  d ivorce  which were c i t e d  o f t e n  
enough t o  make a s t a t i s t i c a l  a n a l y s i s  poss ib l e .  The grounds f o r  d ivorce  have 
been broken down a s  t o  whether of t h e  husband o r  t h e  wife  was t h e  p e t i t i o n e r .  

Table 8 

Granting of Maintenance Order by Grounds 
f o r  Divorce by P e t i t i o n e r  

There was some i n d i c a t i o n  t h a t  i f  t he  husband c i t e d  a d u l t e r y  i n  t h e  
p e t i t i o n  f o r  d ivorce ,  t h e r e  would be l e s s  l i ke l ihood  t h a t  a maintenance award 
would be granted.  However, t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  was no t  s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t .  

8.1 HUSBAND AS PETITIONER, ADULTERY CITED 

Maintenance Order 
No o rde r  
No of ca ses  

The r e s u l t s  i n d i c a t e  t h a t  a maintenance award was more l i k e l y  t o  be  
granted  i f  t h e  husband c i t e d  phys i ca l  c r u e l t y  than  i f  he d i d n ' t .  Again, t h e  
r e l a t i o n s h i p  was n o t  s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t .  

8.2 HUSBAND AS PETITIONER, PHYSICAL CRUELTY CITED 

c h i 2  = 3.8, 0 . 0 8 ) ~  

ADULTERY CITED 

Maintenance Order 
No o rde r  
NO. of ca ses  

Yes 
% 

20.9 
79.1 

4 9 

!o -S 

33.7 
66.3 

131 

c h i 2  = 3.7, 0 . 0 6 ) ~  

PHYSICAL CRUELTY CITED 

Yes 

39.1 
60.9 
(46 

No 

23.1 
76.9 
(134) 



There was l i t t l e  i n d i c a t i o n  t h a t  maintenance awards w e r e  more o r  
l e s s  l i k e l y  t o  be g ran t ed  when mental c r u e l t y  was c i t e d  on t h e  p e t i t i o n .  

- 
8.3 HUSBAND AS PETITIONER, MENTAL CRUELTY CITED 

Maintenance Order 
No o rde r  
NO. of c a s e s  

There was a s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between t h e  c i t i n g  
of a d u l t e r y  i n  t h e  p e t i t i o n  and t h e  g r a n t i n g  of a maintenance order .  

8.4 WIFE AS PETITIONER, ADULTERY CITED 

c h i 2  = 1.4 ,  0 . 2 4 ) ~  

- 

MENTAL CRUELTY CITED 

Maintenance o r d e r  
No o r d e r  
NO. of  c a s e s  

There wasno r e l a t i o n s h i p  between t h e  a l l e g a t i o n  of  phys i ca l  c r u e l t y  
a s  a grourid f o r  d ivo rce  and t h e  presence o r  absence of a n  award. 

ye s  
0 

33.9 
66.1 
(49) 

8.5 WIFE AS PETITIONER, PHYSICAL CRUELTY CITED 

NO 
% 

24.2 
75.8 
(131) 

c h i 2  = 0.006) p 

ADULTERY CITED 

Maintenance Order 
No o rde r  
No. o f  c a s e s  

Y e s  
% 

62.9 
37.1 
(2 75 1 

No 
% 

51.0 
49.0 
(290) 

c h i 2  = 0.5, 0 . 5 0 ) ~  

PHYSICAL CRUELTY CITED 

Y," s . 
58.1 
41.9 
(339) 

No 
% 

54.9 
45.1 
(226) 



Again, t h e r e  was no re la t ionsh ip  observed between t h e  two 
var iab les .  

8.6 WIFE AS PETITIONER, MENTAL CRUELTY CITED 

Maintenance Order 
No order 
NO. of cases 

c h i 2  = 1.0,  0 . 5 ) ~  

MENTAL CRUELTY CITED 

yes 
% 

58.6 
41.4 

(348) 

NO 
% 

53.9 
46.1 

(217) 



2.4 CHARACTERISTICS OF MAINTENANCE AWARDS 

Information concerning maintenance award c a s e s  included terms of 
t h e  award, t h e  p res id ing  judge ( t h i s  has no t  been t a b u l a t e d ) ,  r e c i p i e n t  
of  t h e  award, and t h e  t y p e  and amount of t h e  award f o r  each r e c i p i e n t  and 
f o r  each d ivorce  case .  Table 9 i n d i c a t e s  t h e  propor t ion  of d ivorce  cases  
w i t h  maintenance awards i ssued  by t h e  Supreme Court. The remaining t a b l e s  
on ly  include cases  wi th  maintenance awards. 

Table 9 

Awarding of Maintenance by Presence 
o r  Absence of Dependent Children 

2.4.1 Cases wi th  Maintenance Orders 

Maintenance award 
No maintenance award 
NO. of cases  

Over two- th i rds  (68%) of d ivo rces  involv ing  dependent ch i ld ren  had 
a maintenance award a s  opposed t o  14% of t h e  cases  wi th  no dependent ch i ld ren .  
Nonetheless,  t h e  number of cases  wi th  dependent c h i l d r e n  but  without a 
maintenance order  i s  no t  i n s i g n i f i c a n t .  It is  noteworthy t h a t  nea r ly  one t h i r d  of 
t h e  cases  wi th  dependent c h i l d r e n  conta in  no maintenance order .  Perhaps t h e s e  cases 
involved o u t  of c o u r t  s e t t l emen t s .  

Table 10 

C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of Maintenance Awards 

Dependent Children 
% 

68.1 
31.9 
(518) 

No 
Dependent Children 

% 

14.4 
85.6 
(3 05) 

8 

TOTAL 

48.2 
51.8 
(823) 

10.1 Terms of t h e  Award 

In t e r im/ inde f in i t e  
Continuing/f i n a l  
Var ia t ion  
No information 

10.2 Recipient  of Award 

Wife only  
Wife and Children 
Children only 
Wife and Children a s  

sepa ra t e  awards 
No information 

Depend en t 
Chi l d r  en 

% 

(n=3 51) 

6.3 
93.4 

0.2 
0.6 

(n=3 54) 

4.5 
6.2 

44.3 

44.9 
-- 

J 

No 
Dependent Children 

% 

(n=44 ) 

11.7 
88.3 
- - 
-- 

(n=44) 

100.0 
N/A 
N/A 

N/A -- 
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Table 10 ,  cont .  

No 
Dependent Children 

0 

(n=43) 

25.5 
41.8 
23.2 
-- 
9.3 
- - 
2.3 
- - 

10.3 Type of  Award f o r  
Spouse 

$1.00 o r  nominal award 
Lump sum 
Pe r iod ic  
Reserved 
Lump sum and p e r i o d i c  
$1.00 and reserved  
No information 
Not a p p l i c a b l e  

Dependent Children 
% 

(n=242 ) 

34.7 
14.9 
33.5 
10.7 

5.3 
0.8 
- - 
-- 

10.4 Amount of Award 
f o r  Spouse 

$1.00 
$2.00 t o  $100 
$101 t o  $200 
$201 t o  $300 
$301 t o  $500 
$501 t o  $1000 
$1000 t o  $5000 
$5001 t o  $10,000 
Over $10,000 
No information 

DEPENDENT CHILDREN NO DEPENDENT CHILDREN 

Nominal Lump Per iodic  Lump Nominal Lump Per iodic  Lump 
Pe r iod ic  Per iod i c  

% % % % % % % % 

(n=48) (n=28) (n=69) (n=13) (n=9) (n=19) (n=9) (n=4) 

100 100 
20.3 23.0 11.1 
37.7 23.0 53.0 22.2 

3.6 11.6 22.2 25.0 
18.8 38.5 23.3 50.0 
10 .1  15.4 10.5 11.1 25.0 

28.6 2.9 7.7 31.6 
14.3 31.6 
57.1 21.1 

6.8 

10.5 Number of Children Awarded Maintenance 

One 
Two 
Three 
Four t o  seven 
No information 

10.6 Type of Award f o r  Children 

$1.00 o r  nominal 
Lump sum 
Pe r iod ic  
No information 

(n=354) 

35.6 
37.5 
18.9 

7.9 
-- 

(n=333 ) 

3.3 
0.6 

96.0 
5.9 
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Table 10, cont .  

2.4.2 Terms of t h e  Award (Table 10.1) 

About a l l  of t h e  awards were con t inu ing / f ina l  awards. There was only 
one case  encountered i n  t h e  395 samples of an award which had been va r i ed  
through t h e  Supreme Court. 

No 
Dependent Children 

N/A 

(n=9) 

71.1 
22.2 
22.2 
23.3 
11.1 -- 

10.7 AMOUNT OF AWARDS PER 
CHILD PER MONTH 
(pe r iod ic  only)  

Under $50 
$51 t o  $100 
$101 t o  $200 
$201 t o  $300 
Over $300 
No information/not  

app l i cab le  

10.8 TOTAL MAINTENANCE 
PAYMENTS PER MONTH 
(pe r iod ic  only  ) 

Under $100 
$101 t o  $200 
$201 t o  $300 
$301 t o  $500 
$501 t o  $1000 
$1001 t o  $2000 

2.4.3 Recipient  of t h e  Award (Table 10.2) 

Dependent Children 
(n=314) 

5.7 
37.3 
47.5 

7.3 
2.2 

11.2 

(n=317) 

16.1 
31.2 
23.6 
15.4 
11.4 

2.2 

Wives and c h i l d r e n  a s  sepa ra t e  awards (45%) ,  c h i l d r e n  only  awards (44%) 
and a combined award f o r  wife  and ch i ld ren  ( 6 % ) ;  almost a l l  of t h e  sample of 
maintenance awards which included dependent ch i ld ren .  Of t h e  t o t a l  sample 
of  d ivorce  cases  cons idered ,  wives were awarded maintenance ( e i t h e r  a lone  o r  
t oge the r  wi th  t h e i r  c h i l d r e n )  i n  29% of t h e  cases .  

2.4.4 Type of Award f o r  Spouse (Table 10.3) 

Among t h o s e  cases  wi th  dependent ch i ld ren ,  35% were nominal awards 
and a f u r t h e r  11% were reserved .  Thir ty-four  percent  received pe r iod ic  
awards, and 15% rece ived  a lump sum award. The most common type  of award 
f o r  t h e  cases  without  dependent ch i ld ren  w a s  a lump sum award (42%).  The 
second most common t y p e  of award was nominal (26%) followed by pe r iod ic  
awards (23%).  Only about a q u a r t e r  of a l l  ca ses  involving maintenance o rde r s  
f o r  t h e  spouse s p e c i f i e d  p e r i o d i c  payments o r  a lump sum p l u s  pe r iod ic  
payments f o r  t h e  maintenance of t h e  spouse. 



2.4.5 Amount of Award f o r  Spouse (Table 10.4) 

Over h a l f  of  t h e  lump sum awards (57%) i n  cases  which included 
dependent c h i l d r e n  were i n  excess  of $10,000. The second most common 
ca tegory  was $1000 t o  $5000. Lump sum awards f o r  cases  wi th  no dependent 
c h i l d r e n  tended t o  be between $1000 and $10,000, (63%) of t h e  sample. 
The reader  should be caut ioned t h a t  t h e s e  d i s t r i b u t i o n s  r ep resen t  only  a 
smal l  number of c a s e s  (28 and19 r e s p e c t i v e l y ) .  

Among maintenance o rde r  :cases involving dependent ch i ld ren  t h e  modal 
ca tegory  f o r  pe r iod ic  o r d e r s  was $101 t o  $200 pe r  month (38%) of t h e  sample. 
Th i r ty  percent  had o rde r s  between $200 and $500 per  month and 20% of t h e  o rde r s  
were f o r  l e s s  than  $100. Fourteen percent  were f o r  more than  $500 per  month. 
There were t o o  few c a s e s  of pe r iod ic  awards f o r  spouses without  dependent 
c h i l d r e n  t o  make a commentary worthwhile. 

2.4.6 Number of  Children Awarded Maintenance (Table 10.5) 

The modal ca tegory  of ch i ld ren  awarded maintenance was two (38%).  In 
36% of t h e  cases  one c h i l d  was awarded maintenance and i n  26% of t h e  cases  
awards were granted  t o  t h r e e  o r  more ch i ld ren .  

2.4.7 Amount of Awards pe r  Child per  Month (Table 10.6) 

I n  nea r ly  ha l f  of t h e  cases  (48%) t h e  monthly amount of t h e  award per  
c h i l d  was between $101 and $200. The next l a r g e s t  ca tegory  (38%) w a s  between 
$51 and $100. 

2.4.8 To ta l  Maintenance Payments per Month (Table 10.7) 

Nearly a t h i r d  (31%) of t h e  cases  wi th  depdndent c h i l d r e n  contained 
monthly awards of $101 t o  $200. The next  l a r g e s t  ca tegory  (24%) was $201 
t o  $300. Fourteen pe rcen t  of t h e  sample contained awards i n  excess of $500 
p e r  month. 



3.0 TRENDS 

According t o  t h e  terms of reference t h e  following t r ends  were t o  
be analyzed f o r  t h e  following va r iab les :  durat ion of marriage, percentage 
of divorce cases represented by ( a )  p r i v a t e  law firm (b) p e t i t i o n e r s  
(c) l ega l  a i d ,  values of asse t /debt  p r o f i l e s  of people obtaining divorces,  
proportion of people with maintenance orders  receiving soc i a l  a s s i s t ance  
a t  the  time of t h e  grant ing of decrees n i s i ,  proport ion of divorce cases containing 
maintenance awards, and r e c i p i e n t s  of awards. 

3.1 TRENDS CONCERNING DURATION OF MARRIAGE 

Table 11 

There was an ind ica t ion  t h a t  t h e  mean dura t ion of marriage was 
somewhat shor te r  i n  t h e  l a s t  two year period. However, t h e  t rend over the  
e i g h t  years was not  s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t .  

Duration of Marriage Trends 

3.2 REPRESENTATION BY A PRIVATE LAW FIRM 

A s  almost a l l  t h e  cases sampled were represented by a p r i v a t e  law 
firm, no trend ana lys i s  was done. 

NO. 
OF CASES 

112 
5 3 

133 
64 

13 6 
68 
9 5 
71 

3.3 DEBT PROFILES OF PEOPLE OBTAINING DIVORCES 

PERIOD 

1972 - 73 

1973 - 74 

1974 - 75 

1975 - 76 

There were too  many missing cases t o  allow f o r  a meaningful t rend 
ana lys i s .  

MEAN 

1 2 . 1  
8.0 

11.1 
10.2 
11.1 
10.2 
10.5 

7.5 

DEPENDENT CHILDREN 

Yes 
No 
Yes 
No 
Yes 
No 
Yes 
No 

STANDARD 
DEVIATION 

7.7 
8.4 
6.7 
9.8 
7.3 

11.4 
7.0 
9.2 

I 

F = 1.6 ,  .20>p 



3.4 PROPORTION OF PEOPLE OBTAINING DIVORCES WHO WERE ON 
SOCIAL ASSISTANCE AT THE TIME OF GRANTING OF DECREE NISI 

Tab le  12 

P ropo r t i on  o f  Cases Containing Maintenance 
i n  which Wife w a s  Receiving S o c i a l  A s s i s t a n c e  

by two year  i n t e r v a l s  

Tab le  12  might  sugges t  t h a t  t h e r e  may be a t r e n d  of  fewer wives 
r e c e i v i n g  s o c i a l  a s s i s t a n c e  a t  t h e  time of  t h e  g r a n t i n g  of d e c r e e s  n i s i .  
However, even such a t e n t a t i v e  obse rva t i on  would be  i n c o r r e c t  as (1) t h e  
r e s u l t s  were n o t  s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  and (2 )  t h e r e  w a s  a l a r g e  amount 
of miss ing  d a t a .  

Wife Receiving S o c i a l  
Ass i s t ance  

Y e s  
No / n o t  s t a t e d  
NO. o f  c a s e s  

3.5 TMNDS CONCERNING THE PROPORTION OF DIVORCE CASES 
CONTAINING MAINTENANCE AWARDS 

The r e s u l t s  p rov ided  i n  Tab le  12  are broken down by c i t y .  

Years 

Table  1 3  

Maintenance Award Trends 

1978-79 

10 .8  
89.2 
(120) 

1972-73 

22.5 
87.5 
(80) 

c h i 2  = 6.5,  0 . 1 0 ) ~  

Divorce Cases 
w i t h  Maintenance 

Awards 

Maintenance 
No Maintenance 
Number of  Cases 

1974-75 

13.4 
86.6 
(97 

1976-77 

20.6 
79.4 
(102) 

D a t e  of P e t i t i o n  
Calgary 

1972-73 74-75 76-77 78-79 
% % % % 

62.9 61.5 53.1  50.4 
37 .1  38.5 46.9 49.6 
62 7 8 98 121  

c h i 2  = 4 . 0 , . 1 0 > p  

Edmonton 
1972-73 74-75 76-77 78-79 

% % p % 

67.2 51.1  51.5 43.3 
32.8 48.9 48.5 56.7 
58 94 9 9 1 4 1  

c h i 2  = 9.6,  . 0 5 > p  



There appears  t o  be  a weak t r e n d  towards g r a n t i n g  fewer maintenance 
awards i n  bo th  Edmonton and Calgary a l t hough  i n  t h e  l a t t e r  c a se ,  t h e  t r e n d  
i s  n o t  s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t .  

3.6 TRENDS I N  THE RECIPIENTS OF MAINTENANCE AWARDS 

Again t h e  r e s u l t s  have been broken down by c i t y .  

Table  14 

Rec ip i en t s  of Maintenance Awards Trends 

There  appears  t o  be l i t t l e  i n  t h e  way of  d i s c e r n a b l e  t r e n d s  i n  t h e  
r e c i p i e n t s  of awards, o t h e r  t han  a dec rea se  i n  t h e  numbers of combined awards 
f o r  wives and c h i l d r e n .  

Rec ip i en t  o f  
Maintenance 

Wife o n l y  
Chi ldren  on ly  
Wife, Chi ld ren  
combined award 
Wife, c h i l d r e n  
s e p a r a t e  award 
Number of c a s e s  

Year of Award 
Calgary 

1972-73 74-75 76-77 78-79 ' 

18.0 3 .9  10.10 18.8 
34.0 56.9 62.0 47.9 

6 .0  3.9 4.0 2.1 

42.0 35.3 24.0 31.3 
5 0 5 1 5 0 48 

Edmonton 

1972-73 74-75 76-77 78-79 

20.0 16 .0  14.0 20.0 
24.0 22.0 20.0 40.0 

18.0 18.0 

38.0 44.0 66.0 40.0 
50 50 50 50 



3.7 TRENDS CONCERNING THE PROPORTION OF DIVORCE CASES INVOLVING DEPENDENT 
CHILDREN WHICH HAD MAINTENANCE AWARDS 

The previous s e c t i o n  ind ica t ed  t h a t  t h e r e  may be a t r end  towards t h e  
g ran t ing  of  fewer maintenance awards i n  d ivorce  cases .  I n  order  t o  c o n t r o l  
f o r  t h e  f a c t o r  of t h e  presence o r  absence of dependent c h i l d r e n ,  t h i s  t r end  
i s  presented  i n  Table 14 below f o r  d ivorce  cases  involving dependent ch i ld ren  
only. 

Table 14 A 

Maintenance Award Trends f o r  Divorces 

Involving Dependent Children 

Table 14 A sugges ts  t h a t  t h e r e  i s  a t r end  towards t h e  g ran t ing  of fewer 
maintenance o r d e r s  i n  d ivorce  cases  involving dependent ch i ld ren .  However, t h e  
r e l a t i o n s h i p  does no t  meet t h e  0.05 l e v e l  of s t a t i s t i c a l  s ign i f i cance .  

Divorce Cases 
With Maintenance 

Awards 

Maintenance 

No Maintenance 

Number of Cases 

2 
Chi = 7.1, 0.07, p 

--- - - - -  - 

4 

DATE OF PETITION 

1978-79 

, 

63.6 

36.4 

(132) 

1976-77 

% 

65.9 

34.1 

(138) 

1972-73 

% 

78.6 

21.4 

(112) 

1974-75 

% 

68.4 

31.6 

(133) 



4.0 ANALYSIS OF CHARACTERISTICS THAT WERE ASSOCIATED WITH THE 
AMOUNT OF THE MAINTENANCE AWARD 

The findings presented i n  t h i s  sect ion concern cha rac t e r i s t i c s  
associated with the  amount of maintenance ordered by the  Calgary and 
Edmonton Supreme Courts. The cha rac t e r i s t i c s  i den t i f i ed  i n  the  s tudy 's  
Terms of Reference included: income of husband and wife, i den t i t y  of the  
presiding judge, contes ta t ion of the  award, t he  number and ages of children,  
duration of t h e  marriage, ages of spouses a t  t h e  time of divorce and the 
a l l eged  grounds of the  divorce. 

The amount of maintenance used i n  t h i s  ana lys i s  was delimited t o  
periodic awards fo r  chi ldren o r  spouses only. Amounts coded f o r  wives and 
children did no t  d i f f e r e n t i a t e  t he  number of r e c ip i en t s  f o r  each award amount. 
The amount coded f o r  chi ldren only was the  average monthly amount per chi ld .  
This amount was weighted t o  prevent d i f ferences  a t t r i b u t a b l e  t o  i n f l a t i on  
from af fec t ing  the  f indings.  

TO simplify t h e  presenta t ion of associa t ions  between the  amount of 
t h e  award and t he  various cha r ac t e r i s t i c s ,  t he  information was placed i n  
cross-tabulated categories.  However, where poss ible ,  s t a t i s t i c a l  t e s t s  t h a t  
use the  more powerful i n t e rva l  data  were used fo r  determining whether or  not 
associa t ions  existed.  

4.1 FINANCIAL CHARACTERISTICS OF SPOUSES 

Information concerning t h e  f inanc ia l  cha r ac t e r i s t i c s  of spouses was 
l imi ted t o  income data a t  t h e  time of the  pe t i t i on .  In many instances the  
income of t h e  respondent was the  perceived income according t o  the  pe t i t ioner .  
The r e l i a b i l i t y  and v a l i d i t y  of t h i s  da ta  was therefore  suspect .  

4.1.1 Income of Husbands and Amount of Maintenance fo r  Children 

There was a medium order cor re la t ion  between the  income of the  
husband and t h e  amount of maintenance awarded t o  children a s  shown i n  Table 15. 
This associa t ion w a s  s t rongest  i n  Calgary (Spearman's Correlat ion:  0.61) 
than i n  Edmonton (Spearman' s Correlat ion : 0.44) . 



Table 15  

Rela t ionship  between Tncome of Husbands and t h e  Amount 
of Maintenance f o r  Children 

4.1.2 Income of Husbands and Amount of Awards t o  Wives 

Amount of 
Maintenance pe r  
Child per  Month 

Less t han  $100 
More than  $100 
NO. o f  c a s e s  

There was a f a i r l y  h igh  c o r r e l a t i o n  between t h e  incomes of husbands and 
t h e  amount of awards t o  wives which was s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t .  This  i s  
shown in Table 16. 

Table 16  

Spearman's Rank Order Cor re l a t ion  Co-ef f ic ien t  ( a l l  c a s e s )  0.46, -001) p ,  
no. of ca ses  = 191 

Monthly Income of Husband 

Re la t ionsh ip  between Income of Husband and t h e  
Amount of Award f o r  Spouse 

Calgary 

The reader  should n o t e  t h a t  i n  over a t h i r d  of t h e  f i l e s  examined, 
t h e r e  was no information concerning t h e  income of t h e  husband and t h a t  incomes 
r epor t ed  by p e t i t i o n e r s  may n o t  have been accu ra t e .  Therefore,  t h e  f i n d i n g s  
should be regarded a s  sugges t ive  r a t h e r  than  conclusive.  

Less t han  $1500 

% 

56.3 
43.7 
(48 

Edmonton 

Number of Cases 
Spearman' s Cor re l a t ion  C o e f f i c i e n t  
Level of S ign i f i cance  

More than  $1500 

% 

24.4 
75.6 
(45) 

Less than  $1500 

, 

40.0 
60.0 
(50) 

5 3 
0.71 

0.001> p 

More than  $1500 

% 

34.7 
65.3 
(49) 



4.1.3 Income o f  Wife and Amount of  Maintenance f o r  Chi ldren 

A n  expected nega t ive  c o r r e l a t i o n  between t h e  income of t h e  wi fe  and 
amount o f  maintenance f o r  c h i l d r e n  w a s  n o t  suppor ted  (see Table 1 7 ) .  Wives 
i n  t h e  high income b racke t  were j u s t  as l i k e l y  t o  r e c e i v e  a high maintenance 
award a s  were low income wives. 

Table 17  

Re la t i onsh ip  between Income o f  Wife and t h e  
Amount o f  Maintenance f o r  Chi ldren  

4.1.4 Income o f  Wife and Amount o f  Maintenance f o r  Wife 

Amount of  
Maintenance/ 
Child/Month 

$ 

1 - 100 
101  - 300 + 
NO. of  ca se s  

A weak nega t ive  c o r r e l a t i o n  was observed between t h e  income of  wives 
and t h e  amount awarded t o  spouses  ( s e e  Table 18 )  bu t  t h e  a s s o c i a t i o n  was 
n o t  s i g n i f i c a n t  . 

Table 1 8  

Spearman's Cor re l a t i on  Co-e f f i c i en t  0.016 Level of  S ign i f i cance  .25 

Monthly Income of  Wife 

Re la t i onsh ip  between Income o f  w i f e  and t h e  
Amount of Maintenance f o r  t h e  Wife 

Calgary 
$1-1,000 $1,001+ 

% % 

40.0 50.0 
60.0 50.0 
(55 (16) 

Edmonton 
$1-1,000 $1,001+ 

% % 

38.5 27.8 
61.5 72.2 
(65) (18) 

4 .1 .5  The mean amount of maintenance awarded t o  working wives as opposed t o  
unemployed wives were compared. Working wives had awards of $100 less per  
month t han  unemployed wives. However, t h i s  d i f f e r e n c e  was n o t  q u i t e  s t a t i s -  
t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  ( l e v e l  o f  s i g n i f i c a n c e :  . 06 ) .  

Number o f  Cases 
Spearman's C o r r e l a t i o n  C o e f f i c i e n t  
Level of  S i g n i f i c a n c e  

2 3 
- .20 

-179 



Table 19. 

Awards t o  Working and Unemployed Wives 

4.2 IDENTITY OF THE PRESIDING JUDGE 

Mean Award 
Standard Deviat ion 
No. of  ca se s  

The mean amount o f  maintenance awarded t o  c h i l d r e n  by e i g h t  Alber ta  
judges i s  l i s t e d  i n  Table  20. While t h e r e  was a n  appa ren t  spread  of  $20 
between t h e  h ighes t  and lowes t  mean awards, t h e  d i f f e r e n c e s  among t h e  amounts 
awarded by any one judge w e r e  g r e a t e r  than t h i s  d i f f e r e n c e  between t h e  
judges. A conc lus ive  s ta tement  concerning t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between t h e  
i d e n t i t y  of t h e  judge and t h e  amount of maintenance cannot  b e  made from 
t h i s  da t a .  

Re l a t i onsh ip  between t h e  I d e n t i t y  of t h e  P re s id ing  
Judge and t h e  Amount of t h e  Maintenance f o r  

Chi ldren 

RECIPIENT OF AWARD 

Working Wife 

$224 
156 
(26) 

4.3 CONTESTATI ON 

Non-working Wife 

$334 
282 
(26) 

I 

I n  Calgary and Edmonton, 88% and 87% of t h e  d ivo rce  c a s e s  r e s p e c t i v e l y ,  
w e r e  uncontested. This  l a c k  of v a r i a t i o n  i n  t h e  d a t a  p rec ludes  t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  
of a r e l a t i o n s h i p  between c o n t e s t a t i o n  and t h e  amount of maintenance awarded. 

Z = 1.69, 0 . 0 6 ) ~  

JUDGE 

4 
3 

2 4 
12 
1 8  
2 6 

8 

MEAN AWARD 
FOR CHILDREN 

122.55 
121.00 
114.12 
111.81 
107.60 
107.03 
101.86 

NUMBER OF CASES 

4 1 
16  
16  
2 5 
2 3 
17 
14 



4.4 NUMBER QF CHILDREN 

The r e l a t i o n s h i p  between t h e  amount of awards per  c h i l d  and t h e  number 
of c h i l d r e n  awarded suppor t  i s  given i n  Table 21 below. 

Table 21 
Amount of Maintenance by Number of Children 

Although one c h i l d  f a m i l i e s  r ece ived  higher  mean monthly awards than  
d i d  f a m i l i e s  wi th  more c h i l d r e n ,  t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  was not  s t a t i s t i c a l l y  
s i g n i f i c a n t .  

NUMBER OF 
CHILDREN 

one 
two 
t h r e e  o r  

more 

4.5 DURATION OF MARRIAGE 

There was no evidence of a  c o r r e l a t i o n  between t h e  du ra t ion  of t h e  
marr iage and t h e  amount of  awards t o  c h i l d r e n  a s  can be seen i n  Table 22. 

F  = 2.5, 0 . 0 8 ) ~  

MEAN MONTHLY 
ORDER 

$ 129.8 
112.8 

115.9 

Table 22 

Rela t ionship  between d u r a t i o n  of 
Marriage and t h e  Amount of Maintenance f o r  Children 

STANDARD 
DEVIATION 

60.8 
50.8 

66.9 

NUMBER OF 
CASES 

108 
122 

8  3  

Edmonton 

117 
.0965 
-15  

Awards f o r  Children 

Number of Cases 
Spearman' s Cor re l a t ion  C o e f f i c i e n t  
Level of  S ign i f i cance  

Calgary 

135 
-0681 
-216 

This  a l s o  held t r u e  f o r  t h e  awards t o  t h e  spouse. 

Table 23 

Awards t o  Spouse 

Number of Cases 
Spearman's Cor re l a t ion  Coef f i c i en t  
Level of S ign i f i cance  

78 
0.09 
0.23 



4.6 AGE OF SPOUSES 

Table 24 i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  t h e r e  was no r e l a t i o n s h i p  between the  age of 
spouses a t  t h e  time of N i s i  and t h e  amount of maintenance awarded f o r  chi ldren .  

Table 24 
Relat ionship between Age of Spouses and t h e  
Amount of Maintenance f o r  Children 

Table 25 i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  t h e r e  was a low order c o r r e l a t i o n  between the  
age  of t h e  wife and t h e  amount of maintenance awarded al though it was not  
s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t .  

AWARDS FOR 
CHILDREN 

Number of cases  
Spearman's 

Correlat ion 
Coeff ic ient  

Level of 
Signif icance 

Table 25 
 elations ship between t h e  Age of Wife 
and Amount of Award t o  Spouse 

4.7 RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN AGE OF CHILDREN AND THE AMOUNT 
OF MAINTENANCE AWARDED PER CHILD 

Ages i n  Calgary 

Awards t o  Wives 

Number of Cases 
Spearman's Corre la t ion  Coeff ic ient  
Level of Signi f icance  

A s  shown i n  Table 26, age made almost no d i f fe rence  between the  amount 
of maintenance awarded per  month i n  one c h i l d  f ami l i e s .  

Husband 

13 5 

.0432 

.309 

Ages i n  Edmonton 

78 
0.18 
0.06 

Table 26 

Rela t ionship  between Age of Child i n  One Child 
Families and amount of Maintenance f o r  t h e  Child 

Wife 

13 5 

-1018 

.12 

Husband 

117 

-0216 

.409 

Wife 

11 7 

.lo74 

.125 

Age of Child 

0-6 years  
7 + 

No. of Cases 

39 
12 

Mean Amount 

114.8 
113.0 

Standard Deviation 

64 
4 9 



Simi l a r ly ,  i n  f a m i l i e s  w i th  two ch i ld ren ,  t h e r e  was no a s s o c i a t i o n  
between t h e  amount of maintenance awarded t o  f a m i l i e s  where both c h i l d r e n  
were l e s s  than  7 yea r s  o l d ,  one c h i l d  was l e s s  than  seven and t h e  o t h e r  
7  yea r s  o r  more, o r  bo th  c h i l d r e n  were 7 yea r s  o r  more. (Table 27) 

Table 27 

Re la t ionsh ip  between Age of  Children i n  Two 
Child Fami l ies  and amount of Maintenance f o r  Children 

4.8 AMOUNT OF MAINTENANCE AWARDED BY WIFE BEING ON 
SOCIAL ASSISTANCE AT THE TIME OF PETITION 

Age of Child 

Both 7 years  < 7 and > 6 
Both > 6 

Table 28 i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  c h i l d r e n  of wives who were on s o c i a l  a s s i s t a n c e  
a t  t h e  t ime of p e t i t i o n  r ece ived  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  lower mean awards than  those  
who were not  on s o c i a l  a s s i s t a n c e .  

Table 28 

S o c i a l  Ass is tance  and Awards t o  
Children 

Standard Deviation 

40.1 
40.6 
31.8 

Number of Cases 

26 
2 2 
1 9  

Mean Amount 

86.0 
98.4 
94.6 

The mean amounts of p e r i o d i c  awards t o  wives were a l s o  analyzed and 
t h e  r e s u l t s  a r e  given below i n  Table 29. While t h e  same p a t t e r n  emerged 
a s  i n  t h e  awards t o  c h i l d r e n  (wives on s o c i a l  a s s i s t a n c e  rece ived  a  lower 
mean award than t h o s e  no t  on s o c i a l  a s s i s t a n c e )  t h e  numbers were very  small  
and t h e  d i f f e r e n c e  was n o t  s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t .  

Number of Cases 

55 
11 2 

Standard 
Deviat ion 

47.7 
55.5 

Wife on S o c i a l  
Ass is tance  

Yes 
No 

Z = 3.06, 0 . 0 1 ) ~  

Mean 

$ 99.9 
126.9 



T a b l e  29  

S o c i a l  A s s i s t a n c e  and Awards t o  
Wives 

Wife on  S o c i a l  
~ s s i s t a n c  e 

yes 
No 

I 

2 = 1.26,  0 . 1 0 > ~  

S t a n d a r d  
D e v i a t i o n  

165.6  
287.6 

M e  a n  

$217.4 
313.9 

Number o f  Cases 

1 4  
2 3 



COMPARISON OF CALGARY AND EDMONTON SUPREME COURT RECORDS 

The d e s c r i p t i v e  d a t a  accumulated i n  t h e  s tudy  i s  broken down by c o u r t  
i n  Tables 30 t o  34. The commentary is  r e s t r i c t e d  t o  h i g h l i g h t i n g  apparent  
and r e a l  d i f f e r e n c e s  between c o u r t s .  The reader  may no te  t h a t  t h e  number 
of missing c a s e s  i n  t h e s e  t a b l e s  a r e  somewhat h igher  than analagous t a b l e s  
presented e a r l i e r  i n  t h e  r e p o r t .  This -  is  because of t h e  miss ing  in£ ormation 
i n  t h e  S t a t i s t i c s  Canada t a p e  which was n o t  added manually t o  t h e  r e s u l t s .  

5.1 INDIVIDUAL CHARACTERISTICS OF SPOUSES (Table 30) 

P l ace  of B i r t h  of Spouses (Table 30.1) 

More spouses i n  Edmonton were born i n  Alber ta  than  i n  t h e  c a s e  of Calgary 
(43%). However, t h e  r eade r  should n o t e  t h e  l a r g e  propor t ion  of missing cases  
i n  i n t e r p r e t i n g  t h i s  r e s u l t .  

5.1.2 Spouses on S o c i a l  Ass is tance  of Time of P e t i t i o n  (Table 30.5) 

Edmonton wives (36%) seemed t o  be more l i k e l y  t o  be on s o c i a l  a s s i s t a n c e  
a t  t h e  t ime of p e t i t i o n  than  t h e i r  Cal a r y  coun te rpa r t s  (25%). This  d i f f e r e n c e  f was no t  s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  (Chi = 2.7, 0.10 > p ) .  I n  a d d i t i o n ,  t h e r e  
was a l a r g e  number of miss ing  cases .  

5.2 MARRIAGE CHARACTERISTICS (Table 31) 

P lace  of Marriage (Table 31.1) 

Edmonton d ivo rce  c a s e s  w r e  s i g n i f c a n t l y  more l i k e l y  t o  be  married i n  Alberta  9 than  were Calgary cases .  (Chi = 4.6, 0.02 ) p) .  

Durat ion of Marriage (Table 31.3) 

Any apparent  d i f f e r e n c e s  between Edmonton and Calgary p a r t i c u l a r l y  
i n  t h e  cases  without  maintenance o rde r s  may be due t o  t h e  l a r g e  number of 
missing cases .  



PARTICULARS OF THE DIVORCE (Table 32) 

5.3.1 P e t i t i o n e r  (Table 32.1) 

It appears  t h a t  t h e r e  were a h igher  propor t ion  of ca ses  i n  Calgary 
which named t h e  husband a s  t h e  p e t i t i o n e r .  However, t h e  d i f f e r e n c e  was 
no t  s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t .  

5.3.2 Custody Awards (Table 32.10) 

Calgary cases  without  maintenance awards were s i g n i f i c a n t l y  more 
l i k e l y  t o  con ta in  custody awards than were Edmonton cases  (ch i2  = 15.6, 
0.001 > p ) .  

Rec ip ien t  of t h e  Award (Table 33.3) 

The ma jo r i t y  of t h e  awards i n  Calgary (51%) were granted t o  
ch i ld ren  only,  whereas i n  Edmonton t h e  ma jo r i t y  (48%) were f o r  
spouse and ch i ld ren .  



Table 30 

Individual Characteristics of Spouses 

I 

CHARACTERlSTICS 

30.1 P l ace  of B i r t h  
of Spouses 

A lbe r t a  
B r i t i s h  Columbia 
Saskatchewan 
Manitoba 
O n t a r i o  
Other  Canada 
Other  Country 

Z of Cases With No 
l o fo rma t ion  

30.2 Date of B i r t h  
of Spouses 

1959 - 1950 
1949 - 1940 
1939 - 1930 

1920 

Z of Cases  With No 
l n f  ormat ion  

30.3 Employment S t a t u s  
of Spouses a t  t ime 
of P e t i t i o n  

F u l l  t ime , 
P a r t  t ime 
Seasona l l y  
Self-employed 
S tuden t  
Unemployed 
Other  

X of Cases  V l th  No 
In fo rma t ion  

30.4 Monthly Income of 
Spouses 

$ 1 - 1 . 0 0 0  
1.001 - 1.500 
1,501 - 2,000 
2.001 - 3,000 
3.001 + 

enance 

Wife 

(n-119) 
Z 

41.2 
5 .9  

14.3 
6 .7  
9 .2  
4.2 

18.5 

25.6 

(1-1-148) 
X 

32.4 
43.9 

8 . 8  
4 .O 

8 . 1  

No Main 

Husband 

(1-1-119) 
Z 

45.4 
3.4 

13.4 
5.9 
7.6 
5.0 

19.3 

25.2 

(n-145) 
Z 

24.1 
42.1 
14.9 

6.2 

8.8 

19.3 

(n-114) 
X 

16.7 
32.5 
25.4 
5 .8  

CALGARY .- EDXONTON 
,-intenafrce Avard 

X of Cases With No 
In fo rma t ion  
Not App l i cab l e  
(unemployed) 

30.5 Spouses on Soc i a l  
Ass i s t ance  a t  time 
o f  P e t i t i o n  

Yes 
No 

X of Cases With No 
In fo rma t ion  

16.7 

(n-138) 
Z 

13.0 
34.1 
23.2 
15.9 
6.5 

20.2 

(n-88) 
X 

77.3 
18.2 
3.4 
1.7 

(11-159) 
X 

89.6 
1.3 - 
7.5 - 
4.4 - 

b i n t e n a h c e  

Husband 

(n-151) 
z 

37.7 
7.3 

21.2 
6.0 
5 .3  
4.6 

17.9 

20.6 

(n-178) 
z 

11.8 
42.1 
32.5 

3.4 

10.6 

NO b i n t b n a n c e  

llusbnnd 

:n-141) 
X 

56.7 
5.7 
9.9 
2.1 
6.4 
5.0 

14.2 

29.1 

(n-186) 
Z 

17.7 
41.9 
22.6 

5.4 

7.0 

12.5 

(n-99) 
X 

79.8 
17.2 

1.0 
1.0 
1.0 

Wife 

(11-158) 
X 

51 - 8  
3.8 - 

.6 
6 

43.7 - 

award 

Wrfe 

(11-156) 
Z 

45.5 
5.8 

17.9 
6.4 
7.7 
3.8 

12.8 

20.0 

(n-181) 
X 

22.1 
44.2 
23.2 

2.2 

10.0 

Husband 

(17-86 ) 
z 

39.5 
2.3 

11.6 
3.5 

11.6 
10.5 
20.9 

55.7 

(11-160) 
z 

25.0 
35.6 
15.6 
6 .3  

17.1 

Wife 

(n-142) 
Z 

57.7 
6.3 
6 .3  
5.6 
5.6 
1.4 

116.9 

29.0 

(n-187) 
z 

26.2 
42.8 
20.3 

1.6 

7.0 

38.6 

3.5 

- - 

(n-199) 

(0-199) 
X 

2.2 
97.8 

31.7 

Wife  

(n-85 ) 
Z 

47.0 
7 .1  

1 5 . 3  
4 . 7  
5 .9  
5.9 

14 .1  

56 .2  

(n-162) 
X 

36 -4  
32.1 
16.7 

3.7 

15.6 

Husband 

(11-165) 
z 

92.7 
-6  
.6 

2.4 
- 6  

3.0 - 

Wife 

(n-175) 
X 

52.6 
4.0 

-6  
1.1 
2.9 

33.1 
5.7 

21.1 

34.7 

(n-199) 

(11-199) 
Z 

24.5 
75.5 

50.8 

34.0 

2.1 

(n-111) 

(n-111) 
z 

.9 
99.1 

44.2 

21.1 

29.2 

(n-127) 

(n-127) 
X 

35.9 
64.1 

41.5 

I 

I 



Table 31 

Marriase Characteristics 

I it:;:enance NO 4 m i n t e n a n c e  
CHARACTERISTICS Maintenanc Avard 

31.1 Place o f  Marriage (n-180) 1 %  
B r i t i s h  Columbia 
Alberta 
Saskatchevan 
Manitoba 
Ontario 
Other Canada 
Other Country 

31.2 Date of  Marriage 

1978 - 1975 
1974 - 1970 
1969 - 1965 
1964 - 1960 
1959 - 1955 
1954 - 1950 
1949 and e a r l i e r  

Marriage 

1 - 2 years  
3 - 5 years  
6 -10 years 
11 -15 years 
16 + years  

31.4 Status  of  Spouse 
a t  Harriage 

Never Plarried 
Widoved 
Divorced 

31.5 Number of  
Dependent Children 

None 
One 
Two 
Three 
Four - Seven 



Table 32 

Divorce Characteristics 

32.1 P e t i t i o n e r  1 (n-;78) I (n=;8) 1 ( ~ 1 6 6 )  
P e t i t i o n e r  

- - -- 

CHARACTERISTICS 

Husband 
Wife 

32.2 Date of P e t i t i o n  1 in-200) I in-159) 1 (n-199) I (11-193) 
Z Z Z Z I 

- -  - 

Calgary Edmonton 

32.3 P e t i t i o n  f i l e d  by: (11-200) (11-212) 

P r i v a t e  law f i rm  94.9 
P e t i t i o n e r  
Legal a i d  

Maintenance 
h a r d  

32.4 Contes ta t ion  of 
P e t i t i o n  

Maintenance 
Award 

No 
blaintenance 

No con t e s t  
I n i t i a l  c o n t e s t  
Contest  t o  Discovery 
Contes t  t o  T r i a l  

No 
Maintenance 

I I 

32.5 Residence of Spouse 
a t  t ime of P e t i t i o n  

Alber ta  86 .8  92.2 91.3 83.8 91.3 97.1 88.1 87.1 
Other Canada I 13.2 7.8 8.7 , 16.2 I 8.7 1 2.9 1 11.9 1 12.9 

Husband 
(11-152) 

I 

32.6 Age of Spouses 
a t  Divorce 

1 8  - 24 years  
25 - 29 years  
30 - 39 years  
40 - 49 yea r s  
50  + yea r s  

Wife 
(11-154) 

X 

I I I I I I I I 
Z of Cases With No 

Information 1 23.6 

Husband 
(n-116) 

Z 

2 2 . 6  27.5 

Wife 
(n-117) 

X 

26.9 

Husband 
(11-138) 

Z 

32.7 

Wife 
(n=140) 

Z 

Husband Wife 
(11-84 ) 1 (n-85) 

Z 1 %  

29.3 56.5 56.0 



Table 32 Cont'd 

CHARACTERISTICS 

32.7 Al leged  grounds f o r  Divorce:  
M a r i t a l  Offence 

A d u l t e r y  
Homosexual Act 
Subsequent Marriage 
P h y s i c a l  C r u e l t y  
Mental  C r u e l t y  

MarriaKe Breakdown 

Imprisonment more than  3 y e a r s  
A d d i c t i o n  t o  Alcohol 
Addic t ion  t o  N a r c o t i c s  
Marr iage  n o t  Consummated 
S e p a r a t i o n  f o r  more than  3 y e a r s  
D e s e r t i o n  f o r  more than  5 y e a r s  

32.8 D u r a t i o n  o f  Proceedings from 
P e t i t i o n  t o  N i s i  

< 1 Year 
1 y e a r  
2 y e a r s  

> 2 y e a r s  

32.9 D u r a t i o n  of Proceedings from 
N i s i  t o  Absolu te  

L 1  y e a r  
1 y e a r  
2 y e a r s  

> 2  y e a r s  

- - - 

32.10 Divorce  c a s e s  w i t h  
Custody Awards 

Custody Avards 
No Custody 

Not A p p l i c a b l e  (no c h i l d r e n )  

32.11 Custody awarded t o :  

P e t i t i o n e r  
Respondent 
Both 

Ca 
. a i n t e n a n c e  
ward 

a r y  Edmo 
NO I Maintenance 
Maintenance I Award 

on 
No 
Maintenance 



5 . 4  CHARACTERISTICS OF MAINTENANCE AWARDS (Table 3 3 )  

5 . 4 . 1  Maintenance Awards 

As a proportion of the total divorce population, 24% and 35% of 
the Calgary and Edmonton wives respectively received maintenance 
awards. Calgary wives were significantly less likely to receive a 
maintenance award than were Edmonton wives (see Table 1 2 ) .  

Table 34 

Relationship Between Court Location and Wives 
Receiving Maintenance Awards 

Maintenance awarded to divorce cases from which there were dependent 
children included 74% and 62% of the Calgary and Edmonton samples respec- 
tively (see Table 1 2 ) .  There was a significantly greater likelihood that 
Calgary children would receive maintenance. 

- 

Table 35 

relations hi^ Between Court Location and Children 

Wives Receiving 
Maintenance 

Maintenance 
No Maintenance 
Number of Cases 

Receiving Maintenance Awards 

chi2 = 10.6>.01 

Court Location 
Calgary 

24.3  
75.7 
400 

Maintenance 

Maintenance 
No Maintenance 
Number of Cases 

Edmonton 

35.0  
65 .0  
4  12 

chi2 = 6.8>.01 - 

Calgary Edmonton 

73 .6  
2 6 . 4  
2  35 

62 - 3  
37.7 
265 



Table 33 

Character*stics of Maintenance Awards 

CHARACTERlSTlCS Calgary 

31.1 Divorce ca se s  wi th  
Maintenance Awards 

Maintenance Award 
No Maintenance 

31.2 Terms of t h e  Award 

I n t e r i m / I n d e f i n i t e  
Cont inuingIFinal  
Va r i a t i on  

Wife only 
Wife and Chi ldren  
Chi ldren  
Wife and Chi ldren  a s  
s e p a r a t e  Awards 

31.4 Type of Award f o r  Spouse 

I 

$1.00 o r  nominal award 
Lump sum 
Pe r iod i c  
Lump sum and Pe r iod i c  
$1.00 and reserved 

31.3 Recip ient  of t h e  Award 

Edmonton 

(n-199) 
X 



Table 33 Cont 'd .  

f o r  Spouse 

31.6 Number of C h i l d r e n  
awarded Maintenance 

CHARACTERISTICS CALGARl 

One 
Two 
Three 
Four - Seven 

31.7 Type of award f o r  
Chi ldren  

$1 .OO o r  nominal 
Lump sum 
P e r i o d i c  

( P e r i o d i c )  ( P e r i o d i c )  (Lump Sum) 

31.5 Amount of 
Maintenance 

(Lump Sum) 
(n-2 ) 

2 

(Nominal) 

( P e r i o d i c :  
(11-155) 

1 

( ~ o m i n a l :  

(Lump Sum) 
(n- 1 

EDMONTON 

(Lump Sum) 

( P e r i o d i c )  
(n-159) 

I 

31.9 T o t a l  Maintenance 
Payments p e r  Month 

31.10 T o t a l  Maintenance (Spouse (Wife and ( C h i l d r e n  (Spouse (Wife and (Chi ldren  
Payment p e r  Month Only) C h i l d r e n )  Only) Only) C h i l d r e n )  Only) 1 (n;7) 1 (n;68) 1 (n;96) 1 (n;13) 1 (n;llO) 1 (11-52) 

% 



APPENDIX "A" 

SLIPREl-lE COURT RECORD SCHEDULE 

2. Court  ......................................... 

CODER: GO TO P E T I T I O N  FOR DIVCIRCE I 

3.  Was t h i s  p e t i t i o n  f i l e d  by: ------------------- I( I 
( 1 )  P r i v a t e  law f i rm 
( 2 )  P e t i t i o n e r  
( 3 )  Legal Aid 
( 4 )  Not s t a t e d  

4 .  Number of dependent ch i ld ren  ------------------ 
( 0 )  None (99 )  Not s t a t e d  

COGER: CHECK FOR COUNTER PETITION/DEEIAt lD OF N O T I C E / W M I N A T I O N  OF DISCOVERY 
n 

5. Con tes t a t ion  of p e t i t i o n  ...................... I I 
(1) No c o n t e s t  ( A  Note of D e f a u l t )  

u 
( 2 )  I n i t i a l  c o n t e s t  (Counter P e t i t i o n  f i l e d )  
( 3 )  Contes t  t o  Discovery (Examination f o r  

Discovery)  
( 4 )  Contes t  t o  T r i a l  
( 5 )  Not s t a t e d  

CODER: GO TO DECREE N I S I / M I N U T E S  OF S E T T L E H W T  
MAINTENANCE ORDERS 

6 .  Does t h e  case  con ta in  a  maintenance o rde r?  ---- 
( 1 )  Yes 
( 2 )  No 

( 3 )  Reserved 
( 9 )  Not s t a t e d  

( 1 )  In t e r im ( 3 )  V a r i a t i o n  
( 2 )  Cont inuing/Final  ( 8 )  Not a p p l i c a b l e  

8. I d e n t i t y  of t h e  p res id ing  judge --------------- 
9. I s  maintenance ordered f o r :  ------------------- 

( 1 )  Wife on ly  
( 2 )  Husband only  
( 3 )  Wife and c h i l d r e n  
( 4 )  Husband and ch i ld ren  
( 5 )  Chi ldren only 
( 6 )  Wife and ch i ld ren  a s  s e p a r a t e  awards 

10. Type of award . fo r  spouse ...................... 
( 1 )  $ 1  o r  nominal award (3)  P e r i o d i c  
( 2 )  Lump sum ( 9 )  Not a p p l i c a b l e  

11. Amount of maintenance awarded f o r  spouse ------ 
(Monthly amount f o r  p e r i o d i c  awards) 

(99999) Not a p p l i c a b l e  

12 .  Type of award f o r  c h i l d r e n  .................... 
( 1 )  $1 o r  nominal award ( 3 )  P e r i o d i c  
( 2 )  Lump sum ( 8 )  Not a p p l i c a b l e  

13. CODER: CALCULATE AVERAGE AMOUNT OF MAINTENANCE 
PER C H I L D  PER MONTH ------------------- 

(999) Not a p p l i c a b l e  

14. CODER: CALCULATE TOTAL MAINTENANCE PAYMENTS 
PER MONTH ............................. 

CALGARY SUPREME COURT JUDCES 

1. Cullen 

2. Holmes 

3. Kldd. 6. J .  
4. Klrby 

5. Letberman. 0. N. 
6. kClung 

7. Mllvain, J .  v .  H. 
8 .  bore ,  W. K. 
9. Hoshansky 

10. Patterson. H. 5. 

11. Qulgley 

12. Shannon 

13. Slnclair, Y. R.  
14. Yawslk 

IS. 

16. 
17. 
18. 



15. Income of  husband (month ly)  ------------------- 

16. Income o f  w i f e  (month ly)  ...................... 

' 1 7 .  Fmployment s t a t u s  of  husband ------------------ 
( 1 )  F u l l - t i m e  (wage e a r n e r )  
( 2 )  P a r t - t i m e  
( 3 )  S e a s o n a l  
( 4 )  Self-employed 
( 5 )  F u l l - t i m e  s t u d e n t  
( 6 )  Unemployed 
( 7 )  O t h e r  ( s p e c i f y )  
( 8 )  Not s t a t e d  

1 8 .  Employrncnt s t a t u s  of w i f e  ..................... 
( 1 )  F u l l - t i m e  (wage e a r n e r )  
( 2 )  P a r t - t i m e  
( 3 )  S e a s o n a l  
( 4 )  Se l f -employed  
( 5 )  P u l l - t  ime s t u d e n t  
( 6 )  Unemployed 
( 7 )  O t h e r  ( s p e c i f y )  
( 9 )  Not s t a t e d  

1 9 .  M a t r i m o n i a l  home awarded t o :  ------------------ 
( 1 )  Husband 
( 2 )  Wife 
(3 )  Both  

SOCIAL ASSISTANCE 

( 4 )  No home 
( 5 )  O t h e r  
(B)  Not s t a t e d  

2 0 .  I s  husband r e c e i v i n g  s o c i a l  a s s i s t a n c e  a t  t h e  
t h e  of  N i s i ?  ................................. 

( 1 )  Yes ( 2 )  No ( 9 )  Not s t a t e d  

2 1 .  I f  y e s ,  is a s s i s t a n c e  f o r :  .................... 
( 1 )  S e l f  a l o n e  
( 2 )  S e l f  and  o n e  c h i l d  
( 3 )  S e l f  a n d  two c h i l d r e n  
( 4 )  S e l f  and  t h r e e  o r  more c h i l d r e n  
(B)  Not a p p l i c a b l e  

22. I s  w i f e  r e c e i v i n g  s o c i a l  a s s i s t a n c e  a t  t h e  t i m e  
of t4isi7 ...................................... 

(1) Yes ( 2 )  No ( 9 )  Not s t a t e d  

23 .  I f  y e s ,  is a s s i s t a n c e  f o r :  .................... 
( 1 )  S e l f  a l o n e  
( 2 )  S e l f  and o n e  c h i l d  
( 3 )  S e l f  and two c h i l d r e n  
( 4 )  S e l f  a n d  t h r e e  o r  more c h i l d r e n  
( 9 )  Not a p p l i c a b l e  
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FAMILY COURT RECORDS STUDY: TECHNICAL REPORT 

INTRODUCTION 

The Family Courts  i n  Alber ta  maintain a numerical l i s t  of family 
r e l a t e d  case  f i l e s  t h a t  inc lude  custody,  j uven i l e ,  acces s  and maintenance 
support  a c t i o n s .  The maintenance o rde r  f i l e s ,  t h e  f i l e s  of i n t e r e s t  t o  t h i s  
s tudy ,  contained documents spec i fy ing  t h e  p a r t i c u l a r s  of t h e  c a s e ,  mainten- 
ance awards and d e f a u l t  a c t i o n s .  A payment record  ( i e .  l edge r  ca rd )  was 
maintained i n  t h e  accounts  s e c t i o n  of  t h e  Court. 

Both t h e  c a s e  f i l e s  and ledger  ca rds  i n  Calgary, Edmonton, Lethbridge 
and Grande P r a i r i e  Family Courts provided information presented  i n  t h i s  
s e c t i o n  of t h e  r e p o r t .  

1.1 Purpose of t h e  Family Court Records Study 

Information conta ined  i n  t h e  Family Court r eco rds  and ledger  ca rds  
was appropr i a t e  f o r  t h e s e  s tudy  purposes: 

a .  t o  i d e n t i f y  t h e  inc idence  of payment/default  of maintenance 
o r d e r s  r e g i s t e r e d  and/or enforced through t h e  Family Court. 

b.  t o  i d e n t i f y  t h e  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of Family Court maintenance 
o rde r s .  

c .  t o  i d e n t i f y  t h e  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of payment/default  maintenance 
o rde r  ca ses .  

d. t o  i d e n t i f y  t h e  e x t e n t  of enforcement among maintenance o rde r  
cases .  

1.2 Records Popula t ion  

The popula t ion  of i n t e r e s t  t o  t h i s  s e c t i o n  of t h e  s tudy cons is ted  
of  maintenance o rde r  c a s e  f i l e s  and ledger  c a r d s  l oca t ed  i n  Calgary, 
Edmonton, Lethbridge and Grande P r a i r i e  Family Courts .  I n a c t i v e  c a s e s  
o r  c a s e s  t h a t  were c u r r e n t l y  before  t h e  Court were d e l e t e d  from the  
popula t ion .  The number of c a s e s  i n  each Court i s  p re sen ted  i n  Table 1. 



Table 1 

Populat ion Size  of  Family Court Records 
by Court - a s  of March 1980 

I Calgary 

COURT 

Edmonton 

Lethbridge 

Number of 
Maintenance F i l e s  

1 . 3  Sampling Procedure 

The numerical l i s t i n g  of Court f i l e s  located  i n  Calgary, and an 
a lphabe t i ca l  l i s t i n g  of f i l e s  i n  Lethbridge and Grande P r a i r i e  served a s  
t h e  sampling frames f o r  t h e  records sample. In Edmonton, cases  were 
se lec ted  from a " l inex"  card  l i s t i n g .  A quota sample of 400 cases  was 
drawn from both Calgary and Edmonton populat ions,  85 cases  from Lethbridge 
and 70 cases  from t h e  Grande P r a i r i e  population. A n  add i t iona l  18 Recip- 
r o c a l  Enforcement Maintenance Orders (REMO) cases i ssued through t h e  Calgary 
Court but enforced i n  o the r  provinces and 6 cases a d d i t i o n a l l y  se lec ted  i n  
Edmonton because of t h e  systematic procedure, were included i n  the  
respect ive  samples. A t a b l e  of random numbers was used t o  draw the  Calgary 
sample and a systematic random s e l e c t i o n  was used i n  t h e  o the r  cour ts .  

An attempt was made t o  l o c a t e  t h e  ledger card appl icable  t o  each 
sampled f i l e .  The number of cards  located i n  each Court i s  l i s t e d  i n  
Table 2. 

Number of Sampled Ledger Cards by Court 



There were severa l  reasons f o r  t h e  d i f f i c u l t y  in locatirig ledger cards  
i n  Calgary and Grande P r a i r i e ,  i n  p a r t i c u l a r .  Calgary u n t i l  r ecen t ly ,  d i d  not 
make up a ledger card u n t i l  a payment had been made t o  t h e  Court. The 18  REMO 
cases  t h a t  were being paid t o  wives i n  o ther  provinces would not have a ledger 
card and 3 cases  were not  t o  commence payments u n t i l  1980. A t  t h e  time of 
coding Calgary was reorganizing i t s  f i l i n g  system and t h e  remainder of t h e  
missing ledger cards were i n  s torage  o r  could not be located.  

In  Edmonton and Lethbridge, some cards were being used by Court 
workers o r  counsel lors  and could not  be located ,  and same cards  r e fe r red  
t o  1980 cases where payments had not  y e t  commenced. 

In  Grande P r a i r i e  t h e r e  was l imi ted  information contained i n  t h e  f i l e s  
and an explanation f o r  t h e  missing ledger cards  could not be obtained. A t  
t h e  time of t h e  study,  t h e  Grande P r a i r i e  Court d id  not  keep a copy of 
many of t h e  documents r e l a t e d  t o  each case .  Much of t h i s  information was 
re ta ined by lawyers and Court workers o r  counsel lors .  

1.4 Data Col lec t ion  Procedure 

A c h e c k l i s t  was developed by C I R  and approved by t h e  Study 's  Steering 
Committee f o r  c o l l e c t i n g  information from t h e  f i l e s  and t h e  ledger  cards. 
The c h e c k l i s t  ( see  Appendix A )  consisted of a sec t ion  concerning the  payment 
record t h a t  was applied t o  t h e  ledger  cards ,  a sec t ion  concerning d e t a i l s  of 
a l l  t h e  maintenance order  cases ;  a sec t ion  r e l a t e d  t o ' k a s e s  with d e f a u l t  orders  
and a f i n a l  sec t ion  r e l a t e d  t o  enforcement procedures. The da ta  was co l l ec ted  
i n  t h e  months of January t o  March 1980. 

1 .5  Data Analysis Procedures 

The data  was analyzed us ing programs from t h e  S t a t i s t i c a l  Package f o r  
Socia l  Sciences #(SPSS). F inancia l  d a t a  coded from t h e  f i l e s  t h a t  r e l a t e d  
t o  income and t h e  amount of t h e  awards, wereweighted by a f a c t o r  derived 
from t h e  Cost of Living Index base: 1979=1. The weights appl ied  t o  amounts 
ordered between 1971 and 1979 appear i n  Table 3 .  The weighting ensured t h a t  
d i f f e rences  a t t r i b u t e d  t o  i n f l a t i o n  ac ross  t h e  years  d id  not  inf luence  the  
f indings  . 

Table 3 

Financial  Data Weighting Factors  

Year of 
Award 

Cost of Living 
Index Weighting 
Factor 



2. DESCRIPTION OF ALBERTA FAMILY COURT MAINTENANCE ORDER CASES 

The f indings  presented i n . t h i s  sec t ion  concern t h e  desc r ip t ion  of 
maintenance order  cases r e g i s t e r e d  o r  enforced through t h e  Family Court. 
The c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of i n t e r e s t  included: the  payment record ,  indiv idual  
c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of t h e  spouses, p a r t i c u l a r s  of the  marriage and divorce,  
c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of t h e  maintenance awards, p a r t i c u l a r s  of d e f a u l t  order  
cases and enforcement procedures experienced by t h e  cases.  

A l l  t h e  f indings  a r e  presented i n  t abu la r  form with the  da ta  from 
Calgary, Edmonton, Lethbridge and Grande P r a i r i e  l i s t e d  i n  separa te  columns. 
In  order t o  f a c i l i t a t e  comparisons ac ross  columns, missing and "not applicable" 
cases  have been omitted from t h e  ca lcu la t ions  of percentages. The number 
of  missing cases  have been noted a t  t h e  base of the  t a b l e s .  I n  some ins tances  
the re  was so l i t t l e  recorded da ta  t h a t  t h e  t a b l e s  a r e  presented without 
comment i n  t h e  Appendices. 

The t a b l e s  a r e  accompanied by a n a r r a t i v e  summary of t h e  most s a l i e n t  
points .  The d iscuss ion includes percentages ca lcula ted  from t h e  sample a s  a 
whole o r  from cour t s  which evidenced s imi la r  f indings .  Some add i t iona l  t a b l e s  
appear i n  t h e  t e x t  t o  i d e n t i f y  s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  r e l a t ionsh ips .  

2.1 Payment Record 

The payment record ( i e .  ledger card)  of maintenance order  cases was 
ava i l ab le  i n  227 (54%) Calgary, 348 (86%) Edmonton, 82 (96%) Lethbridge, 
and 42 (60%) Grande P r a i r i e  cases.  The o r i g i n a l  in ten t ion  was t o  compare 
payment records ac ross  a l l  four  Courts. However, it was decided t o  omit 
t h e  da ta  from Calgary and Grande P r a i r i e  because of t h e  l a r g e  number of 
missing cases and t h e  b i a s  introduced by t h e  p r a c t i c e  of c rea t ing  a ledger 
card only when a payment had been made. Zlre~ ledqar c a d  information from 
'Calgary and--6rande P r a i r i e  i s  presentzed without comment i n  Appendix B. 



2.1.1 Payments on Type of Award. 

Payments recorded on the  ledger cards  were genera l ly  (61% i n  
Edmonton, 77% i n  Lethbridge) made on the  maintenance award. The 
remaining cases  were a r r e a r s  order  cases  (see Table 4.1) . 
2.1.2 Payment S t a t u s  of t h e  Case. 

A t  t h e  time of t h e  study,  a s l i g h t  ma jo r i ty  of both maintenance 
and show cause cases  (52% and 58% respec t ive ly )  were i n  a r r e a r s .  

A more d e t a i l e d  desc r ip t ion  of the  payment s t a t u s  on the  58% 
of the  cases with a r r e a r s  o rde r s  can be observed from Table 4.3. 
Thir teen  percent  and 21% respec t ive ly  of the  Edmonton and Lethbridge 
a r r e a r s  orders  were pa id  up. Approximately another  quar t e r  of t h e  
cases  were decreasing t h e  amount owing on t h e  order  of a r r e a r s .  However, 
a major i ty  of t h e  cases  were not  making payments and a r r e a r s  were 
increas ing.  This p a t t e r n  was cons i s t en t  i n  Edmonton and Lethbridge. 

2.1.3 Incidence of  Payment. 
Three measures were used t o  i n d i c a t e  the  incidence of payment; 

- 

whether a payment was made during t h e  s i x  months p r i o r  t o  t h e  study,  
i n  November, 1979, and t h e  percentage of payments made over t h e  
dura t ion  of t h e  case .  

Table 4.4 i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  approximately two-thirds of t h e  cases  
had made a payment during t h e  s i x  months p r i o r  t o  t h e  study. However, 
only 50% and 46% respec t ive ly  i n  Edmonton and Lethbridge made payments 
i n  November, 1979 (see  Table 4.5) . 

When t h e  f u l l  du ra t ion  of t h e  case was considered,  t h e  number 
of cases  t h a t  made a l l  t h e i r  payments was 38% i n  both Edmonton and 
Lethbridge. There was a no t i ceab le  d i f fe rence  between Edmonton and 
Lethbridge in t h e  number of c a s e s  t h a t  made no payments (see  Table 4 . 6 ) .  
There was a g r e a t e r  tendency f o r  Lethbridge cases  t o  make some 
payments even though they  missed 50% of t h e i r  payments. I n  Edmonton, 
23% of t h e  cases  made no payments a t  a l l  over t h e  dura t ion  of t h e  case.  
The g r e a t e r  incidence of p a r t i a l  payments i n  Lethbridge i s  probably because 
of d i f f e r e n t  systems of c o u r t  adminis t ra t ion .  The Lethbridge Family Court 
a l lows p a r t i a l  payments of o rde r s  when f u l l  payment cannot be made. This 
p r a c t i c e  i s  n o t  encouraged i n  Edmonton. 

2.1.4 Duration of Payment 
A s i z e a b l e  major i ty  (87% and 73% respec t ive ly )  of t h e  Edmonton 

and Lethbridge c a s e s  were r e g i s t e r e d  f o r  payment through t h e  Family 
cour t s  between 1975 and 1980. Most of the  remaining o rde r s  were r e g i s t e r e d  
between 1970 and 1974 (see  Table 4.7) . 

Payments made on t h e  o rde r s  tended t o  be of a s imi la r  dura t ion ;  
73% made payments over 1 - 5 years  and 24% over 6 - 10 years .  However, 
i n  Edmonton 40% of t h e  cases  made payments f o r  a year o r  l e s s  and 47% made 
payments f o r  2 - 5 years .  There were more long term payers i n  ~ e t h b r i d g e  
than Edmonton (see  Table 4 .8 ) .  



Table  4 

c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  

4 . 1  Type of  Award 

Maintenance Order - 
Order o f  A r r e a r s  

No i n fo rma t ion  

4.2 Payment S t a t u s  o f  
t h e  Case 

F u l l  P a m e n t s  
P a r t i a l  o r  no 
Payments 
No i n fo rma t ion  

4 .3  S t a t u s  o f  Payment 
on Ar r ea r s  Orders  

Ar r ea r s  I n c r e a s i n g  

Ar r ea r s  Balance 
Arrears Decreasing 
Ar r ea r s  Pa id  U p  

NO in format ion  . 

4.4 A payment made i n  
t h e  las t  s i x  months 

Yes 
No 

No in format ion  

4.5 Paymerits made i n  

Frequency .r 

Edmonton 

(n= 34)  
% 

60.5 
39.5 

- - 

Maintenance A r r e a r s  
Order Order 

November 1979 

Y e  s 
No 

No i n £  ormat i o n  

D i s t r S b u t i o n  

Le thbr idge  

(n= 82 ) 
% 

76.8 
23.2 

- - 

Maintenance Ar r ea r s  
Order Order 

(n= 209) 
% 

49.8 
50.2 

(n= 63 ) 
% 

42.9 
57.1 

(n=136) 
% 

41.2 
58.8 

(n= 327) 

49.8 
52.2 

6.0 

(n= 29 )  
% 

47.4 
52.6  

0.8 

(n= 1 3 6 )  
% 

58.8 

4.4 
24.3 
12 .5  

- - 

(n= 341) 

62.8 - - 

37.2 

2.0 

(n= 82 )  

46.3 
53.7 

- - 

-- 

(n= 1 9 )  
% 

52.6 

5 .3  
21.1  
21.1  

- - 

(n = 82)  

72.0 
28.0 

- - 



Table 4, con t .  

C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  

4.6 % of  payment 
made ove r  d u r a t i o n  
of t h e  ca se  I 

A l l  payments (100%) 
Half o r  more o f  
t h e  payments 
(50-99%) 

Less than h a l f  t h e  
payments (1-49%) 

No payments (0%) 
No in format ion  

4 .7  Date o f  f i r s t  
payment 

1979-80 

19  78- 75 

1974-70 

1969-55 
No in format ion  

4.8 Number of  y e a r s  
Payments w e r e  made 

1 year  o r  l e s s  

2-5 y e a r s  

6-10 y e a r s  

11-15 y e a r s  
No in format ion  

4.9 Promptness o f  
payment 

Date p r e s c r i b e d  

Within a week 

More t han  a week 
l a t e  

The c a s e s  w i t h  no 
payments 

Frequency 

Edmonton 

. __ - - - - ---- - 

(n= 346) 

37.9 

20.8 

18.5 

22.8 
0.6 

(n= 337) 

28.2 

59.1 

14.5 

4.2 
3 .1  

(n=333) 

40.2 

46.8 

11.4 

1 . 5  
4.3 

(n= 257) 

15.2 

34.2 

50.6 

25.9 

D i s t r i b u t i o n  

Lethbr  i dge  

-. -- - 

(n= 82)  

37.8 

22.0 

32.9 

7.3 
- - 

(n  = 81) 

32.1 

40.8 

23.4 

3 .7  
1 .2  

(n= 76) 

36.8 

36.8 

23.7 
b 

2.7 

7.3 

(n= 76) 

30.3 

22.4 

47.4 

7.3 



T a b l e  4 ,  c o n t .  

r 

C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  

. 

4.10  Monthly 

$1-75 

$76-125 

$126-200 

$201-300 

$301-500 

$501 p l u s  

No I n £  o r m a t i o n  

4 . 1 1  % o f  o r d e r e d  
amount t h a t  i s  
pa id  

F u l l  amount 
(100%) 

Hal f  o r  more 
(50-99%) 

L e s s  t h a n  h a l f  
(1-49%) 

No payments  
( 0 % )  
No i n f o r m a t i o n  

4.12 P a t t e r n  of  payment 

A l l  t h e  t i m e  
(100%)  

P a k t i a l  p a y e r s  
(99-1%) 

No payments  ( 0 % )  
N o  i n f o r m a t i o n  

F r e q u e n c y  

Edmonton 

- - -- . . 

(n= 333) 

24 .9  

26.4 

26 .7  

9 .0  

2.4 

- 

4.3  

(n= 340)  

47 .9  

1 5 . 0  

1 2 . 3  

24 .7  

2 .3  

(n= 348)  

35.6 

'42.5 

21 .8  - - 

D i s t r i b u t i o n  

L e t h b r  i d g e  

-- - - - 

(n= 8 2 )  

32 .9  

29.4 

28.0 

7 . 3  

2 .4  

- 

(n- 8 2 )  

36.6 

23.2 

33.0 

7 .3  

- - 

I 
(n= 8 2 )  

36.6 

5 6 . 1  

7 . 3  -- 



2.1.5 Promptness of Payment. 
Table 4.9 i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  51% and 47% r e s p e c t i v e l y  of t h e  

Edmonton and Lethbridge cases  were more than  a week l a t e  making 
payments. Lethbridge cases  tended t o  make payments wi th in  t h e  
da te  p resc r ibed  more o f t e n  than Edmonton cases .  

2.1.6 Amount of Payment. 
A s l i g h t  m a j o r i t y  of t h e  cases  (51% i n  Edmonton and 52% i n  

Lethbridge) had maintenance o r  a r r e a r s  payments of  l e s s  than  $126.00 
pe r  month. An a d d i t i o n a l  27% i n  both  c o u r t s  made payments of 
$126.00 - $200.00 p e r  month. Payments of more than  $200.00 pe r  
month occurred i n  approximately 10% of t h e  c a s e s .  The d i s t r i b u t i o n  
of t h e  amount of payment tended t o  be c o n s i s t e n t  i n  both  c o u r t s .  

2.1.7 Amount o f  Payment a s  a Percentage o f  t h e  Ordered Amount. 
The informat ion  i n  Table 4.11 i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  Lethbridge 

cases (56%) tended t o  pay p a r t i a l  amounts more o f t e n  than  Edmonton 
cases  (27%) . I n  Edmonton, payments tended t o  be  e i t h e r  t h e  f u l l  
amount o r  a payment was n o t  made. This  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between t h e  
degree of payment and c o u r t  l o c a t i o n  i s  s t a t i s c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  
( see  Table 5)  . 

Table 5 

Re la t ionsh ip  Between t h e  Degree o f  Fa~ftU?nt - - 
Amount and Court Location 

2.1.8 P a t t e r n  o f  Payment 
The p a t t e r n  o f  payment was de f ined  by t h e  S tee r ing  Committee 

a s  "The percentage  o f  t h e  amount p a i d  r e l a t i v e  t o  t h e  amount t h a t  
should have been p a i d  dur ing  t h e  l eng th  of t h e  case  h i s to ry . "  Table 
4.12 p resen t s  t h e  f r equenc ie s  of cases  f o r  which f u l l  amounts were 
p a i d  a l l  t h e  t ime,  p a r t i a l  amounts were p a i d  a l l  t h e  t ime,  p a r t i a l  amounts 
were pa id  a l l  of t h e  time o r  f u l l  amounts were p a i d  p a r t  of t h e  time, 
and no payments were made. 

Degree of Payment 

F u l l  Amount 

P a r t i a l  Amount 

Number of  Cases 

Chi 
2 

P 

Court Location 

Edmonton 

63.7 

46.3 

2 56 

Lethbridge 

39.5 

60.5 

76 

1 3 . 1 ~  < .01  



A s  might be expected from t h e  preceding discuss ion the  p a t t e r n  
of payment i n  Edmonton and Lethbridge v a r i e d  s i g n i f i c a n t l y .  Approximately 
36% of t h e  cases  i n  both cour ts  were f u l l  payers. However, Lethbridge 
cases (56%) were more l i k e l y  than Edmonton cases  143%) t o  make a p a r t i a l  
payment than no payment (chi2 9.2 p 4 .01)  . 



2.2 Individual Character is t ics  of SDouses 

The individual charac te r i s t i cs  of spouses, included: residence, 
employment s t a tu s ,  source of income, monthly income, a s se t s ,  debts  and 
expenses of the  spouses. The la rge  amount of missing information fo r  most 
of these variables ser iously  a f fec t s  the  va l i d i t y  of findings. Consequently, 
most of the tables  a r e  presented without comment on Appendix D. Those 
tab les  with va l id  data,  t h e  residence and source of income of spouses a r e  
presented below. The t ab l e s  present data drawn from a l l  four Family Courts 
included in t h i s  study. 

2.2.1 Residence of Spouses 

Table 6.1 indicates  t h a t  almost a l l  of husbands were res ident  i n  
Alberta ( a t  l e a s t  according t o  the  f i l e  information). The Calgary sample 
included a few (6%) awards t h a t  were ordered i n  Alberta but enforced in 
another province. Over three-quarters of the wives (77%) i n  the en t i re  
sample were a l so  res ident  i n  Alberta. There was, however, a difference 
between the courts.  Thirty-six percent of the  wives i n  the  Calgary sample 
had moved from the  province. This percentage was f a r  higher than for  the  
other th ree  courts. 

.. ,. 

2 .2 .2  Source of Income 

Unlike the  other t ab les ,  t he  missing cases have been included in  the 
calculat ion of percentages i n  Table 6.2. While the  source of income of each 
spouse was sporadically recorded i n  general, it was probably recorded i n  
most i f  not  a l l  cases when a spouse was on soc ia l  ass is tance.  For example, 
t he  finding t h a t  26% of t he  women i n  t he  Edmonton f i l e s  were on socia l  
ass is tance is  probably a good estimate of the  population parameter, but the 
finding t h a t  18% were employed i s  not a good estimate. 

A larger  proportion of wives received soc ia l  ass is tance i n  Lethbridge 
(32%) and Edmonton (26%) than Calgary (18%) and Grande P ra i r i e  (11%). 

Table 6 

1ndiSiduh1 CharacterS.stics of Spouses 

Frequency Distribution 

Characteristics calqary 
Edmonton Lethbrldge Grande Prairie 

Husband Wife Husband Wife Husband Wife h us band wife 
(n=395) (n=386) ( ~ 4 0 5 )  (n=402) (n=SS) (n=85) (n=69) (n-69) 

b b b % % 0 b 8 

16.1 Residence of Spouses 

1 Alberta 

I Other Canada 

out of country 

no information 

5.2 Source of Income 

Employment 

Unemployment Insurance 

Social Assistance 

Other 

Not Stated 



P a r t i c u l a r s  of the  Marriage and Divorce. 

P a r t i c u l a r s  of the  marriage and divorce included the  place 
and durat ion of t h e  marriage, marital s t a t u s  a f t e r  t h e  marriage 
breakdown, al ledged grounds f o r  divorce,  t h e  number of dependent 
chi ldren ,  custody and access arrangements and d i spos i t ion  of the  
matrimonial home. 

2.3.1 Place of Marriage. 
I t  can be seen from Table 7.1 t h a t  a t  l e a s t  two-thirds of 

t h e  cases i n  each cour t  were married i n  Alberta o r  the  p r a i r i e  
provinces. Calgary and Grande P r a i r i e  f ind ings  included a notable 
number of marriages from B.C. ,  Ontario and o the r  coun t r i e s .  These 
percentages would probably be cons i s t en t  wi th  t h e  d i g r a t i o n  p a t t e r n s  
of the  respect ive  c i t i e s .  

2.3.2 Duration of Marriage. 
Most marriages ( a t  l e a s t  74%) were of s i x  o r  more years  

durat ion.  In Calgary and Edmonton approximately one-third of the  
cases  were married f o r  6 - 10  years  and t h e  remaining cases were 
spread r e l a t i v e l y  evenly ac ross  11 - 25 years.  However, i n  Lethbridge 
and Grande P r a i r i e  approximately ha l f  the  marriages were of 16 years  
o r  more and only a t h i r d  of t h e  cases were married f o r  l e s s  than 10 
years .  

2.3.3 Mari tal  Breakdown S ta tus .  
The m a r i t a l  s t a t u s  of cases with maintenance orders  

r eg i s t e red  i n  t h e  Family c o u r t s  was 59% divorced and 41% separated.  
There were s l i g h t l y  more separated cases  (see Table 3)  in Edmonton 
(44%) and Grande P r a i r i e  (45%) than Calgary (3 9%)and Lethbridge (37%) . 
2.3.4 Date of Separat ion o r  Divorce 

A major i ty  of t h e  cases i n  a l l  cour t s  were divorced o r  
separated between 1975 and 1980 (see  Table 7 .4 ) .  A qua r t e r  of the  
cases i n  Calgary and Edmonton included 1970 - 1974 adjudica t ions .  
While approximately 9% of t h e  remaining cases  i n  a l l  cour t s  were 
divorced o r  separa ted  between 1965 - 1969, only 3% of t h e  Calgary 
cases were ad jud ic ia t ed  p r i o r  t o  1965. 

2.3 - 5  Grounds f o r  Divorce 
Table 7.5 ind ica tes  t h a t  t h e  Family Court cases tended t o  

evenly c l a immar i t a lo f fence  and marriage breakdown a s  t h e  grounds 
f o r  divorce. The l a r g e  number of missing cases  prevents  a more 
d e f i n i t i v e  explanation of t h e  a l leqed grounds. 

2.3.6 Number of Dependent Children 
Table 7.6 i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  very few cases r e g i s t e r e d  i n  t h e  

Family Court d id  not  have dependent chi ldren  ( 2 % ) .  Approximately 
two-thirds of t h e  cases  were one o r  two ch i ld ren  f a m i l i e s  although 



1 4 %  of the  t o t a l  sample contained four o r  mQre children. 

2.3.7 Custody Awards. 
Custody was generally specified i n  the  sampled cases and 

was primarily awarded t o  the  wife (see Table 7.7).  In Calgary almost 
a quarter of the awards (24%) assigned custody of a t  l e a s t  one chi ld  
t o  the husband and one t o  the wife. 

2.3.8 Access Arrangements . 
I t  can be seen i n  Table 7.8 t ha t  the  court  generally 

indicated t h a t  the husband was t o  have "reasonable" access t o  the 
children. In Calgary, the  degree of access was specified in 19% of 
the cases and the court  prevented access with a res t ra ining order i n  
7% of the cases. Grande Pra i r ie  cases (18%) also tended t o  specify 
the degree of access t o  children. 

2.3.9 Disposition of the Matrimonial Home. 
Although the wife most often received possession of the 

matrimonial home, very few cases contained evidence of a home (see 
Table 7.9). The apparent difference i n  home ownership between Calgary 
and Edmonton was a t t r i bu t ab le  t o  coding differences i n  the courts when 
the data was col lected.  



TABLE 7 

Particulars of the Marriaae and Divorce 

7.1 Place of Marriage 

British Columbia 

Alberta 

Saskatchewan 

Manitoba 

Ontario 

Other - Canada 
Out of Country 

No information 

7.2 Duration of Marriage 

1 - 2 years 

3 - 5 years 

6 -10 years 

11 -15 years 

16 -25 years 

26+ years 
No information 

7.3 Marital Breakdown 
Status 

Divorced 

Separated 

No informat ion 

7.4 Date of Separation/ 
Divorce 

1980-1975 

1974-1970 

1969-1965 

1964-1951 
No information 

- 

Calgary 

(n=296) 

8.6 

49.8 

7.2 

6.8 

13.9 

4.5 

9.2 

29.2 

(n=338) 

5.6 

20.4 

34.6 

18.0 

16.9 

4.4 
16.7 

(n=404) 

61.1 

38.9 

3.3 

, (n=350) 

58.8 

28.2 

9.9 

3.1 
16.3 

Distribution 

Lethbridge 

(n=73) 

6.8 

79.5 

4.1 

4.1 

1.4 

4.1 

- - 
14.1 

(n=76) 

- - 
13.2 

23.7 

10.5 

27.6 

25.0 
10.6 

(n=85) 

63.5 

36.5 

- - 

(n=53) 

50.9 

41.6 

7.5 

-- 
37.6 

Frequency 

Edmonton 

(n=215) 

1.4 

80.0 

4.2 

1.8 

4.7 

3.2 

4.7 

47.0 

(n=359) 

6.7 

17.5 

28.4 

14.5 

18.1 

14.8 

11.6 

(n=401) 

55.9 

44.1 

1.2 

(n=327) 

64.5 

27.9 

7.3 

0.3 

19.5 

Grande 
Prairie 

(n=43) 

9.4 

65.2 

- - 
2.3 

13.9 

4.6 

4.6 

38.6 

(n=48) 

2.1 

6.3 

18.8 

25.0 

22.9 

25.0 

31.4 

(n=65) 

55.4 

44.6 

7.1 

(n=37) 

51.4 

37.8 

10.8 

-- 
50.6 



Table 7 (Continued) 

7.5 Grounds for Divorce 

Marital Offence 

Marital Breakdown 

Both 

No information 

7.6 Number of Dependent 
Children 

One 

Two 

Three 

Four 

Five-Ten 

None 

No information 

7.7 Custody Awarded to: 

Husband 

Wife 

Both Husband and 
Wife 

No Custody Awarded 

No Children 

No information 

7.8 Terms of Access 
To Children 

Reasonable 

Specified 

Restraining Order 

No Children 

No in£ ormat ion 

Grande 
Prairie 

(n=19) 

57.9 

42.1 

-- 
70.0 

(n=66) 

30.3 

24.3 

24.3 

12.1 

9.0 

-- 

5.7 

(n=66) 

1.5 

97.0 

1.5 

-- 

5.7 

- - 

(n=38) 

81.6 

18.4 

- - 
5.7 

40.0 
C 

Distribution 

Lethbridge 

(n=40) 

42.5 

57.5 

- - 
52.9 

(n=84) 

30.9 

34.7 

17.9 

10.7 

3.5 

2.3 

1.1 

(n=83) 

- - 
97.6 

- - 
2.4 

2.4 

- - 

(n=53) 

92.4 

5.7 

1.9 

2.3 

35.3 

Calgary 

(n=127) 

41.7 

55.2 

3.1 

69.6 

(n=407) 

30.8 

38.4 

16.9 

6.6 

5.1 

2.2 

2.6 

(n=382) 

1.3 

72.5 

24.4 

1.6 

2.7 

5.3 

(n=254) 

74.0 

18.9 

7.1 

2.6 

36.6 

Frequency 

Edmonton 

(n=195) 

46.7 

49.7 

3.6 

51.9 

(n=400) 

31.1 

32.7 

18.7 

10.0 

5.5 

2.0 

-4 

(n=391) 

1.0 

90.0 

7.9 

1.0 

2.0 

1.7 

(n=250) 

88.8 

9.2 

2.0 

1.9 

36.5 



Table 7 (Continued) 

7.9 Matrimonial Home 
Awarded To : 

Husband 

Wife 

Both 

No Home 

No information 

Frequency Distribution 

Grande 
Prairie 

(n=09) 

33.3 

44.5 

22.2 

- - 
87.1 

~ethbridge 

(n=12) 

33.3 

41.7 

25.0 

- - 
85.9 

Calgary 

(n=120) 

7.5 

41.6 

8.3 

42.6 

71.2 

Edmonton 

(n=38) 

7.9 

55.3 

28.9 

7.9 

90.7 



2.4 C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of the  Original  Maintenance Award. 
Information concerning t h e  o r i g i n a l  maintenance order  was 

coded from the  Decree Nisi/Minutes of Settlement o r  a Maintenance Order 
issued through the  Family Court. Interim awards, provis ional  orders  
o r  separa t ion  agreements superceded by a Decree N i s i  were disregarded 
a s  the  "or ig inal"  o rde r .  Information i n  these  cases  was coded 
from the  N i s i .  

The c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of the  awards included: the appl icant  
and i n i t i a t i n g  agency; source; adjudica t ing  cour t  and a c t  governing 
the  award; payment arrangements; r e c i p i e n t  of  t h e  award; term, type 
and amount of the  awards f o r  spouses and ch i ld ren ;  and t h e  t o t a l  
monthly amount of t h e  award. 

2,.4 .1 Applicant/Requesting Agency 
I t  can be seen i n  Table 8.1 t h a t  app l i ca t ions  f o r  maintenance 

were always signed by an individual  spouse, who i n  most cases  (97%) 
was t h e  wife. There were very few cases (see  Table 8.2) t h a t  had an 
appl ica t ion  f o r  maintenance f i l e d  through Alberta Social  Services and 
Community Health o r  a t h i r d  par ty .  * * 

2.4.2 Source of ~ r d e r / ~ d j u d i c a t i n g  Court /Legislat ive Act. 
Approximately ha l f  of  the  maintenance awards were issued 

through Alberta Supreme Courts under Divorce Act l e g i s l a t i o n  (see  
Tables 8.3 and 8.4) .  Most of the  remaining cases  were issued through 
Alberta Family Courts under t h e  Domestic Relat ions Act (DRA).  The 
exception, Calgary, had 31% of i t s  cases i ssued through out  of province 
cour ts .  

The order  i n  e f f e c t  a t  the  time of t h e  study tended t o  
o r ig ina te  a t  t h e  time of  t h e  N i s i  award. ( see  Table 8 .5 ) .  In Lethbridge 
and Grande P r a i r i e  t h e r e  appeared t o  be a g r e a t e r  tendency f o r  awards 
t o  be i n i t i a t e d  i n  Family cour t s  (see Table 8.3) and subsequently 
became p a r t  of the  Decree N i s i  se t t lement  agreement (see  Table 8 . 5 ) .  

2.4.3 Payment Arrangements 
When arrangements f o r  making payments were mentioned i n  

t h e  cour t  f i l e s ,  most of the  cases were t o  pay through the  Family 
Oourt (see Table 8.6) . 
2.4.4 Term of t h e  Award 

From the  information i n  Table 8.7 it can be seen t h a t  most 
of the  awards i n  t h e  sample were continuing awards. Sixteen percent  
of the  Edmonton cases were in ter im awards. 

** On June 1, 1979, l e g i s l a t i o n  was proclaimed i n  Alberta which t r ans fe r red  
t o  t h e  Government a l l  r i g h t s  t o  maintenance payments f o r  people rece iv ing 
s o c i a l  a s s i s t ance .  That is ,  any payments ordered by t h e  c o u r t s  a r e  d i rec ted  
t o  the  Department of Soc ia l  Services  and Community Health when t h e  person 
i s  receiv ing s o c i a l  a s s i s t ance .  



2.4.5 Duration of t h e  Orders a t  t h e  Time of Study 
Approximately one-third t o  three-quar ters  of the  awards had 

been in e f f e c t  f o r  f i v e  years  o r  l e s s  (see Table 8.8) a t  t h e  time of 
t h e  study. There was a sharp dec l ine  i n  t h e  number of awards t h a t  
remained cur ren t  f o r  more than 10 years .  The r e l a t i v e l y  higher 
proportion of r ecen t  Edmonton cases  was probably a r e f l e c t i o n  of t h e  
d i f f e r e n t  a c t i v e  and i n a c t i v e  f i l e  s torage procedures used i n  each 
court .  

2.4.6 Recipient of t h e  Award 
A majori ty of t h e  awards r e g i s t e r e d  i n  t h e  Family Court 

were f o r  chi ldren  only.  ~pprox imate ly  36% were f o r  wives and children 
a s  sepa ra te  o r  continued awards and less than 3% were f o r  spouses 
only. There were four cases t h a t  had maintenance awarded i n  favour 
of t h e  husband. 

There was a s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e rence  i n  t h e  r e c i p i e n t s  of 
awards r eg i s t e red  i n  Calgary and Edmonton Courts. The Edmonton 
Family Court was more l i k e l y  than t h e  Calgary Family Court, t o  r e g i s t e r  
awards f o r  ch i ld ren  only (see  Table 9) . 

Table 9 

Relat ionship Between Court Location and 
Recipients  of Maintenance Awards 

2.4.7 Type of Awards f o r  Spouses 
Generally, maintenance awards granted t o  spouses were 

per iodic  awards. There w e r e  fewer nominal awards i n  Calgary (17%) 
and more lump sum awards i n  Grande P r a i r i e  (228) than i n  t h e  o the r  
cour t s  ( see  Table 8.10) . 

Recipient of 
Award 

Children only 

Spouse and 
Children 

Number o f  Cases 

2.4.8 Amount of Award f o r  Spouses 
The amount of t h e  awards granted t o  spouses i s  presented 

according t o  t h e  type of award i n  Table 8.11. A major i ty  (53%) of 
t h e  lump sum payments t o  spouses were betwe-en $1,000 and $10,000. 

Chi 
2 

13.1 p ( .01 

a 

I 

Court Loc,ation 
Calgary 

% 

55.5 

44.5 

389 

Edmonton 

% 

68.4 

31.6 

3 92 



Table 8 

Characteristics of the Original Maintenance Award 

Characteristics Calgary 

Frequency 

Edmonton 

8.1 Applicant 

Husband 

Wife 

No information 

8.2 Request for 
Award By : 

Wife 

Third Party 
(M & R, SS & CH) 

Third Party 
REMO 

Husband 

No in£ ormation 

8.3 Court Making 
Original Award 

Alberta Supreme 
Court 

Alberta Family 
Court 

Out-of-Province 
Supreme Court 

REMO 
Family Court 
No information 

8.4 Act under which 
the Original 
Order was Made 

Divorce Act 

Supreme Court 
Using DRA or 
Judicial Separation 

Family Court 
Using DRA 

No information 

% 

(n=404) 

2.9 

97.1 

0.5 

(n=404) 

97.6 

1.7 

0.7 

- - 

0.4 

(n=406) 

49.2 

42.9 

2.7 

5.2 
- - 

(n=404) 

53.5 

2.0 

44.6 

0.5 

% 

(n=414) 

5.3 

94.7 

1.0 

(n=411) 

90.8 

3.4 

0.2 

5.6 

1.6 

(n=415) 

48.2 

20.0 

12.3 

19.5 
0.7 

(n=415) 

57.6 

2.8 

39.5 

0.7 

Distribution 

Lethbridge Grande Prairie 

% 

(n=85) 

- - 
100.0 

- - 

(n=85) 

100.00 

-- 

-- 
-- 

- - 

(n=85) 

63.5 

36.5 

- - 

- - 
- - 

(n=85) 

63.5 

- - 

36.5 

- - 

% 

(n=70) 

- - 

100.0 

- - 

(n=70) 

100.0 

- - 

-- 
-- 

- - 

(n=70) 

48.6 

51.4 

- - 

-- 
- - 

(n=70) 

48.6 

- - 

51.4 

- - 



Table 8 (Continued) 

Characteristics 

8.5 Source of the 
Current Order 

Decree Nisi 

Family Court 
Maintenace Order 

No information 

8.6 Payments 
Made Through : 

Family Court 

Other 
Arrangement 

No information 

8.7 Term of the 
Award 

Interim 

Continuing 
r 

No information 

8.8 Duration of 
Orders at Time 
Of Study 

1 Year (1979) 

2-5 Years 
(1978-1975) 

6-10 Years 
(1974-1970) 

11-20 Years 
(1969-196C) 

21+ Years 
(Prior to 
1960) 

Not applicable 

Calgary 

% 

(n=414) 

57.4 

42.6 

0.9 

(n=153) 

86.9 

13.1 

63.4 

(n=401) 

3.2 

96.8 

4.3 

(n=418) 

9.6 

54.6 

23.4 

8.6 

3.8 

-- 

Distribution 

Lethbridge 

% 

(n=84) 

72.6 

27.4 

1.2 

(n=85) 

100.0 

-- 

-- 

(n=85) 

- - 
100.0 

-- 

(n=85) 

21.1 

43.6 

30.6 

4.7 

-- 

-- 

Frequency 

Edmonton 

% 

(n=403) 

56.0 

44.0 

0.7 

(n=270) 

98.5 

1.5 

33.5 

(n=367) 

16.6 

83.4 

9.6 

(n=374) 

18.7 

58.1 

19.5 

3.7 

-- 

2.9 

Zrande Prairie 

% 

(n=70) 

57.1 

42.9 

- - 

(n=70) 

100.0 

- - 

- - 

(n=70) 

7.1 

92.9 

- - 

(n=69) 

11.6 

44.9 

28.9 

14.6 

- - 

1.4 



Table 8 (Continued) 

Characteristics 

8.9 Recipient of 
the Award 

Wife only 

Husband only 

Wife and 
Children 

Husband and 
Children 

Children On1 y 

Wife and 
Children as 
Separate Awards 
No information 

8.10 Type of Award 
For Spouse 

$1. or Nominal 

Lump Sum 

Periodic 

Lump Sum and 
Periodic 

No information 

Grande Prairie 

% 

(n=69) 

1.4 

- - 

5.8 

- - 
60.9 

31.9 

1.4 

(n=27) 

22.2 

22.2 

55.6 

-- 

-- 
A 

Distribution 

Lethbridge 

% 

(n=85) 

3.5 

-- 

4.7 

- - 
56.5 

35.3 

-- 

(n=37) 

32.4 

10.8 

48.7 

8.1 

- - 

Calgary 

% 

(n=414) 

5.5 

0.4 

9.4 

0.2 

52.3 

32.2 

1.0 

(n=192) 

16.8 

8.9 

72.3 

2.0 

2.5 

Frequency 

Edmonton 

% 

(n=406) 

3.2 

0.2 

8.4 

-- 
66.0 

22.2 

- - 
(n=169) . 

29.6 

9.5 

60.3 

0.6 

5.5 
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Table 8 (Continued) 

Characteristics 

--. . 

Calgary 

Distribution 

Lethbridge 

. - -- 

Frequency 

Edmonton Grande Prairie 

% 

(n=82) 

34.1 

34.2 

18.3 

9.7 

3.6 
3.5 

(n=82) 

100.0 

- - 
3.5 

(n=82) 

53.7 

20.8 

19.5 

4.8 

1.2 

-- 

3.5 

% 

(n=381) 

33.0 

34.2 

18.5 

10.0 

4.3 
6.2 

(n=391) 

100.0 

- -- 
3.7 

(n=392) 

41.8 

24.0 

24.2 

6.6 

1.3 

2.0 

2.0 

8.12 Number of Children 
Awarded Maintenance 

One 

Two 

Three 

Four 

Five-o en 
No information 

8.13 Type of Award 
For Children 

Periodic 

Lump Sum and 
Periodic 
No in£ ormation 

8.14 Amount of Award 
For Children 

$1.-50. 

$51. -75. 

$76. -125. 

$126.-200. 

$201-1,000. 

$1,001. plus 

% of Cases No 
Information/ 
Not Stated 

% 

(n=66) 

30.4 

28.8 

19.7 

12.1 

9.0 
5.7 

(n=70) 

100.0 

-- 
-- 

(n=60) 

53.4 

26.7 

18.3 

1.6 

- - 
- - 

14.3 

% 

(n=385) 

32.8 

,39.8 

15.9 

6.4 

5.1 
7.9 

(n=392) 

99.7 

0.3 
6.2 

(n=358) 

43.1 

18.7 

26.6 

8.1 

1.9 

1.6 

14.4 



The remaining Edmonton lump sum payments and one-third of the  Calgary 
lump sum payments were more than $10,000.00 

Periodic payments t o  spouses tended t o  be l e s s  than $200.00 
per  month except f o r  Calgary, where 38% of t h e  cases  had payments 
of more than $200.00. 

2.4.9 Number of  Children Awarded Maintenance. 
A comparison of Table 7 .6 ,  and Table 8.12 ind ica tes  t h a t  i n  

m o s t  cases ,  t h e  dependent chi ldren  in a family tended t o  rece ive  
maintenance awards. Families with one o r  two dependent chi ldren  were 
more l i k e l y  t o  be without maintenance than l a r g e r  fami l ies .  

2.4.10 3 
Table 8.13 ind ica tes  t h a t  a l l  awards f o r  chi ldren  were 

per iodic  awards although one Calgary case a l s o  received a lump sum 
payment. 

2.4 .ll Amount of Award f o r  Qli ldren 
The average amount of  maintenance awarded t o  chi ldren  

tended t o  be $1-50 f o r  month i n  most cour ts .  An add i t iona l  21% 
(approximately) of t h e  cases received awards of $76-125 per  month. 

2.4.12 Amount of  Tota l  Monthly Payments 
Table 8.15 i d e n t i f i e s  the  t o t a l  monthly payments according 

t o  the  r e c i p i e n t s  of t h e  awards. The amounts of  awards f o r  spouses 
only and chi ldren  only tended t o  range between $ 1  - 200 per  month. 
Awards f o r  spouses and ch i ld ren  were marginally higher with approx- 
imately 30% of t h e  cases  i n  a l l  cour t s  but  Lethbridge receiving 
awards of between $201 - 500 per  month. 

2.5 Charac te r i s t i c s  of Default Order Cases 
There were 434 cases wi th  a t  l e a s t  one d e f a u l t  order  i n  the  

f i l e  (Calgary, 217; Edmonton, 208; ~ e t h b r i d g e  2; Grande P r a i r i e ,  7 ) .  
Information co l l ec ted  about these  d e f a u l t  order  cases included: 
appl icant ,  da te  and p res id ing  judge; and spouses' residence,  current  
family s t a t u s ,  and source of income. Information concerning the  employ- 
ment s t a t u s ,  a s s e t s ,  debts  and expenses of spouses was so  l imi ted  t h a t  
the  t a b l e s  a r e  presented without comment i n  Appendix D. 

2.5.1. Applicant,  Date and Presiding Judge of Default Order Cases. 
A l a r g e  major i ty  (88%) of the  d e f a u l t  hearings were i n i t i a t e d  

by t h e  wife. Evidence of  a complaint f i l e d  by Maintenance and Recovery 
on Alberta Socia l  Services was indica ted  i n  9% of the  cases (see Table 
10.1) .  Approximately th ree  q u a r t e r s  of the  complaints were f i l e d  a f t e r  
1976 (see Table 10.2) .  Five judges i n  both Calgary and Edmonton presided 
over 94% of the  d e f a u l t  hearings.  The remaining cases  were adjudicated 
by 8 Calgary and 6 Edmonton judges. There were too  few cases presided 
over by one judge i n  Lethbridge and Grande P r a i r i e  t o  permit comment. 



2.5 .2  R e s i d e n c e  o f  S p o u s e s  
A t  t he  time of d e f a u l t  most of t h e  wives res ided i n  t h e  c i t y  

khere t h e  order  was placed o r  i n  another Alberta c i t y .  Husbands were 
more t r a n s i e n t  p a r t i c u l a r l y  i n  t h e  Calgary sample, where 41% of t h e  
husbands res ided i n  Canadian provinces o ther  than Alberta a t  t h e  time 
of d e f a u l t  (see Table 10.4. ) 

2.5.3 Respondents' Family S t a t u s  
Table 10.5 i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  28% of t h e  husbands had remarried by 

the  time a complaint of d e f a u l t  was issued aga ins t  them. Of those married 
cases 45% and 60% of t h e  Calgary and Edmonton cases  r e spec t ive ly  were 
without ch i ld ren  (Table 10 .6) .  The information gathered d i d  not d i s t ingu i sh  
between chi ldren  brought t o  t h e  marriage by t h e  new spouse and chi ldren  which 
were t h e  product of t h e  remarriage. 

2.5.4 Spouses' Source of Income 
While t h e r e  were a l a r g e  number of missing cases  evident  i n  

Table 10 .J ,  t h e  proporat ion of wives rece iv ing s o c i a l  a s s i s t ance  a t  t h e  
time of de fau l t  is probably a r e l i a b l e  f inding.  Sixteen percent  of t h e  
Calgary, 22% of Edmonton and 20% of t h e  Grande P r a i r i e  wives receiving 
s o c i a l  a s s i s t ance  a t  t h e  time of de fau l t .  



Table 10 

Characteristics of Default Order Cases - 

characteristics 

10.1 Complaint 
Made By: 

Wife 

Third Party 
(M & R, ASSCH) 

Third Party 
REMO 

No informat ion 

10.2 Complaint 
Made In: 

1979 

1977-1978 

1975-1976 

1974-197 0 

1969 or earlier 

No information 

10.3 Presiding Judge 

Judge #01 

Judge #02 

Judge #03 

Judge #05 

Judge #06 

Judge #07 

Judge #11 

Judge #13 

Judge #15 

Other Judges 

No informat ion 

Lethbridge 
% 

(n=07) 

100.0 

- - 

- - 

- - 
d 

(n=07) 

14.2 

57.4 

14.2 

14.2 

-- 

- - 

(n=05) 

- - 
- - 
-- 
-- 
-- 
- - 
- - 
- - 
- - 

100.0 

-- 

Distribution 
Grande Prairie 

% 

(n=02) 

100.0 

- - 

- - 

- - 

(n=02) 

100.0 

-- 
-- 
- - 
-- 

- - 

(n=02) 

- - 
- - 
- - 
- - 

- - 
-- 
-- 

- - 
- - 

100.0 

-- 

Calgary 
% 

(n=207) 

87.5 

6.7 

5.8 

4.6 

(n=196) 

34.8 

43.9 

7.6 

10.2 

3.5 

9.7 

(n=194) 

10.8 

-- 
19.6 

20.1 

-- 
13.9 

28.4 

-- 
- - 
7.2 

10.6 

Frequency 
Edmonton 

% 

(n=199) 

87.4 

10.1 

2.5 

4.3 

(n=185) 

29.2 

43.8 

14.6 

10.8 

1.6 

11.1 

(n=208) 

-- 
12.0 

- - 
- - 
25.1 

- - 
19.2 

24.1 

13.9 

4.8 

- - 



Table 10  (Continued) 

h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  

10.4 Spouse's Residence 

Calgary 

Edmonton 

Other Albe r t a  

Other Canadian Province 

Out o f  Country 
- 

- - 

Frequency Dis t r ibu t ion  

Grande P r a i r i e  

Husband Wife 
% % 

(n=07) (n=07) 

- - -- 
42.8 100.0 

- - - - 
57.2 - - 
- - - - 

Lethbridge 

Husband Wife 
% % 

(n=02) (n=02) 

-- -- 
100.0 100.0 

-- - - 
-- - - 
-- - - 

Calgary 

Husband Wife 
% % 

(n=203) (n=2-8) 

49.2 74.9 

3.2 5.4 

5.0 15.9 

41.3 3.4 

1.3 0.4 
- - - - 

Edmonton 

Husband Wife 
% % 

(n=194) (n=194) 

2.0 0.5 

76.4 78.9 

8.2 19.8 

12.9 0.5 

0.5 0.5 
-. . . 



Table  1 0  (Continued) 

C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  

10 .5  Respondent Head 
of  Another 
Family 

Y e s  

No 

10 .6  Number o f  Chi ld ren  
i n  t h e  Family 

None 

One 

Two-Three 

Four + 

Calgary  

% 

(n=215) 

26.9 

73.1  

(n=51) 

45.2 

29.41 

17.6 

7.8 

Frequency D i s t r i b u t i o n  

Edmonton 

% 

( ~ 2 0 8 )  

29.8 

70.2 

(n=84 ) 

59.6 

17.8  

20.3 

2.3 

Le thbr idge  

% 

(n=02 

50.0 

50.0 

(n=02) 

50.0 

- - 
- - 

50.0 

Grande P r a i r i e  

% 

(n=05) 

80.0 

20.0 

(n=05) 

60.0 

-- 
20.0 

20.0 



Tabae 10 (Continued) 
r . .  I 'I 

Characteristics 

Source of Income 
At Time of Default 

Employment 

Unemployment 
Insurance 

Workers Compensation 

Social Assistance 

Other 

Not Stated 

Calgary 

Husband Wife 
% % 

Frequency 1 

Edmonton 

Husband Wife 
% % 

istribution 
I 

1 Lethbridge 

Husband Wife 
% % 

. Grande Pralrle 

Husband Wife 
% "a 

t-' 
0 
wl 



Enforcement Procedures 
Enforcement procedures open t o  t h e  cour t  included issued 

summonses and warrants ,  show cause hearings and pr ison committal. 
orders .  The responses t o  enforcement were payment of t h e  a r r e a r s ,  
an order  of a r r e a r s  r ev i s ing  the  amount of  t h e  a r r e a r s ,  a reques t  t o  
vary the amount o f  t h e  order  o r  maintenance f o r  non-payment. The 
information i n  t h i s  sec t ion  ind ica tes  t h e  extent  of  enforcement 
taken aga ins t  cases  i n  t h e  sample, the  incidence of  enforcement 
procedures and the  number of v a r i a t i o n  of o rde r  hearings.  

2.6.1 Degree of  Enforcement 
Before reviewing t h e  r e s u l t s ,  a word of explanation should 

be given concerning Table 11.1. "No enforcement", i n  p r a c t i c e  meant 
t h a t  t h e r e  was no evidence of summonses, warrants and/or pr ison committal 
orders  i n  t h e  f i l e s .  I n  Edmonton, Calgary and Lethbridge, t h i s  
probably meant t h a t  no enforcement procedures had been taken.  The 
Grande P r a i r i e  da ta  should be viewed with caution given t h e  l a rge  
amount of missing information i n  t h e  f i l e s .  The f igure  of 50% showing 
no enforcement may be i n f l a t e d  by missing information. For t h i s  reason 
the  Grande P r a i r i e  sample has been excluded from the  discussion.  

The summons i ssued category ind ica tes  t h a t  the re  had been 
one o r  more unserved o r  served summonses, but  no evidence of warrants * 
o r  pr ison commital o rde r s  issued.  The "warrants" i ssued category contains 
cases  where the re  were one o r  more warrants i ssued;  t h e r e  probably 
were a l s o  summonses b u t  there  were no pr ison commital orders .  Cases 
i n  the  "prison@ommittal order" category probably a l s o  included summonses 
and warrants.  

The Edmonton sample showed the  h ighes t  degree of enforcement 
a s  87% of t h e  cases had a t  l e a s t  a summons i ssued.  The corresponding 
f igures  $or Calgary and Lethbridge were 74% and 79% respec t ive ly .  
The d i f ference  between t h e  cour t s  i s  most evident  i n  the  number of 
warrants and pr ison conpnittal orders  issued.  

Table 12 compares the  enforcement of cases  i n  Calgary and 
Edmonton, and shows t h a t  t h e  d i f fe rence  between the  two was 
s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t .  The lower l e v e l  of enforcement i n  Calgary 
may be because of a poor record keeping system. It i s  i n t e r e s t i n g  t o  
note t h a t  cases  f o r  which C I R  researchers  were ab le  t o  l o c a t e  ledger 
cards i n  Calgary were enforced a t  near ly  t h e  same l w e l  a s  Edmonton 
cases i n  general .   his can be seen in Table 13. 

* The warrants and pr ison comit ta l  orders  r e f e r  only t o  t h e  non-payment 
of maintenance orders .  



Table 11 

Enf o r c  anen t  Procedures 

11.1 
Degree of  
Enforcement 

No Enforcement 

Summonses 
I s sued  

Warrants I s s u e d  

P r i son  Committa:. 
Order 

11.2 Number o f  
Summons 

Ca lgary  
I 

(n=418) 
% 

25.6 

55 . O  

11.0  

7 .7  

(n=418) 
% 

Edmonton 

(n=406 ) 
% 

12 .8  

59.9 

15.3  

12 .1  

(n=406) 
% 

59.6 
19.2 

8.9 
8.9 
3.4 

25.1 
45.6 
16.5  
11 .3  

1 .5  

(n=406) 
% 

85.7 
6 .2  
2.7 
2.4 
3.0 

86.2 
9 .6  
3.0 
1 . 2  
- 

Le t h b r i d g e  

(n=f2 ) 

20.7 

59.8 

13.4 

6 .1  

----- 

(n=85) 
B ---- 

55.3 
28.2 
11 .8  

4.7 - 

27.1 
44.7 
15 .3  
11 .8  

1 .2  

(n=85 
% 

92.9 
4 .7  
2.4 - 
- 

88.2 
7 .1  
3 .5  
1 . 2  
- 

a) Unserved 
0 
1 
2 
3-5 
6 o r  More 

b) Served 
0 
1 
2 
3-5 
6 o r  More 

11.3 Number o f  
Warrants 

a )  Unserved 
0 
1 
2 
3-5 
6-10 

b )  Served 
0 
1 
2 
3- 5 
6-10 

Erande P r a i r i e  

(n=70) 
% 

50.0 

32.9 

12.9  

4.3 

(n= 70) 
% 

80.0 
17.5 

1 .3  
1 . 3  - 

60.0 
27.1 

8.6 
4.3 
- 

(n=70) 
% 

88.6 
10.0 

1 .4  
- 
- 

92.9 
4.3 
2.9 - 
- 

75 - 4  
16 .7  

4 .3  
1 . 9  
1 . 7  

40.0 
42.3 
10.8  

4.8 
2.2 

(n=418 
% 

92.1 
6 .0  
0.7 
0 .7  
0.5 

92.3 
4 .3  
1 . 9  
1 .4  - 



Table 11, cont. 

t 

11.5 Number of 

(n= 49) 
% 

24.6 

53.1 

14.2 

8.1 

1 . 4  Prison 
Committal Order/ 
Number of 
Imprisonments 

- - -  

(n- 34) 
% 

(n= 6) 
% 

33.3 

33.3 

33.3 

- 

I 
(n= 3) 

% 

- 
100.0 

- 
- 

0 

1 

2 

3-5 

41.2 

50.0 

8.8 

- 



Tab le  1 2  

R e l a t i o n s h i p  Between Enforcement  and  C o u r t  L o c a t i o n  

T a b l e  1 3  

En£ o r  cement 

No Enforcement  

En£ orcement  

Number o f  C a s e s  

R e l a t i o n s h i p  be tween Enforcement  a n d  t h e  P r e s e n c e  
o f  a Ledger Card i n  C a l g a r y  F a m i l y  C o u r t  

C o u r t  L o c a t i o n  
C a l g a r y  

25.6 

74.4 

414 

Edmonton 

12.7  

8 7 . 3  

401 

No Ledger Card 

% 

34.2  
65.8 

1 8 4  

Enf orcement  

No en£  o rcemen t  
Enf o r c  ement 

N h b e r  o f  C a s e s  

C h i  
2 

20.81 - 0 0 1 ) ~  

c h i 2  1 1 . 5 p ( . O l  

Ledger Card 

% 

1 8 . 6  
81 .4  

226 



2.6.2 Number of  Issued Summonses 
This desc r ip t ive  information i s  given i n  Table 11.2. 

It should be s t a t e d  t h a t  a s i n g l e  case could conta in  served and 
unserved summonses and served and unserved warrants.  One th ing  of 
note i s  t h e  f a i r l y  s u b s t a n t i a l  number of cases i n  Edmonton containing 
th ree  o r  more served and unserved summonses. 

2.6.3 Number of Issued Warrants 
Again, t h e r e  were more ins tances  of warrants  both served 

and unserved i n  Edmonton than i n  the  o the r  t h r e e  cour t s .  One case 
out  of every seven contained an unserved warrant and a s imi la r  
proport ion contained a served warrant. 

2.6.4 PrisonCommittal Orders/Number of Dnprisonment 
Prison committal orders  were i ssued i n  Calgary t o  8%, 

Edmonton 1 2 % ,  Lethbridge 6%, and Grande P r a i r i e  4% of  t h e  samples. 
Of these cases ( see  Table 11.4 ) r  note t h a t  i n  Calqary and 
Edmonton approximately 50% of t h e  cases  were inca rce ra ted  once. In  
Edmonton 22% of  those  i s sued  with pr isoncommit ta lorders  went t o  
j a i l  two o r  more t imes f o r  non-payment of maintenance. Generally, 
prisoncommittal o rde r s  i n  Lethbridge and Grande P r a i r i e  were 
followkd by-imprisonment. 

2.6.5 Number of  Show Cause ~ e a r i n g s  
Enforcement l e d  t o  show cause hearings i n  Calgary f o r  39%, 

Edmonton 52%, Lethbridge 36% and Grande P r a i r i e  14% of t h e  sampled 
cases.  The number of show cause hearings he ld  f o r  each case was 
genera l ly  one o r  two ( see  Table 11 -5 ) . However, Edmonton 
and Lethbridge had 15% and 13% of t h e  cases  r e spec t ive ly  i n  cour t  
fo r  four  o r  more hearings.  



2.6.6 Number of Variat ion of Order Hearings 
Requests t o  vary the  amount of maintenance were made by 

15% of Calgary, 38% of Edmonton, 6% of Lethbridge and 9% of t h e  Grande 
P r a i r i e  sampled cases.  Most of t h e  reques ts  were s ing le  appl ica t ions  
except f o r  Edmonton where 36% of the  sample appl ied  f o r  two t o  
th ree  va r ia t ions  of t h e  order .  



Analysis of Factors That Were Associated With Payment 
Or Default of the Maintenance Award 

This section of the report presents an analysis of the 
individual, marital and divorce, maintenance order and default order 
characteristics associated with payment and default of the mainten- 
ance awards. The data used in this analysis was drawn solely from 
the Edmonton Family Court records. Too few payment records of cases 
from the other courts were available to permit a similar exploration 
of the findings in those courts. 

3.1 Individual Characteristics of Spouses 

Information concerning the ages, and previous marital status 
of the spouses was not available in the court records. This section 

e of income, the resid- 

3.1.1 lncome of Wife 

There was a significant association between the source of income 
for the wife and payment of maintenance. Wives on social assistance 

were more likely to receive full or no payment than those with other 
sources of income. 

Table 13 

Relationship Between Source of Wives' Income 

and Payment of Maintenance 

Payment 
Record 

Full Payments 

Partial Payments 

No Payments 

Number of Cases 

of Wife 

Other 

chi2 = 8.46, 0.01)~ 

3.1.2 Residence of Spouses 

For those cases with a default order, the residence of the 
spouses at the time of default was not associated with payment recorded 
in the order. Husbands who resided in the same city or province as 
their originating order were as likely to be defaulters as payers 
(see Table 141. Similarly, the residence of the wife was not associ- 
ated with the payment record of the husband. 



Table 14 

Relationship Between the Residence of the Spouses at the 

Time of Default and Payment of Maintenance Awards 

3.2 Marital and Divorce Characteristics 

Payment Record 

A. Husbands 

Full Payments 

Partial Payments 

No Payments 

Number of Cases 

B. Wives 

Full Payments 

Partial Payments 

No Payments 

Characteristics of the marriage and divorce that may have 
been associated with payment of maintenance included: the duration 
of the marriage, the time between the divorce and filing for enforce- 
ment of the order, the grounds for divorce, the number and age of 
dependent children, and the outcomes of custody, access and property 
settlements. Information related to the grounds for divorce and 
property settlements was too limited to warrant analysis. 

3.2.1 Duration of Marriage 

Residence of Spouses at Time of Default 

There was no linear association between the duration of the mar- 
riage and payment of maintenance awards. Full payments and no pay- 
ments were equally likely to occur among cases with long or short 
marriages. 

Other province 

% 

34.6 

42.3 

23.1 

2 6 

% 

- - 
100.0 

- - 
1 

Edmonton 

% 

32.3 

47.6 

20.2 

124 

% 

35.8 

43.5 

20.6 

Number of Cases 1 131 

Other Alberta 

% 

42.1 

36.8 

21.0 

19 

% 

28.9 

50.0 

21.1 

3 8 



Table 15 

Relationship Between the Duration of Marriage 

and Payment of Maintenance Awards 

3.2.2 Number of De~endent Children 

Payment Record 

Full Payments 

Partial Payments 

No Payments 

Number of Cases 

The number of dependent children did not influence the 
likelihood that payments would be made on maintenance awards. The 
slight tendency for cases with one child to be paid more frequently 
than other cases was not statistically significant. 

Table 16 

Relationship Between Number of Dependent Children 

and Payment of Maintenance Awards 

chi2 = 3.9, .10 > p 

Duration of Marriage 

1 to 5 
years 

% 

34.9 

38.6 

26.5 

83 

3.2.3 Ase of Children 

Payment Record 

Full Payments 

Partial Payments 

No Payments 

Number of Cases 

There was a slight indication that children less than seven 
years of age were more likely to receive full payments on their awards 
than children older than six years. This tentative association was 
stronger for cases with two dependent children (see Table 18) than 
for one child families (Table 17). It should be noted that neither 
of the two associations were statistically significant at the 5% 
level. 

6 to 15 
years 

% 

37.0 

45.7 

17.3 

127 

more than 
15 years - 

% 

34.4 

38.4 

27.1 

96 

chi2 = 2.9, .10>p 

Number of Dependent Children 

Four or 
More 

% 

31.0 

20. 

9. 

42 

One 

% 

43.0 

37.2 

19.8 

8 6 

Two- 
Three 

% 

33.3 

44.4 

22.2 

144 



Table 17 

Relationship Between Age of Child in One Child 

Families and Payment of Maintenance Awards 

Table 18 

Relationship Between Age of Children in Two Child 

Families and Payment of Maintenance Awards 

.. 

3.2.4 Custodv and Access Aureements 

Payment Record 

Full Payments 

Partial Payments 

No Payments 

Number of Cases 

Payment Record 

Full Payments 

Partial Payments 

No Payments 

Number of Cases 

Payment of maintenance was not associated with the presence 
of a custody award. Since most custody awards were granted in favour 
of the wife, a further analysis of the likelihood of payment when 
custody was granted to both spouses was prevented. Similarly, access 
arrangements were generally "reasonable" agreements between spouses 
and there was little difference in the payment records of these cases. 

3.3 Characteristics of the Maintenance Award 

Age of Child 

chi2 = 10.2, 0.05 > p 

Age of Children 

It was suggested that payment of awards may have been 
associated with the duration and amount of the orders. No associa- 
tion was found in either case. 

0 to 6 years 
% 

41.8 

41.8 

16.4 

5 5 

3.3.1 Duration of the Order 

7 years or more 
% 

46.2 

23.1 

30.8 

2 6 

Both 
7 or more 

% 

30.8 

46.2 

23.1 

9 1 

Both 
0-6 years 

% 

37.5 

27.5 

35.0 

40 

At the time of the study, maintenance awards ordered less 
than five years ago were as likely to receive full or no payments as 
awards in effect for more than five years (see Table 19). 

chi2 = 10.2, 0.20) p 

One 0-6 and 
other 7 or more 

% 

39.5 

50.0 

10.5 

38 



Table 19 

Relationship Between the Duration of the Order at the Time 

of the Study and Payment of Maintenance Awards 

3.3.2 Amount of the Order 

Payment Record 

Full Payments 

Partial Payments 

No Payments 

Number of Cases 

Awards of $1-200 per month were no more likely to be fully 
paid than awards of more than $200 per months. 

Table 20 

Relationship Between the Amount of the Order and 

Payment of Maintenance Awards 

chi2 = 3.9, 0.95) p 

Duration of Order 

3.4 Default Order Characteristics 

more than 
10 years 

% 

45.8 

37.5 

16.7 

24 

Payment Record 

Full Payments 

Partial Payments 

No Payments 

Number of Cases 

At the time of default, the marital status of husbands and 
the length of time between the divorce or separation and filing the 
complaint of default were considered factors that might influence 
payment of maintenance. The association between these factors and 
payment of maintenance is presented below. 

6 - 10 
years 

% 

36.0 

44.0 

20.0 

7 5 

1 - 2 
years 

% 

31.1 

47.5 

21.3 

122 

3.4.1 Marital Status of Husbands 

3 - 5 
years 

% 

37.1 

37.9 

25.0 

124 

chi2 = 2.4, 0.50 > p  
- 

Amount of Order 

There was no association between the marital status of 
husbands at the time of default and payment of maintenance. 

$1 to $200. 
% 

37.9 

40.9 

21.2 

264 

$201 to $1,500. 
% 

28.8 

48.8 

22.5 

80 



Table 21 

Relationship Between Marital Status of Husbands 

and Payment of Maintenance Orders 

3.4.2 Time Between Divorce and Filing A Complaint 
of Default. 

There was no association between filing a complaint of 
default within a short or long time after divorce and payment on the 
award. Complaints filed within two years were no more likely to be 
paid than complaints filed after two years had lapsed between the 
divorce and filing the complaint (see Table 22). 

- 

Marital Status 

Table 22 

Relationship Between the Time Taken to File a Complaint 

of Default and Payment of Maintenance Awards 

Not Married 
% 

36.8 

43.2 

20.0 

95 

Payment Record 

Full Payments 

Partial Payments 

No Payments 

Number of Cases 

chi2 = 6.1, 0.20 > p 

Remarried 
% 

36.0 

46.0 

18.0 

5 0 

Payment Record 

Full Payments 

Partial Payments 

No Payments 

Number of Cases 

chi2 = 3.0, 0.95 > p  

Time Between Divorce and Filing a 
Complaint of Default 

1 year 

% 

45.3 

35.8 

18.9 

53 

2 years 

% 

33.3 

33.3 

33.3 

3 3 

3 to 4 
years 

% 

57.1 

21.4 

21.4 

14 

5 or more 
years 

% 

34.8 

43.5 

21.7 

2 3 



Analysis of  Factors  t h a t  were Associated with t h e  
Amount of t h e  Maintenance Award. 

The f ind ings  presented i n  t h i s  s e c t i o n  concern c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  
associa ted  with t h e  amount of maintenance ordered by the  Ehon ton  
Family Court. The c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  i d e n t i f i e d  i n  t h e  Study's Terms of 
Reference included: age and f i n a n c i a l  c h a r a c t e r i s t s  of spouses; 
durat ion of marriage and grounds f o r  divorce, t h e  age of the  chi ldren  
and the  i d e n t i t y  of t h e  pres id ing judge. The ex ten t  of missing data  
prevented any ana lys i s  of a s soc ia t ions  between t h e  amount of maintenance 
and f i n a n c i a l  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of spouses, the  i d e n t i t y  of t h e  pres id ing 
judge o r  grounds f o r  the  d ivorce ,  

The amount of maintenance used i n  t h i s  ana lys i s  included 
the  per iodic  amounts awarded t o  spouses and chi ldren  only. These 
monthly amounts were weighted t o  prevent d i f f e rences  a t t r i b u t a b l e  t o  
i n f l a t i o n  from a f f e c t i n g  t h e  f indings.  

4.1 Age of Spouses and Duration of Marriage 
There was no assoc ia t ion  between the  amount of maintenance 

awarded t o  wives and t h e  age of t h e  husband and wi feor  t h e  dura t ion  
of the  marriage ( see  Table 2 3) . 

Table 23 

Relat ionship Between Age of Spouses, 
Duration of  Marriage and the  Amount of Maintenance 

f o r  Wives. 

4.2 Ages of Chiitdren 
A comparison of t h e  mean amounts awarded t o  chi ldren  of one 

c h i l d  fami l ies  who were s i x  years  o r  l e s s  a t  the  time of app l i ca t ion  
and those who were more than s i x  years  (see  Table 24) ind ica tes  no 
s i g n i f i c a n t  a s soc ia t ion  between t h e  age of the  c h i l d  and t h e  amount 
of maintenance awarded t o  t h e  ch i ld .  

Measure of 
Association 

Number of 
Cases 

Spearman ' s 
Corre la t ion  
Coeff ic ient  

Level of 
Signif icance 

Charac te r i s t i c  

Age of Husband 

255 

-0.08 

-09 

Age of Wife 

198 

-0.04 

-27 

Duration of Marriage 

257 

-01  

-428 



Table 24 

Relat ionship Between Age of Child i n  One Child 
Families and Amount of Maintenance f o r  t h e  Child 

Simi lar ly ,  i n  f ami l i e s  with two chi ldren ,  the re  was no assoc- 
i a t i o n  between the  amount of  maintenance awarded t o  f ami l i e s  where 
both chi ldren  were l e s s  than 7 years  o ld ,  one c h i l d  was l e s s  than 
seven and t h e  o the r  7 years  o r  more, o r  both ch i ld ren  were 7 years  
o r  more. (Table 25) . 

Table 25 

Age of Child 

0-6 y r s .  
7 + 

Relat ionship Between Age of Children i n  Two 
Child Families and Amount of Maintenance f o r  

Children 

Mean Amount 

114.8 
113.0 

Number of 
Cases 

3  9  
1 2  

Standard Derivation 

64 
49 

Age of Child 

Both 7 years  

(7 and 7 6 

~ o t h 7  6  

Number of 
Cases 

2 6  

2 2 

19 

Mean Amount 

86.0 

98.4 

94 -6  

Standard Derivation 

40.1 

40.6 

31.8 

* 



5. ANALYSIS OF FACTORS ASSOCIATED WITH ENFORCEMENT OF 
MAINTENANCE AWARDS 

The following analyses  present  the  a s soc ia t ions  between ind iv idua l ,  
m a r i t a l  and maintenance order  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  and t h e  extent  of enforcement 
among maintenance order  cases  from Calgary and Edmonton. The ex ten t  of 
enforcement was def ined a s  cases without enforcement, those with an 
issued summons, those  with an issued warrant on cases  with a pr ison 
committal order .  

5.1 Individual  C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of Spouses 

The individual  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of spouses of i n t e r e s t  t o  t h e  study 
were t h e  source of income of t h e  wife and c u r r e n t  mar i t a l  s t a t u s  of the  
husbands. Associat ions between those  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  and t h e  extent  
of enforcement follow. 

5.1.1 Wife's Source of Income 

Table 26 i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  i n  Edmonton, t h e r e  was no s i g n i f i c a n t  
associa t ion  between t h e  w i f e ' s  source of income and t h e  ex ten t  of 
enforcement. In  Calgary, it was s i g n i f i c a n t  t h a t  wives rece iv ing 
s o c i a l  a s s i s t a n c e  were l e s s  l i k e l y  t o  have t h e i r  orders  enforced than 
wives dependent upon o the r  sources f o r  income support.  (chi2  = 8.2 p <. 01) 

Table 26 

Relat ionship between Wife's Source of Income and 
t h e  Extent  of Enforcement 

Extent of 
Enforcement 

No enforcement 
Summons issued 
Warrant i ssued 
Prison Commit- 

t a l  Order 
Number of Cases 

Source of Income 
Calgary 

Soc ia l  
A s s i s t .  

% 

41.9 
48.6 
1 .4  

8 .1  
7 4 

Edmonton 
Other 

% 

24.7 
58.4 

9.3 

7.6 
344 

Soc i a l  
A s s i s t .  

% 

11.3 
57.5 
17.0 

14.2 
106 

Other 

% 

13.3 
60.7 
14.7 

11.3 
3 00 



5.1.2 Husband ' s Current  Familv S t a t u s  

There was no s i g n i f i c a n t  r e l a t i o n s h i p  found between t h e  c u r r e n t  
family s t a t u s  of t h e  husbands a t  t h e  t ime of a complaint of d e f a u l t  
and t h e  degree of enforcement. 

5.2 M a r i t a l  and Divorce C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  

C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  upon t h e  marr iage o r  d ivo rce  t h a t  may have been 
a s soc i a t ed  wi th  t h e  e x t e n t  of enforcement included;  t h e  d u r a t i o n  of 
t h e  marr iage,  t h e  number and agesof  c h i l d r e n ,  and t h e  terms of acces s  
t o  t h e  ch i ld ren  a f t e r  t h e  d ivorce .  

5 .2.1 Duration of  Marriage 

The d u r a t i o n  of marr iage was not  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  a s s o c i a t e d  wi th  
t h e  e x t e n t  of enforcement i n  e i t h e r  Calgary of Edmonton. Longer 
marr iages i n  Edmonton appeared t o  have experienced more r igo rous  
enforcement than  s h o r t e r  marr iages  bu t  t h e  a s s o c i a t i o n  was not  
s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t .  

Table 28 

Re la t ionsh ip  Between t h e  Duration of Marriage 
and Extent  of Enforcement 

5.2.2 Number of Children 

Extent  of 
Enforcement 

No enforcement 
Summons i ssued  
Warrant i s sued  
P r i son  Comrnital 

Order 

I Number of Cases 

Table 29 i n d i c a t e s  t h e r e  was no s i g n i f i c a n t  a s s o c i a t i o n  between 
t h e  number of  c h i l d r e n  from t h e  marr iage and t h e  e x t e n t  of enforcement 
i n  e i t h e r  Calgary o r  Edmonton. 

Duration of Marriage 
Calgary 

1-5 y r s .  

% 

28.4 
51.1 
12.5 

8.0 
8 8 

Edmonton 
1-5 y r s .  

. 
21.0 
59.7 

9.7 

9.7 
62 

6-15 y r s .  

. 
23.6 
55.6 
12.3 

8.4 
178 

16+ y r s .  

% 

23.6 
54.2 
15.3 

6.9 
72 

6-15 yrs .  

% 

17.2 
56.3 
12.5 

14.1 
128 

16+ yrs. 

. 
15.9 
49.6 
15.0 

19.5 
113 



Table  29 

R e l a t i o n s h i p  Between t h e  Number of  Chi ld ren  and Ex t en t  
o f  Enforcement 

5.2.3 A s e  o f  Chi ld ren  

Ex t en t  o f  
Enforcement 

No enforcement  
Summons i s s u e d  
Warrant i s s u e d  
P r i son  Commit - 

t a l o r d e r  
No. o f  Cases 

I n  Ca lgary ,  t h e r e  w a s  no s i g n i f i c a n t  a s s o c i a t i o n  between t h e  age  
o f  t h e  o l d e s t  c h i l d  and t h e  e x t e n t  o f  enforcement.  I n  Edmonton, when 
t h e  e l d e s t  c h i l d  w a s  less t h a n  7 yea r s  o f  age ,  t h e y  were less l i k e l y  
t o  have t h e i r  maintenance o r d e r s  enforced  t h a n  c h i l d r e n  who w e r e  7 y e a r s  
o r  more. ( c h i 2  = 15 .2 ,  p .01) 

Tab le  30 

Number o f  Chi ld ren  

R e l a t i o n s h i p  Between Age o f  Chi ld  i n  One Chi ld  
Fami l ses  and Ex t en t  of  Enforcement 

Ca lgary  

5.2.4 Terms o f  Access 

One 
% 

24.2 
56.3 

8 .6  

10 .9  
128 

Edmonton 

Exten t  o f  
Enforcement 

No enforcement 
Summons i s s u e d  
Warrant i s s u e d  
P r i s o n  Committal 

Order 
No. of Cases 

There w a s  no s i g n i f i c a n t  a s s o c i a t i o n  between t h e  terms of  a c c e s s  
and e x t e n t  o f  enforcement .  Husbands w i t h  r e a s o n a b l e  a c c e s s  were j u s t  
as l i k e l y  t o  expe r i ence  e n e r g e t i c  enforcement as husbands w i t h  s p e c i f i e d  
a c c e s s .  The s m a l l  number of  c a s e s  i n  Edmonton p r e v e n t s  a more d e f i n i t e  
a n a l y s i s  of  t h i s  r e l a t i o n s h i p .  

One 
% 

9.8 
59.8 
30.4 

17.6 
102 

2-3 
% 

27.6 
57.6 

7.8 

6.9 
217 

Age o f  Chi ld  

4 +  
% 

35.6 
53.3 

6.7 

4.4 
4 5 

2-3 
% 

17 .6  
58.8 
12 .9  

10 .6  
170 

4 + 
% 

13.9 
46.5 
11.6 

27.9 
43 

Calgary Edmonton 
0 - 6 y r s .  

% 

26.0 
55.0 

8 .4  

10 .7  
13  1 

0-6 y r s .  
% 

34.0 
43.3 
11.3  

11 .3  
15  0 

7 +  
% 

27.9 
59.4 

4 .8  

7 . 9  
165 

7 + 
% 

14 .9  
55.2 
12 .6  

17.2 
174 



Table 31 

Relat ionship Between Access Arrangements and 
t h e  Extent  of Enforcement 

5.3 Maintenance Order Charac te r i s t i c s  

Extent of 
Enforcement 

No Enforcement 
Summons issued 
Warrant i ssued 
Pr ison Commit&al 

Order 
No. of Cases 

Associat ions between t h e  amount of awards f o r  ch i ld ren ,  t h e  t o t a l  
monthly payments and t h e  extent  of enforcement i s  presented below. 

5.3.1 Amount of Award f o r  Children 

Access Arrangements 

Table 32 i n d i c a t e s  t h e r e  was no s i g n i f i c a n t  associa t ion  between 
t h e  average amount of maintenance per  c h i l d  and the  ex ten t  of enforcement 
i n  both counts. Awards of l e s s  than $100 per month were enforced t o  t h e  
same extent  a s  awards of more than $101. 

Table 32 

Calgary 

Relat ionship Between t h e  Amount of Award f o r  Children 
and t h e  Extent of Enforcement 

a, 
74 
J2 
2 
0 
CO 
a 
2 

% 

21.3 
61.2 
10.6 

6.9 
188 

Edmonton 

Extent of Enforcement 

a, 
4 
A 
rd 
d 
0 
CO 
Id 

2 

% 

11.1 
37.5 

8.4 

9 .1  
2 96 

No enforcement 
Summons i ssued 
Warrant i s sued  
Pr ison Committal Order 
Number of Cases 

3 - rl 
'44 
-rl 
v 

rn & 

% 

27.0 
54.2 

6.3 

12.5 
48 

Amount of Award I 

tn 
c 

.rl ~4 
c a, 

.rl a 
Id k 
k 0 
cl 
m 
2 

% 

33.3 
50.0 
5.6 

11.1 
18 

a 
a, 
.rl 
'44 - rl 
v 
a, 

rn 

% 

15.8 
52.6 
10.5 

2 1 . 1  
19  

Calgary I Edmonton 
$1-100 1 $101 + $1-100 1 $101 + I 

.rl a, 

.$ 
d k 
Id a 
k k clo 
CO 

", 

66.7 
16.7 
16.7 

-- 
6 



Tota l  Monthly Payments 

When t h e  amount of t h e  t o t a l  monthly payment was considered, 
a s i g n i f i c a n t  a s soc ia t ion  between t h e  amount and ex ten t  of enforcement 
was found among Edmonton cases  ( ch i2  = 14.9, p - 0 1 ) .  Cases with t o t a l  
payments of $1-100 per  month were inore l i k e l y  t o  be enforced than cases  
with payments of more than $101. The r e l a t i o n s h i p  was not s i g n i f i c a n t  
f o r  Calgary cases.  

Table 33 

Relat ionship Between t h e  Amount of the  Total  
Monthly Payment and Extent of Enforcement 

Extent of 
Enforcement 

No enforcement 
Summons issued 
Warrant issued 
Prison Committal 

Order 
No. of Cases 

Total  Monthly Payment 
Calgary 

$1-100 

% 

23.0 
60.1 

7.3 

9.6 
178 

Edmonton 
$101 + 

% 

31.4 
53.8 
8.5 

6.4 
236 

$1-100 

% 

12.2 
60.3 
15.3 

12.2 
131 

$101 + 
% 

30.9 
46.1 

9.1 

13.9 
230 



6. COMPARISON OF SUPREME COURT AND FAMILY COURT MAINTENANCE 
AWARDS FOR SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS 

This sec t ion  of t h e  r e p o r t  explores poss ib le  d i f f e rences  i n  
maintenance awards o r i g i n a t i n g  from t h e  Supreme Court o r  Family Court, 
and subsequently f i l e d  i n  t h e  Family Court f o r  enforcement. The ana lys i s  
was conducted on d a t a  co l l ec ted  from t h e  Family Court records located  i n  
Calgary, Edmonton, Lethbridge and Grande P r a i r i e .  

The c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  se lec ted  f o r  t h i s  a n a l y s i s  included: p a t t e r n  of 
payment, degree of enforcement, r e c i p i e n t  of the  award, amount of award 
f o r  ch i ld ren ,  the  source of income f o r  t h e  wife and whether o r  not  a  
complaint of d e f a u l t  had been made on the  order .  

6 .1  Pa t t e rn  of Payment 

The p a t t e r n  of payment f o r  Supreme Court and Family Court awards 
was s imi lar  i n  each c o u r t  except Lethbridge (see  Table 34.1) . I n  Lethbridge, 
Family Court awards were more l i k e l y  t o  be f u l l y  paid whereas Supreme 
Court awards were more o f t en  p a r t i a l l y  paid. The f indings  from Calgary 
and Grande P r a i r i e  should be considered somewhat t e n t a t i v e  because of 
t h e  l a r g e  number of missing cases  from these  counts. 

6.2 Deuree of Enforcement 

Table 34.2 i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  Supreme Court and Family Court awards were 
s i m i l a r l y  enforced i n  most cour t s .  I n  Lethbridge t h e r e  was a tendency f o r  
Supreme Court awards t o  rece ive  more energet ic  enforcement, i e .  more 
Supreme Court awards received warrants o r  pr ison cammittal o rde r s  than 
Family Court awards. 

6.3 Recipient of t h e  Award 

In Edmonton, Lethbridge and Grande P r a i r i e ,  t h e r e  were s i g n i f i c a n t l y  
more Family Court awards ordered i n  favor of t h e  chi ldren  only than 
Supreme Court awards. In  Calgary, a  s imi lar  t rend was observed but  t h e  
r e l a t i o n s h i p  was n o t  s i g n i f i c a n t  ( see  Table 34.3) .  

6.4 Amount of Award f o r  Children 

There was no s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e rence  between the  amounts of maintenance 
ordered f o r  ch i ld ren  through t h e  Supreme and Family Courts (see  Table 34.4).  

6.5 Wives' Source of Income 

In Calgary, ( see  Table 34.5) t h e r e  was a s i g n i f i c a n t  a s soc ia t ion  
between t h e  o r i g i n a t i n g  Court of t h e  order  and the  wive's source of income. 
Women with Family Court o rde r s  were more l i k e l y  t o  r ece ive  s o c i a l  
a s s i s t ance  than women wi th  Supreme Court orders .  

F i led  Complaint of Default 

Table 34.6 i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  i n  Calgary and Edmonton the re  was a 
s i g n i f i c a n t  a s soc ia t ion  between f i l i n g  a complaint of d e f a u l t  and the 
o r ig ina t ing  Court of t h e  order .  For both c o u r t s ,  Supreme Court awards 
were more l i k e l y  t o  have a complaint of d e f a u l t  f i l e d  aga ins t  them than 
Family Court o rde r s  . 



Table  34 

Comparisons o f  Supreme Court  and Family Court  Maintenance Awards 
by Court  f o r  S e l e c t e d  C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  

CHARACTERISTICS 

34.1  P a t t e r n  of  
Payments 

F u l l  payments 
P a r t i a l  payments 
No payments 

34.2 Degree of  
Enforcement 

No enforcement  
Summons i s s u e d  
Warrant i s s u e d  
P r i s o n  Committal 

Order 

34.3 Rec ip i en t  o f  

O r i g i n a t i n g  Court  

Award 

spouse  - - 2.6 -- 
Spouse & C h i l d r e n  46.6 8.7 53.9 16.6 
Chi ld ren  on ly  91.3 43.6 83.3 

Calgary 
Supreme 
Cour t  . 

(n=114) 

45.6 
46.5  

7.9 

(n=238) 

23.9 
56.3 
10.9  

8 .8  

34.4 Amount of  Award 
f o r  Chi ld ren  

$1 - 50 
$51 - 100 
$101 - 200 
$200 + 

34.5 Wive's  Source 
of  Income 

Other  
s o c i a l  A s s i s t .  

34.6 Complaint of  
De fau l t  F i l e d  

y e s  
No 

L 

Family 
Court  

% 

(n=101) 

37.6 
52.5 

9 .9  

(n=176) 

32.4 
58.0 

3.4 

6.3 

(n=175) 

Edmonton 
Supreme 

Court  
% 

(n=155) 

38.7 
41.9 
19.4 

(n=189) 

12.7  
58.2 
13 .8  

15 .3  

(n=177) 

13.0  
36.7 

Family 
Court  

% 

(n=122) 

32.8 
43.4 
23.8 

(n=134) 

17.9  
56.0 
11.9  

14.2  

Lethbr  
Supreme 

Court  
% 

(n=59) 

32.2 
62.7 

5 .1  

(n=61) 

21.3 
54 .1  
16 .4  

8.2 

(n=226) (n=177) 

(n=72 ) 

12 .5  
45.8 

Grande 
Supreme 

Court  
% 

(n=25) 

40.0 
24.0 
36.0 

(n=40) 

42.5 
42.5 
10.0  

5 .0  

i dge  
Family 

Court  
% 

(n=22) 

50.0 
36.4 
13.6  

(n=23) 

21.7 
73.9 

4.3 

-- 

P r a i r i e  
Family 
Court  

0, 
0 

(n=17) 

17.6 
29.4 
52.9 

(n=30) 

60.0 
20.0 
16.7 

3.3 

(n=61) (n=23) 

P 

44.6 31.9 
5 .6  9.7 1 

(n=238) (n=175) 

(n=39) (n=30) 

(n=148) 

92.9  
7 . 1  

(n=233 ) 

65.2 
34.8 

(n=59) 

36.5 
2.7 

(n=189) 

76.7 
23.3 

(n=183) 

60.7 
39.3 

69 .1  
30.9 

(n=168) 

36.9 
63.1 

I 

9.4 13 .6  
51.4 42.4 

(n=61) 

3.3 
96.7 

40.7 
3.4 

(n=133) 

67.7 
32.3 

(n=128) 

39.1  
60.9 

I 

(n=23 ) 

- - 
100.0 

: 

(n=40) 

87.5 
12.5  

(n=39) 

15.4  
84.6 

(n=30) 

90.0 
10.0  

(n=29) 

3.4 
96.6 

1 



APPENDIX A 127 

FAMI  LY COURTS RECORD SCHEDULE FINAL DRAFT - NOVEMBER 20/79 
- -  

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  A02 Card 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  ~ 0 3  Court  

CODER: FROM CENTRAL CARDISEL LEDGEP. CARD 
a. Entorcadbll>> 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  ~ 0 1  Is t h e r e  a l e d g e r  c a r d ?  

(1) Yes ( 2 )  id0 ( 9 1  Not A p p l i c a b l e  

C. Payment Record 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  ~ 0 1  Are payments be ing  made on: 

(1) O r i g i n a l  Maintenance Order 
( 2 )  Order o f  A r r e a r s  ( s u p e r c e d e s  Maintenance O r d e r )  
( 3 )  Voluntary  Award - 

CO2 Has a payment been made d u r i n g  t h e  l a s t  s i x  months? . . 
111 1 

( 1 )  Yes ( 2 )  No U 

C03 l a  t h e  c a s e  c u r r e n t l y  i n  a r r e a r s  (miasrd  one payment)? . n 
(1) Yes (Maintenance Order )  !L?A 
( 2 )  Yes ( A r r e a r s  Order )  
( 3 )  Yes (Both Maintenance and A r r e a r s  O r d e r s )  
( 4 )  NO 
( 9 )  Not s t a t e d  

-. 

C04 What i s /was  t h e  amount of t h e  main tenance  a r r e a r s ?  . . .  
(Check Order of  A r r e a r s / C e r t i f i c a t e  of A r r e a r s )  

(0001) Not A p p l i c a b l e  (9999) Not S t a t e d  

C05 P i r s t  paymerit d u e  
( i n  A l b e r t a )  day month year 

C06 How many monthly payments should  have been made? d- 

C07 How many payments were made? b-- 
( ~ d j u s t  f o r  monthly p<iyn l~*nt .q)  

C O B  What p e r c e n t a q e  of  payments I ldvv  hccn nladc? . . . . . . .  

CODER: Compute % from c6 and C7 and code;  

(1) A l l  t h e  t i m e  (100%) 
( 2 )  75 - 99% of t h e  t ime  
( 3 )  50 - 74% Of t h e  t i m e  
( 4 )  25 - 49% of t h e  t i m e  
( 5 )  1 - 24% of  t h e  t i m e  
( 6 )  No payments (0%) 

C09 Number of y e a r s  paymcnts should  have becn r n 8 e ?  ? 

C10 Number of y e a r s m a i n t e n a n c e  payments were made.  . . . . .  
( 9 9 )  ~ c t  S t a t e d  (00)  No payments 

. . . . . .  C11 What p e r c e n t a g e  of  year ,s  payments were made7 

CODER: Compute % from C9 and C10 and code:  

( 1 )  A l l  t h e  t i m e  (100%) 
( 2 )  75-99% o f  t h e  t i m e  
( 3 )  50-74% o f  t h e  t ime  
( 4 )  25-490 of  t h e  t i m e  
( 5 )  1-24% of t h e  t ime  
( 6 )  No payments ( 0 % )  



C14 What i s  t h e  amount of  t h e  l a s t  payment e n t r y 7  
(Adjus t  f o r  double  payments) 

m 

C12 What i s  t h e  monthly amount o f  t h e  i n i t i a l  o r d e r e d  payment7 
(Maintenance Award] 

C13 What i s  t h e  monthly amount o f  t h e  c u r r e n t  o r d e r e d  payment? 

. . . . . . . . . .  C15 What p e r c e n t a g e  o f  t h e  o r d e r e d  amount i s  p a i d ?  

CODER: Compute 8 from C13 and  C14 and code ;  

(1) F u l l  amount ( 1 0 0 % )  
( 2 )  75-99% of  t h e  amount 
(3)  50-74% of  t h e  amount 
( 4 )  25-49% o f  t h e  amount 
( 5 )  1-24% o f  t h e  amount 
( 6 )  No payment (0%)  

( A r r e a r s  Order )  

24 

20 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  C16 How r e g u l a r l y  were payments made?. 

(1) Always t h e  d a t e  p r e s c r i b e d  
( 2 )  Within a week 

W 
( 3 )  More t h a n  a week l a t e  
( 4 )  No payments 

. . . . .  C17 Using t h e  l a s t  e n t r y ,  what  i s  t h e  s t a t u s  o f  t h e  c a s e ? .  

(1) A r r e a r s  payment completed 
( 2 )  A r r e a r s  Order i n c r e a s i n g  

L l  
( 3 )  A r r e a r s  Order d e c r e a s i n g  
( 4 )  A r r e a r s  remain t h e  same 
( ) Maintenance o r d e r  b a l a n c e  
( &  M a i n t e n a n c e  o r d e r  accumula t ing  a r r e a r s .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  C18 Was a payment made i n  November 19797 

- - 

(1) Yes ( 2 )  No ( 3 )  Not a p p l i c a b l e  - 
11) B.C 

CODER: RECORD INFOWIATION FROPl FACESHEET I N  CLIEKT'S F ILE (21 A l b e r t a  
( 3 )  Saskatchewan 

25 

29 

D. P e t i t i o n e r / R e s p o n d e n t  Informat ion  

D O 1  Appl ican t  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
(1) Husband ( 2 )  Wife 

( 4 )  Manitoba 
( 5 )  O n t a r i o  
(6) Quebec 
( 7 )  N . B  
( 8 )  N.S 
(91 P . E . 1  

26 

30 

( 1  0 )  Newfoundland 
D e t a i l s  on Hueband (Ill Yukon 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  ( 1 2 )  N.W.T 
DO2 P l a c e  o f  Residence (13)  Out of  c o u n t r y  

27 

31 

DO3 Date of  B i r t h .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  [ f i n  L4--] 
(999999) Not S t a t e d  - - 4 2 -  4 3 .  

DO4 Occupation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
5 6- 

D e t a i l s  on Wife 
7- 

DO6 P l a c e  of  Residence . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
I I 

vedr I mohth I d6v 1 
DO7 Date o f  B i r t h .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

(999999) Not S t a t e d  9 0 5 1 5 5 1 ~ 4  1 
DO8 Occupation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

.... 

E. P a r t i c u l a r s  of Marr iage  

E01 Date of Marr iage  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

E02 P l a c e  of  Marriage . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  E03 Is t h e  couple:  

(1) Divorced? ( 2 )  Separa ted?  

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  ~ 0 4  Date  of  c e a s i n g  t o  c o h a b i t  



- e a r  EL5 D a t e  of  separation o r  dlvorci f ~ l s l )  1 rrodth . . . . . . . . . . . .  

(1) M a r i t a l  Offence  ( 3 )  B o t h  koi 
( 2 )  M a r i t a l  B r e a k a o w ~  1 9 :  Not s t a t e d  

E06  Grounds f o r  s e p a r a t i o n  o r  d l v o r c e  . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

KEYPUNCHER: GO TO NEXT CARD 

F i l e  Number. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Card  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  I 

CODER: F I N D  DOCUMENTS PEi?TAIF4IFIG TO ORIGINAL IIAINTENANCE ORDER 

7 2  1 7 3  (74 

F . ,  n a i n t e n a n c e  O r d e r s / P r o u i s i o n a l  O r d e r  

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  F01 I s  i n f o r m a t i o n  r e c o r d e d  from: E 

I 
75 76 177 

(1) Decree ~ i s i / M i n u t e s  of s e t t l e m e n t  
I 

( 2 )  O r i g i n a l  Main tenance  O r d e r  

F02 D a t e  of o r i g i n a l  o r d e r  f o r  m a i n t e n a n c e / d e c r e e  n i s i .  . . .  

F03 Divorce  R e g i s t r a t i o n  Number . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
1 5  1 6  17  1 8  19 20 

F04 The r e q u e s t  t o  i n i t i a t e  t h e  o r i g i n a l  m a i n t e n a n c e  h e a r i n g  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  was made by: 

(1) Wife 
( 2 )  T h i r d  P a r t y  ( M  & R, ASSCH) 
( 3 )  T h i r d  P a r t y  REMO 
(9) Not s t a t e d  

F05 Cour t  making o r i g i n a l  o r d e r :  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
(1) A l b e r t a  Supreme C o u r t  
( 2 )  A l b e r t a  Fami ly  Cour t  
( 3 )  Out of P r o v i n c e  Supreme C o u r t  
( 4 )  REMO Family Cour t  
( 5 )  V o l u n t a r y  O r d e r / P r i v a t e  Arrangement 

n 
F06 Act under  which o r i g i n a l  o r d e r  made: . . . . . . . . . . . .  

123 I 
L - 2  

( 1 )  Divorce Act  
( 2 )  Supreme C o u r t  u s i n g  DRh on J u d i c i a l  S e r ~ a r a t i o n  
13) Familv Cour t  u s i n s  DRk . - ~  
i4 j P r i v a t e  ~ r r a n g e m e n t  

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  F07 I d e n t i t y  o f  t h e  p r e s i d i n g  j u d g e  

F O B  The o r i g i n a l  o r d e r  was f o r  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  I 

(1) Wife ( 2 )  Husband ( 3 )  Wife and C h i l d r e n  
( 4 )  Husband a n d  C h i l d r e n  (5) C h i l d r e n  Only 
( 6 )  Wife and  c h i l d r e n  a s  s e p a r a t e  awards 

F09 Is payment t o  b e  made t o  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
27 

( 1 )  Anderson 
( 2 )  Plomp 
( 3 )  F i t c h  
( 4 )  Moshanski 
( 5 )  A l l a r d  
(6) Yanosik 
( 7 )  Leveque 
( 8 )  Milva ine  
(91 F a r t h i n g  
(10)  T u r c o t t e  
( 1 1 )  L i t s k y  
( 1 2 )  
( 1 3 )  
i14 j  
( 15) Tavender 

(1) F m i l y  Cour t  
( 2 )  O t h e r  a r rangement  
( 9 )  Not s t a t e d  



. --- Ma~r.=:.c:::.- ~ n f o n ~ a t i o n  

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  GO1 ' ; e r r , ~  of  award 

(1) I n t e r i m :  s p e c i f y  
( 2 )  C o n t i n u i n g / F i n a l  
( 9 )  ~ o t  s t a t e d  

n . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  GO2 Type o f  a w a r d f o r  s p o u s e  1 
2 9  I 

F. Maintenance O r d e r s / P r o v i s i o n a l  Order 

F01 Is i n f o r m a t i o n  recorded  from: . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

I 
(1) $ 1  o r  nomlna l  ( 3 )  p e r i o d i c  
( 2 )  ~ u m p  sum (9) Not  a p p l i c a b l e  

( 1 )  Decree ~ i s i / M i n u t e s  of S e t t l e m e n t  
( 2 )  O r i g i n a l  Maintenance Order 

F02 D a t e  of o r i g i n a l  o r d e r  f o r  main tenancc /decree  n i s i .  . . .  
..... 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  F03 ~ i v o r c e  R e g i s t r a t i o n  Number 

. . . . . . .  GO3 h c u n t  of m a i n t e n a n c e  awarded f o r  t h e  s p o u s e  0  

F04 The r e q u e s t  t o  i n i t i a t e  t h e  o r i g i n a l  main tenance  h e a r i n g  
was made by: . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

( 1 )  Wife 
( 2 )  Thi rd  P a r t y  ( M  6 R ,  ASSCH) 
( 3 )  T h i r d  P a r t y  REMO 
( 9 )  Not s t a t e d  

F05 Cour t  making o r i g i n a l  o r d e r : .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
I22 I 

(99599) Plot applicable 

CODER: F1 ND DOCLIPIENTS PERTAl N 1 NG 1 0  ORIG l NAL IIAINTEHANCE ORDER 

(1) A l b e r t a  Supreme Cour t  
( 2 )  A l b e r t a  Family Cour t  
( 3 )  Out of  Province  Supreme Cour t  
( 4 )  REMO Family Court  
( 5 )  Voluntary  O r d e r / P r i v a t e  Arrangement 

I 

F06 Act under which o r i g i n a l  o r d e r  made: . . . . . . . . . . . .  
(1) Divorce Act  
( 2 )  Supreme Cour t  u s i n g  DRA on J u d i c i a l  S e p a r a t i o n  
( 3 )  Family Cour t  u s i n g  DRA 
( 4 )  P r i v a t e  Arrangement 

33 31 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  F07 I d e n t i t y  o f  t h e  p r e s i d i n g  judge 

I 
34 32 

. . . . . . . . . . . . .  F08 The o r i g i n a l  o r d e r  was f o r  

(1) Wife ( 2 )  Husband ( 3 )  Wife and C h i l d r e n  
( 4 )  Husband and  C h i l d r e n  ( 5 )  C h i l d r e n  Only 
( 6 )  Wife and c h i l d r e n  a s  s e p a r a t e  awards 

F09 I s  payment t o  be madc t o  . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
(1) Family Cour t  
( 2 )  Other  arrnnqcmcnt 
( 9 )  Not s t a t e d  

( 1 )  Anderson 
( 2 )  Plomp 
( 3 )  P i t c h  
( 4 )  Moshanski 
( 5 )  Al la rd  
( 6 )  Yanosik 
( 7 )  Leveque 
( 8 )  Mi lva ine  
( 9 )  F a r t h i n g  
( 1  0) T u r c o t t e  
(11) L i t s k y  
(12)  
( 1 3 )  
(14) 
(15)  Tavender 
( 1 6 )  
( 1 7 )  

G. Maintenance I n f o r m a t i o n  
1 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  ~ 0 1  Terms of award 
I28  1 

(1) I n t e r i m ;  s p e c i f y  
u 

( 2 )  Cont inu ing/Fina l  
(9)  Not s t a t e d  

1 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  GO2 Type o f  award f o r  spouse  

(1) $ 1  o r  nominal ( 3 )  p e r i o d i c  
( 2 )  ~ u m p  sum ( 9) ~ o t  a p p l i c a b l e  

003 Amount of maintenance awarded f o r  t h e  spouse  . . . . . . .  
(99999) Not a p p l i c a b l e  



. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  i;04 l'y:,': I,; ,I+ a c u  t ( J L  chi l c r e n  

( 1 )  $ 1  o r  nominal ( 3 )  P e r i o d i c  
( 2 )  ~ u m p  sum ( 9 )  Not a p p l i c a b l e  ' 

G O 5  Average amount of  main tenance  p e r  c h i l d  p e r  month . . . .  
( 9 )  Not a p p l i c a b l e  

. . . . . .  GO6 T o t a l  p e r i o d i c  main tenance  payments p e r  month 

H .  Custody Arrangements/Child Maintenance 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  H01 Number of dependent  c h i l d r e n .  

. . . . . . .  HO2 Number of c h i l d r e n  awarded main tenance  

H03 Custody awarded t o :  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
(1) Husband ( 2 )  Wife ( 3 )  Other  person  o r  agency 
( 4 )  No award of c u s t o d y  made ( 5 )  Both husband (#-) 
and w i f e  (#-) ( 9 )  ~ o t  a p p l i c a b l e  

, . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  H04 Year o f  b i r t h  of e l d e s t  c h i l d  

(99)  Not a p p l i c a b l e  

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  H05 Year of b i r t h  of second c h i l d  

(99)  ~ o t  a p p l i c a b l e  

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  H06 Year of b i r t h  of t h i r d  c h i l d .  

(99)  Not a p p l i c a b l e  

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  H07 Year of  b i r t h  of  f o u r t h  c h i l d  

(991 Not a p p l i c a b l e  

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  H O B  Year of  b i r t h  o f  f i f t h  c h i l d .  

(99)  Not a p p l i c a b l e  

. . . .  H09 Are t h e r e  more t h a n  f i v e  c h i l d r e n  i n  t h i s  f a m i l y ?  

(1) Yes ( 9 )  ~ o t  a p p l i c a b l e  

Wri te  i n  y e a r  o f  b i r t h  of remaining c h i l d r e n ;  s p e c i f y  

. . . . . . . .  H10 What a r e  t h e  te rms  of  a c c e s s  t o  c h i l d r e n ?  

(0)  No c h i l d r e n  ( 3 )   ist training o r d e r  
(1) Reasonable a c c e s s  ( 9 )  Not s t a t e d  
( 2 )  S p e c i f i e d  a c c e s s ;  s p e c i f y  

1. O c c u p a t i o n / A s s e t s / ~ e b t s  of  Husband a t  Time of O r i g i n a l  Hear inq  
r-"-7 

I 0 1  A t  t h e  t ime  of  t h e  o r i g i n a l  h e a r i n g ,  was t h e  husband: . . I I 
Employed f u l l  t ime  (wage e a r n e r )  u 
Employed p a r t  t ime  
Employed i n  a  s e a s o n a l  o c c u p a t i o n  

( 4 )  Self-employed 
( 5 )  R e g i s t e r e d  a s  a  f u l l - t i m e  s t u d e n t  
( 6 )  Unem~loved  
i i j  0the;: Hpecify 
( 9 )  Not s t a t e d  

I02  At t h e  t i m e  of  t h e  o r i g i n a l  h e a r i n g ,  was t h e  h u s b a n d ' s  
major s o u r c e  of  income: . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

(1) Employment 
( 2 )  Unemployment I n s u r a n c e  
( 3 )  Workmen's Compensation 
( 4 )  S o c i a l  A s s i s t a n c e  
( 5 )  Other ;  s p e c i f y  -- 
( 9 )  Not s t a t e d  



I 0 3  Are a s s e t s  l i s t e d ? .  n 132 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

1 0 4  T o t a l  Monthly Income of  husband . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
. -- 

105 Are d e b t s  l i s t e d ?  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
( I )  Yes ( 2 )  No 

I 0 6  T o t a l  monthly Expenses of  husband . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

J. Occupat ion /Asse ts /Debts  o f  Wife a t  Time of O r i g i n a l  Aear inp  

J01 At t h e  t ime  o f  t h e  o r i g i n a l  h e a r i n g  was t h e  w i f e :  . . . .  
(1) Employed f u l l  t ime  (wage e a r n e r )  
( 2 )  Employed p a r t  time 
( 3 )  Employed i n  a s r d s o n a l  o c c u p a t i o n  
( 4  1 S e l  £-employed 
( 5 )  R e g i s t e r e d  a s  a f u l l - t i m e  s t u d e n t  
( 6 )  Unemployed 
( 7 )  O t h e r ;  s p e c i f y  
( 9 )  Not s t a t e d  

J02 At t h e  t ime  of t h e  o r i g i n a l  h e a r i n g  was t h e  w i f e ' s  major 
source  o f  income: . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

(1) Employment 
( 2 )  Unemployment I n s u r a n c e  
( 3 )  Workmen's Compensation 
(4)  S o c i a l  A s s i s t a n c e  
( 5 )  O t h e r ;  s p e c i f y  
(61 No income 
i g j  ~ o t  s t a t e d  

I 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  J03 Are a s s e t s  l i s t e d ? .  1 I 
(1) Yes ( 2 )  No u 

504 T o t a l  monthly Income of  w i f e  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

JOS Are d e b t s  l i s t e d ?  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
(1) Yes ( 2 )  NO 

KEYPUNCHER: GO TO NEXT CARD 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  F i l e  Number. 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  C a r d .  
7 

506 T o t a l  monthly Expenses of w i f e  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  I 507 ~ a t r i m o n i a l  home awarded t o :  
i 

(1) Husband 
( 2 )  Wife 
(3)  Both 
( 4 )  No home 
(5)  O t h e r ;  s p e c i f y  
(9)  Not s t a t e d  

COUER: GO TC MOST RECENT COMPLAINT OF DEFAULT O f  PAYMEfiT OF RAINTENANCE ORDER/ORDEK OF ARKERES 

K O 1  Is i n f o r m a t i o n  from most r e c e n t  compla in t  o f  d e f a u l t  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  being  coded? * 
(1) Yes (2)  No (Go t o  P o l )  

KO2 The most  r e c e n t  c o m p l a i n t  o f  d e f a u l t  was made by: . . . .  n 
(1) Wife 
(2)  T h i r d  P a r t y  (M & R ASSCH) 
( 3 )  T h i r d  P a r t y  REMO 

~ 0 3  Date of  most  r e c e n t  c o m p l a i n t  o f  d e f a u l t  of payment o f  
main tenance  f i . e . ,  d a t e  of a f f i d a v i t )  . . . . . . . . . . .  

R04 Name of  p r e s i d i n g  J u d g c .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  



-133 
(1) Calgary  

KO5 A p p l i c ~ ~ n t ' s  r e s i d e n c e  a t  t i m e  o f  most r e c e n t  compla in t  ( 2 )  Edmonton 
of d e f a u l t  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  ( 3 )  Other A l b e r t a  

( 9 9 9 )  ~ o t  s t a t e d  
( 4 )  B.C 
(5)  Saskatchewan 

X06 Respondent ' s  r e s i d e n c e  a t  t i m e  of  most r e c e n t  compla in t  ( 6 )  Manitoba 
of  d e f a u l t  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  F' (7) Ontar io  

(999)  Not s t a t e d  ( 8 )  Quebec 
KO7 At t h e  t ime  o f  t h e  most  r e c e n t  compla in t ,  was t h e  

( 9 )  N.B 

r e s p o n d e n t  head of  a n o t h e r  n u c l e a r  f a m i l y  u n i t ?  
(10)  N.S . . . . .  (11) P.E.1 

(1) Yes ( 2 )  NO ( 9 )  Not s t a t e d  (12) Newfoundland (13) Yukon 

L l  . . . .  (14) N.W.T 
KO0 I f  s o ,  how many c h i l d r e n  a r e  i n  t h i s  f a m i l y  u n i t ?  (15) Out of c o u n t r y  

10) None (99)  Not s t a t e d  

L. -)ation of Husband 

LO1 A t  t h e  t i m ;  o f  t h e  most  r e c e n t  d e f a u l t  h e a r i n g ,  was . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  t h e  h u s b a n d .  

(1) Employed f u l l  t ime (wage e a r n e r )  
( 2 )  Employed p a r t  t i m e  
( 3 )  Employed i n  a s e a s o n a l  occupat ioh  
( 4 )  R e g i s t e r e d  a s  a  f u l l - t i m e  s t u d e n t  
( 5 )  tlnen~ployed 
( 6 )  Self-employed 
( 9 )  Not s t a t e d  

LO2 A t  t h e  t ime  o f  t h e  most  r e c e n t  d e f a u l t  h e a r i n g ,  was . . . . . . . . . . .  t h e  h u s b a n d ' s  major  source  of  income: 

(1) Employment 
( 2 )  Unemployment I n s u r a n c e  

Ll  
( 3 )  Workmen' 5 Compensation 
( 4 )  S o c i a l  ~ s s i s t a n c e  
( 5 )  O t h e r ;  o p o c i f y  - 
( 9 )  ~ o t  s t a t e d  

M. Asse ts /Debts  o f  Husband a t  Time o f  Most Recent  D e f a u l t  Hearing 

M01 Are a s s e t s  l i s t e d ? .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
(1) Yes ( 2 )  No 

M02 T o t a l  monthly Income of  husband 

n 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

M03 Are d e b t s  lYsi ,ed? . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
(1) Ycs ( 2 )  No 

NO4 T o t a l  monthly Expenses o f  husband. . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

N .  Occupdtion o f  Wife 

A t  t h e  t ime  o f  t h e  most  r e c e n t  d e f a u l t  h e a r i n g ,  was 
t h e  w i f e :  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

(1) Employed f u l l  t i m e  (wage e a r n e r )  
( 2 )  Employed p a r t  t ime 
( 3 )  Kmployed i n  a s e a s o n a l  o c c u p a t i o n  
( 4 )  R e g i s t e r e d  a s  a  f u l l - t i m e  s t u d e n t  
(5) Unemployed 
(6) Self-employed 
( 9 )  N O L  s t d t r d  

NO: A t  t h e  t ime of t h e  most r e c e n t  d e f a u l t  h e a r i n g ,  was 
t h e  w i f e ' s  major  s o u r c e  o f  income: . . . . . . . . . . . . .  n 

(1) Employment 
( 2 )  Unemployment I n s u r a n c e  
( 3 ) Workmen's Compemsation 
( 4 )  S o c i a l  A s s i s t a n c e  
( 5 )  Spouse! s Income 
(6) No income 
( 9 )  Not s t a t e d  



0. *ts/Oebts o f  W i f e  a L  T u n e  o t  Most Rt!cent Defau l t  Hearing 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  0 0 1  Are w i f e ' s  a s s e t s  l i s t e d ?  

(1) Yes ( 2 )  No 

002 T o t a l  monthly Income of wi fe  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  003 Are w i f e ' s  d e b t s  l i s t e d ?  

(1) Y c S  1 2 )  1 4 0  
L 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
004 T o t a l  monthly Expenses of w i f e  

CODER: CHECK THROUGH THE F I L E  FOR ACTION RELATED TO DEFCJLT HEP.RINGSn 
I -7-1 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Number o f  unserved  summonses? 

( 0 )  None 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Number of  s e r v e d  summonses? 

( 0 )  None 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Number o f  unserved w a r r a n t s ? .  
( 0 )  None 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Number o f  se rved  w a r r a n t s ?  
( 0 )  None 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Number o f  "show c a u s e "  h e a r i n g s ?  

( 0 )  None 

. . . . . . . . . .  Number o f  v a r i a t i o n  o f  o r d e r  h e a r i n g s ? .  
( 0 )  None \ !  I 

. . . . . . .  Has t h e r e  e v e r  been a  p r i s o n  commital  o r d e r ?  

(1) Yes 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Number o f  imprisonments? 

( 0 )  None (99) Not a p p l i c a b l e  
166 161 / . .  Number of t i m e s  p a i d  up on any of  t h e  above a c t i o n s ? .  

(0) Not a p p l i c a b l e  (99)  ~ o t  s t a t e d  



APPENDIX B 

PaYnIent Record Data From Calgary and Grande P r a i r i e  

The payment record  data  from 2 2 7  Calgary cases and 42 Grande 
P r a i r i e  cases i s  presented without comment i n  Table B . 1 .  The reader 
is cautioned t h a t  conclusions drawn from t h i s  d a t a  would be suspect .  



Characterist ic  

B . l . 1  Type of Award 

Original Maintenance 

Order of  Arrears 

8 .1 .2  Status of Payment 
on Arrears Orders 

Arrears Increasing 

Arrears Balance 

Arrears Cecreasing 

B.1.5 Amount of 
November Payment 

1 - 75 

o f  the case 

R11 payments (1001) 

Half or  more of  the 
payments (50-991) 

Less than half  the 
payments ( 1-49%) 

No payments (01) 



C h a r a c t e r i s  t i c  

-. 

B.1 .7  D a t e  o f  f i r s t  
payment 

1979-80 

1978-75 

1974-70 

1969-55 

B. l .8  Number o f  y e a r s  
payments were made 

1 y e a r  o r  l e s s  

2-5 y e a r s  

6-10 y e a r s  

l l r l s  y e a r s  

B.1.9 Promptness o f  
payment 

Date p r e s c r i b e d  

Wi th in  a Week 

More t h a n  a week 
l a te  

% c a s e s  w i t h  
no  payments 

B .1 .10 Month1 y 

$1-75 

$76-125 

$126-200 

$201-300 

$301-500 

$501 P l u s  

% c a s e s  w i t h  
no payments 

- 

Frequency  

Ca lga ry  

- - - - - - -. - 

(n= 223) 

36.3  

44.9  

13 .8  

4.7 

(n=184) 
. 

57.7 

28 .3  

9.7 

4 . 3  

(n= 1 9 9 )  

17.6  

30.7 

51.7 

9 .0  

(n= 220) 

23.2 

29.1  

28.7 

8 . 6  

7.7 

2.7 

47.3 
- - 

D i s t r i b u t i o n  

Grdnde P r a i r i e  

- - -- - - - 

(n= 41 )  

21.9  

51.3  

17 .0  

9; 8 

(n=  23)  

- 

26.0 

30.5 

43.5 

(n= 24) 

37.5 

25 .O 

37.5 

42.9 

b 

(n= 42)  

35.8 

33.3 

19.0  

9 .5  

2.4 

- 

- 
- - -- - -- - --- -- 



c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  

B . l  11 % of  o rde red  
amount t h a t  i s  
p a i d  

F u l l  Amount 
(100%) 

Half o r  more 
50-99% 

Less  than h a l f  
( 1-49%) 

No payments (0%)  

B. 1 -12  P a t t e r n  o f  
Payment 

A l l  t h e  t i m e  
(100%) 

P a r t i a l  payments 
(99 - 1%) 

No payments (0%)  

Frequency 

Ca l g a r Y  

(n= 222) 

13 .5  

1 0 . 8  

(n= 172)  

41.9 

49.3 

8.8 

D i s t r i b u t i o n  

Grdnde P r a i r i e  

------ 

(n= 42)  

31.0 

11 .9  

14.3 

42.9 

(n= 42)  

31.0 

26.2 

42.9 



L 

Characteristic 

B . l . l  Type o f  Award 

O r i g i n a l  Main tenance  
Orde r  

Order  o f  A r r e a r s  

B.1.2 S t a t u s  o f  Payment 
o n  Arrears O r d e r s  

Arrears I n c r e a s i n g  

A r r e a r s  Ba lance  

A r r e a r s  D e c r e a s i n g  

Arrears P a i d  u p  

B.1.3 Payments m a d e  
d u r i n g  l as t  s i x  
months 

Y e s  

No 

B.1.4 Payments made i n  
November 1979 

ye s 

No 

B.1.5 % o f  Payments 
made o v e r  d u r a t i o n  
o f  t h e  case 

A l l  payments  (100%)  

Half  o r  more o f  t h e  
payments (50-99% 

L e s s  t h a n  h a l f  the 
payments ( 1-49%) 

No payments  (0%)  

F r e q u e n c y  

C a l g a r y  

-- -- . 

(n= 227) 

50.6 

49.4 

(n= 1 1 5 )  

15 .7  

13 .9  

23.5 

46.9 

(n= 217) 

55.3 

44 .7  

(n= 1 8 9 )  

46.0 

50.7 

(n= 225) 

42 .7  

1 7 . 8  

30 .7  

8 . 9  

D i s t r i b u t i o n  

Grdnde P r a i r i e  

- - - - - -- - 

On= 40)  

67 .1  

32.9 

(n= 1 5 )  

60 .0  

- 
1 3 . 3  

26.7 

(n= 42)  

47.6 

52.4 

(n- 4 2 )  

40.5 
I 

59.5 

(n= 42)  

33.3 

1 1 . 9  

11 .9  

42.9 

t 



C h a r a c t e r i s t i c  

B.1.6 Date of  f i r s t  
payment 

1979-80 

1978-75 

1974-70 

1969-55 

B. 1 . 7  Number o f  yea r s  
payments were made. 

1 year  o r  l e s s  

2-5 yea r s  

6-10 y e a r s  

11-15 yea r s  

B.1.8 Promptness o f  
payment 

Date p re sc r ibed  

Within a Week 

More than  a week 
l a t e  

% c a s e s  w i th  
no payments 

B.1.9 Monthly 

$1-75 

$76-125 

$126-200 

$201-300 

$301-500 

$501 P l u s  

% cases  w i th  
no payments 

Frequency 

Calgary 

- - - - -- - -  

(n= 223)  

36 .3  

44 .9  

1 3 . 8  

4 .7  

(n=184) 

57.7 

28 .3  

9 .7  

4 .3  

(n= 1 9 9 )  

17 .6  

30 .7  

51 .7  

9 . 0  

(n= 220)  

23.2 

29 .1  

28.7 

8 . 6  

7.7 

2.7 

47.3 

D i s t r i b u t i o n  

Grdnde P r a i r i e  

- .  

(n= 4 1 )  

21.9 

51 .3  

1 7 . 0  

9 ; 8  

(n= 2 3 )  

- 
26.0 

30.5 

43.5 

(n= 24)  

37.5 

25.0 

37.5 

42 .9  

I 

(n= 42)  

35 .8  

33 .3  

1 9 . 0  

9 . 5  

2 .4  

- 

- 
7 



I 

r 

C h a r a c t e r i s t i c  

B.1.10 % of ordered  
amount t h a t  i s  
p a i d  

F u l l  Amount 
(100%) 

Half o r  more 
50-99% 

Less than h a l f  
(- 1-49%) 

N o  payments (0%) 

B . 1 . 1 1  P a t t e r n  of 
Payment 

A l l  t h e  t i m e  
(1004 ) 

P a r t i a l  payments 
(99 - 1%) 

N o  payments (0%)  

Frequency 

Calgary 

(n= 222) 

13.5 

10 .8  

(n= 172) 

41.9 

49.3 

8.8 

~ i s t r i b u t i o n  

Grdnde P r a i r i e  

(n= 42) 

14.3 

42.9 

(n= 42) 

31.0 

26.2 

42.9 



Appendix C 

I n d i v i d u a l  C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of Spouses 

The fo l lowing  t a b l e s  p r e s e n t  d a t a  concerning i n d i v i d u a l  
c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of spouses  f o r  which t h e r e  was a l a r g e  number 
of missing ca se s .  Conclusions drawn from t h e  f i n d i n g s  would be  
misleading.  However, t hey  a r e  presen ted  he re  t o  i n d i c a t e  t h e  
e x t e n t  of miss ing  d a t a  f o r  t h e s e  v a r i a b l e s .  

C a l g a r y  EdmOnton L e t h b r i d g e  Grande P r a i r i e  

Age o f  Spouses  
a t  Time o f  S tudy  

Wife  Husband Wife Husband Wife  Husband 
(n=72)  Ln=134) In=283) In=363) (n-38)  (n=40)  

Wife Husband 
(n-14)  (n-25) 

50+ 
11929 and B e f o r e )  

90  o f  c a s e s  
n o t  s t a t e d  

Employment S t a t u s  Wrfe Husband 
n=107 n=138  

Wife Husband 
n=203 n=241 

Wife  Husband 
n=50 n=70 

Wife Husband 
n=16 n=40 

F u l l  Time 

P a r t  Time 

S e a s o n a l  

S e l f  Employed 

F u l l - t i m  
S t u d e n t  

Unemployed 

O t h e r  

O o f  Cases  
Not  S t a t e d  

0 . 1 . 3  

O c c u p a t i o n  o f  
s p o u s e  

M a n a g e r i a l  

S a l e s / S e r v i c e s  

T e c h n i c a l /  
I n d u s t r i a l  

T r a n s p o r t a t i o n /  
C o n s t r u c t i o n  

C l e r i c a l  

Housewi fe  

S t u d e n t  

O t h e r  

Wife  Husband 
(n=73)  In=190) 

: < l f e  Husband 
In=229) (n=292)  

Wife Husband 
Ln=75) (n=67)  

Wife Husband 
(n-21)  In=37) 

a o f  c a s e s  
Not  S t a t e d  

L i s t e d  A s s e t s  Wife  Husband Wife Husband Wife  Husband Wife  Husband 

In=416) Ir.=418) (n=397)  (n=400) In=85) In=85) (n=70) (n=70)  

Yes 5.0 6 . 7  1 2 . 8  24.0 3.5 22.4 1.4 1 0 . 0  

NO 95.0 9 3 . 3  87.2 76.0 9 6 . 5  77.6 96.6 90 .0  

Wife  Husband Wife Husband Wife  Husband Wife  Husband 
n=416 n=413 n=390 n=401 n=85 n=85 n=70 n=70 

L l s t e d  Da ta  

Yes 

NO 
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SURVEY OF WOMEN INVOLVED WITH MAINTENANCE ORDERS 

TECHNICAL REPORT 

1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 A i m s  of  Survey 

There were four major a reas  of the  study: 

a .  To discover t h e  incidence of maintenance payments and 
d e f a u l t ;  

b. t o  f i n d  out. t h e  incidence of  s o c i a l  a s s i s t ance  a s  a 
r e s u l t  of marriage breakdown; 

c.  t o  f i n d  o u t  t h e  f i n a n c i a l  consequences of marriage 
breakdown ; 

d. t o  discover the  common problems and experiences of 
women r e l a t i n g  t o  t h e  payment o r  non-payment of 
maintenance orders .  

1 . 2  Sampling Design 

A random c l u s t e r  sampling technique was used. The c l u s t e r s  
were based upon municipal e l e c t o r a l  p o l l s  i n  Edmonton and Calgary, 
and were sampled using a t a b l e  of random numbers. In te r -  
viewers were i n s t r u c t e d  t o  sample every second household within 
t h e i r  c l u s t e r s .  The decis ion  a s  t o  whether t o  sample the  f i r s t  o r  
second household i n  a p a r t i c u l a r  block was made by toss ing  a coin.  
In Edmonton a t o t a l  of 16  e l e c t o r a l  p o l l s  were involved i n  the  study; 
18 p o l l s  i n  Calgary were sampled. 

A two cal l-back procedure was employed. I f  a p o t e n t i a l  
respondent was n o t  a t  hane a t  t h e  time of the  f i r s t  v i s i t ,  t he  
interviewer would c a l l  back a t  l e a s t  two t imes before  t h e  p o t e n t i a l  
respondent would be w r i t t e n  o f f  a s  unlocatable.  

1.3 Interviewing Procedures -- 

Before v i s i t i n g  a household, interviewers were ins t ruc ted  t o  
leave a l e t t e r  which explained t h e  purpose of t h e  survey and asked 
the  respondent;'$ co-operation. ( A  copy of t h i s  l e t t e r  is  included i n  
Appendix E of t h i s  chap te r ) .  When t h e  door was answered the  i n t e r -  
viewer would introduce him o r  he r se l f  i n  t h e  following manner: 

"Hello, my name i s  . I am helping o u t  w i t h  
a survey f o r  t h e  I n s t i t u t e  of Law Research and Reform 
on the  payment oE maintenance orders.  You should have 
received a l e t t e r  a couple of days ago t e l l i n g  you about 
the  survey. (The interviewer would then hand the  
respondent another  copy of t h e  l e t t e r ) .  We would l i k e  



t o  know i f  the re  is anyone l i v ing  here who is e i t h e r  
paying on o r  receiving payment from a maintenance 
order.  " 

I f  t he  respondent sa id 'no ' the  interviewer marked t h i s  down 
on the  "Interview Sample Sheet" (see ~ppendix  F) , thanked the  respondent 
and proceeded t o  v i s i t  the  next household bu t  one. 

I f  t he  respondent sa id 'yes ' the  interviewer would go on t o  
ask t o  speak t o  t h e  person i n  question. The interviewer would then 
explain : 

"I would l i k e  you t o  complete t h i s  questionnaire.  I f  you 
wish t o  have me ask you t he  questions I would be happy t o  
do so. I f  you would l i k e  t o  complete it yourself i n  
p r iva te ,  I w i l l  leave it with you and pick it up l a t e r .  
In  any case,  your answers t o  t he  questions w i l l  remain 
completely conf ident ia l  and your name and address w i l l  
not  appear on t h e  questionnaire." 

In  almost a l l  cases,  t he  respondents preferred t o  complete 
the  questionnaire themselves. 

Response 

The completed Interviewer Sample Sheets 'kqd verbal  r epor t s  
of interviewers indicated t h a t  t h e  response of the  g r ea t  majori ty 
of people was pos i t ive .  The women involved appeared, f o r  the  most 
pa r t ,  t o  be eager t o  express themselves on the  subject .  

It should be mentioned t h a t  the  survey procedure could involve 
a hidden r e fu sa l  r a t e .  A person could be involved with a maintenance 
order and l i e  t o  t he  interviewer. While it is  impossible t o  gain an 
exact idea of how ser ious  t h i s  problem was, t h e  subject ive  impression 
of the  interviewers was t h a t  it was not  very common among the  women 
respondents. There was a second source of e r r o r  i n  the  sampling. 
In t h r ee  ins tances  i n  Edmonton and three  in Calgary, t h e  managers of 
large  apartment bui ld ings  re f  used t o  l e t  interviewers i n t o  the building 
and even t o  use t h e  intercom system. Despite phone c a l l s  from the  
survey coordinators t o  explain i n  depth t he  nature and importance of the  
study, they continued t o  refuse.  

The e f f e c t  of t h i s  l imi ta t ion  on t h e  survey of women appears 
not  t o  have been ser ious .  Very few women were found i n  high r i s e  
apartments near c i t y  centres  i n  t he  buildings t h a t  were sampled. In  
any case,  a summary of t he  information provided by the  sample sheets  
i s  l i s t e d  below i n  Table 1. 



Table 1 

Households Women's Questionnaire 

* This r e f u s a l  r a t e  includes a d u l t s  who answered the  door and were 
unwilling t o  co-operate a f t e r  t h e  in te rv iewer ' s  in t roduct ion .  

Given t h e  sampling procedure and t h e  p o s i t i v e  feedback from 
t h e  in terviewers ,  t h e  r e s u l t s  of t h e  survey should be a  r e l a t i v e l y  
accurate r e f l e c t i o n  of t h e  f ee l ings  and experiences of women involved 
with maintenance o rde r s  in Edmonton and Calgary. 



Table 2, cont .  

2.3 

I EMPLOYMENT STATUS CALGARY 
(n=103 

Self-employed 2.9 
Employed ful l- t ime 1 59.2 
Employed part-time 
Employed i n  a seasonal 

occupation 
Full-time s tuden t  
Unemployed 
Other 

No in£  o m a t i o n  3.7 

2.4 
PERCENTAGE OF TIME 

EMPLOYED SINCE DIVORCE (n=104 ) 

100% of t h e  time 
75 - 99% of t h e  time 
50 - 74% of t h e  time 
25 - 49% of t h e  time 
1 - 24% of t h e  time 

Haven't been employed 

No information 

Managerial & 

Admini s t r a t i o n  
Profess ional  
Profess ional  support 
C le r i ca l / sa le s / se rv ice  
Farming 
Foreman, o i l  & gas,  

mining 
Manufacturing/ 

cons t ruct ion  
S k i l l e d  t r a d e s  
Unskilled labor  
Student  
Housewife 

35.5 
26.9 

8.7 
7.7 , 

8.7 
12.5 

2.8 

2.5 
OCCUPATION * 

(employed respondents only)  

- .- 

No information 26.2 

(n=79) 

* The occupational  ca tegor ies  used by t h e  Alberta Socia l  
Services and Community Health were used to compile t h i s ' t a b l e .  

EDMONTON 
(n=91) 

% 

3.3 
50.5 
19.8 I 

3 

I 



Table  2 ,  c o n t .  

2 .6  
MAIN SOURCE OF INCOME 

S e l f  -employment 
Wages/salary 
Inves tments  
S o c i a l  A s s i s t a n c e  
Spouses Income 
Maintenance 

No i n f o r m a t i o n  

2.7 
LENGTH OF TIME 
FU3SPONDENT HAS 
LIVED I N  ALBERTA 

1 month o r  less 
2 t o  3 months 
3 t o  6 months 
6 months t o  a y e a r  
1 t o  3 y e a r s  
more t h a n  3 y e a r s  

No i n f o r m a t i o n  

2.8 
NUMBER OF CHILDREN 
CLAIMED FOR TAX PURPOSES 

None 
one 
two 
three 
f o u r  
f i v e  
e i g h t  

NO i n f o r m a t i o n  

2.9 
NUMBER OF OTHER 
DEPENDENTS CLAIMED 
FOR TAX PURPOSES 

none 
one  
two 
three 
f o u r  

No i n £  o rmat ion  

L 

CALGARY 
(n=101) 

% 

EDMONTON 
(n=89 1 

% 

8 .9  
62.4 

1 . 0  
19.8 

9.0 
59.6 

2.2 
21.3 

5.9 
2.0 

5 .6  

(n=106) 

-- 
0.9 
2.8 
3 .8  
8 . 5  

84.0 

0.9 

(n=107) 

17.8  
34.6 
36.4 

4 .7  
6 .5  
- - 
- - 
-- 

(n=107) 

91.5 
4.7 
0.9 
1 . 9 .  
0.9 

0 .9  

3.4 
4.5 

2.2 

(n=91) 

2.2 
-- 
-- 
2.2 
4.4 

91.2 

- - 

(n=91) 

13.2 
26.4 
46 .1  

9.9 
2.2 
1.1 
1.1 

4- 

(n=91) 

95.6 
0 
3.3 
0 
1.1 

0 



2 . 1  Age 

The mean ages of the  respondents i n  Edmonton and Calgary did 
not vary much: 36 and 34 respectively. 

2.2 Level of Education 

Calgary women were s ignif icant ly  be t te r  educated than t h e i r  
Edmonton counterparts (chi2 = 15.1, .02 > p)  *. The median level  of 
education for  Edmonton respondents was grade 10 o r  11 whereas the 
megian fox Calgary wata high school graduation. 

2.3 Employment Status 

Fifty-nine percent of the Calgary respondents were employed 
full-time a s  opposed t o  51% i n  Edmonton. However, the difference was 
not s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s ign i f ican t .  

2.4 Percentase of Time Rnnloved since Divorce 
, '  

Edmonton respondents appeared t o  have hid" a l e s s  s tab le  
employment his tory than those i n  Calgary. However, the difference 
did not qui te  reach the level  of s t a t i s t i c a l  significance (chi2 = 
9.54, .09 p ) .  It should be noted t h a t  a s ign i f ican t  minority of 
both Calgary and Edmonton respondents (29% and 41% respectively) had 
been employed 50r l e s s  than half  of the time since t h e i r  divorce o r  
separation. 

2.5 Occupation 

The majority of the employed respondents i n  both Calgary and 
Edmonton (52% and 59% respectively) were working i n  the c l e r i ca l  o r  
sa les  and service jobs. In Calgary, the professional support (14%) 
and the managerial and administration (11%) categories were the second 
and t h i r d  most frequently reported. The corresponding occupational 
categories in Edmonton were professional (15%) and professional support 
(7%). 

* In order t o  ca lcu la te  the  chiL,  the "grade 7 o r  less"  category 
was combined with t he  "grade 8 or .9"  category; a lso both levels  
of university education were collapsed. 



2.6 Main Source of Income 

The main sources of income reported by Calgary and Edmonton 
respondents corresponded very c lose ly .  Roughly 60% of a l l  respondents 
s a i d  t h a t  wages o r  s a l a r i e s  were t h e i r  major source of income. The 
next  most important source was s o c i a l  a s s i s t ance ;  t h i s  was repor ted  
by one respondent out  of every f ive .  

2.7 Length of  Time Resident i n  Alberta 

Almost a l l  of t h e  Edmonton respondents (91%) s a i d  they had been 
a r e s iden t  i n  Alberta f o r  more than t h r e e  years. S l i g h t l y  fewer (84%) 
Calgary respondents were long term res iden t s .  

Number of Children Claimed f o r  Tax Purposes 

The major i ty  o f  respondents i n  Calgary (71%) and Edmonton (72%) 
had one o r  two dependent chi ldren .  

2.9 Number of Other Dependents Claimed f o r  Tax Purposes 

A very small percentage of both Calgary (9%) and Edmonton (4%) 
respondents ind ica ted  t h a t  they supported dependents o ther  than t h e i r  
chi ldren .  Even though t h e  numbers a r e  small  t h e r e  is  good reason t o  
suspect  t h i s  da ta .  When t h i s  quest ion was cross-tabulated with the  
responses t o  t h e  ques t ion  on the  number of dependent chi ldren ,  t h e  
number of dependents o ther  than chi ldren  coincided with t h e  number 
of dependent chi ldren  i n  almost a l l  cases.  This suggests t h a t  those  
who indica ted  they had dependents o ther  than ch i ld ren  misread the  
quest ion.  



3.0 Soc ia l  Ass is tance  

I t  has been i n d i c a t e d  e a r l i e r  ( s ee  Sec t ion  2.6)  t h a t  about 
20% of t h e  t o t a l  sample named s o c i a l  a s s i s t a n c e  a s  t h e i r  major source 
of income. These respondents  were quest ioned f u r t h e r  a s  t o :  t h e  
amount of s o c i a l  a s s i s t a n c e  payments, whether they  had rece ived  s o c i a l  
a s s i s t a n c e  dur ing  t h e i r  marr iage and whether they  had appl ied  f o r  
s o c i a l  a s s i s t a n c e  becuase of  marr iage breakdown. The r e s u l t s  of t h e  
survey a r e  presented  i n  Table 3. 

Table 3 

D e t a i l s  Concerning Soc ia l  Assis tance 

MONTHLY AMOUNT OF EDMONTON 
SOCIAL ASSISTANCE 

l e s s  than $300 
$301 - $500 
$501 - $700 

yes  
No 

Not a p p l i c a b l e  

3.3 
SOCIAL ASSISTANCE 

APPLIED FOR BECAUSE OF 
MARRIAGE BREAKDOWN 

Yes 
No 

Not a p p l i c a b l e  

26.1 
73.9 

77.9 

(n=23) 

82.6 
17.4 

77.9 

38.1 
61.9 

76.9 

(n=20) 

85.0 
15.0 

77.8 



3.1 Amount of Social  Assistance 

Thirty-two percent  of Calgary women who received soc ia l  
ass is tance  s a id  t h a t  they received l e s s  than $300 per month; t h e  
corresponding f igure  f o r  Edmonton was 14%.  The median category 
for Calgary (32%) and Edmonton (33%) was between $500 and $700 
per  month. The reader should be cautioned t h a t  comparison between 
the  two c i t i e s  should not be made a s  t he  number of respondents 
i n  each case i s  small. 

3.2 Received Socia l  Assistance Durinu Marriaue 

The majori ty of respondents i n  both Calgary (.74%)' 'and 
Edmonton (62%) s a i d  t h a t  they had not  received soc i a l  ass is tance  
during t h e i r  marriage. 

3.3 Social  Assistance applied f o r  Because of 
Marriage Breakdown 

A b ig  majori ty of respondents (Calgary: 83% and Edmonton: 85%) 
s a id  t h a t  they appl ied  f o r  soc i a l  ass is tance  because of marriage 
breakdown. The answers t o  t h i s  question and t o  the  previous question 
ind ica te  t h a t  marriage breakdown i s  responsible f o r  r e l a t i ve ly  l a rge  
numbers of divorced and separated women seeking soc i a l  ass is tance .  



4.0 FINANCIAL DETAILS 

Respondents were asked t o  ind ica te  t h e i r  approximate yearly 
gross  income, a s  well  a s  t h e i r  ne t  monthly income. To gain some 
idea of t h e i r  expenses they were then asked t o  specify what they paid 
f o r  r en t  and mortgage a s  well a s  t o  indicate  what they had t o  pay 
monthly on debts and whether o r  not they owned a house. 

In order  t o  give an approximate idea of the  f inanc ia l  s i t u a t i o n  
of the  respondents, the  n e t  monthly incomes of those who had not formed 
a permanent r e l a t i onsh ip  were compared with t he  amount t h a t  they would 
receive from soc ia l  a ss i s t ance ,  April 1980 f igures ,  using the  
following formula : 

FINANCIAL SITUATION = 
NET MONTHLY INCOME: 

SOCIAL ASSISTANCE RATE 

Originally we intended t o  use the  amounts recorded f o r  monthly 
payments on debt  t o  ca lcu la te  t h i s  f igure .  Unfortunately the  data  on 
debt was no t  very r e l i a b l e ,  a s  it was obvious t h a t  some women entered 
t o t a l  debt r a t he r  than monthly payments. 

Table 4 

YEARLY INCOME 

Up t o  $5000 
$5001 t o  $10,000 
$10,001 t o  $15,000 
$15,001 t o  $20,000 

Less than $500 
$501 t o  $1000 
$1001 t o  $1500 
$1501 t o  $2000 
Wer $3000 

No information 

75.3 
12.4 
- - 
2.2  

16.8 

71.4 
9.1 
1.3 
-- 

15.4 



Table 4 ,  con t .  

- 
4.3 

MONTHLY PAYmNTS FOR RENT 
OR MORTGAGE 

~ e s s  t h a n  $100 
$101 t o  $200 
$201 t o  $300 
$301 t o  $400 
$401 t o  $500 
Over $500 

No i n fo rma t ion  

4.4 
MONTHLY PAYMENTS TOWARD DEBT 

~ e s s  t h a n  $100 
$101 t o  $200 
$201 t o  $300 
$301 t o  $400 
$401 t o  $500 
$501 t o  $600 
Over $600 

CALGARY 
(n=101) 

% 

3.0 
15 .8  
24.8 
32.7 
17.8  

6.0 

5.6 

(n=74) 

25.6 
33.7 

9 .5  
8.1 
4 .1  
6 .8  

12.2 

EDMONTON 
(n=86) 

% 

5.8 
16 .3  
20.9 
33.7 
17.4 

5.8 

5 .5  

(n=58) 

37.9 
32.9 
10 .3  
10 .3  
1.8 
3.4 
3.4 

36.3 

(n=90) 

28.9 
71.1  

1 .0  

(n=53) - 
34.0 

47.2 

11.3  

7.5 

No i n fo rma t ion /no t  a p p l i c a b l e  

4.5 
OWN HOME 

y e s  
No 

NO i n fo rma t ion  

4.6 
INCOME RELATIVE TO SOCIAL 
ASSISTANCE RATES (UNATTACHED 
RESPONDENTS ONLY) 

Less t h a n  c u r r e n t  s o c i a l  
a s s i s t a n c e  payments 

Between 100% and 150% o f  
s o c i a l  a s s i s t a n c e  payments 

Between 150% and 200% of  
s o c i a l  a s s i s t a n c e  payments 

Over 200% o f  s o c i a l  a s s i s t a n c e  
payments 

No i n fo rma t ion  

(n=106 

42.5 
57.5 

0 .9  

(n=59) 

16.9 

47.4 

23.7 

11.9  

21.7% 



4.1 Yearly Income 

The modal income f o r  Calgary respondents  (36.1%) was 
$10,001 t o  $15,000 whereas t h e  modal inccnne f o r  t h e  Edmonton 
sample (44.8%) was $5,001 t o  $10,000. Although t h e  Edmonton 
respondents  i n d i c a t e d  a scnnewhat lower yea r ly  income, t h e  
d i f f e r e n c e  between t h e  two c i t i e s  d i d  not  reach  t h e  l e v e l  of 
s t a t i s t i c a l  s i g n i f i c a n c e  (ch i2  = 5.05, p .07> p )  . 

4.2 Monthly Net Income 

Nearly th ree -qua r t e r s  of t h e  respondents  (75% i n  Calgary 
and 71% i n  Edmonton) i nd ica t ed  a monthly inccnne of between $501 
and $1000. 

4.3 Monthly Payments f o r  Rent o r  Mortgage 

The modal ca tegory  f o r  payments on r e n t  o r  mor.tgage was 
$ 3 0 1 t o  $400 (33% i n  Calgary and 34% i n  Edmonton). Twenty-three 
pe rcen t  of  t h e  respondents  p a i d  more t h a n  t h i s  amount i n  both  
c i t i e s  and 51% p a i d  l e s s .  

Monthly Payments towards Debt 

The responses  t o  t h i s  ques t ion  a r e  suspec t  a s  it is  n o t  
c l e a r  whether respondents  were r e f e r r i n g  t o  t o t a l  d e b t  o r  t o  
monthly payments. 

4.5 Own Home 

It should be noted t h a t  t h e  answers t o  t h i s  ques t ion  
could mean s e v e r a l  t h i n g s  : 

a )  The ownership of t h e  matrimonial home was d iv ided  between 
t h e  husband and wi fe  a s  a p a r t  of t h e  d ivo rce  se t t l emen t .  
(Two respondents  added t h i s  q u a l i f i c a t i o n  t o  t h e i r  response 
t o  t h i s  ques t ion  and t h e r e  may have been more who owned 
t h e i r  home i n  t h i s  sense) .  

b) The respondent  had complete t i t l e  t o  t h e  house. 

c )  The respondent had subsequently formed a new r e l a t i o n s h i p  
and t h e  new spouse o r  common-law p a r t n e r  owned t h e  house 
e i t h e r  exc lus ive ly  o r  toge ther  wi th  t h e  respondent.  

Forty-two per  c e n t  of t h e  Calgary respondents  s a i d  they owned 
t h e i r  house a s  opposed t o  29% i n  Edmonton. The d i f f e r e n c e  between 
t h e  two c i t i e s  was no t  s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t .  



4.6 Income Re la t ive  t o  Socia l  Ass is tance  Rates 

This information a p p l i e s  only t o  those  respondents who d id  
no t  have a permanent r e l a t i o n s h i p  wi th  another  person. Seventeen 
percent  of t h e  Calgary respondents and 34% of those i n  Edmonton had 
an income which was l e s s  than the  b a s e l i n e  income provided by s o c i a l  
a s s i s t a n c e  i n  Apr i l  1980. It should be noted t h a t  most of t h e  
respondents who were on s o c i a l  a s s i s t a n c e  would have been c o l l e c t i n g  
1979 r a t e s  a s  t h e  d a t a  c o l l e c t i o n  f o r  t he  women's survey was completed 
f o r  t h e  most p a r t  by May 1980. These women would be very l i k e l y  t o  
have an income l e s s  than cu r ren t  s o c i a l  a s s i s t a n c e  r a t e s .  

Nearly h a l f  (47%) of t h e  respondents had an income which 
was up t o  50% higher  than s o c i a l  a s s i s t a n c e  r a t e s .  Thi r ty- f ive  
percent  of Calgary respondents and 19% of t h e  Edmonton respondents 
had incomes i n  excess of 150% of s o c i a l  a s s i s t a n c e  r a t e s .  Readers 
a r e  caut ioned t h a t  comparisons made between t h e  two c i t i e s  cannot 
be conclus ive  given the  r e l a t i v e l y  high r a t e  of non-response (22%) .  



5.0 DETAILS OF MARRIAGE AND MARRIAGE BREAKDOWN 

Respondents were asked when they were married,  what t h e i r  
mar i t a l  s t a t u s  was a t  t h e  time of marriage, and t h e  number of 
chi ldren  they had. They were a l s o  asked some d e t a i l s  concerning 
t h e i r  marriage breaktlown. These included whether they were divorced 
o r  separated,  when they were divorced o r  separated,  and when t h i s  
happened. From t h i s  information we were a b l e  t o  c a l c u l a t e  t h e  l eng th  
of marriage. 

Table 5 

De ta i l s  of Marriage and Marriage Breakdown 

3 

5.1 
MARITAL STATUS AT 
THE TIME OF MARRIAGE 

Never married before 
Divorced 
Widowed 

No in£ ormation 

5.2 
WHEN MARRIED 

Before 1939 
1940 - 1949 
1950 - 1959 
1960 - 1969 
1970 - 1974 
After  1974 

No in£  ormation 

5.3 
CHILDREN FROM 

MARRIAGE 

Yes 
No 

No information 

5.4 
NUMBER OF CHILDREN 

FROM MARRIAGE 

One 
Two 
Three 
Four 
Five o r  more 

Not appl icable  
No information 

CALGARY 
(n=106) 

% 

95.4 
3.7 
0.9 

EDMONTON 
(n=90 ) 

% 

91.2 
7.7 
1.1 

0.9 1.1 

(n=aOB). 

1 .0  
4.9 

18.4 
37.9 
32 .O 
5.8 

3.7 

(n=107) 

99.1 
0.9 

- - 

(n=106) 

31.1 
44.3 
12.3 

6.6 
5.7 

0.9 -- 

(n=88) 

- - 
8.0 

15.9 
43.2 
26.1 

6.8 

3.3 

(n=91) 

98.9 
1.1 

- - 

(n=90) 

22.2 
44.5 
17.7 

8.9 
6.7 

1.1 - - 



158 

Table  5 ,  con t .  

5.5 
DIVORCED OR SEPARATED 

Divorced 
S e p a r a t e d  
Formal ly  s e p a r a t e d  

No informa t i o n  
I 

5.6 
DIVORCED OR SEPARATED 

I N  ALBERTA 

A l b e r t a  
O u t s i d e  A l b e r t a  

No i n f o r m a t i o n  

5.7 
YEAR SEPARATED OR 

DIVORCED 

Before  1939 
1940 - 1949 
1950 - 1959 
1960 - 1969 
1970 - 1974 
1975 o r  la ter  

No i n f o r m a t  i o n  

5.8 
LENGTH OF TIME MARRIED 

1 t o  2 y e a r s  1.1 
2 t o  3 y e a r s  -- 
3 t o  5 y e a r s  17 .1  
5 t o  1 0  y e a r s  40.9 
1 C  y e a r s  o r  more 40.9 

No i n f o r m a t i o n  1-1' .8 

CALGARY 
(n=104) 

W 

80.7 
13.5  

5 - 8  

2.8 

(n=104 ) 

83.6  
16.4 

2 .8  

(n=81) 

1 .2  
-- 
- - 
7.4 

30.9 
60.5 

24.2 

(n=88) 

EDMONTON 
(n=91) 

% 

74.7 
16.5  

8.8 

- - 

(n=90) 

93.3 
6 .7  

2.2 

(n=72 ) 

- - 
- - 
-- 
1 . 4  

26.4 
72.2 

20.0 

(nz76) 



Table 5, cont.  

5.1 Mar i ta l  S t a t u s  a t  Time of Marriage 

Almost a l l  of t h e  respondents ( i n  Calgary 95% and Edmonton 90%) 
s a i d  t h a t  they had no t  been married p r i o r  t o  t h e  marriage i n  quest ion.  

EDMONTON 
(n=67) 

% 

32.8 
23.9 
20.9 
6.0 

11.9 
3 .O 
1.5 

26.3 

L 

5.9 
TIME BETWEEN CEASING TO 
COHABIT AND DIVORCE 

l e s s  than 6 months 
6 months t o  a year 
1 t o  2 years  
2 t o  3 years  
3 t o  5 years  
5 t o  10 years  
over 10 years  

NO information 

5.2 When Married 

CALGARY 
(n=86) 

% 

23.3 
22.1 
16.3 
15.1  
16.3 
5.8 
1.2 

19.6 

Over a t h i r d  of t h e  t o t a l  sample ( i n  Calgary 38% and i n  
Edmonton 33%) were married a f t e r  1970. Seventy-six percent  of t h e  
Calgary sample were married a f t e r  1960 compared t o  76% of Edmonton 
respondents. 

5.3 Children From Marriage 

Almost a l l  t h e  respondents had had chi ldren  from t h e i r  
marriage (99% i n  both c i t i e s ) .  

5.4 Number of Children from Marriage 

The modal category f o r  t h e  number of chi ldren  was two in 
both c i t i e s  (44% i n  Calgary and 45% i n  Edmonton). Edmonton respondents 
tended t o  have l a r g e r  f ami l i e s  although t h e  d i f fe rence  was not  
s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t .  

5.5 Divorced o r  Separated 

Eighty percent  of t h e  Calgary sample and 75% of those i n  
Edmonton were divorced. Most of t h e  r e s t  were separated but  t h i s  
arrangement had not been formalized i n  cour t .  

5.6 Divorced o r  S e ~ a r a t e d  i n  Alberta 

Most respondents were divorced o r  separa ted  i n  Alberta 
(84% i n  Calgary and 93% i n  Edmonton). 



5.7 Year Separated o r  Divorced 

Si,xty-one percent  of the  Calgary respondents and 72% of 
those i n  Edmonton had been separated or  divorced in the l a s t  f i v e  
years.  Most of t h e  r e s t  had been separated o r  divorced a f t e r  1970. 

5.8 Length of Time Married 

Eighty-two percent  of t he  respondents i n  both c i t i e s  had 
been married more than f i v e  years before t h e i r  separat ion or  divorce. 

5.9 Time Between Ceasins t o  Cohabit and Divorce 

Fif ty-s ix  percent  of Edmonton respondents a s  opposed t o  
45% of those from Calgary s a id  they were divorced within a year of 
ceasing t o  cohabit.  The di f ference between t he  two c i t i e s  was not  
s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i gn i f i c an t .  



6. 0 CUSTODY AND ACCESS ARRANGEWNTS 

Respondents were asked: t o  whom was custody of t h e  ch i ld ren  
awarded, whether access  arrangements were s p e c i f i e d  by t h e  c o u r t ,  
whether access  was, i n  f a c t ,  allowed and whether access  arrangements 
were considered t o  be s a t i s f a c t o r y .  The r e s u l t s  a r e  g iven  i n  Table 6.  

Table 6 

Custody and Access Arrangements 

6.1 
CUSTODY AWARDED TO 

Wife 
Husband 
Jo  i n  t 
No award 
Children d iv ided  

Not a p p l i c a b l e  

6.2 
ACCESS ARRANGEMENTS 
SPECIFIED BY COURT 

yes 
No 

Not app l i cab le  
No information 

6.3 
ACCESS I N  FACT 

ALLOWED 

Yes 
No 

Not app l i cab le  
No information 

CALGARY 
(n= 106) 

% 

91.5 
1 .9  
2.8 
1.9 
1 . 9  

0.9 

(n=105) 

59.1 
40.9 

0.9 
0.9 

(n=98) 

82.6 
17.4 

0.9 
7.5 

EDMONTON 
(n=88) 

% 

98.9 
-- 
1.1 
- - 
-- 

3.3 

(n=88) 

68.2 
31.8 

3.3 
-- 

(n=82) 

84.1 
15.9 

3.3 
6.6 



Table 6, cont .  

6 .1 Almost a l l  o f  t h e  respondents  i n  Calgary and Edmonton s a i d  
t h a t  t hey  had been awarded custody of t h e  ch i ld ren .  

6.2 S ix ty -e igh t  pe rcen t  o f  t h e  Edmonton respondents  s a i d  t h a t  
acces s  arrangements were s p e c i f i e d  by t h e  c o u r t )  compared 
t o  59% i n  Calgary. However, t h e  d i f f e r e n c e  i s  n o t  
s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t .  

EDMONTON 
(n=82) 

% 

84.1 
15 .9  

3.3 
6.6 

I 

6.4 
ACCESS ARRANGEMENTS 

SATISFACTORY 

Yes 
No 

Not a p p l i c a b l e  
No information 

6.3 Four o u t  of f i v e  respondents  i n  t h e  two c i t i e s  i nd ica t ed  
t h a t  a c c e s s  t o  t h e  c h i l d r e n  was i n  f a c t  allowed. 

1 CALGARY 
(n=98) 

% 

82 -6  
17.4 

0.9 
7.5 

.. 

6.4 Over 80% of  t h e  t o t a l  sample thought  t h a t  t h e  access  
arrangements were s a t i s f a c t o r y .  



7.0 CHARACTER1 STICS OF THE MAINTENANCE ORDER 

Respondents were asked whether t h e  o r d e r  o r i g i n a t e d  i n  
t h e  Supreme Court  o r  Family Court  o r  i f  it w a s  v o l u n t a r y .  They 
were asked whether t h e y  were r ep re sen t ed  by a lawyer and whether 
t h e  o r d e r  w a s  made i n  A l b e r t a  o r  o u t s i d e  o f  t h e  p rov ince .  I f  t h e  
o r d e r  was made o u t s i d e  o f  A lbe r t a , r e sponden t s  were asked i f  it w a s  
be ing  c u r r e n t l y  e n f o r c e d  i n  A lbe r t a .  

Table  7 

C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o f  t h e  Maintenance Order 

EDMONTON 
(n=91) 

% 

29.7 
47.2 
16 .5  

6.6 

- - 

(n=77) 

88.3  
11.7  

15.4 

(n=87) 

94.2 
4.6 
1 .2  

4.4 

7.1 
SOURCE OF MAINTENANCE 

ORDER 

Family Court  
Supreme Court  
Voluntary 
Don ' t know 

No in fo rma t ion  

7.2 
WPWSENTATION BY 

LAWYER 

Y e s  
No 

No in format ion /  n o t  
a p p l i c a b l e  

7.3 
O R I G I N  O F  MAINTENANCE 

ORDER 

Albe r t a  
Other  p rov ince  
Outs ide  Canada 

No in format ion /  n o t  
a p p l i c a b l e  

CALGARY 
(n=102) 

% 

26.5 
44.2 
25.4 

3.9 

4.7 

(n=79) 

91 .1  
8.9 

26.1 

(n=94 

84.0  
1 3 . 8  

2 .1  

12.2  



Table  7 ,  c o n t .  

7 .1  Source  o f  Maintenance Order 

Near ly  h a l f  o f  t h e  r e s p o n d e n t s  i n  Ca lgary  (44%) and Edmonton 
(47%) i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  t h e i r  o r d e r  o r i g i n a t e d  from t h e  Supreme Court .  
Roughly e q u a l  numbers o f  Ca lgary  r e s p o n d e n t s  s a i d  t h a t  t h e i r  o r d e r s  
o r i g i n a t e d  i n  Family Cour t  o r  were v o l u n t a r y .  s l i g h t l y  more Edmonton 
women s a i d  t h e i r  o r d e r s  were from Family Court  (30%) and fewer  s a i d  
t h e i r  o r d e r s  were v o l u n t a r y  ( 1 7 % ) .  However, t h e  d i f f e r e n c e s  between 
t h e  two c i t i e s  were n o t  s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t .  

EDMONTON 
(n=7 ) 

% 

28.6 
71.4 

4.4 
87.9  

7.4 
I F  ORDER WAS MADE OUTSIDE 
OF ALBERTA, I S  IT CURRENTLY 
BEING ENFORCED I N  ALBERTA? 

Yes 
No 

No i n f o r m a t i o n  
Not a p p l i c a b l e  - 

7.2 R e p r e s e n t a t i o n  by Lawyer 

CALGARY 
(n=19) 

% 

31 - 6  
68.4 

1 0 . 3  
72.0 

Almost a l l  o f  t h e  r e s p o n d e n t s  who answered t h i s  q u e s t i o n  i n  
b o t h  c i t i e s  (Ca lgary :  91%, Edmonton: 88%)  s a i d  t h a t  t h e y  were 
r e p r e s e n t e d  by a lawyer .  

O r i g i n  o f  Maintenance Order 

A somewhat l a r g e r  number o f  Ca lgary  r e s p o n d e n t s  (16% as 
opposed t o  6% i n  Edmonton) i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  t h e i r  maintenance o r d e r  
o r i g i n a t e d  o u t s i d e  o f  A l b e r t a .  

7.4 ( I f  t h e  Order  w a s  made o u t s i d e  o f  A l b e r t a )  
Is it c u r r e n t l y  b e i n g  e n f o r c e d  i n  A l b e r t a  

The number o f  r e s p o n d e n t s  t o  whom t h i s  q u e s t i o n  w a s  a p p l i c a b l e  
w a s  v e r y  s m a l l  s o  t h e  r e s u l t s  may b e  s u s p e c t .  None the less ,  o v e r  
two- th i rds  o f  b o t h  Ca lgary  and Edmonton r e s p o n d e n t s  i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  
t h e i r  maintenance o r d e r s  were n o t  b e i n g  c u r r e n t l y  e n f o r c e d  i n  A l b e r t a .  



8.0 METHOD OF PAYMENT AND OPINIONS CONCERNING PAYMENT 

Respondents were asked how t h e  payment was t o  be made and 
whether t h e  arrangements were s a t i s f a c t o r y  o r  no t .  They were then 
asked whether t h e  amount o f  payment was f a i r  t o  them, t o  t h e i r  
ex-husband and t o  t h e i r  c h i l d r e n .  F ina l ly , t hey  were asked f o r  t h e i r  
op in ions  concerning t h e  b a s i s  upon which t h e  o r d e r  was made, and 
whether t hey  had approached any agencies  t o  have t h e  amount of  t h e  
o rde r  a l t e r e d .  

Table 8 

Method o f  Payment and  opinion,^ 
Concerning Payment 

7 

8.1 
METHOD OF PAYMENT 

Di rec t  cheque 
Deposited i n  w i f e ' s  bank 

account  
Through family c o u r t  
Voluntary payment through 

fami ly  c o u r t  
Through s o c i a l  s e r v i c e s  dept .  
Not s p e c i f i e d  by c o u r t  
Through lawyer 
Don ' t know 

No information 

PAYMENT ARRANGEMENTS 

8.3 
TENANCE FAIR 

Yes 

CALGARY 
(n=106 ) 

Po 

51.9 

5.7 
12.2 

-- 
3.8 

23.6 
0.9 
1 .9  

0.9 

EDMONTON 
(n=91) 

% 

41.7 

5.5 
12.1 

3.3 
12 .1  
23.1 
-- 
2.2 

- - 



Table 8 ,  con t .  

EDMONTON 
(n=9l)  

% 

39.6 
1.1 

48.3 
11 . O  

- - 

(n=8 5 ) 

37.6 
55.3 

7 .1  

6 .6  

(n=90) 

40.0 
50.0 
10.0 

1.1 

(n=90) 

35.6 
56.7 

7.7 

1.1 

8.4  
AMOUNT OF MAINTENANCE 
FAIR TO EX-HUSBAND 

Yes 
NO - t o o  much 
No - t o o  l i t t l e  
Don' t know 

No in fo rma t ion  

8.5 
AMOUNT OF MAINTENANCE 
FAIR TO CHILDREN 

y e s  
No 
Don't know 

No informat ion /  n o t  
a p p l i c a b l e  

8.6 
ORDER BASED ON EX-HUSBAND'S 

EARNINGS 

Y e s  
No 
Don't  know 

No informat ion  

8.7 
ORDER BASED ON WIFE'S NEED 

Y e s  
No 
Don't  know 

No in fo rma t ion  
a 

CALGARY 
(n=106) 

% 

49.0 
3 .8  

38.7 
8 .5  

0.9 

(n=99) 

40.4 
47.5 
1 2 . 1  

7.4 

(n=105) 

24.8 
66.6 

8 .6  

1 .9  

(n=103) 

25.3 
66.9 

7.8 

3.7 



Table 8 ,  cont .  

8.1 Method of Payment 

Roughly half  of t h e  Calgary respondents (52%) were t o  be paid  
by d i r e c t  cheque, a s  opposed t o  42% of t h e  Edmonton respondents. 
S l i g h t l y  l e s s  than a quar t e r  (23%) of  t h e  respondents in both c i t i e s  
s t a t e d  t h a t  t h e  method of payment was not  spec i f i ed  by t h e  cour t .  
Twelve percent  of t h e  respondents i n  both c i t i e s  s a i d  t h a t  payments 
were t o  be made through Eamily Court. I n  Edmonton, 12% s a i d  t h a t  
t h e i r  payments were made through the  Department of  Socia l  Services a s  
opposed t o  4% of those  from Calgary. I t  should be noted t h a t  the  
d i f fe rences  between t h e  two c i t i e s  a r e  not  s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t .  

EDMONTON 
(n=91) 

% 

8.8 
12.1 
-- 

79.1 

- - - 

(n=21) 

19.1 
80.9 

76.9 

8.8 
AGENCY APPROACmD TO 
HAVE ORDER ALTERED 

Yes, Supreme Court 
Yes, Family Court 
Yes, Soc ia l  Assistance 
No 

No information 

8.9 
(IF AN AGENCY HAS BEEN 
APPROACHED) HAS IT HELPED 
THE RESPONDENT? 

yes 
No 

No information/ not  
appl icable  

8.2 Payment Arrangements Sa t i s fac to ry  ** 

CALGARY 
(n=102 ) 

% 

7.8 
13.7 

1 .0  
77.5 

4.7 

(n=24 ) 

29.2 
70.8 

77.6 

About two-thirds of t h e  respondents (68% i n  Calgary and 66% 
i n  Edmonton) s a i d  t h a t  t h e  payment arrangements were s a t i s f a c t o r y .  
I t  is  probable t h a t  those  who s a i d  they were unsa t i s fac to ry  s a i d  s o  
because of poor payment o r  non-payment. * 

* Opinions concerning t h e  payment arrangements and whether o r  not  
t h e  payments were up t o  d a t e  were cross-tabulated.  The d i s s a t i s f i e d  
tended t o  i n d i c a t e  a poorer payment record.  

** Examples of reasons given f o r  unsa t i s fac to ry  payment arrangements 
l i s t e d  on Appendix A. 



8.3 Amount of Maintenance Fai r  t o  Wife 

The majori ty of respondents i n  both c i t i e s  (57% i n  Edmonton 
and 52% i n  Calgary) indica ted  t h a t  t h e  amount of the  maintenance was 
no t  f a i r  t o  them. 

8.4 Amount of Maintenance Fa i r  t o  Ex-Husband 

Forty-nine percent  of t h e  respondents i n  Calgary and 40% of 
t h e  respondents i n  Edmonton sa id  t h a t  the  amount was f a i r  t o  t h e i r  
ex-husband. Nearly ha l f  (48%) of those from Edmonton s a i d  t h a t  t h e  
amount was too l i t t l e  a s  opposed t o  39% of the  Calgary respondents. 
Very few, (4% i n  Calgary and 1% i n  Edmonton) s a i d  t h a t  the  amount was 
too much. 

8.5 Amount of Maintenance F a i r  t o  Children 

About hal f  of t h e  respondents (48% i n  Calgary and 55% i n  
Edmonton) indicated  t h a t  t h e  amount of maintenance was not  f a i r  t o  
t h e i r  children.  A small proportion (40% i n  Calgary and 38% i n  
Edmonton) thoughb t h a t  t h e  amount was f a i r .  

8.6 Order Based on Ex-husband's Earnings 

More Calgary respondents (67%) than Edmonton respondents (50%) 
thought t h a t  t h e  order  was based upon t h e i r  ex-husband's earnings. 
(The d i f fe rence  was s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  - chi2 = 5.32, -05) p )  . 
8.7 Order Based on Wife's Need 

Again more Calgary respondents (67%) than t h e i r  Edmonton 
counterparts  (57%) thought t h a t  t h e i r  order  was no t  based upon t h e i r  
need. However, t h e  d i f ference  was n o t  s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t .  

8.8 Auencv A ~ ~ r o a c h e d  t o  have Order Altered 

Despite t h e  f a c t  t h a t  over half  of t h e  respondents thought 
t h a t  t h e  order  was unfa i r  t o  them and t h e i r  chi ldren and most thought 
the order  was no t  based upon e i t h e r  t h e i r  need nor t h e i r  ex-husband's 
earnings,  r e l a t i v e l y  few had approached an agency t o  have the order 
a l t e r e d .  Seventy-eight percent  of Calgary respondents and 79% of 
those i n  Edmonton had no t  taken s t eps  t o  have t h e i r  orders  a l t e red .  
Of those who had approached another agency, more (13%) went t o  Family 
Court than went t o  t h e  Supreme Court (8%) . 
8.9 Help Provided by t h e  Agency 

This quest ion appl ied  t o  r e l a t i v e l y  few respondents. Even 
so it is notable t h a t  of t h e  45 people who answered t h i s  quest ion,  
three-quarters  of  them s a i d  t h a t  t h e  agency d i d  not  help. 



9.0 AMOUNT OF MAINTENANCE ORDER AND 
FSGULARITY OF PAYMENT 

Respondents were asked t o  i n d i c a t e  the  t o t a l  amount of 
t h e  monthly payment on t h e i r  maintenance award, whether t h e i r  
ex-husband was cur ren t ly  behind i n  h i s  payments, t h e  number of 
months i n  t h e  p a s t  year t h a t  t h e  payment had been made, t h e  
amount t h a t  was paid,  and t h e  promptness of payment. The answers 
t o  t h e  number of months f o r  which payment was made and t h e  amount 
t h a t  was paid  were used t o  c rea te  a new var iable :  payment s t a t u s  

The new var iab le  of payment s t a t u s  was crea ted  by combining 
t h e  values of t h e  quest ion on t h e  number of months paid  i n  the  p a s t  
year, together with t h e  amount paid. This procedure is  summarized 
i n  t h e  matr ix  given below which shows how the  four  payment s t a t u s  
ca tegor ies :  exce l l en t ,  f a i r ,  poor and non-payers a r e  derived. 

Payment S ta tus  Matrix 

. 
AMOUNT NUMBER OF MONTHS PAID I N  PAST YEAR 

PAID no 

1 2  10 - 11 8 - 9  6 - 7  3 - 5 1 - 2 payment 

Always --- 
ExceAlent 

Ful l  amount - - -  
L 

Usually 
f u l l  amount 

- - - - -  
F A I R  

Usually most 
- - 

-- - 

? 
(over 3/4) 

I 

\ 
\ 
\ 

Usually 1/2 
t o  3/4 

a 

Usually less 
than 1/2 

*\ \ 
'\ \ \ \ \,'N - p A Y E R s 

L 

P O O R  



Table 9 

Amount o f  Maintenance Order and Regu la r i t y  o f  Payment 

EDMONTON 
(n=69) 

% 

8.7 
23.2 
50.8 
10 .1  

7.2 
- - 

24.2 

(n=91) 

52.7 
47.3 

- - 

* (n=88) 

35.3 
9.0 
2.3 
4.5 

10.3 
9.0 

29.6 

3.3 

9 .1  
AMOUNT OF MAINTENANCE ORDER 

Less  t h a n  $50 
$51 t o  $100 
$101 t o  $200 
$201 t o  500 
$501 t o  $1000 
Over $1000 

No informat ion  

9.2 
EX-HUSBAND BEHIND ON 
MAINTENANCE ORDER PAYMENTS 

Yes 
No 

No informat ion  

9.3 
NUMBER OF MONTHS I N  THE PAST 
YEAR EX-HUSBAND PAID 
MAINTENANCE 

1 12  months 
10  t o  11 months 
8 t o  9 months 
6 t o  7 months 
3 t o  5 months 
1 t o  2 months 
Hasn ' t  p a i d  

No informat ion  

CALGARY 
(n=93) 

% 

12.9 
24.7 
40.8 
14.0 

6.5 
1.1 

1 3 . 1  

(n=104 ) 

51.9 
48.1 

2.8 

(n=103) 

40.9 
6.8 
4 .8  

10.8 
7.8 
5.8 

23.1 

2.8 



Table  9 ,  c o n t .  

9 . 1  Amount o f  Maintenance Order 

The modal c a t e g o r y  f o r  t h e  amount o f  maintenance o r d e r s  i n  
Edmonton a n d  Ca lgary  was $101 t o  $200. The mean o r d e r  f o r  Calgary 
was $200 and t h a t  f o r  Edmonton was $213. The a p p a r e n t  d i f f e r e n c e  
between t h e  means was n o t  s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t .  

EDMONTON 
(n=88) 

% 

47.8 
10.2 

4.5 
1.1 
2.3 

34.1 

3.3 

(n=89) 

23.6 
15.7  
10 .1  
16.8 
33.8 

2.2 

(n=88 ) 

31.8 
1 4 . 8  
19.3  
34.1 

3.3 

9.4 
PROPORTION OF MAINTENANCE 
ORDER PAID 

Always f u l l  amount 
Usua l ly  f u l l  amount 
U s u a l l y  most 

(Over 3/4) 
Usua l ly  between 1/2 and 3/4 
No payments 

No i n f o r m a t i o n  

9.5 
PROMPTNESS OF PAYMENT 

Always by d a t e  s e t  
Usua l ly  by d a t e  s e t  
Usua l ly  w i t h i n  a week 
Usua l ly  more t h a n  a week l a t e  
No payments 

No i n f o r m a t i o n  

9.6 
PAYMENT STATUS 

E x c e l l e n t  
F a i r  
Poor 
Non-payers 

No i n f o r m a t i o n  

CALGARY 
(n=104) 

% 

52.9 
11.5  

2 - 9  
3.8 
7.7 

21.2 

2.8 

(n=103) 

29.1 
13 .6  

7.8 
23.3 
26.2 

3.7 

(n=103) 

33.9 
1 3 . 6  
27.2 
25.3 

3.7 



9.2 Ex-Husband Behind on Pavments 

Roughly hal f  of t h e  ex-husbands (52% i n  Calgary and 53% 
i n  Edmonton) were up-to-date with t h e i r  payments a t  t h e  time of 
t h e  study. This does no t  necessar i ly  mean t h a t  they had always 
paid  t h e i r  o rde r s  on time o r  t h a t  they were never i n  a r r e a r s .  
Comments on t h e  quest ionnaire indica ted  t h a t  a proport ion of 
men f a l l  behind occas ional ly ,or  even regu la r ly ,bu t  pe r iod ica l ly  
pay t h e i r  o rde r s  i n  fu l1 , inc luding a r r e a r s .  

9.3 Number of Months i n  P a s t  Year Ex-husband 
has Paid Maintenance 

Forty-one percent  o f  t h e  Calgary sample and 35% of t h e  
Edmonton sample s a i d  t h a t  t h e i r  ex-husbands had paid  t h e i r  
maintenance o rde r s  every month i n  t h e  p a s t  year .  Twenty-two 
percent  of Calgary and 16% of Edmonton respondents s a i d  t h a t  
t h e i r  o rde r s  had been paid  between 6 and 11 months i n  t h e  previous 
year. Thi r teen  percent  of Calgary and 19% of Edmonton respondents 
s a i d  t h a t  payments had been made, but  t h a t  they were made f o r  
l e s s  than s i x  months of t h e  p a s t  twelve. The proport ion of 
respondents who s a i d  t h a t  no payments had been made was 23% 
i n  Calgary and 30% i n  Edmonton. The d i f fe rences  between the  
two c i t i e s  were no t  s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t .  

9.4 Proport ion of Maintenance Order Paid 

The major i ty  of  respondents who had been paid  (67% i n  
Calgary and 72% i n  Edmonton) s t a t e d  t h a t  they had been paid t h e  
f u l l  amount when they were paid .  

9.5 Promptness of Payment 

Among those  respondents who ind ica ted  t h a t  they had been 
paid  most (68% i n  Calgary and 75% i n  Edmonton) sa id  t h a t  they 
were usua l ly  paid within a week of t h e  prescr ibed date.  

Payment S t a t u s  

A s  s t a t e d  i n  t h e  in t roduct ion  of this sec t ion ,  t h e  payment 
s t a t u s  of  ex-husbands was determined from t h e  number of months 
they had paid  over t h e  p a s t  year  together  with t h e  amount pa id .  

Thirty-four percent  of the  Calgary sample and 32% of t h e  
Edmonton sample indica ted  t h a t  t h e i r  ex-husbands were exce l l en t  
payers: t h a t  i s  they paid  t h e  f u l l  amount of the  order  every 
month. Fourteen percent  and 15% of the  Calgary and Edmonton 
respondents r e spec t ive ly  were f a i r  payers: t h a t  i s  e i t h e r  they 
paid i r r e g u l a r l y  o r  they d i d n ' t  pay t h e  f u l l  amount. 



Twenty-seven percent  of t h e  Calgary respondents indica ted  
t h a t  t h e i r  ex-husbands were poor payers compared with 19% of 
those i n  Edmonton: they paid very  i r r e g u l a r l y  and/or they 
made p a r t i a l  payments. 

F ina l ly ,  25% of t h e  Calgary respondents ind ica ted  t h a t  
t h e i r  ex-husbands were non-payers compared w i t h  34% of t h e  
Edmonton respondents. 



10.0 DETAILS CONCERNING EX-HUSBAND 

Respondents w e r e  asked f o r  i n fo rma t ion  concern ing  their 
ex-husbands T h i s  in format ion  inc luded  : t h e i r  employment s t a t u s ,  
s ou rce  o f  i ncane ,  e s t i m a t e d  income, ownership o f  home, whether he  
had e s t a b l i s h e d  a permanent r e l a t i o n s h i p  w i t h  ano the r  pe r son ,  whether 
o r  n o t  t h e r e  w e r e  c h i l d r e n  from t h i s  r e l a t i o n s h i p  and how t h e  
respondent  f e l t  abou t  t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p .  

Tab le  1 0  

Details Concerning Ex-husband 

10 .1  
EX-HUSBAND'S EMPLOYMENT 

STATUS 

Unemployed 
m p l o y e d  f u l l - t i m e  
Employed p a r t - t i m e  
Employed i n  s ea sona l  occupa t ion  
Fu l l - t ime  s t u d e n t  
Other  
Don't  know 

NO i n fo rma t ion  

10.2 
SOURCE OF EX-HUSBAND'S INCOME 

Self-employment 
Wages/Salary 
Inves tments  
Unemployment Insurance  
S o c i a l  a s s i s t a n c e  
Other  
Don' t know 

No in fo rma t ion  

10.3 
ESTIMATED AMOUNT OF EX-HUSBAND IS^ 

INCOME 

Up t o  $5000 
$5001 t o  $10,000 
$10,001 t o  $15,000 
$15,001 t o  $20,000 
$20,001 t o  $25,000 
$25,001 t o  $30,000 
Over $30,001 
Don't know 

No in fo rma t ion  

CALGARY 
(n=106) 

% 

6.6 
80.3 

0.9 
1 . 9  
- - 
2.8 
7 .5  

0.9 

(n=104) 

23.1 
69.4 

1 . 9  
0.9 
0.9 
1 . 9  
1 . 9  

2.8 

(n=98) 

1 . 0  
4 .0  
8 .2  

11.2 
25.6 
18.4  
19.4 
12 - 2  

8.4 

EDMONTON 
(n=91) 

% 

7.7 
71.4 

2.2 
2.2 
1.1 
3.3 

1 2 . 1  

- - 

(n=90) 

23.4 
63.4 
1.1 
- - 
1.1 
4.4 
6.6 

1.1 

(n=87) 

3.4 
5 .7  
9.2 
9.2 

25.4 
6.9 

17.3 
22.9 

4.4 



Table 10 ,  con t .  

OWNERSHIP OF HOME BY 
EX-HUSBAND 

Yes (mar r ied)  
Y e s  ( l i v i n g  t o g e t h e r )  

NUMBER OF CHILDREN FROM 
NEW RELATIONSHIP 

One 
Two 
Three 
Four 

No i n fo rma t ion  
Not a p p l i c a b l e  

(n=13 ) 

76 .9  
23.1 
- - 
- - 

13 .3  
86.0 

(n=12 ) 

75.0 
16 .7  
- - 
8 .3  

- - 
84.6 



Table 10, cont.  

10.1 Ex-Husband's Ehployment S ta tus  

10.8 
CHILDREN BROUGHT TO NEW 
RELATIONSHIP BY NEW 
PARTNER 

ye s 
No 

No information 
Not app l i cab le  

10.9 
FEELINGS CONCERNING NEW 

RELATIONSHIP 

Good 
Bad 
I n d i f f e r e n t  
Don't know 

No information 
Not appl icable  

Eighty percent  of  Calgary respondents s a i d  t h a t  t h e i r  ex-husband 
was employed compared t o  71% of Edmonton respondents. Seven percent  
of t h e  Calgary respondents and 8% of those i n  Edmonton s a i d  t h a t  t h e i r  
ex-husbands were unemployed a t  t h e  time of the  study. 

10.2 Source of  Ex-Husband's Income 

CALGARY 
(n=66) 

% 

34.8 
65.1 

5.7 
34 - 6  

(n=68) 

25.0 
16.2 
55.9 
2.9 

2.9 
34.6 

Ninety-one percent  of t h e  Calgary respondents and 87% of those 
i n  Edmonton s a i d  t h a t  t h e i r  ex-husband's major source of income was 
self-employment o r  wages/salary. 

EDMONTON 
(n=51) 

% 

37.3 
62.7 

7.2 
39.6 

(n=55) 

27.3 
10.9 
41.8 
20.0 

- - 
39.6 

Estimated Amount of Ex-Husband's Income 

A quar t e r  of t h e  respondents i n  each c i t y ,  who did  es t imate  
t h e i r  ex-husband's income, thought it was between $20,000 and $25,000 
per  year .  Calgary respondents tended t o  es t imate  t h e i r  ex-husband's 
income a t  higher l e v e l s  than d i d  Edmonton respondents. However, such 
a comparison i s  n o t  conclusive given t h a t  one of every f i v e  respondents 
e i t h e r  d id  no t  know o r  d id  not  answer the  quest ion.  

10.4 Ownership of Home by Ex-Husband 

About h a l f  of t h e  respondents i n  each c i t y  indica ted  t h a t  t h e i r  
ex-husbands owned a home. Again the  quest ion of home ownership may not 
have been s t ra ight forward .  The ex-husband could own a house j o i n t l y  with 
the  respondent a s  a p a r t  of the  divorce se t t lement .  



10.5 Ek-Husband Involved i n  A Permanent   elation ship 

Nearly two-thirds of t h e  sample (64% in Calgary and 60% 
i n  Edmonton) s a i d  t h a t  t h e i r  ex-husbands were involved i n  a  
permanent r e l a t i o n s h i p  wi th  another  person.  

10.6 Ex-Husband has  Children from t h i s  Rela t ionship  

Of those  who repor ted  t h a t  t h e i r  ex-husband had a  r e l a t i o n s h i p  
wi th  another  person,  2 2 %  i n  Calgary and 26% i n  Edmonton repor ted  t h a t  
t h e i r  ex-husbands had ch i ld ren  from t h i s  r e l a t i o n s h i p .  

10.7 Number of Children frcm New Rela t ionship  

Three-quarters o f  t hose  who repor t ed  t h a t  t h e i r  ex-husbands 
had ch i ld ren  from a new r e l a t i o n s h i p  s a i d  t h a t  t h e i r  ex-husbands had 
one c h i l d .  

10.8 Children Brought t o  New Rela t ionship  by New Par tner  

About one- th i rd  of t h e  sample (35% i n  Calgary and 37% i n  
Edmonton) who i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  t h e i r  ex-husbands were involved in a 
new r e l a t i o n s h i p ,  s a i d  t h a t  t h e i r  ex-husband's p a r t n e r  brought 
c h i l d r e n  t o  t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p .  

10.9 Fee l ings  - Concerning New Rela t ionship  

The m a j o r i t y  of respondents  (58% i n  Calgary and 52% i n  
Edmonton) were e i t h e r  i n d i f f e r e n t  o r  d i d n ' t  know how they  f e l t  about  
t h e  new r e l a t i o n s h i p .  A minor i ty  (16% i n  Calgary and 11% in Edmonton) 
s a i d  they  f e l t  bad about  it. 



11.0 NEW RELATIONSHIP OF RESPONDENT 

Respondents were asked i f  they had formed a permanent 
r e l a t i o n s h i p  with another  person and i f  so ,  when it began. From t h i s  
information t h e  number of months between t h e  divorce and the  new 
r e l a t i o n s h i p  was ca lcu la ted .  Those who had formed a permanent 
r e l a t i o n s h i p  with another person were asked i f  the re  had been any 
chi ldren ,  and i f  so ,  how many. They were a l s o  asked: whether t h e i r  
pa r tne r  had brought any ch i ld ren  t o  the  r e l a t i o n s h i p ,  i f  so ,  how many, 
what t h e i r  p a r t n e r ' s  source of income was and t o  es t imate  h i s  yearly 
income. 

Table 11 

New Relat ionships of Respondents 

NEW RELATIONSHIP OF WIFE 

TIME BETWEEN DIVORCE AND 

1 t o  2 years  before divorce 

11.3 
CHILDREN FROM NEW RELATIONSHIP 

None 
One 
Two 

Not applicable/no in£  ormation 

(n=31) 

83.9 
9.7 
6.5 

71.0 

(n=2 3) 

95.7 
4.3 
-- 

74.7 



Table  11, c o n t .  

11.4  
CHILDREN BROUGHT TO 
RELATIONSHIP BY WIFE ' S 

PARTNER 

None 
One 
Two 

Not app l i c ab l e /no  i n fo rma t ion  

11 .5  
WIFE ' S PARTNER' S MAJOR SOURCE 

OF INCOME 

Self-employed 
Wages/Salary 
Inves tments  
Unemployment I n su rance  

Not app l i c ab l e /no  i n fo rma t ion  

11.6  
ESTIMATED INCOME OF WIFE'S 

PARTNER 

Up t o  $5000 
$5001 t o  $10,000 
$10,001 t o  $15,000 
$15,001 t o  $20,000 
$20,001 t o  $25,000 
$25,001 t o  $30,000 
Over $30,000 
Don't  know 

Not app l i c ab l e /no  i n £  ormat ion 

CALGARY 
(n=31) 

% 

90.3 
3 .3  
6.5 

71.0 

(n=32 ) 

18.7 
78.2 
- - 
3 .1  

70.1  

(n=31) 

3.2 
-- 

12 .9  
25.8 
22 - 6  
22 - 6  

3.2 
9.7 

71.0 

EDMONTON 
(n=23) 

% 

82.6 
4 .3  

13 .0  

74.7 

(1-1324) 

8 . 3  
87.5 

4.2 
- - 

t 

73 - 6  

(n=19) 

-- 
5 .3  
-- 

31.5 
26.3 
15.8  

5 . 3  
15.8  

79.1 



ll.l New relations hi^ of Wife 

Somewhat l e s s  than a t h i r d  of t h e  respondents (Calgary: 
31% and Edmonton: 26%) indica ted  t h a t  they had formed a permanent 
r e l a t i o n s h i p  subsequent t o  t h e i r  divorce. Roughly ha l f  (52%) of 
Calgary respondents who had formed a permanent r e l a t i o n s h i p  were 
married a s  compared t o  l e s s  than a t h i r d  of Edmonton respondents 
(31%).  However, t h e  d i f fe rences  between the  two c i t i e s  were not  
s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t .  

11.2 Time Between Divorce and New relations hi^ 

Respondents were asked t o  speci fy  the  da te  which t h e i r  
new r e l a t i o n s h i p  began. Nearly ha l f  (45%) of t h e  Calgary 
respondents s a i d  t h a t  t h e i r  new re la t ionsh ip  began before t h e i r  
divorce was f ina l i zed .  This compares t o  24% of t h e  Edmonton 
respondents. However, t h e  reader should be cautioned about making 
comparisons a s  t h e  s i z e  of t h i s  sub-sample is very small.  

11.3 Children from New Relat ionship 

Most of  t h e  respondents (84% i n  Calgary and 96% i n  
Edmonton) s a i d  t h a t  they had no t  had any ch i ld ren  from t h e i r  new 
re la t ionsh ip .  

11.4 Children Brought t o  New Relat ionship 
by Wife's Par tner  

Again most respondents who answered t h i s  quest ion sa id  
t h a t  t h e i r  new p a r t n e r  had not  brought any chi ldren  t o  the  new 
r e l a t i o n s h i p  ( i n  Calgary 90% and i n  Edmonton 8 3 % ) .  

Almost a l l  of t h e  respondents s a i d  t h a t  t h e i r  p a r t n e r ' s  
major source of income was from wages o r  s a l a r y  o r  earnings from 
self-employment. 

11.6 Estimated Income of Wife ' s Par tner  

The modal income category f o r  both c i t i e s  was $15,001 t o  
$20,000. 



12.0 ACTION TO BE TAKEN IF  MAINTENANCE ORDER 
WAS NOT PAID REGULARLY 

This  s e c t i o n  of t h e  ques t ionnai re  app l i ed  only t o  women who 
had n o t  rece ived  t h e i r  maintenance order  r e g u l a r l y .  They were f i r s t  
asked i f  they  had eve r  taken  t h e i r  ex-husband t o  c o u r t  f o r  non-payment 
and i f  n o t ,  why no t .  I f  they  had, t hey  were asked: i f  he a c t u a l l y  
appeared i n  c o u r t ,  whether he began t o  pay h i s  order  and whether he 
continued t o  pay. 

A l l  t h e  respondents ,  t o  whom t h i s  s ec t ion  appl ied ,  were 
asked whether they  would be w i l l i n g  t o  f o r c e  payment through t h e  
garn ishee ing  of t h e i r  ex-husband's wages and whether they  would be 
w i l l i n g  t o  have t h e i r  ex-husband j a i l e d  f o r  non-payment. 

Table 12 

Action To be Taken i f  Maintenance Order 
was n o t  Paid Regularly 

ATTEMPTED TO TAKE EX-HUSBAND EDMONTON 
TO COURT FOR NON-PAYMENT 

Don't  know where he  l i v e s  

Don't know how 
Too much t r o u b l e  
Court won' t  be a b l e  t o  make 

APPEARANCE I N  COURT OF HUSBAND 
IF WIFE ATTEMPTED TO TAKE H I M  

Don't know 

I ,, Not a p p l i c a b l e  
No information 

66.4 
-- 

72.5 
- - 



T a b l e  1 2 ,  cont. 

IF  HE APPEARED I N  COURT 
WHETHER OR NOT HE BEGAN 
T O  PAY H I S  MAINTENANCE ORDER 

I F  HE BEGAN T O  PAY WHETHER 

RESPONDENT W I L L I N G  T O  HAVE 
MAINTENANCE ORDER DEDUCTED 

RESPONDENT W I L L I N G  TO HAVE 
EX-HUSBAND J A I L E D  F O R  NON 
PAYMENT 



12.1 Attempted t o  Take Ex-husband t o  C ~ u r t  i g  
Maintenance Order was not  Paid Regularly 

Roughly hal f  of t h e  respondents (54% i n  Calgary and 44% i n  
Edmonton) had attempted t o  t ake  t h e i r  ex-husbands t o  cour t  f o r  non- 
payment of t h e  orders .  

12.2 I f  Respondent had n o t  Taken Exlhusband t o  Court, 
Reason f o r  This 

The most common given reason i n  Calgary (30%) was t h a t  t h e  
ex-husband had not  missed enough payments, and t h e  second and t h i r d  
most comon reasons were t h a t  it was t o o  much t roub le  o r  t h a t  t h e  cour t  
would no t  be ab le  t o  make him pay (13% each) .  

In Edmonton, t h e  most f reqyent ly  mentioned reason was t h a t  
t h e  court  wouldn't be a b l e  t o  make him pay (27%) and t h e  second was 
t h a t  it was too  much t roub le  (17%).  

12.3 Appearance i n  Court of Ex-husband i f  Wife 
Attempted t o  Take him t o  Court 

Roughly ha l f  of  t h e  respondents (50% i n  Calgary and 40% i n  
Edmonton) repor ted  t h a t  t h e i r  ex-husband f a i l e d  t o  appear i n  cour t .  

12.4 I f  he Appeared i n  Court, Whether o r  n o t  he 
Began t o  Pay h i s  Maintenance Order 

Somewhat over ha l f  of t h e  respondents (50% i n  Calgary and 
62% i n  Edmonton) repor ted  t h a t  t h e i r  ex-husband d i d  begin t o  pay h i s  
maintenance o rde r .  Caution should be used i n  genera l iz ing  from these  
percentages a s  t h e  number of respondents t o  which the  qyest ion was 
appl icable  was very small.  

12.5 I f  he Began t o  Pay, Whether o r  Not he 
Continued t o  Pay h i s  Maintenance Order 

Most of t h e  Calgary respondents who answered t h i s  quest ion 
repor ted  t h a t  t h e i r  ex-husband d i d  not  continue t o  pay, whereas t h e  
opposi te  was t h e  case  i n  Edmonton. However, t h e  number of v a l i d  
cases  was t o o  small be draw any inferences  from t h i s  information. 



INVESTIGATION OF THE REASONS FOR THE PAYMENT 
AND NON-PAYMENT OF MAINTENANCE ORDERS 

Payment S t a t u s  by whether o r  Not Respondent 
Was Involved i n  a Permanent Relat ionship 

Table 13.1 

Payment S t a t u s  by Permanent Relat ionship 
of Respondent 

The f a c t  t h a t  t h e  wife was involved i n  a new re la t ionsh ip  
(whether remarried o r  l i v i n g  common-law) seemed t o  make no di f ference  
i n  t h e  payment s t a t u s  of  t h e  ex-husband. 

PAYMENT STATUS 

Excellent  
F a i r  
Poor 
Non-payer 

Payment S ta tus  by whether o r  Not Ex-Husband 
was Involved i n  a Permanent Wla t ionsh ip  

Table 13.2 

-- 
WIFE INVOLVED I N  PERMANENT RELATIONSHIP 

Payment S ta tus  by Permanent Relat ionship 
of Ex-Husband 

YES % 

28.3 
17.0 
22.6 
32.1 

(n=53 ) 

NO % 

35.1 
13.4 
22.4 
29.1 

(n=134) 

Although t h e r e  appears t o  be a d i f ference  between t h e  two groups, 
t h i s  d i f ference  i s  not  s i g n i f i c a n t  given the  small number of ex-husbands 
who had n o t  formed a new re la t ionsh ip .  

PAYMENT STATUS 

Excellent  
F a i r  
Poor 
Non-Pay e r  

EX-HUSBAND INVOLVED I N  PERMANENT RELATIONSHIP 

YES % 

37.0 
15.1 
21.8 
26.0 

(n=19) 

NO % 

28.0 
12.0 
32.0 
28.0 

(n=2 5) 



13.3 Payment S ta tus  by Whether o r  Not Ex-Husband 
had Children from New Relationship 

There were too few instances of ex-husbands having children 
from a new r e l a t i onsh ip  o r  of t h e i r  par tners  bringing chi ldren t o  
t h e  re la t ionsh ip  t o  produce a meaningful cross-tabulat ion.  

13.4 Payment Sta tus  by Estimated Income of 
Ex-Husband 

Table 13.4 

Payment Sta tus  by Estimated Income of 
Ex-Hu sband 

There appeared to  be some re la t ionship  between the  incomes of 
ex-husbands and t h e i r  payment s t a t u s :  the more well-to-do tended t o  
Pay be t t e r .  However, t h i s  re la t ionship  was not  s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s ign i f i can t .  

PAYMENT 
STATUS 

Excel l e n t  
Fa i r  
Poor 
Non-payers 

* 

ESTIMATED INCOME 

Less than 
$lO,OOO 

% 

7.7 
23.1 
30.8 
38.5 

(n=13 ) 

-. 

$10,001 t o  
$20,000 

% 

28.6 
17.1 
25.7 
28.6 

(n=35 ) 

Over 
$2 0,000 

% 

39.6 
12.9 
25.7 
21.8 

(n=101) 



Payment S t a t u s  by Income of Wife 

Table 13.5 

Payment S t a t u s  by Income of  Wife 

Again, t h e r e  w a s  no r e l a t i o n s h i p  between t h e  y e a r l y  incomes o f  
t h e  respondents  and t h e  payment s t a t u s  of  t h e  ex-husbands . 

PAYMENT STATUS 

Excel l e n t  
F a i r  
Poor 
Non-payers 

Payment S t a t u s  by Home Ownership of 
Respondent 

Table  13.6 

INCOME OF WIFE 

Payment S t a t u s  by Home Ownership of 
Respondent 

Under 
$10, 000 

% 

28.6 
16.5 
26.4 
28.6 

(n=91) 

Although it appea r s  t h a t  respondents  who owned t h e i r  own homes 
w e r e  more l i k e l y  t o  have t h e i r  maintenance o r d e r s  p a i d ,  t h e  d i f f e r e n c e  
was n o t  s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t .  

$lO,ool t o  
$20,000 

% 

40.2 
14.6 
20.7 
24.4 

(n=82 

PAYMENT STATUS 

E x c e l l e n t  
F a i r  
Poor 
Non-payers 

Over 
$20,000 

% 

60.0 
-- 
-- 

40.0 

(n=5 ) 

HOME OWNERSHIP 

YES % 

36.8 
16.2 
25.0 
22.1 

(n=68) 

NO % 

31.4 
13.2 
21.5 
33.9 

(n=121) 



Payment S t a t u s  by t h e  Or ig in  of t h e  Order 

Table 13.7 

Payment S t a t u s  by t h e  Origin of t h e  Order 

I t  appears  t h a t  maintenance o rde r s  o r i g i n a t i n g  from Family Court 
were l e s s  l i k e l y  t o  be p a i d  than  those  o r i g i n a t i n g  from t h e  Supreme 
Court o r  voluntary  o rde r s .  However, t h e  d i f f e r e n c e  was n o t  s t a t i s t i c a l l y  
s i g n i f i c a n t  ( c h i 2  = 74.2, .12) p )  . 

PAYMENT STATUS 

Excel len t  
F a i r  
Poor 
Non-payer s 

13.8 Payment S t a t u s  by Ownership of Home by 
Ex-Hu sband 

Table 13.8 

O R I G I N  OF ORDER 

Payment S t a t u s  by Ownership of  Home by 
Ex-Husband 

Family Court 

% 

26.9 
11.5 
21.2 
40.4 

(n=52) 

There w a s  a s i g n i f i c a n t  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between t h e  ownership of a 
home by t h e  ex-husband and h i s  payment s t a t u s  ( c h i 2  = 91, .05> p )  . 
Ex-husbands who owned t h e i r  home were somewhat b e t t e r  payers  than  
those  who d i d n ' t .  

Supreme Court 

% 

32.1 
14.3 
25.0 
28.6 

(n-84 ) 

PAYMENT STATUS 

Excel len t  
F a i r  
Poor 
Non-payers 

Voluntary 
Order 

% 

45.0 
12.5 
30.0 
12.5 

(n=40 ) 

OWNERSHIP OF HOME 

YES % 

42.1 
14.7 
18.9 
24.2 

(n=95) 

NO % 

22.0 
14 - 6  
30.5 
32.9 

(n=82 ) 



13.9 Payment S ta tus  by Income of Wife's Par tner  

There were too  few cases t o  allow f o r  a meaningful c ross-  
t abu la t ion .  

Payment S ta tus  by Respondent ' s Having 
Formed a New Relat ionship p r i o r  t o  Divorce 

Again, the re  were too  few cases t o  al low f o r  a meaningful 
c ross- tabula t ion .  

13.11 Payment S t a t u s  by Amount of Order 

The mean amounts of maintenance ordered were compared ac ross  
t h e  four ca tegor ies  of payment s t a t u s .  The r e s u l t s  a r e  given i n  
Table 13  . 11 below: 

Table 13 .ll 

Mean Amounts of Maintenance Orders 
by Payment S ta tus  

While t h e  non-payers had a s i g n i f i c a n t l y  lower mean amount of 
maintenance awards than t h e  exce l l en t  payers (2=3.19, . O l <  p)  , t h e  
r e l a t i o n s h i p  i s  n o t  cons i s t en t  ac ross  a l l  four  ca tegor ies .  

PAYMENT 
STAT US 

Excel lent  
Fa i r  
Poor 
Non-payers 

MEAN AMOUNT 
OF AWARDS 

$256 
165 
215 
170 

NUMBER 
OF CASES 

6 0 
2 7 
43 
5 1 

STANDARD 
DEVIATION 

$176 
130 
171 
104 



13.12 Payment S t a t u s  by Monthly Net Income 
of  Respondent 

The mean monthly n e t  income of  t h e  respondents was compared 
across  t h e  payment s t a t u s  ca tegor ies .  The r e s u l t s  a r e  presented i n  
Table 13.12. 

Table 13.12 

Mean Monthly Net Income by 
Payment S ta tus  

Although the  average ne t  income of respondents who s a i d  t h a t  
t h e i r  ex-husbands were non-payers appears t o  be h igher  than t h e  o the r  
ca tegor ies ,  t h e r e  was too  much v a r i a t i o n  t o  come t o  a f i rm conclusion. 

PAYMENT 
STATUS 

Excellent  
F a i r  
Poor 
Non-payers 

MEAN NET 
INCOME 

$784 
7 57 
779 
94 0 . 

NUMBER 
OF CASES 

5 7 
2 5 
3 6 
4 3 

STANDARD 
DEVIATION 

$254 
2 04 
470 
906 



A P P E N D I X  "An 

Reasons Given f o r  Payment Arrangements ~ e i n g  
Unsa t i s fac tory  

Divorce underway 

Court d i d  n o t  o r d e r  payment y e t  

Not r e a l l y  needed 

We made an agreement 

He won't  work 

He could n o t  pay sane months 

Thrown o u t  of  c o u r t  

Lawyer i n v e s t i g a t i n g  now 

Afraid he w i l l  cause problems wi th  my son. 

Cannot a f f o r d  it 

I t h i n k  it i s  up  t o  Family Court t o  go about  it 

Haven't needed it 



A P P E N D I X  "B" 

Verbatim Answers t o  Quest ion on Why Respondents 
Thought t h e  Payment Arrangements were Unsatisfactory 

1.0 INTRODUCTION 

None o f  t h e  respondents i n t e r p r e t e d  t h i s  question i n  t h e  
way intended. The quest ion concerned the  adequacy of t h e  payment 
arranged. However, most used t h e  quest ion t o  comment on t h e  payment 
and non-payment of maintenance orders  and the  amount of t h e  awards. 
The responses t o  t h e  quest ion have been grouped i n t o  7 ' ca tegor ies :  

1. Comments concerning non-payment of o rde r s  
2 .  Comments concerning the  cour t s  and maintenance 

payments 
3 .  Comments concerning husband's f i n a n c i a l  s i t u a t i o n  

a s  a reason f o r  non-payment 
4. Comments concerning the  d i f f i c u l t i e s  experienced 

i n  g e t t i n g  husbands t o  pay 
5. Comments concerning d i f f i c u l t y  of deal ing  with 

ex-husbands who leave t h e  province 
6. Comments concerning t h e  inadequacy of the  amount 

of t h e  o r d e r >  
7. General comments 



APPENDIX B ,  cont. 

'-' Comments Concerning the  Non-Payment of Maintenance Order 

He never pays. 

payments were no t  made. 

The maintenance order  was never s e t  and he never made an attempt to pay 
anything . 

Never received. 

Not received, and don ' t  know how payments a r e  supposed to be pa id ,  

-Husband only contr ibuted day ca re  expenses and ceased t o  make any payment 
a f t e r  one year. Unable t o  seek l e g a l  a i d  because my earnings  ($400.00) 
per  month 'acceded guide l ines  f o r  f r e e  l e g a l  he lp  i n  Cal i fo rn ia ,  s o  went 
without. 

~ e c i u s e  he doesn 't pay regulhr ly  . 

Never received any cheques. 

Because it has  never been paid. 

I haven't been receiving cheques r e g u l a r l y  o r  f o r  t he  t o t a l  amount, 

The payments a r e  e i t h e r  l a t e  o r .  they don ' t  a r r i v e  a t  a l l ,  

I don't g e t  any of the support  payments, I don' t  see  a red c e n t  of it. 

He has n w e r  s e n t  a payment s ince  t h i s  arrangement was made. 

 he arrangement i s n ' t  s a t i s f a c t o r y  because 'I 'never rece ive  any of t h e  payments 



APPENDIX B, cont.  

1.1, cont. 

He only paid $5.00, t h a t  was a l l .  

I wasn't ge t t i ng  any payment a t  a l l .  

Because he renegged o n h i s  payments, received six months payments out  of a 
f u l l  year. 

' ~t is too easy not t o  pay. He was always behind in payments although he 
has p lenty  of money. 

Because he has never paid a thing. I never wanted anything but t he  cour t  
s a id  he had t o  pay. 

Because he never pays and most of t he  time, I don ' t  know where he l i ves .  

H i s  payments t h a t  were l e f t  t o  the fa ther  t o  make have been consis tent ly  
l a t e  or not a t  a l l .  



APPENDIX B, con t .  

1 . 2  Comments Concerning t h e  Courts and Maintenance Payments 

It i s  not  s e t t l e d  i n  family cou r t  y e t ,  it has  been almost two years and 
it is t e r r i b l y  d i f f i c u l t  t o  r a i s e  2 chi ldren on a very r e s t r i c t e d  budget. 

It was only a f t e r  I wrote off  $1600.00 a t  c o u r t ' s  request  t h a t  
Ontario began t o  monitor the  payments ca re fu l ly  without my having t o  
contact  them each time. 

Should have been made through t h e  cour t s .  

Before decree n i s i ,  maintenance was s e t  by a Family Court order ,  The 
Family Court s t ruc tu re  does n o t  seem t o  have s u f f i c i e n t  t e e th  t o  enforce 
maintenance order reasonably. A s  it is, I have now asked Family Court not  
t o  attempt enforcing t h e  order .  

The court  and s o c i a l  s e rv i ce s  have been unable t o  g e t  him to pay regula r ly .  

Family C a r t  is too  l a x  i n  enforcing t h e i r  laws. Husbands can go t o  court ,  
t e l l  l i e s  and walk o f f  s c o t t  f r e e  $100.00 ($20.00 per  ch i ld )  is not  enough 
support. The cos t  o f  l i v i n g  is  so high and c lo th ing  and ex t r a s  c a n ' t  be  
covered properly. 

He doesn ' tpay and I have t o  go t o  cour t ,  when I go I always came o u t  with 
less, because of  h i s  debts .  H e  c an ' t  pay, he  says. He is  a c i t y  bus dr iver .  
Can't see it myself. 



APPENDIX B, cont .  

1.3 Comments Concerning Husbands ~ i n a n c i a l  Pos i t ion  f o r  

Reason f o r  Non-payment 

The cheques would bounce. 

Ei ther  the  cheque bounced o r  never a r r ived .  

In te rmi t t en t ly  made su re  t h a t  the re  was enough funds i n  h i s  account t o  
be t r ans fe r red  t o  my account. 

The cheque always bounced. 

Never received more than 4 payments, 2 of which were s e n t  back 
i n s u f f i c i e n t  funds. 

He stopped paying and had t o  go on welfare. 



APPENDIX B, COnt. 

1 . 4  Comments Concerning the Difficulty Wives have 
Getting t h e i r  Ex-Husbands t o  Pay 

My husband never once paid the  f u l l  amount, nor d id  he ever make monthly 
payments on a regular  date ,  ra ther ,  when he f e l t  l i k e  it, was hassled i n t o  
it o r  begged t o  make a p a r t i a l  payment. 

He has avoided e f f o r t s  t o  g e t  more support. 

I have never received a c h i l d  support payment on t ime, which was specif ied 
a s  due on the  f i r s t  of each month, without requests  by phone ( severa l )  
ca jo l ing  and general  harassment . 



APPENDIX B, cont .  

1 .5  Comments concerning Di f f i cu l ty  of Dealing 
With Ex-husbands who leave  t h e  Province 

No p ro tec t ion  i f  f a t h e r  l e a v e s  t h e  country. 

No ,  it was very hard  t o  t r a c k  him down. 

Husband l e f t  town and t h e r e  d i d n ' t  seem t o  be  anyone t r y i n g  t o  l o c a t e  him 
and demand t h i s  payment and because he was i n  Sask. seemed almost  
impossible t o  c o l l e c t  or s o  they say.  



APPENDIX B, cant. 

1.6 Comments Concerning t h e  Inadequacy of the  
Amount o f  t h e  Order 

Can you support someone on $1.00 p e r  year? 

N o t  enough t o  h e l p  suppor t  three ch i ld ren .  

It was a t  f i r s t ,  b u t  I b e l i e v e  a s  t h e  yea r s  go  by, alimony should go up w i t h  
i n f l a t i o n  and it should  n o t  be taxed.  

~ o t  s u f f i c i e n t .  

Every time ano the r  c h i l d  came t o  l ive  w i t h  me he c u t  it down. 

I was s a t i s f i e d  w i t h  paying through t h e  c o u r t s  b u t  n o t  wi th  the se t t lement .  

A t  t he  time it was O.K., (1976) b u t  now my r e n t  h a s  gone up  and it is  not 
enough a t  a l l .  

W a s  adequate in 1975, i n f l a t i o n  1980. 

Not enough f o r  three teenage g i r l s ,  

I n s u f f i c i e n t .  



APPENDIX B ,  cont. 

1 . 7  General Comments 

No guarantee payments w i l l  be made. 

The man has no t  s ince  ordered t o .  

Cheques are received i n  t h e  m a i l  around t h e  middle of t he  month always 
backdated t o  t h e  beginning of  t he  month. I c a n ' t  budget around when, o r  i f ,  
they arrive.  Additionally,  we a r e  cur ren t ly  going t o  court ,  r e :  maintenance 
arrears ,  whether o r  n o t  t he re  a r e  a r r ea r s ,  t he  amount of a r r ea r s ,  discontinuing 
a l l  maintenance, r a i s i n g  maintenance, e tc .  

I f e e l  that 'my husband's support payment is unsat isfactory.  I f e e l  you 
should be allowed t o  appeal t h e  payment. I have t r i e d  with no success 
through a lawyer. 

He never paid any c h i l d  support u n t i l  a f t e r  I refused access and he took it 
back t o  court. A t  t h a t  time he was $3,000.00 i n  a r r ea r s  which I neyer d id  
receive. 

Never since deser t ing t h e  family has  he made a complete payment, a s  ordered 
and now a f t e r  four years  in a r r ea r s ,  $6700.00. 

Last few months h i s  i s  in a r r ea r s .  

He sends money twice a year i n  one lump sum of $300.00, twice a year. 
would sooner g e t  t h e  money each month. 

I f e e l  I was not  given the  choice whether my spouse had to  pay or not. I 
was to ld  t h a t  I had t o  ask fo r  s h e  c h i l d  maintenance o r  the judge might 
throw it out of court  o r  overrule my decis ion i f  I asked for  nothing. 

After about a year of n o t  receiving any maintenance payments, I found t h a t  
I didn ' t  w a n t  them or need them. 

Didn't want any maintenance t o  begin with. But f o r  v i s i t i n g  r i g h t s  it was 
l i k e  an admission f e e  t o  v i s i t  - t h e  cour t  d i d n ' t  al low v i s i t i n g  r i g h t s  for.  
my ex-husband anyway. So chances a r e  he won't pay the  $50.00 per month. 
The most he would pay was $50.00 per  month. 

Due t o  the f a c t  he  never made payments, and s ince  we've managed f inancial ly ,  
did not m i s s  payment. 



A P  P E N  D I  X "C" 

Verbatim Comments a s  t o  Why Ex-Husband 
Pays Maintenance Order Regular ly 

1.0 INTRODUCTION 

Near t h e  end of t h e  ques t ionna i r e ,  respondents  who s a i d  t h a t  
t h e i r  o r d e r s  were p a i d  r e g u l a r l y  were asked t o  s p e c i f y , i n  t h e i r  own words, 
why they  thought t h i s  was t h e  case .  The responses t o  t h i s  quest ion 
were grouped i n t o  c a t e g o r i e s :  

For t h e  sake of t h e  ch i ld ren .  
Fear of  l e g a l  proceedings 
Ex-husband a r e spons ib l e  person. 
Fear  of  v i s i t i n g  p r i v i l e g e s  being revoked. 
G u i l t  
Because of  Court Order 
Voluntary payment 
General comments. 
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1.1 For t h e  sake of t he  Children 

~ s p o n s i b i l i t y  t o  t h e  ch i ld ren .  

The children.  

~t is h i s  daughker and he  wants t o  support he r .  

So he may keep v i s i t i n g  t h e  chi ldren.  

Good r e l a t i onsh ip  - care f o r  h i s  ch i ld ren .  

He r e a l i z e s  t he  f i n a n c i a l  ob l iga t ions  of r a i s i n g  t he se  2 boys should be 
shared by himself.  

Concern f o r  h i s  ch i ld .  

H e  f e e l s  it is h i s  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  t o  h e l p  t o  support  h i s  ch i ld ren .  

Small son who is seven and growing needs a l o t  of t h ings  f o r  school,  e t c .  

Because of 'the ch i ld ren .  

Duty towards me (or a g u i l t y  conscience) bu t  mostly h i s  love of t h e  
ch i ld .  He was always an exce l l en t  f a t h e r  and t h e  ch i ld ren  always came f i r s t .  

H e  is  i n t e r e s t ed  i n  t h e  well-being of h i s  daughter. 

H e  values h i s  r e l a t i o n s h i p  wi th  h i s  son and cons ide r s  it h i s  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  
to  he lp  support him. 

To he lp  support t h e  k i d s .  

H e  loves h i s  c h i l d  and would n o t  jeopardize h i s  r e l a t i o n s h i p  or want to 
cause him any hardship. 

H e  c'kes about h i s  son Chr i s  and he wants him to  have some f i n a n c i a l  
h e l p  when he needs it. 

SO he can see t h e  kids  and he  f e e l s  respons ib le  f o r  them. 

H e  wants h i s  chi ldren t o  t h i n k  g m d  of him. H e  wants t o  he lp  h i s  ch i ld ren  
f i nanc i a l l y  bu t  does n o t  make time t o  be with them. H e  moved to Wtawa 
a b u t  t h r ee  years ago. 

Be knows he has  no choice p l u s  he  ca r e s  f o r  h i s  chi ldren.  

H i s  des i re  t o  provide f o r  t h e  chi ldren.  
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1 . 2  Fear of Legal Proceedings 

To avoid any embarassment which might r e s u l t  i n  h i s  being taken t o  court. 

Fear of the law. 

Because he i s  a f r a id  i f  he doesn' t  pay he w i l l  go t o  j a i l  as  soon a s  he f inds  
out d i f fe ren t ly ,  he w i l l  s top paying. 

Fear of law and my lawyer. 

Fear of court act ion.  

Scared of being taken t o  court  and made t o  pay which would not go over 
big with h i s  family who a re  against  him now f o r  h i s  preceding act ions  
and behavior. 

To s tay out of j a i l  and a l so  he does want t o  help me, 

I don ' t  know exactly, but 1 would take him t o  court  fo r  non-payment o r  
garnishee h i s  wages. 

Can't afford t o  be involved with the  law. 

Threat of garnishee. 

Has been regular since garnishee put i n t o  e f fec t .  



APPENDIX C,  cont .  

1 .3  Ex-Husband a Responsible Person 

Because it i s  a minimal amount and he  i s  b a s i c a l l y  a law abiding c i t i z e n .  

He pays d i r e c t l y  from pay o f f i c e  t o  my bank account and never sees  t h e  money, 
he  would pay anyway. 

He pays r e g u l a r l y  and i n  f u l l  because he i s  b a s i c a l l y  an honorable person. 
He f e e l s  a r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  t o  t h e  c h i l d r e n  and we d i scussed  t h e  amount and 
agreed r a t h e r  than having it imposed. 

Very responsib le  person. 

Maturity, sense  of r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  and f a i r n e s s .  

Feels  it is h i s  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y .  

Conscience. 

He is a good man, I have always been a good wife,  he s t i l l  f e e l s  responsib le  
f o r  me. S t i l l  r e s p e c t  each  other .  

Is a law abiding c i t i z e n  and is  always very c o r r e c t  in bus iness  mat ters .  

Sense of r e s p o n s i b i l i t y ,  c a r e s  about ch i ld ren ,  f e e l s  g u i l t y .  

We a r e  sti l l  a f f e c t i o n a t e  towards each o t h e r ,  and he is an honorable man. 
He would no t  l e t  me down - ever. 

Sense of r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  and t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t h e r e  a r e  no hard f e e l i n g s  on 
e i t h e r  s ide .  

Basic i n t e g r i t y ,  r e l i g i o u s  b e l i e f s ,  and our mutual agreement on what was 
f a i r  f o r  both of  us. 

He is  a responsib le  a d u l t  who i s  completely capable of acknowledging h i s  
obl iga t ions ,  it is  p a r t  of h i s  moral code. The f i g u r e  payable c r e a t e s  
l i t t l e  f i n a n c i a l  s t r a i n .  He maintains an  i n t e r e s t  and concern f o r  t h e  welfare 
o f  our  chi ldren .  

Sense of r e s p o n s i b i l i t y .  

Good person. 

He i s  a very organized person with a good moral sense who f e e l s  he must 
honor h i s  o b l i g a t i o n s  wi thout  being fo rced  by d the r s .  
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1.4 Fear of Vis i t ing Pr ivi leges  Being Revoked 

Child v i s i t i n g  pr iv i leges  revoked. 

He knows I would not allow him t o  see the  children i f  he d id  not  pay. 



APPENDIX C, Cont. 

1.5 Guilt  

He f ee l s  it was h i s  f a u l t  t h e  marriage broke up s o  I guess it eases h i s  
conscience. Has no one e l s e  now it seems so he c l ings  t o  our son. 

Guilty conscience. 

He has g u i l t  feel ings  over t h e  divorce and makes up by paying h i s  payments. 
He f ee l s  responsible for children f inanc ia l ly .  

Gui l t ,  and "playing t h e  fa ther"  ro l e .  
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1.6 Because ~f Court Order 

Ju s t  the f ac t  t h a t  he was ordered by the  Court. 

Because he knows I would take him t o  court  i f  he d idn ' t .  

Because he was ordered by t h e  Suprme Court t o  do so, though I don' t  th ink 
it w i l l  continue f o r  much longer a s  he i s  moving t o  Spain (hopefully a t  w i l l ) .  

The reason he pays regula r ly  is t h a t  the Family Court w i l l  take it back 
t o  court. 

Court order. 

Supreme Court Order 1979. 

He was ordered by welfare court ,  or e l s e  they w i l l  take act ion aga ins t  him. 

Because he agreed t o  pay it regular ly  when ge t t ing  separation i n  f ron t  of 
the  lawyer. 

I w i l l  take him t o  court .  

Court order. 

Court order, does not want t o  j-eopardize h i s  posi t ion a t  work. 

I believe s ince Family Court took him t o  court  he was informed t h a t  he should 
pay monthly. 

Because 2 th ink he r e a l i z e s  t h a t  i n  not doing so  I would take l e g a l  act ion 
against  him and go back t o  court .  
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1.7 Voluntary Payment 

There is  no maintenance order ,  ex-husband pays vo lun ta r i ly .  Since the  
arrangement t h i s  only been i n  e f f e c t  a couple of  months, I cannot give 
a d e f i n i t e  answer. I f  t h e  voluntary payments a r e  not  r egu la r ,  I w i l l  
apply t o  t h e  cour t  f o r  a maintenance order .  



APPENDIX C,  cont .  

1 .8  General Comments 

I t  was one item agreed t o  before  t h e  separa t ion  and it does not  h u r t  
him f i n a n c i a l l y .  Separat ion papers have been signed and he f e e l s  l e g a l l y  
bound t o  do so .  

I a m  very fo r tuna te  with maintenance (so  f a r )  a s  he always g ives  me 
post-dated cheques f o r  t h e  year and he i s  o u t  of town so much. 

Payments a r e  made through pos t  dated cheques which I am not  even sure  he 
knows about. I f  indeed he does, it would be h i s  way of acknowledging h i s  
duty a s  a f a t h e r .  

I do not  know. 

Wife's ins i s t ence .  

He has a government job and it c e r t a i n l y  wouldn't  look good i f  he lapsed 
and I had t o  " s t a r t  up" with him. 

Because we a r e  n o t  y e t  divorced and he does n o t  want t o  have the  cour t  
aga ins t  him when our case  comes up. 

I don ' t  know what it is .  He i s  paying now, bu t  he sure  d i d n ' t  before.  

Because he could l o s e  h i s  job, because he works f o r  t h e  c i t y .  

When he was paying r e g u l a r l y  it was because h i s  second wife handled t h e i r  
f inances  . 
A s  I am j u s t  s t a r t i n g  t o  rece ive  maintenance I c a n ' t  answer t h i s  o the r  than 
t o  say t h a t  I d o n ' t  th ink  I w i l l  run i n t o  any problems a s  f a r  a s  not  
rece iv ing my maintenance regular ly .  

Don ' t know. 

Peaceful r e l a t i o n s h i p  with me and having access t o  chi ldren  whenever he 
des i res .  

The f a c t  he i s  f a i r l y  up-to-date i s  because of harassment on my p a r t .  
So f a r ,  it works. 

He has t o ,  I suppose. He can c e r t a i n l y  asford  it and more. 



A P P E N D I X  "D" 

Verbatim Comments Concerning t h e  Reasons f o r  
Ex-Husband's I r r e g u l a r  o r  Non-Payment of 
Maintenance Order 

1.0 Respondents who repor ted  t h a t  t h e i r  ex-husbands were i n  a r r e a r s  
were asked t o  amplify a s  t o  why they thought t h i s  was t h e  case.  
The c o m e n t s  have been categorized i n  t h e  following way: 

Ex-hu sband ' s a t t i t u d e  
H o s t i l i t y  towards wife 
I r r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  
Courts and laws 
Second marriage of ex-husband 
Lack of  money 
Lack of c a r e  towards chi ldren  
General comments 
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1.1 Comments concerning Ex-Husband I s ~ t t i t u d e  
a s  Reason f o r  Non-payment 

He doesn't f e e l  l i k e  it. 

He does not want m e  t o  have any money and has  never given me any support, 
I had t o  go on s o c i a l  a s s i s t ance  t o  feed my ch i ld ren  a s  they were a l l  m a l l  
when .we separated. 

He says 1 - d o n ' t  deserve fu r the r  monies since I never contr ibuted anything t o  
t h e  marriage f i nanc i a l l y  . 

J u s t  stingy. H e  doesn ' t  want t o  g ive  it t o  me. I am t o o  proud t o  ask. 
My lawyer th inks  I should. 

F i r s t  husband - we had mwed from t h e  Province f o r  a year  and he thought 
he could g e t  away with it a s  he f e l t  it he d i d n ' t  see t h e  k ids  he d idn ' t  have 
t o  pay. 

He pays when it s u i t s  him and a l s o  I t h i n k  he f e e l s  he shouldn' t  have t o  pay. 

He i s  i n  Ottawa. Doesn't see t h e  ch i ld ren  and thinkd he does not  have to 
pay. He r e s e n t s  .it. 

Stubborness. 

German background, doesn ' t  f e e l  he has t o  pay. 

He f e e l s  the  divorce is my f a u l t ,  and he f e e l s  h e  shouldn' t  have t o  
pay anything. 

J u s t  hoped he could g e t  away with it. 
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1 . 2  Comments concerning Ex-Husband's Hos t i l i t y  
t o  Wife a s  Reason f o r  Non-payment 

Not from lack  of  funds, he  i s  t o t a l l y  h o s t i l e  t o  myself,  mind you I ' m  no rose.  

Wishing poor luck t o  m e .  

To make it hard f o r  m e .  

H e  has  never been a b l e  t o  handle money, always requ i red  l a r g e  quan t i t i e s ro f  
cash i n  pocket t o  spend on himself and being f r e e  t o  be  an ind iv idua l .  No 
ob l iga t ions  however are ever met. Addi t ional ly ,  it i s  a mat ter  o f  pure 
v ind i c t i ve  revenge d i r e c t e d  toward myself. 

He probably t h inks  I am s tup id .  

H e  be l ieves  once I remarried,  he should n o t  pay support .  He has no 
explanation f o r  n o t  paying while I was s ing le .  

Because I 'm l i v i n g  com0.n-law . 

One episode, I w a s  "punished" f o r  having a male f r i end .  

It i s n ' t  t h a t  h e  doesn ' t  have t h e  money, he  j u s t  u se s  money as a whip. Wit 
I don' t  r e a l l y  need it anymore, thank God. 

Spi te .  
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1.3 Comments concerning Ex-Husband ' s Irresponsibi l i ty  
a s  Reason f o r  Non-Payment 

Because he has always evaded h i s  r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  and always comes o f f  
s c o t t  f ree .  

Selfishness, and not  enough concern f o r  h i s  chi ldren.  

I f e e l  he sees  t he  payments a s  a favor  he i s  doing f o r  me and not  a s  
maintenance f o r  the  ch i ldren ' s  needs. 

F 

He f e l t  he should no t  be responsible f o r  our ch i ld ren ' s  maintenance i f  
he did not have custody. 

My ex-husband is i r responsible  and doesn ' t  consider these  mat te rs  a s  
important. Refuses t o  understand why and how payments w i l l  be used. 

He jus t  didn!.t want t o  make t h e  e f f o r t .  

Same reason'for which we were divorced - i r r e spons ib i l i t y .  

He could never hold r e spons ib i l i t y .  He doesn' t even support t h e  
family he has got.  

He i s  completely i r responsible .  

Selfish.  

Just  s e l f i sh  and not  thinking of how we a r e  doing f inanc ia l ly .  

He is very i r respons ib le  and drinks too much. 

Lack of respons ib i l i ty .  

H e  has said t h a t  he  wants t o  be a Playboy. H e  feeds  h i s  raceharses and 
said he w i l l  not  feed h i s  children as i f  t h e r e  is nothing wrong w i t h  our 
retarded daughters. 
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1.4 Comments Concerning the Courts and Laws a s  
Reasons fo r  Ex-husbands  on-payment 

Anyone could avoid paying it i n  this country and g e t  aw& w i t h  it no matter  
what the  law s t a t e s .  

He h e w  no one would r e a l l y  push t h e  i s sue  and so  r e a l l y  d i d n ' t  care .  
He is an a lcohol ic  a l so .  

The law is s o  slow he  knows he has  more time than I do when it comes t o  
waiting .games. He s t a n r e s  us  out .  

Because he i s  i n  Ontario and I am i n  Alberta,  he has'deitucted payments t o  
have me pay f o r  a l l  t r a v e l l i n g  on h i s  access  order. He is $1000.00 in ar rears  
now. 

J u s t  d idn ' t  t h ink  he should have t o  pay and when he never paid  he knew 
nothing would be done about it. 

Cheap, plus h e ' c a n ' t  be forced t o  pay. 

The laws a r e  not strong enough making him pay, and it is  not  easy t o  go 
about t ry ing  t o  ge t  it re-opened in court .  
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1 .5  Comments Concerning Ex-Husband' s Second Marriage 
as  Reasonsfor Non-Payment 

Remarried, may not  have the money. 

Most separated people g e t  re-married o r  l i v e  with someone and can ' t  keep 
two families going. 

Started new l i f e  f o r  himself, s t a b l e  r e l a t i onsh ip  with two chi ldren,  new 
obligations and r e spons ib i l i t i e s ,  

Not enough ex t ra  money - has th ree  ch i ldren  t o  look a f t e r  in the new 
rela t ionship and knows I accept  that he w i l l  pay me what he can when he can. 

He has overextended himself in h i s  present  marriage and support f o r  h i s  
ch i ld  seems t o  be on t h e  bottom of h i s  l i s t  of p r i o r i t i e s .  



APPENDIX D, cont. 

1.6 C m e n t s  Concerning Ex-husband's Lack of Money 
a s  Reason for  Non-Payment 

Declared bankruptcy. 

Stubborn, in debt up t o  h i s  ea r s  always. 

H i s  debt comes before mine, t h a t  is what he said.  

Not working too steady and has t o  pay h i s  Master Charge t h a t  cos t  him $1300.00 
f o r  one week. I guess t h a t  he thought he was in love,  ha ha. He does pay when 

he has the money. 

Unemployment - i f  he is working f u l l  time he pays me on time, i f  unemployed 
I don't expect it on time. He makes up f o r  it when he is wrking.  

He i s  a seasonal worker, we have an agreement t h a t  he may lapse 1 or  2 
months between payments. 

He hasnc t  been working f o r  a long time, and I don't  think anyoDe t r i e d  t o  
make him pay maintenance o r  take t o  cour t  f o r  t h a t  matter.  

He doesn't work t h a t  much. 

According t o  him, he does no t  have t h e  money, I honestly do not know. 

H i s  other f i nanc ia l  r e spons ib i l i t i e s  a t  t imes leave l i t t l e  l e f t  f o r  support 
payments and I don't force t he  i s sue  a s  he does pay when he has the money. 

Unemployed p a r t  of t h e  time and j u s t  unable t o  pay due t o  only receiving a 
draw on h i s  comnissions f o r  some months. I f u l l y  expect he w i l l  pay - 
eventually. 

Has no income, he h a t e s  t o  work, c a l l  him a bum. YOU can ' t  get blood from 
a stone. 

Seasonal work. 
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1.6 cont. 

He wants a hisher  standard of l iving,  than paying maintenance allows. 

Lives high, has house t ra i le r ,  has boa t , i s  always i n  debt. 

Has too many b i l l s .  

He was l a id  off from work, h i s  o ther  payments a r e  too high. 

Gambling debts. 

H i s  a t t i t ude  when I phone t o  see where it is, i s  you w i l l  g e t  it when its 
there,  he never has given m e  a reason on why it is l a t e .  

H i s  main reason was d i d n ' t  s t a y  on.job, and went from one t o  another job a l l  

h i s  l i f e .  

He only seems t o  work now and then, and when he was l i v ing  with a woman, 
she had two k ids  a t  home, which probably took most of h i s  money. 
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1.7 Comments concerning Ex-husbands Not Caring About 
Children a s  Reason f o r  Non-Payment 

My ex-husband couldn ' t  care  l e s s  i f  our ch i ld  s ta rved  to death! He has 
no i n t e r e s t  i n  seeing him o r  helping me t o  support him. 

Doesn't care  about t h e  ch i ld ,  doesn' t  want t o  he lp  in any way. 

He does not have any sense of r e spons ib i l i t y  nor has he ever had any normal 
parental  feel ings .  A s  indicated a b w e ,  h i s  mother makes t h e  payments. 

My husband never cared about h i s  son. He wanted a g i r l ,  and because he 
d idn ' t have  h i s  way, he never gave a damn. 

Indifference. I f  he f e e l s  l i k e  it he pays, i f  he doesn ' t  f e e l  l i k e  it, 
he doesn't pay. 

Same reason a s  t h e  marriage breakdown, t he  welfare of h i s  ch i ld ren  and/or 
family is not  a p r i o r i t y  i t e m .  

He sincerely be l ieves  because we are not toge ther  it is not h i s  respons ib i l i ty  
My ( c m o n ~ l a w )  boyfriend does not  support my ch i ld r en  (i.e. he does not  pay 
my babysit ters)  . 
He does not ca r e  about t h e  ch i ld ,  and th inks  she is my r e spons ib i l i t y .  

H e  doesn't l i k e  me .  H e  doesn ' t  f e e l  any r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  t o  us. 

He doesn't care,  never did.  

Can't afford it and doesn ' t  care. 

Feels no obl igat ion toward our son. 

H i s  l i f e s t y l e  is too  high and he is los ing  i n t e r e s t  in h i s  son. 

He doesn't th ink  he should have t o  because he no longer l i v e s  wi th  m e .  

Not interested.  Too cheap. 



APPENDIX D ,  cont.  

1 . 7  cont .  

He says he no longer has the kids l iving with him so why should he  take 
care of them. 

Feels no responsibi l i ty  and doesn't f e e l  he has t o ,  ignorance and selfishness.  

Probably figures I don't  need or  deserve it though it muld help as  I was 
l e f t  with a l o t  of debts, l i k e  bank loans I had signed f o r  and decided to 
pay because I wanted a good c red i t  ra t ing .  

He is not responsible, l i k e s  t o  do a l o t  of drinking i n  the  bars ,  always 
l ikes  t o  go out and have a good time without paying h i s  b i l l s .  Doesn't 
r ea l ly  care. 

He simply cannot be bothered. 

Lack of in teres t .  

Doesn't care. 



APPENDIX D ,  cont. 

1.8 General Comments Concerning Why Ex-Husbands do 
not Pay t h e i r  Maintenance Orders 

The influence of the  whore he i s  l i v i n g  with. 

Drinking problem. 

H i s  wife influences h i s  decis ions .  He i s  now n o t  going to pay fo r  one 
the court  ordered him t o  pay f o r  unless  I pay t h e  income tax.  

H i s  second marriage has recent ly  broken up. The r e l a t i onsh ip  with the  
women he l e f t  h i s  wife f o r  has broken up and he probably has rever ted  
t o  drinking. 

I r e a l l y  can ' t  say, I don ' t  know. 

I w i l l  take him t o  cou r t  again. 

Unknowr!. 

I don't know i f  he is working o r  not. 

Can't be bothered going t o  Family Court t o  pay. 

I think he thought t he re  was nothing 1 could do. 

H i s  unemployment and mental problem. 

I don't how. 

Buys too much dope. 

He always pays in f u l l  even i f  he has  been two weeks o r  up t o  3 months 
l a t e .  Usually l a t e  due to money shortage t h a t  I don't  understand. 

I am sure  he f e e l s  payments a r e  adequate a t  t h i s  time. 



APPENDIX D ,  c0nt- 

1.8 cont. 

Just willing t o  abide court 's  decision. 

I have no idea whether he is paying or not. I get  the basic ra te  from welfare. 

Because we both decided it was to ta l ly  unnecessary. He supports the children 
when they v i s i t  him, why should he pay for  them when I have them? 

Never on time, twice a year, would sooner r ece ive ' i t  each month. 

Because he :is an alcoholic. 

He i s  conveniently forgetful and an excellent procrastinator. 

It has not been ordered by the court a s  yet. I have jus t  s tar ted  divorce 
proceedings. 

I don't know where he l ives.  



A P P E N D I X  "EM 

Copy of t h e  Le t t e r  from the  I n s t i t u t e  
Of Law Research and Reform explaining 
t h e  purpose of t h e  survey. 
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Dear Householder: 

More and more marriages in Alberta end up in separation or divorce. 
Generally, the court requires one partner to make payments for the support 
of the other partner and any children. This is a maintenance order. Often 
the payment of maintenance orders leads to financial and legal problems for 
everybody involved. 

The Institute of Law Research and Reform is studying the problems 
people have concerning the payment or nonpayment of maintenance orders. 
In the end, the Institute wants to make recommendations concerning the 
reform of laws and legal procedures related to maintenance orders. 

As part of this study, it has contracted the Canadian Institute 
for Research (CIR) to undertake a survey of people involved with maintenance 
orders. In the next couple of weeks, an interviewer from CIR will be knock- 
ing at your door. He or she will ask you whether you are paying or receiv- 
ing payment from a maintenance order. 

If you are, we need your help. At the moment, very little is known 
about the difficulties faced by people like yourself. And, better laws can 
only be made when the real problems of the people concerned are known. By 
giving us an account of your opinions and experiences, you will help to 
build the foundation for better and fairer laws and legal procedures. 

The interviewer will show you a questionnaire. You can fill it in 
yourself or, if you wish, the interviewer will read the questions out to 
you. The choice will be yours. IN EITHER CASE, YOUR NAME WILL NOT APPEAR 
ON THE QUESTIONNAIRE AND WHAT YOU SAY WILL BE KEPT STRICTLY CONFIDENTIAL. 

If you have any questions, please feel free to phone Roberta Davis 
or Rick Powell of CIR at 282-9401. 

Your help in this important survey is greatly appreciated. 

Yours sincerely, 

1 / + - , ~ '  
Vijay K. Bhardwaj 



Copy of a Completed Interviewer's 
Sample Sheet 
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Copy of "The Incidence of Payment/Non-Payment 
of Maintenance Orders Questionnaire for Women 



e CANADIAN INSTITUTE OR RESEARCH 
IN THE B E m L  AND SOCIAL SCIENCES. 

109 Brentwood Profoa8ion.l Building, 3507 Ctudawoad Drlvo N.W. 
Calgary, Alberta T2L 2C2 Phone: (403) 282-B101 

THE l NC l DENCE OF PAYHENT/NONPAYMENT OF MA1 NTENANCE ORDERS 

QUEST l ONNAl RE FOR WOMEN 

Dear Respondent: 

Thank you very much f o r  your help i n  answering t h i s  questionnaire. 

Most o f  the questions simply require you t o  c i r c l e  the number 
beside the answer you wish t o  make. For example: 

How long have you 1 ived i n A l  berta? 

one month o r  less ---------------------------------- 1 
one t o  two months .................................. 2 
three t o  s i x  months ................................ 
seven months t o  a year ............................. 
one t o  three years --------------------------------- 
~ r e  than three years .............................. 

b 
5 
6 

I f  you have l i v e d  i n  Alberta for, say, ten months, you would 
c i r c l e  the nunber 4 as i n  the example. 

There are a few questions which ask you t o  w r i t e  i n  your answer. 
There i s  space provided fo r  th is .  

There are some questions f o r  which you may not know the exact 
answer. For examp 1 e: 

Whcn d id  you cease t o  l ive  together? 
month year 

I f  you do not remeher the exact month, a good guess w i l l  do. 

Please note the ins t ruc t ions  which are underlined o r  put i n  boxes 
l i k e  th is :  

18. Did you have any chi ldren from t h i s  marriage? 

IF  YOU DON'T HAVE ANY CHILDREN, GO TO QUESTION 24 



I I I I I I 
(1)  ( 5 )  

( f o r  o f f i c e  use on ly )  

1. How long have you 1 i v e d  i n  A lbe r ta?  

One month or l e s s  ................................. 1 
One t o  two months ................................. 2 
Three t o  s i x  months ............................... 
S i x  months t o  a year .............................. 3 

4 
One t o  three years ................................ 5 
More than three years ............................. 6 

2. How f a r  d i d  you go i n  school/university/college? 

Grade 7 o r  less  --------------- 1 Col lege c e r t i f i c a t e  O r  diploma ----------- 
Grade 8 o r  9 ------------------ 5 

2 Sane u n i v e r s i t y  courses ------------------ 6 
Grade 10 o r  11 ---------------- 3 Bachelor 's  degree ........................ 7 
High school graduate ---------- 4 Profess iona l  degree, MA o r  PhD ----------- 8 

3. What i s  your age? 

4. What i s  your j o b  s t a t u s  a t  present? 

Self-employed ..................................... 1 
Employed full time ................................ 2 
Employed p a r t  time ................................ 3 
Employed I n  a seasonal occupat ion ----------------- 4 
F u l l - t i m e  student  ................................. 
Unemployed ........................................ 5 

6 
Other ( s p e c i f y )  --------- 7 

5. I F YOU ARE EMPLOYED, what i s  your j ob?  

6 .  What percentage o f  t h e  t ime s ince  your separat ion /d ivorce have you been employed 
on a f u l l - t i m e  bas is?  

I haven' t  been employed ----------- 6 



7. What i s  your major  source o f  incane? 

Earnings from self-employment -------------- 1 
wages/salary ............................... 2 
Investments ................................ 
Unemployment Insurance ..................... 3 

4 
Socia l  ass is tance .......................... 

------ 5 
Other ( spec i f y )  6 

IF  YOU ARE NOT RECEIVING SOCIAL ASSISTANCE, GO TO QUESTION 8. 

(a) How much was your soc ia l  ass is tance payment l a s t  month: $ 

(b) During your marr iage, d i d  you rece ive  s o c i a l  ass is tance payments? 

(c)  Did you apply f o r  soc ia l  ass is tance because o f  your marr iage breakdown? 

8. What do you est imate your income, before  taxes, from January 1, 1979 t o  
December 31, 1979 t o  be? ( i nc lude  a l l  sources) 

9. What I s  your average take-home income pe r  month? 

10. Do you own your own home? 

11. What do you pay per  month i n  mortgage o r  r e n t ?  $ 

12. About what a r e  your average monthly payments f o r  ou ts tand ing  debt,  inc lud ing 
loans from banks o r  loan cmpanles,  c r e d i t  cards, department s t o r e  accounts, 
and so on? 

S 

1). How many c h i l d r e n  do you c l a i m  as deduct ions f o r  t a x  purposes? 
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14.  How many o the r  dependents can you c l a i m  f o r  t a x  purposes? 

15. Are you divorced, f o r m a l l y  separated o r  j u s t  separated? 
(To be formal l y  separated, you would have had t o  have reg is te red  t h e  separat ion 

i n  court.) 

Divorced .......................... 1 
Separated ......................... 2 
Fonna l ly  separated ---------------- 3 

16. When were you marr ied? 
month year  

17. When d i d  you cease t o  l i v e  together?  
month yea r 

18. When were you d ivorced o r  f o r m a l l y  separated? 
month 

19. Were you divorced o r  separated i n  A l b e r t a  o r  o u t s i d e  t h e  province? 

20. Did you have any c h i l d r e n  f r a n  t h i s  marr iage? 

I F  YOU DIDN'T HAVE ANY CHILDREN, GO TO QUESTION 26 

21. How many c h i l d r e n ' d i d  you have? 

22. Who was awarded custody o f  your c h i  1 dren? 

You 1 Socia l  agency ......................... 
Your husband ------------------- 4 

2 Both you and your husband ------------- 5 
Other fami l y  r e l a t i o n  ---------- 3 

I 23. Were access arrangements s p e c i f i e d  by  t h e  c o u r t ?  



24. Do you allow, o r  a re  you i n  f a c t  allowed, access t o  your ch i ld ren?  

25. Are you sa t i s f i ed  w i t h  the  access arrangements f o r  your ch i ld ren?  

26. What was your mar i ta l  s ta tus  a t  the  t ime o f  your marriage t o  your ex-husband? 

Never marr ied before -------------- 1 
Divorced .......................... 2 
Widoner ........................... 3 

27. I s  your maintenance o rder  from the  Family Court, t he  Supreme Court, 
o r  is i t . vo l un ta r y?  

28. 1 I F  IT  WAS FROM FAMILY COURT OR SUPREME COURT I , were you represented by a 

lawyer? 

29. Was your maintenance order  made i n  A lber ta  o r  ou t s i de  o f  Alberta? 

In Alber ta  ........................ 1 
I n  another prov ince --------------- 2 
Outside o f  Canada ----------------- 3 

30. 1 I F YOUR MAINTENANCE ORDER WAS MADE OUTS1 DE OF ALBERTA ( , i s  the order  cu r ren t l y  
I 1 

being enforced by a cour t  i n  A1 ber ta?  

1 .  What i s  the monthly payment on your maintenance order? $ 



32.  I s  your ex-husband c u r r e n t l y  behind i n  h i s  payments o f  t h e  maintenance o rde r?  

33. (a) How were t h e  payments t o  be made? 

D i r e c t  cheque ...................................... 1 
Deposited i n  your bank account ..................... 2 
Through Fami 1 y Court - ordered payment ------------- 3 
Through Fami ly  Court - v o l u n t a r y  payment ----------- 4 
Through S o c i a l  Serv ices  Department ----------------- 5 
~ o t  spec if i ed by  c o u r t  ............................. 6 
Don ' t  know ......................................... 7 

(b) Was t h i s  arrangement s a t i s f a c t o r y ?  

(c) I F NO, why n o t ?  

34.  (a) Do you t h i n k  t h i s  amount i s  f a i r  t o  you? 

(b) Do you t h i n k  t h i s  amount i s  f a i r  t o  your ex-husband? 

(c) Do you t h i n k  t h a t  t h e  o r d e r  was f a i r  t o  your c h i l d r e n ?  



3 4 .  (d) Do you t h i n k  t h a t  t h e  o rde r  was based on your  ex-husband's earn ings? 

(e) Do you t h i n k  t h a t  t h e  o rde r  was based on your  need f o r  support? 

( f )  Have you approached any agency t o  have the  payments increased o r  
decreased? 

Yes (supreme Court) --------------- 1 
Yes (Fami 1 y  cou r t )  ---------------- 2 
No -------------------------------- 3 

(g) I F  YES:  Do you f e e l  t h a t  t h e  agency helped you? 

35. How many months i n  t h e  past  year has your  ex-husband p a i d  h i s  maintenance order?  

12 months ..................... 1 3 t o  5 months ------------------- 5 
10 t o  11 months --------------- 2 1 t o  2 months ------------------- 6 
8 o r  9 ----------------- 3 Haven't p a i d  .................... 
6 o r  8 months ----------------- 7 

4 

36. How much o f  t h e  maintenance o r d e r  does he pay? 

Always pay t h e  full amount .......................................... 1 
Usua l ly  pay t h e  f u l l  amount ......................................... 2 
Usual l y  pay most (over  th ree-quar te rs )  o f  t h e  amount ---------------- 3 
Usual l y  pay between h a l f  and th ree-quar te rs  o f  t h e  amount ----------- 4 
Usua l ly  pay something b u t  l e s s  than h a l f  o f  t h e  amount -------------- 
No payments ......................................................... 5 

6 

37. How r e g u l a r l y  does he pay? 

Always by t h e  da te  p resc r ibed  -------------- 1 
Usua l ly  by t h e  da te  p resc r ibed  ------------- 2 
Usual ly  w i t h i n  a week ...................... 3 
Usua l ly  more than a week l a t e  -------------- 4 
No payments ................................ 5 



45. How do you fee l  about your ex-husband's mar r iage / re la t i onsh ip?  

16. Do you now have a  p e n a n e n t  r e l a t i o n s h i p  w i t h  another person? 

Yes (ma rr i =d) .............................. 1 
Yes (unmarr ied b u t  l i v i n g  together )  -------- 2 
No ......................................... 3 

I F  Y O U  DO - NOT HAVE A PERMANENT RELATIONSHIP, 
GO TO QUEST1 ON 51. 

47. When d i d  the r e l a t i o n s h i p  beg in? 
rnon t h  yea r 

48. Do you have any c h i l d r e n  f rom t h i s  r e l a t i o n s h i p ?  

(a) I F  YES: How many? (spec i f y )  

49. Are you support ing any c h i l d r e n  f rom your  p a r t n e r ' s  previous r e l a t i o n s h i p ?  

(a) I F  YES: How many? (spec i f y )  

50. What i s  your p a r t n e r ' s  major source o f  income? 

Earnings from self-employment -------------- 1 
Wages/salary ............................... 2 
Investments ................................ 3 
Unemployment Insurance ..................... 4 
Social ass is tance .......................... 

----- 5  
Other ( spec i f y )  6 

51. What do you es t ima te  your p a r t n e r ' s  income t o  be i n  19797 



I F YOUR MA1 NTENANCE ORDER HAS ALWAYS BEEN PA1 D I N FULL AND ON TIME, 
GO TO QUESTION 5 7 .  

5 2 .  Have you ever t r i e d  t o  take  your ex-husband t o  c o u r t  f o r  n o t  paying h i s  
maintenance order?  

(a) I F  NO: Why n o t ?  

He has n o t  missed enough payments ------------------- 2  - .  

I d o n ' t  know how t o  qo about i t  ..................... 3 - 

The cou r t  w i l l  never be ab le  t o  get him t o  pay ------ ----- 5  
Other ( s p e c i f y )  6 

.Don't  know .......................................... 7 

(b) I F  YOU HAVE TRIED: D id  your ex-husband a c t u a l l y  appear i n  c o u r t ?  

(c)  IF HE D I D  APPEAR: D id  he begin t o  pay h i s  maintenance o rde r?  

53. Has he cont inued t o  pay h i s  maintenance o r d e r ?  

54. Would you be w i l l i n g  t o  f o r c e  your ex-husband t o  pay by having t h e  
maintenance o rde r  deducted d i  r e c t  l y  from h i  s wages/sal a ry?  

55. Would you be w i l l i n g  t o  have your ex-husband j a i l e d  f o r  no t  paying h i s  
maintenance o rde r?  



5 6 .  What do you t h i n k  i s  t h e  main reason f o r  your ex-husband's n o t  paying h i s  
maintenance order  i n  f u l l  o r  on t ime? 

57. What do you t h i n k  i s  t h e  main reason f o r  your ex-husband's paying h i s  
maintenance order  r e g u l a r l y ?  

58. I f  you have any th ing  f u r t h e r  you would 1 i k e  t o  b r i n g  t o  our  a t t e n t i o n ,  please 
w r i t e  i t  i n  the  space prov ided.  

THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR YOUR HELP!  



A P P E N  D I X "H" 

GENERAL COMMENTS 

A t  t h e  end of t h e  ques t ionnai re ,  respondents were asked t o  
add any general  comments t h a t  they wished t o  make. They have not 
been categorized a s  many of them a r e  long and dea l  with a number of 
i ssues .  Co l l ec t ive ly  they provide a good i n s i g h t  i n t o  t h e  thoughts, 
opinions and experiences of women who a r e  rece iv ing o r  should receive 
maintenance orders.  



APPENDIX H I  cont .  

In  order  f o r  a woman t o  t ake  her  husband t o  c o u r t ,  i n  t h e  case of d e f a u l t  
on maintenance payment expecia l ly  where t h e  woman i s  dependent on these  payments 
t o  a l a r g e  ex ten t ,  l e g a l  c o s t s  tend t o  be p r o h i b i t i v e .  Especial ly where t h e  
amount involved i n  t h e  d e f a u l t  i s  small.  Extra c o s t s  incurred i n  normal 
l i v i n g  can be d i f f i c u l t  when t h e  husband and wife a r e  not  on good terms f o r  
s p e c i a l  th ings  which a r e  important t o  t h e  c h i l d r e n ' s  development. 

A l l  answers p e r t a i n  t o  when ex-husband was a l i v e .  A l l  i s  now taken care  of 
by e s t a t e  l e f t  t o  my chi ldren .  

I f  t h e  c o u r t  says  he doesn ' t  have t o  pay h i s  maintenance order ,  I do not 
want him t o  see  my daughter.  

I wish the  c h i l d  d i d  n o t  have t o  see t h e  o the r  parent ,  he should have a choice. 

I do not  f e e l  most women a r e  aware of t h e i r  r i g h t s  i n  a separa t ion  and 
consequently they and t h e i r  chi ldren  s u f f e r  a much lower standard of l i v i n g  
than they should. I a l s o  f e e l  t h e  laws a r e  s o r e l y  lacking t h e  a b i l i t y  t o  
d e a l  with husbands who a r e  delinquent i n  their payments. 

When t h e  cour t  order  was s e t  down I had t h e  two chi ldren .  He has never 
made one payment which was t o  have been $50.00 per  ch i ld .  A s  of August 
1979 he has t h e  o l d e s t  c h i l d  l i v i n g  with him. 

Question 41 cannot be answered with a yes o r  no - we a r e  jo in t  owners of t h e  
family home where I and t h e  ch i ld ren  a r e  r e s id ing .  

Maintenance was paid  f o r  a period of t h r e e  years .  The f i n a l  year I agreed 
t o  resolv ing our agreement i f  my husband would allow t h e  ch i ld ren  t o  be adopted 
by my fiance/ after we were married. He agreed  and the children were adopted 
i n  1978 (May). 



APPENDIX H ,  CONT. 

I don' t  f e e l  adequate weight was given t o  our f i n a n c i a l  s i t u a t i o n  on a day 
t o  day bas i s  when t h e  support payments were agreed upon bu t  t h a t  is t h e  amount 
he was wi l l ing  t o  pay, could do so with r e l a t i v e  ease  and a l s o  s ign  t h e  house 
(debt )  over t o  me. I am unable t o  assume t h e  second mortgage i n  my name alone 
because my income is too  low t o  qua l i fy  i n  s p i t e  of t h e  f a c t  I have been paying 
it s ince  my husband l e f t .  I am angry with and f r u s t r a t e d  by an economic 
system which allows a person t o  work f u l l  time and make l e s s  than enough t o  
maintain a family. I am working i n  a pos i t ion  which pays l e s s  than t h e  one 
f o r  which I was i n i t i a l l y  t r a i n e d ,  bu t  t h i s  job allows me t o  be access ib le  
and ava i l ab le  t o  my ch i ld ren  and does no t  c a r r y  an undue amount of 
r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  which would no t  allow me t o  ca r ry  my home respons ib i l i ty  a s  
r ead i ly .  I have approached t h e  Socia l  Services,  Alberta Housing Corporation 
f o r  a d d i t i o n a l  support  a s  a supplement and have been refused.  I t  is  
f r ightening and f r u s t r a t i n g  t o  be p a r t  of t h e  working poor. My ch i ld ren  
and I f e e l  we have been re lega ted  t o  t h e  s t a t u s  of 10th  c l a s s  c i t i z e n s  while 
t h e i r  Dad's s tandard of l i v i n g  and l i f e s t y l e  has improved. Our house i s  
30 years  o l d  and furnishings  a r e  i n  need of r e p a i r  (or replacement) which we 
a r e  unable t o  provide. I don ' t  know t h e  answers but  I c e r t a i n l y  do see t h e  
i n e q u i t i e s  and have a l t e r e d  my perspect ive .  

I f e e l  it would be a good idea  t o  have a general  publ ic  assembly f o r  people 
i n  my pos i t ion  where our opinions and problems can be expressed t o  t h e  
proper agencies. Lawyers, e t c .  could advise and counsel.  

When I sued f o r  divorce I d id  not  reques t  any support o r  alimony. The lawyer 
advised me t o  a t  l e a s t  sue f o r  $50.00 per  c h i l d  because he s a i d  i f  I d i d n ' t  
now my chance of ever g e t t i n g  anything would be minimal. The c o u r t  reserved 
my r i g h t  t o  alimony s ince  I was on ass i s t ance  a t  t h e  time, and i n  case  my 
f u t u r e  marriage d i d n ' t  occur,  1 would be ab le  t o  f a l l  back on t h e  alimony. 
The reason why my income is s o  low is  I am cur ren t ly  separated from my 
second husband and boarding a t  my Mom's. 

Voluntary payments a r e  no t  r egu la r ,  I w i l l  apply t o  t h e  cour t  f o r  a maintenance 
order .  

Provision f o r  payment of 1/2 den ta l ,  or thopedic s e r v i c e s ,  e t c .  a r e  impossible 
t o  c o l l e c t .  

H i s  income over $20,000. My income approx. $15,000. H e  pays $200.00  a month ,  
no r e s p o n s i b i l i t y .  P r e t t y  cheap f o r  maintenance on h i s  daughter.  I c a n ' t  
answer quest ions about whether he w i l l  pay or  not ,  but  i f  he shouldn ' t  with 
t h e  t e c h n i c a l i t i e s  involved, I wouldn't even be bothered t o  t r y  and g e t  t h e  
money. 
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I would l i k e  t o  say t h a t  t h e  cour t s  a r e  f a r  too  easy on ex-husbands 
when it comes t o  maintenance orders.  There r e a l l y  should be something done 
about point ing out  t h a t  these  men should be made somehow t o  make these  
maintenance payments, e s p e c i a l l y  i f  they don!t a t  a l l  make an e f f o r t  t o  t r y  
t o  make some payments. Many t imes t h e  f i g h t  f o r  maintenance goes on and on 
and seems t o  h i t  a b r i c k  wall .  Going t o  cour t  over and over g e t s  t o  be 
p r e t t y  tiresome when nothing g e t s  accamplished. 

I have a l o t  t o  say b u t  I don ' t  th ink  you would want my opinion. But I 
w i l l  say $160.00 p e r  month f o r  4 k ids  j u s t  w i l l  n o t  do, because I c a n ' t  provide 
f o r  them on my own without he lp  from s o c i a l  a s s i s t a n c e  and $160.00 per  month 
j u s t  i s n ' t  enough help  fram someone who is  p a r t l y  responsib le  f o r  them being 
here. 

Although a wqan  needs c h i l d  support,  she i s  o f t e n  penalized through 
t axa t ion  becadse it of ten  p u t s  her i n t o  a d i f f e r e n t  income t a x  bracket  
so one wonders i f  it is  r e a l l y  t o  one ' s  b e n e f i t  t o  rece ive  it. I t  should 
not  be c l a s s i f i e d  a s  income. I t  should be f o r  t h e  s o l e  purpose of the  
chi ldren  and t h e i r  ca re .  

We have no t  be~en i n  con tac t  wi th  my ex-husband f o r  f i v e  years  o r  more. 
My ch i ld ren  a r e  a l l  self-support ing now so  much of t h e  information is 
i r r e l e v a n t  t o  my s i t u a t i o n .  

Alimony shoul given when t h e  one who has t h e  ch i ld ren ,  but  i f  t h e  one 
is making enough t o  support them completely, then 

support with no alimony. 

I f e e l  the  cos of r a i s i n g  chi ldren  i s  awfully high and of course t h e  monthly 
c h i l d  support is no t  always enough t o  meet these  needs. With t h e  r i s i n g  r p r i c e s  of food, c lo th ing ,  e t c .  it should be a must t h a t  t h e  amount of t h e  
c h i l d  support go up accordingly without myself having t o  approach a lawyer 
and go through a l l  t h e  proceedings t o  have your allowance ra ised .  

Reasonably unsa t i s f i ed  with t h e  arrangement. 
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I married a s e c ~ n d  time i n  1974, This ended i n  d i y ~ r c e  i n  1977. There 
were no chi ldren  F r ~ m  t h i s m a r x i a g e ,  I am n ~ t  rece iv ing any Xinancial 
support from him. For t h e  purpose of t h i s  ques t ionnai re ,  I have not  included 
the  secondmarriage.  It seems v e r y  u n f a i r  t o  have t o  l i s t  money received a s  
c h i l d  support a s  income and g e t  taxed on it while t h e  person giving it g e t s  
a tax break. This  is  b e t t e r  now thah it was f i v e  years  ago, due t o  equivalent  
t o  married exemption being increased. 

He only pays support f o r  one c h i l d .  The o the r  i s  4 months old and t h a t  
case  has no t  been taken t o  cour t .  

Most women a r e  n o t  aggressive enough and don ' t  want t o  appear nasty.  
Consequently, they a l l  g e t  screwed. 

I ' ve  known him s ince  he was 13 and I was 12. He only went to her  because 
of sex, but I don ' t  t h i n k  he r e a l l y  loves he r .  He knows t h a t  1 ' d  never 
h u r t  him, t h a t  i s  why we don ' t  divorce.  He r a i s e d  me from $500 t o  $600 
t o  $700 t o  $800. He knows h i s  own shame but  he would never l e t  me down, 
I have muscle d e t e r i o r a t i o n  i n  my l e g s  and they d o n ' t  work. 

I took my ex-husband t o  cour t  i n  t h e  f a l l  of 1978 a s  payments were only 
$100 pe r  month and my p a r t n e r  was l i v i n g  elsewhere wi th  h i s  chi ldren .  
I t  took me s i x  months and a pa in fu l  "examination of discovery". Also, 
he per jured  himself and I f e l t  impelled t o  prove it. 

I have no t  been t o  cour t  f o r  t h e  divorce a s  of y e t  b u t  I had a l o t  of t roub le  
and 6 months of wait ing before  I a t  l e a s t  g o t  in ter im maintenance f o r  t h e  
ch i ld ren .  Although I have t h e  grounds f o r  divorce,  it took a g r e a t  d e a l  of 
t ime and I had t o  s e t t l e  f o r  only maintenance payments f o r  t h e  ch i ld ren  
although I am e n t i t l e d  t o  maintenance payments f o r  myself a l s o .  I am concerned 
t h a t  I w i l l  not  rece ive  t h e  c h i l d  support payments a f t e r  t h e  divorce is  f i n a l  
and I have been advised by my lawyer t h a t  the  payments w i l l  undoubtedly s top  
a f t e r  one year  and I have a l s o  been advised it c o s t s  a g r e a t  deal  t o  fo rce  
such payments a f t e r  they have stopped. 
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In a fo r tuna te  p o s i t i o n  of holding a well  paying job and making out wel l .  

I f e e l  t h a t  page 9 is impossible f o r  me t o  answer a s  I always g e t  my money 
but  never know when. I a l s o  f e e l  the  ques t ionnai re  is ambiguous i n  a l o t  
of places.  

A s  f a r  a s  maintaining t h e  standard of  l i v i n g  t h a t  I a m  used t o  I now 
r e a l i z e  t h a t  I am going t o  have a d i f f i c u l b  time. 

Survey is a good idea ,  bu t  I r e a l l y  have no t  had t o o  many problems. I 
am mainly s a t i s f i e d  with t h e  arrangement worked o u t  between my ex-husband 
and I. 

My ex-husband i s  g r e a t  with having payments on time but  avoids a l l  contac t  
with h i s  boys. 

I f e e l  t h a t  t h e  r e s u l t s  o f  my divorce were unsa t i s fac to ry  due t o  t h e  
negligence and l ack  of communication on t h e  p a r t  of my lawyer. I t  i s  
unfortunate t h a t  " l i t t l e "  people l i k e  myself who a r e  no t  f u l l y  aware 
of l e g a l  procedures e t c .  have t o  s u f f e r  i n  t h e  long run. I t r y  t o  provide 
a good h h e  f o r  my ch i ld ren  b u t  with what I ea rn  and receive  from my ex - 
it i s  a l i t t l e  tough. The only way I can receive more money from him 
is t o  have the  divorce decree changed, and I c a n ' t  be bothered t o  go 
through a l l  t h a t  hass le  again. So I a m  stuck! 

I th ink a law should be passed which makes a man s i g n  an agreement t o  not  
have any more ch i ld ren  i n  o the r  marriages i f  he cannot support  ch i ld ren  
from t h e  f i r s t .  He should be then made by t h e  judge t o  have a vasectomy 
so  he c a n ' t  have any more ch i ld ren  whom s o c i a l  se rv ices  have t o  support.  

The only problems I encountered regarding maintenance being withheld 
were a r e s u l t  of him t ry ing  t o  punish me f o r  one reason o r  another .  
This occurred pr imar i ly  i n  t h e  f i r s t  year of our divorce and my lawyer 
would th rea ten  cour t  ac t ion .  
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I have a r e t a r d e d  dqughter a t  home, My husband r e f u s e s  t o  provide any 
support  a s  he c a n L t  a f f o r d  it on h i s  take  h ~ m e  pqy of $25,000. a year .  
H i s  way of l i f e  i s  one b ig  p a r t y  and he has  seldom v i s i t e d  w i t h  h i s  
ch i ld ren ,  no Xmas o r  b i r thday  g i f t s ,  e t c .  No he lp  p u t t i n g  our  son 
through exchange school b u t  was a b l e  t o  own 5 racehorses  d r i v e  a 
Chrysler c a r  and i s  wel l  dressed .  We have j u s t  had a "Discovery 
Hearing". My husband was f i n a l l y  served a summons a s  he  f a i l e d  t o  show 
up a t  many o the r  c o u r t  hear ings .  Something needs t o  be done regarding 
t h e  l e g a l  system a s  I have been t r y i n g  f o r  6 yea r s  t o  enforce  t h e  c o u r t  
order  f o r  support  payment which has made me ill. 

A t  t h e  time o f  our d ivorce ,  my ex was serv ing  time i n  j a i l .  Because of 
t h i s  maintenance was s e t  a t  $1.00 p e r  year .  He has  made it c l e a r  t h a t  
a s  long a s  I have a r e l a t i o n s h i p  wi th  someone e l s e  he won't pay support .  
Because I am l i v i n g  common-law I re fuse  t o  have my p a r t n e r  pay f o r  any 
expense t o  look i n t o  maintenance payments. Also I was t o l d  by a lawyer 
t h a t  I coul .dnVt  ask  f o r  c h i l d  support  because I am l i v i n g  common law. 
1 f e e l  t h a t  is  very  u n f a i r .  

The only t h i n g  t h a t  r e a l l y  bo the r s  me is  how he t a k e s  everything o u t  on t h e  
k ids .  I th ink  t h e  c o u r t s  should spec i fy  some s o r t  of counse l l ing  f o r  t h e  
pa ren t s .  The k i d s  a r e  only  8 and 6 and sometimes it i s  a r e a l  burden 
f o r  them. My ex-husband t e l l s  t h e  k ids  it i s  my f a u l t  and I am t ak ing  a l l  
h i s  money. 

1 t h i n k  t h e  c o u r t s  should be more s t r i c t ,  wi th  husbands who f a i l  t o  pay. 
My husband i s  $2200. behind and we keep going t o  c o u r t  about once a month 
and nothing i s  done. 

I d o n ' t  th ink  it i s  f a i r  t h a t  t h e  husband j u s t  t akes  o f f  and has  
no r e s p o n s i b i l i t y .  I went t o  Family Court and they c a n ' t  do anything 
u n t i l  I f i n d  an address  on him. I th ink  t h a t  husbands should pay f o r  
some of t h e  th ings  t h a t  k i d s  need. I t h i n k  t h e  law i s  n o t  r i g h t .  I should 
g e t  support  payments. 

Harassment from ex-husband and h i s  wife.  Ex-in-law's r i g h t s  t o  see  ch i ld ren .  
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A l t h ~ u y h  it i s ,  no t  p~gq&Jd.e $95 t h e  C O L ~ X ~  t~ f u ~ c e  my ex-husb.&nd to  maintain 
h i s  i e s p s n s i b i l & t i e s  towqsd his ch;ildren ( q e r y t i m e  we g e t  c lose  t o  cour t  
re :  maintenqnce,, he loses  h i s  jobT t h e  cour t  f s  s t i l l  q u i t e  ahle  t o  see t o  
it t h a t  he can take t h e  ch i ld ren  away twice a month and enjoy t h e i r  company. 
These two i s sues  a re  very c lose  together  and should not  be d e a l t  with separa te ly  
by t h e  cour t .  My ex-husband and T j o i n t l y  share a la rge  commercial investment 
( t h i s  was backed by my f a t h e r  t o  g e t  us  s t a r t e d )  he has managed t o  team 
up with a small t h i r d  pa r tne r  t o  take  over t h e  company and exclude me from any 
and a l l  knowledge the reof .  Addit ionally,  s ince  my personal  n e t  worth takes  
i n t o  considerat ion ownership of  these shares ,  which a r e  t o t a l l y  o u t  of my 
reach and contro l led  by my ex-husband, I am not  even a b l e  t o  obtain Social  
Assistance t o  a l l e v i a t e  t h i s  two year  long f i n a n c i a l  c r i s i s .  I n  summary, 
my s i t u a t i o n  i s  t h i s :  what maintenance payments a re  made a r e  no t  on - 
time, and f a r  too  low. Any attempt on my p a r t  t o  c o l l e c t  the  maintenance 
a r r e a r s  r e s u l t s  i n  my ex-husband simply becoming unemployed and I then receive  
no maintenance payments a t  a l l .  My ex-husband could become employed again, - 
b u t  shor t  of  h i r i n g  a p r i v a t e  de tec t ive  t o  determine t h i s ,  I have no way of 
f ind ing  out  when t h i s  occurs. I would a d d i t i o n a l l y  note t h a t  my ex-husband's 
v i s i t i n g  r i g h t s  make my l i f B  and our family l i f e  a "display window" t o  my 
ex-husband, ye t  I have no knowledge a t  a l l  of h i s  a c t i v i t i e s  o ther  than t h a t  
acc ident ly  revealed from time t o  time. Eg. he  has  a g i r l f r i e n d ,  possibly i s  
l i v i n g  with her .  Says he has no money a t  a l l ,  and c a n ' t  make ends meet, b u t  
wears expensive new c lo th ing  constant ly ,  d r ives  a fancy luxury c a r  of h i s  own 
i n  addi t ion  t o  a brand new company c a r  when working. 

I have been t o l d  by both lawyers I have had t o  r ep resen t  myself t h a t  t h e  
cour t  w i l l  allow only a maximum of $100 per  c h i l d .  Although i n  my cade it 
was s e t t l e d  o u t  of cour t ,  I received $150 f o r  my c h i l d  (with a l o t  of 
hass le  from my husband). 95% of t h e  time t h e  woman i s  awarded custody of 
t h e  c h i l d  o r  ch i ld ren  and I s t rongly  bel ieve t h a t  t h e  maximum payment 
ordered by a judge a s  a b w e  is  absolute ly  unfa i r .  For example, a s  i n  
my case my husband's take  home pay i s  twice a s  much a s  mine p lus  he is by 
no means heavily i n  debt although I refused t o  go o u t  and work myself b u t  
my daughter is  a l s o  my husband's r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  and I f e e l  f a t h e r s  a r e  l e t  o f f  
t o o  e a s i l y .  My husband has  only himself t o  be responsib le  f o r .  I have a 
dependent,besides r e n t  and g roce r i e s  then a r e  c lo thes ,  daycare, b a b y s i t t e r s ,  
and espec ia l ly  entertainment f o r  my l i t t l e  g i r l .  My husband has generous 
access  t o  our c h i l d  which i s  a v i t a l  concern t o  ch i ld ren  but  he has a l s o  
refused t o  he lp  i n  c o s t  o the r  than maintenance should anything ever a r i s e .  
So I f e e l  very s t rong ly  t h a t  i f  a man's income i s  very  good he should be made 
t o  stand up t o  h i s  r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  and pay a proper and f a i r  amount f o r  
h i s  ch i ld .  

See you have a homestead f o r  s a l e .  But I w i l l  no t  s ign.  Because he i s  
cheat ing  on t h e  money, I would l i k e  ha l f  but  he i s  not  f o r  it. So i f  he 
does agree then he w i l l  be pa id  up on h i s  maintenance, from Ju ly  i n  1979 
and 6 months i n  1980. But i f  t h i s  keeps I w i l l  p u t  him i n  j a i l  f o r  a while 
so  he c a n ' t  say I a m  s t u p i d  about it. 
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I do th ink  t h e  government should go a f t e r  those men who do not keep up with 
t h e i r  payments every month. This i s  the  second time I have been separated 
from my husband. The f i r s t  t ime was i n  Saskatchewan and I had two young 
chi ldren  t o  look a f t e r .  He d id  not  support them and I had t h e  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  
of keeping them and he took off  out  of t h e  province. We got  back together  
bu t  t h e  same old  problems arose .  T t  was women i n  my case ,  but  T had no 
money from him hardly  a t  a l l  i n  the  two years  we were a p a r t .  It i s  u n f a i r  
on t h e  mother having a l l  t h e  headaches wondering where t h e  next few d o l l a r s  
a r e  coming from. Stronger laws should be made f o r  support and f o r  co l l ec t ing .  

W e  a r e  going t o  cour t  under the  new Matrimonial Property Act. 

It  has been a p r e t t y  tough road, but  we a r e  b e t t e r  o f f  now, thank goodness. 

The c o s t s  o f  maintaining a l l  my o rde r s  have been heavy and I have gained 
nothing a t  a l l .  My custody and maintenance o rde r s  both a r e  the  two orders  
he has taken advantage o f .  Because of t h e  two provinces and d is tance ,  
my ex-husband has made use  of h i s  s p i t e  and I have paid  t h e  b i l l s .  My f i r s t  
maintenance payment came 4 months l a t e  because the  cour t  asked him t o  pay t h e  
$300 f o r  our  divorce s o  he s t a l l e d  my payments t o  equal t h e  amount. He helped 
my son run away supplying him money and plane t i c k e t  and then hid him f o r  3 days 
only f o r  me t o  f ind  ou t  a t  t h e  age my son was (13) I could do nothing i f  the  
boy wanted t o  be with h i s  f a t h e r .  When t h e  ch i ld ren  v i s i t e d  him f o r  2 weeks 
i n  t h e  summer he kept  them f o r  2 months and h i s  mother and f a t h e r  looked a f t e r  
them and he v i s i t e d  when he f e l t  l i k e  it. So I have had t o  s ince  chosen t h e  
l a s t  2 weeks i n  t h e  summer. So my gaining custody o r  maintenance orders  have 
only meant g r i e f  and heavy c o s t s  t o  me. There is  a t e r r i b l e  lack  of information 
t h a t  can only be gained by paying a heavy cos t  t o  a lawyer t h a t  should be 
ava i l ab le  t o  any individual  t h a t  can use it. 

He i s  plenty  depressed about t h e  way he has t r e a t e d  us, bu t  t h a t  i s  h i s  
problem. We a r e  doing j u s t  f i n e  without him, d o n ' t  want h i s  crummy money. 

T t  i s  n o t  f a i r  f o r  a man t o  only pay $50 a month f o r  t h e  chi ldren .  

Maintenance order  i s  f o r  CHILD support only, NOT f o r  my maintenance 
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In my case I c a n ' t  camplai'n a s  my s i t u a t i o n  turned out  p r e t t y  good. The f i r s t  
s i x  years  he completely refused c h i l d  support then th ings  were s t ra ightened 
o u t  i n  cour t  and t h a t  is  t h e  reason the  o l d e s t  never received c h i l d  support 
a s  he turned 18  before  my divorce. I never received alimony bu t  received 
property se t t lements .  

Last  year my husband paid  me only $1800 i n  6 months so ,  desparate,  I took 
t h e  chi ldren  t o  l i v e  with him. The cour t  was s o  slow about ordering 
payments, we had abso lu te ly  no money a t  a l l .  He has s ince  paid  me no money 
and I am proceeding i n  a dragged divorce case ( 2  years)  i n  which I hope t o  
regain  custodp and some reasonable money se t t lement .  

1 had t o  pay off  a l l  of h i s  debts .  I cou ldn ' t  l i v e  on $75.00 a month f o r  
alimony. I supported h i s  son from h i s  f i r s t  wife. 

Can't  see  any good i n  Family Court. When I go I g e t  l e s s  money, I am t h e  
one with the  chi ldren  no t  him. 

1 don ' t  f e e l  husbands should have v i s i t i n g  r i g h t s  without paying t h e i r  
support payments. 

I th ink  t h e  f a t h e r s  should be  forced t o  pay because l i k e  my husband, he 
could be making godd money and have enough f o r  himself and f o r  u s ,  bu t  
a s  th ings  a r e  now he works f o r  a while and l o a f s  around t h e  r e s t .  
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I have been divorced twice, both times I footed t h e  b i l l  because the  cour t s  
were unable o r  unwil l ing  t o  go a f t e r  cour t  c o s t s  which I had been awarded. 
I never received support payments r egu la r ly ,  nor d id  I when I was on welfare 
74 mid 75 ( they d id  nothing t o  enforce regu la r  payments). The constant  
b icker ing  and hass l ing  over support t h a t  was j u s t i f i a b l y  my r i g h t  was not  
worth t h e  mental torment s o  I went back t o  cour t  i n  1977 (May) f o r  a cash 
se t t lement  which I was awarded and which was f i n a l l y  pa id  by pu t t ing  a l i e n  
on h i s  property.  Note: Courts do no t  l i k e  t o  "deal  away maintenance r i g h t s  
of chi ldren"  but  due t o  my medical condit ion and f i n a n c i a l  pos i t ion  (kidney 
t r a n s p l a n t  and going t o  Universi ty)  they d id  so.  Also, I could always re-apply 
f o r  maintenance bu t  would not  do s o  because I value my freedom. 

The time has  come when ch i ld rens '  r i g h t s  must be protec ted .  Both pa ren t s '  
circumstances must be  considered and a f a r  f a i r e r  share of monetary support 
must be provided. A c h i l d ,  i f  both o r  e i t h e r  parent  is  f i n a n c i a l l y  able ,  
should be allowed t o  r e a l i z e  h is /her  educational  ambitions and o r  a b i l i t i e s .  
And l a s t ,  but  c e r t a i n l y  no t  l e a s t ,  any person not meeting a f i n a n c i a l  cour t  
order  should automat ica l ly  be faced with an i n d i c t a b l e  offence t h a t  would 
be proceeded with immediately on behalf of t h e  c h i l d  by t h e  c h i l d ' s  own 
counsel ler .  To da te ,  under t h e  present  ch i ld  support condi t ions ,  the  
c h i l d  i s  shortchanged. When divorce occurs, t h e  marriage ends, not  each 
pa ren t s '  ob l iga t ion  t o  t h e  c h i l d .  And why must ch i ld ren  pay such a high p r i ce?  

He g ives  2 t imes a year lump sum. Would sooner need it each month t o  
he lp  with t h e  u t i l i t i e s .  Taxes should be paid  by him. Alberta Health Care, 
today my b i l l  i s  $205.95 n o t  pa id .  He averaged $200,000 income in  1971. 
~ n t i t l e d  t o  more maintenance t o  today 's  income. He had signed 99% share t o  
h i s  wife and 1% f o r  himself .  Reason f o r  lump sum he doesn ' t  want t o  be bothered 
with the  small amount I g e t .  To me it would h e l p  expenses of upkeep of home. 
So the re  i s  no j u s t i c e  a t  the  Supreme Court. 

I f e e l  it i s  my ex-husbands r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  t o  pay f o r  t h e  babys i t t e r  ( a t  l e a s t )  
I am paying $315.00 p e r  month f o r  a s i t t e r .  I f  h h i s  expense was a t  l e a s t  shared 
it would be a g r e a t  he lp .  I d o n ' t  f e e l  my boyfriend should be responsible f o r  
my ex-husbands r e s p o n s i b i l i t y .  He pays b i l l s  and food. I a m  a l s o  paying f o r  
loan payments f o r  my ex! 
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My husband s t a t e d  t h a t  when he l e f f t  t h e  law could not  gorce him t o  meet 
h i s  o b l i g a t i ~ n s  for h i s  £ w i l y 7  He has moyed many t i n e s  and changed jobs 
i n  order  t o  qvoid paying. u n i e s s  T f i n d  out  where he i s  and where he works 
the  family se rv ices  can do nothing f o r  me. I would suggest  the  b e s t  method 
would be t o  open t h e  income t a x  and unemployment f i l e s  i n  order  t o  a s s i s t  
t h e  f ami l i e s  without c o s t  t o  c o l l e c t  t h e  monies awarded them by the  cour ts .  
Have t h e  money deducted from t h e i r  pay d i r e c t .  

I am given t o  understand t h a t  my ex-husband w i l l  have l e g a l  access t o  h i s  
c h i l d  even i f  he makes no e f f o r t  t o  support him. I f ind  t h i s  most unjus t  a s  it is 
an emotional, f i n a n c i a l  and s o c i a l  s t r a i n  t o  r a i s e  a c h i l d  and T don ' t  see  why 
he should have t h e  p leasures  t h a t  come with a c h i l d  when he is  not  prepared 
t o  take  any r e s p o n s i b i l i t y .  My f i n a n c i a l  s i t u a t i o n  is  much b e t t e r  now than 
when I o r i g i n a l l y  was divorced and I w i l l  no t  take  him t o  cour t  again a s  I 
don ' t  know where he i s  cur ren t ly .  Family Court w i l l  enforce my maintenance 
order  i f  I f i n d  him. A s  he i s  n o t  hass l ing  me, I w i l l  w i l l ing ly  forego t h e  
$100 f o r  t h e  peace of mind. Had T more than one c h i l d  I cou ldn ' t  a f fo rd  t h e  
luxury. I th ink  a l l  of t h e  Provinces should have a l e g a l  agreement t o  
enforce maintenance o rde r s  wi th in  Canada l i k e  we do with Ca l i fo rn ia  and some 
o t h e r  s t a t e s .  It is  r i d i c u l o u s  t h a t  they can change Provinces and g e t  away 
wi th  it. 

When maintenance order  was t o  come i n t o  e f f e c t ,  my ex-husband purposely 
went t o  h i s  place o f  employment drunk, was subsequently f i r e d ,  and stayed 
unemployed and on unemployment b r  welfare u n t i l  he was sure  I was not  
chasing him f o r  money. The c o u r t s  could do nothing t o  make him pay under 
these  circumstances and I r e a l i z e d  it. J a i l i n g  him of course would no t  have 
a s s i s t e d  me f i n a n c i a l l y .  

I would l i k e  t o  see c h i l d  support increased bu t  i n  order  t o  do t h a t  I must 
l o s e  time from work and it i s  highly unl ike ly  he would pay anyway unless  
forced t o .  I d o n ' t  f e e l  he should have access because it has been detr imental  
t o  the  c h i l d r e n ' s  development. Because of jea lous ly  he has warped the  
c h i l d r e n ' s  minds and t r i e d  t o  make my l i f e  miserable s t i l l .  I f e e l  t h e r e  
should be some power behind the  law i n  order  t o  fo rce  a l l  o r  e i t h e r  pa r tne r s  
t o  support t h e i r  chi ldren ,  e spec ia l ly  when they a r e  well  able  t o .  I a l s o  
f e e l  he should be denied access  because I have had a l l  t h e  problems and he 
t r i e s  t o  reap  t h e  gravy. 
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I haye a l o t  t o  say, hut  w i l l  it d~ any goad. I ?+r~ t i r e d  of f i g h t i n g  and 
being harassed and s t r i k e d  ~ u t .  Jus t  nQw I have l o s t  my job a t  the  Post 
Office processing p l a n t ,  r a i l roaded  i s  t h e  word, I have worked f o r  10 years  
a t  two jobs t o  support my f i v e  ch i ld ren  i n  a decent  way and s t a y  o f f  of 
welfare.  I a m  no cr iminal ,  have been decent  and honest and a l l  I have 
received i s  d i r t  and rumors. 1 am very s i ck  of t h i s  s o c i a l  s t r u c t u r e  and t i r e d .  
Maybe welfare i s  the  answer. 

Income t a x  laws regarding c h i l d  support,  maintenance a r e  s tup id  and outdated. 
If  a husband pays alimony on moral grounds he should be a b l e  t o  deduct it 
(my new husband paid f o r  12 years  bu t  couldn ' t  deduct it a s  the  lawyer d i d n ' t  
p u t  it i n  t h e  d ivorce ) .  The f a t h e r  of t h e  c h i l d  here  should support him and 
I should not  have t o  pay income tax.  He w i l l  be s taying with h i s  brother  
b u t  h i s  f a t h e r  won't pay u n l e s s  I pay t h e  t a x  on it. The income t a x  agrees! 

I attempted t o  enforce t h e  maintenance through Family Court one and a ha l f  
years  ago here  i n  Alberta.  This i s  poss ib le  with the  r ec ip roca l  laws between 
Cal i fornia  and Alberta i n  regards t o  maintenance orders .  Nothing has been 
done, t h i s  man now owes me over $12,000 i n  back support.  I am t o l d  even i f  
he was ordered t o  pay I would be lucky t o  rece ive  t h e  l a s t  f i v e  years  worth. 
Unable t o  a f f o r d  l e g a l  counsel e i t h e r  i n  1970 o r  now i n  1980 it is unl ike ly  
I ' l l  ever r ece ive  anything. Very depressing a s  t h e  man owns two houses 
s p o r t s  c a r s  and a boat  and dangles it a l l  i n  f r o n t  of h i s  chi ldren ,  what 
happened t o  j u s t i c e  f o r  a l l ?  

Actually i n  my opinion I f e e l  t h a t  these maintenance o rde r s  a r e  a f a rce .  
The cour t  may say a s p e c i f i c  amount bu t  most mothers never receive any.  
There should be f i rmer  laws regarding t h i s  mat ter .  The f a t h e r s  j u s t  walk 
ou t  s c o t t  f r e e  with no ob l iga t ions  whatsoever. P lus  most mothers a r e  
u n f i t  t o  f ace  a l l  t h e  c r e d i t o r s  r e :  debts .  They seem t o  f e e l  I guess t h e  
mother is  e a s i e r  t o  nab. 

I have answered a l l  t hese  ques t ions  a s  though they r e l a t e d  t o  my l i f e  
before I remarried and my husband adopted my chi ldren .  

I don ' t  need t h e  maintenance, but  why do they t ake  t h e  t roub le  t o  make a 
Supreme Court order  and no t  enforce it. I f e e l  very so r ry  f o r  these  young 
women with a couple of  ch i ld ren  who cannot c o l l e c t  t h e i r  maintenance. ' 
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I t  i s  my personal  opin ion  t h a t  t h e  c o u r t  has e n t i r e l y  t o o  much say i n  
payment amounts. I f e e l  t h a t  it should be t o t a l l y  up t o  the  p e t i t i o n e r  
and respondent i n  a d ivorce  a c t i o n  a s  t o  whether maintenance payments be 
made. 

The house I own i s  s t i l l  i n  both my husband's and my names. The papers  a r e  
s igned a t  t h e  lawyers o f f i c e  bu t  it cannot be t r a n s f e r r e d  t o  me.  his i s  
because of a l i e n  of my husband's f o r  a debt  i ncu r red  before  our marriage. 
This  condo had one payment made on it a t  t h e  t ime of  s epa ra t ion .  We each 
had a c h i l d  previous t o  our marriage and one of our marr iage.  He i s  l i v i n g  
i n  t h e  same apartment we used t o  l i v e  i n ;  and Darlene has  two sons. So h i s  
s i t u a t i o n  i s  t h e  same a s  dur ing  our marriage. Except t h a t  now he r ece ives  a 
pension from t h e  Canadian Army. This  would cover h i s  c h i l d  support .  In  t h e  
mat te r  of j a i l i n g  f o r  non-payment I would have t o  t ake  my step-son i n t o  
cons idera t ion .  My income i s  about $800 a month. I t  c o s t s  $400 a month f o r  
a roof over our heads and u t i l i t i e s .  A c a r  payment of $120. p l u s  g roce r i e s  
and c h i l d  ca re .  This i s  a b i t  below welfare s tandards .  This I know because 
I was on s o c i a l  a s s i s t a n c e  f o r  p a r t i a l  income because of hed l th  u n t i l  Dec. 79. 
And y e t  I am above t h e  income f o r  l e g a l  a i d  o r  guidance. Soc ia l  s e r v i c e s  
took my husband t o  c o u r t  once wi th  no r e s u l t s .  I cannot a f f o r d  t o  when I 
know maintenance s t i l l  won't  be pa id .  

In  my opinion t h e r e  does no t  seem t o  be enough suppor t  from t h e  agencies  
i n  t h e  ~ a m i l y  Court f o r  people who a r e  having d i f f i c u l t y  c o l l e c t i n g  
maintenance. Espec ia l ly  when my ex-husband has  only himself t o  support  and i s  
making t h r e e  t imes  a s  much a s  I am. The c o u r t  only seems t o  t ake  a c t i o n  
when t h e  woman i s  i n  danger of having t o  r ece ive  government support .  

I am n o t  su re  what s t anda rd  maintenance is  p r e s e n t l y  i n  Alberta  b u t  it 
should be $75.00 t o  $100.00 pe r  c h i l d .  I was much too  l e n i e n t .  I even 
t r a n s f e r r e d  my i n t e r e s t  i n  our  home t o  him because he was i n  f i n a n c i a l  
d i f f i c u l t y .  There should be more garn ishees  a g a i n s t  s a l a r y .  

Fortunately I now no longer  need t h e  maintenance. I n i t a l l y ,  support ing a 
c h i l d  who had food a l l e r g i e s  on $300 net/month was ve ry  d i f f i c u l t ,  and 
every penny of t h e  $50 was needed. Receiving it 6 weeks t o  3 months l a t e  
d i d  no t  help.  There should be  r e a d i l y  a v a i l a b l e  h e l p  t o  o t h e r  mothers i n  
t h e  same predicament. 

It  i s  too  bad mencan't  read  t h i s .  Every man can f a t h e r  a c h i l d ,  b u t  no t  
every man can be a f a t h e r .  They might t h i n k  a b i t .  
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People who separated ~r divorced should pay t h e i r  awn way j u s t  a s  i f  they 
were alone because 3/4 never s t a y  a lone ,  They e i t h e r  g e t  remarried o r  
go and l i v e  with someone and t h e  wheel keeps going on. The ex pays t h e  
wife and t h e  w i f e ' s  new husband pays h i s  ex-wife and so  on and so on. 
Try t o  make it when you have t o  support two fami l i e s .  Because the  
ex-husband never pays h i s  p a r t  and your husband has a s teady job so  he 
has  t o  pay. 

Maintenance should r i s e  wi th  t h e  age of t h e  chi ldren .  I would l i k e  an  
increase  however l e g a l  f e e s  f r igh ten  me. I now receive  $75.00 per  month 
f o r  a 14 year o l d  g i r l .  Her braces alone were $1875. I pay $50. pe r  
month t o  the  d e n t i s t .  $4. bus pass ,  medical insurance,  school f e e s  e t c .  
make $75.00 per month look a l i t t l e  ill. 

I am thankful  t h a t  I was a b l e  t o  b r ing  i n  a wage t h a t  was b e t t e r  than t h e  
average woman's. I dread ever th inking what l i f e  would have been l i k e  f o r  
my chi ldren  had I not  been a R.N. The laws f o r  women who a r e  deserted not  only 
by t h e i r  husbands but by humanity and socie ty  a r e  deplorable t o  say the 
l e a s t .  Only t h e i r  love f o r  t h e i r  o f f sp r ing  somehow manages t o  p u l l  them 
through with next  t o  nothing f o r  food, c lo th ing,  and s h e l t e r .  Where i s  
jus t i ce?  

I f e e l  t h e  cour t s  should be more s t e r n  and they should be t h e  same with everyone 
t h a t  has t o  pay support .  Others pay through t h e  nose i f  they m i s s  one payment 
they a r e  threatened j a i l ,  while o the r  men w i l l  hardly  pay anything, and t h e  
cour ts  w i l l  i s sue  no t h r e a t s  o r  anything aga ins t  them. 

I f e e l  t h e  laws regarding maintenance o rde r s  must be changed. My husband 
i s  i n  a supervisory p o s i t i o n  and makes more than enough income t o  he lp  
support h i s  daughter.  $25.00 a month i s  no t  enough f o r  a teenager.  I f e e l  
t h a t  a f t e r  a c e r t a i n  age, 10 o r  11, it should automat ica l ly  go up. But t h a t  
should be s e t  up i n  t h e  o r i g i n a l  maintenance order .  My maintenance order  was 
s e t  up i n  Supreme Court, but  I had t o  deal  with Family Court when he refused 
t o  pay. A l l  they t o l d  me was t h a t  he had t o  be behind a t  l e a s t  3 months before 
they w i l l  do anything. A L 1  they would do i s  send him a l e t t e r .  That doesn ' t  
he lp  much because they do no t  make him pay t h e  back payments he has missed. 
Thank you f o r  l e t t i n g  me express my opinion. 

I f e e l  persons on welfare should g e t  a t  l e a s t  half 'maintenance order  so it 
could be used f o r  t h e  chi ldren  l i k e  it was meant t o  be.  
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1 f e e l  the  lqw s t r u c t u r e  is s e t  up very p o a r l ~ ,  When t h e  support payments a r e  
l a t e  o r  don ' t  show up a t  a l l  it is  hard t o  r a i s e  two chi ldren .  I f  I want t o  
do something about them being l a t e  3: have t o  h i r e  a lawyer. On my wages I 
d o n ' t  have two o r  t h r e e  hundred d o l l a r s  kicking around t o  take  him t o  cour t .  
I f  I d i d  I s t i l l  wouldn't have any guarantee he would pay on a regular  b a s i s .  

I t  was very hard t o  obta in  some maintenance t h e  f i r s t  5 months, somewhat l i k e  
ca tch  22.  My ex-husband makes a l o t  of money the re fo re  any ass i s t ance  the re  
i s  is  not  a v a i l a b l e  t o  me - f o r  they j u s t  go t o  him f o r  support - bu t  t h a t  
meant p u t t i n g  a hold on h i s  wages and t h a t  h i s  employers would not s tand f o r  
( too  much P.R.  involved) and he would have been f i r e d  - it was a see-saw back 
and f o r t h  u n t i l  HE decided HE wanted t o  pay. So I can see i f  a spouse is n o t  
co-operative i n  any way it may be almost impossible t o  obta in  support. 
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INTRODUCTION 

A i m s  of Study 

There were t h r e e  major aims of t h e  study:  

a .  t o  discover t h e  incidence of payment and non-payment of 
maintenance o rde r s  ; 

b.  t o  o u t l i n e  t h e  problems and experience of men i n  paying 
maintenance orders ;  

c.  t o  ga in  i n s i g h t  i n t o  t h e  reasons f o r  payment and non-payment. 

1.2 Sampling Design 

In  t h e  f i r s t  ins tance  t h e  survey of men was done i n  conjunction with 
the  survey of women. A random c l u s t e r  sampling technique was used. The c l u s t e r s  
were based upon municipal e l e c t o r a l  p o l l s  i n  Edmonton and Calgary. The c l u s t e r s  
were sampled using a t a b l e  of random numbers. Interviewers were i n s t r u c t e d  t o  
sample every second household within t h e i r  c l u s t e r .  The decis ion  a s  t o  whether 
t o  sample t h e  f i r s t  o r  second household i n  a p a r t i c u l a r  block was made by 
toss ing  a coin. I n  Edmonton, a t o t a l o f  20 e l e c t o r a l  p o l l s  were involved i n  
t h e  study; 22 p o l l s  i n  Calgary were sampled. 

A two cal l-back procedure was employed. I f  a p o t e n t i a l  respondent was 
n o t  a t  home a t  t h e  time o f  t h e  f i r s t  v i s i t ,  the  interviewer would c a l l  back a t  
l e a s t  twice before t h e  p o t e n t i a l  respondent would be wr i t t en  off  a s  unlocatable.  

While t h i s  procedure appeared t o  work q u i t e  wel l  f o r  women respondents, 
t h e  r e f u s a l  r a t e  was much higher f o r  men. I n  theory,  the  proportion of house- 
holds with men paying maintenance orders  should be about equal t o  the  propcrt ion 
with women receiv ing maintenance. However, by May 30, twice t h e  number of 
quest ionnaires f o r  women had been co l l ec ted  a s  f o r  men. 

In  add i t ion  t o  t h i s ,  over t h e  l i f e  of  t h e  e n t i r e  survey, about 500 
men had been, in f a c t ,  loca ted ,  however, only 268 ques t ionnai res  were completed. 
In these  cases  the  men i n i t i a l l y a g r e e d  t o  complete t h e  q u e s t i m n a i r e  only t o  
r e f u s e  l a t e r  when t h e  in terviewers  ca l l ed  back t o  p ick  it up. 

The high r a t e  of  non-co-operation among t h e  men precluded t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  
of obtaining a random sample. I n  addi t ion ,  t h e  time taken t o  do the  survey was 
p u t t i n g  severe pressure  on t h e  deadline f o r  completing t h e  study. A s  a r e s u l t  of 
these  two circumstances it was recommended by t h e  researcherstand agreed t o  by 
t h e  Steer ing  Committee, t h a t  t h e  sampling procedure be changed. Afker May 31, 
in terv iewers  were i n s t r u c t e d  t o  v i s i t  every household i n  an a rea  and not  t o  use 
call-backs. 



Interviewing Procedures 

Before v i s i t i n g  a household, in terv iewers  were i n s t r u c t e d  t o  leave  a 
l e t t e r  which explained t h e  purpose of t h e  survey and asked t h e  respondent 's  
co-operation. ( A  copy of t h i s  l e t t e r  is included i n  Appendix A of t h e  Survey 
of Women. When the  door was answered, t h e  interviewer would introduce him 
o r  he r se l f  i n  t h e  following manner: 

"Hello, my name i s  . I am helping o u t  with a survey f o r  
the  I n s t i t u t e  of Law Research and Reform on t h e  payment of maintenance 
orders.  You should have received a l e t t e r  a couple of days ago t e l l i n g  
you about t h e  survey. (The interviewer would then hand the  respondent 
another copy of t h e  l e t t e r ) .  We would l i k e  t o  know i f  t h e r e  is  anyone 
l i v i n g  here who i s  e i t h e r  paying on,  o r  rece iv ing payment from, a 
maihtenance order ."  

I f  t h e  respondent s a i d  "no", t h e  interviewer marked t h i s  down on t h e  
"Interview Sample Sheet" (see  Appendix B of t h e  Survey of Women), thanked t h e  
respondent and proceeded t o  v i s i t  t h e  next household, bu t  one. 

I f  the  respondent s a i d  "yes",  t h e  interviewer would go on t o  ask t o  
speak t o  t h e  person i n  quest ion.  The interviewer would then expla in :  

" I  would l i k e  you t o  complete t h i s  ques t ionnai re .  I f  you wish 
t o  have me ask you t h e  ques t ions ,  I would be happy t o  do so. I f  
you would l i k e  t o  complete it yourself  i n  p r i v a t e ,  I w i l l  leave 
it with you and pick it up l a t e r .  In any case ,  your answers t o  
t h e  quest ions w i l l  remain completely conf iden t i a l  and your name 
and address w i l l  no t  appear on the  quest ionnaire."  

In  almost a l l  cases ,  t h e  respondents p re fe r red  t o  complete t h e  
ques t ionnai re  themselves. 

Quali ty of the  Sample 

A s  has been s t a t e d ,  t h e  r e s u l t i n g  sample i s  n o t  a random sample: the  
very high r a t e  of r e f u s a l  together  with t h e  change i n  t h e  sampling design pre- 
cluded any assumptions of randomness. Nonetheless, t h e r e  remained t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  
of obta in ing a r ep resen ta t ive  cross-sect ion of men providing t h a t  t h e  b i a s e s  
i m p l i c i t  i n  t h e  r a t e  of  r e f u s a l  were not  too  severe.  Fortunately,  the  women's 
survey was probably a random sample and a s  such provides an opportunity of 
es t imat ing  t h e  degree and d i r e c t i o n  of b i a s  i n  the  men's sample. This is done 
i n  Section 2 of the  r e p o r t .  

1.5 Presentat ion of Results  

The r e s u l t s  of t h e  Calgary and Edmonton samples have been presented 
together .  Given the  nature  of t h e  sampling procedure and i t s  l ack  of randomness 
a comparison of t h e  Edmonton and Cal.gary samples was considered t o  be of l imi ted  
u t i l i t y  and t o  be s t a t i s t i c a l l y  quest ionable.  



2.0 REPRESENTATIVENESS OF THE SAMPLE 

In  order  t o  determine t h e  r ep resen ta t iveness  of t h e  sample, t h e  
r e s u l t s  have been compared t o  t h e  sample of women along c e r t a i n  v a r i a b l e s  
which a f f o r d  comparison. A s  t h e  Women's Survey followed s t r i c t  random 
sampling techniques and t h e  r a t e  of reEusal  was much smal le r ,  t h e  sample 
of women pravides  a b e t t e r  r ep resen ta t ion  of t h e  populat ion.  The reader  
should note  t h a t  comparison wi th  t h e  survey of women a r e  n o t  conclusive:  
t h e  d i f f e r e n c e s  between t h e  two samples may be explained by f a c t o r s  o t h e r  
than b i a s e s  i n  t h e  sample. 

2.1 Origin of  Order 

Table 1 
Comparison between Men's and Women's Survey on 

t h e  Or ig in  of t h e  Order 

The survey of  men included a d ispropor t ionate  number of people who s a i d  t h a t  
t h e i r  maintenance o rde r  o r i g i n a t e d  o u t s i d e  of t h e  province a s  compared t o  
the  survey of women. 

2.2 Source of Order 

WOMENS SURVEY 
% 

89.0 
9.4 
1 .6  

(n=181) 

O R I G I N  OF ORDER 

Alberta  
Other Province 
Outside Canada 

Table 1.2 
Comparison between Men's and Womenl:s Survey 

on t h e  Source of Order 

MENS SURVEY 
% 

77.1 
22.1 

0.8 

Tn=240) 

t 
ch i2  = 12.4, . O l >  p 

SOURCE OF ORDER 

Family Court 
Supreme Court 
Voluntary 
Don't know 

J 

MENS SURVEY 
% 

44.5 
22.4 
30.4 

2.7 

(n=263) 

WOMENS SURVEY 
% 

28.0 
45.6 
21.2 

5.2 

(n=193 

c h i 2  = 32.8, -01  > p 



Sta tus  of Marriase 

Table 1 . 3  
Comparison between Men's and Women's Surveys 

of S ta tus  of Marriage 

The sample of men appeared t o  be s l i g h t l y  over-represented in t h e  category 
of separated and,correspondingly,under-represented i n  t h e  divorced category. 
This d i s t r i b u t i o n  may be r e f l e c t i v e  of t h e  heavy b i a s  towards maintenance 
orders  o r i g i n a t i n g  from Family Court. 

2.4 Year Married 

WOMENS SURVEY 
% 

77.9 
14.9 

7.2 

(n=195 ) 

STATUS OF MARRIAGE 

Divorced 
Separated 
Formally separa ted  

Table 1 - 4  
Comparison between Men's and Wcanen's Surveys 

on Year of Marriage 

c h i 2  = 8.5, .05 > p. 

MENS SURVEY 
% 

65.5 
24.5 
10.0 

(11-261) 

The samples were f a i r l y  evenly matched except f o r  a se r ious  over-representation 
of men who repor ted  having married a f t e r  1974. 

WOMENS SURVEY 
% 

* 

0.5 
6.3 

17.2 
40.3 
29.3 

6.3 

(n=191) 

YEAR OF MARRIAGE 

Before 1939 
1940 - 1949 
1950 - 1959 
1960 - 1969 
1970 - 1974 
After  1974 

c h i 2  = 20.7, .Ol>p.  

MENS SURVEY 
% 

2.3 
4.7 

11.6 
30.6 
30.6 
20.2 

(n=258) 



Year Divorced 

Table 1.5 
Comparison of Men's and Women's Survey 

on t h e  of t h e  Divorce 

Again, t h e  men's sample was s l i g h t l y  over-represented i n  recent  separa t ions  
o r  divorces. However, t h e  d i f fe rence  between the  two samples was no t  
s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t .  

Payment S t a t u s  

WOMENS SURVEY 
% 

0.6 
-- 
-- 

4.6 
28.8 
66.0 

(n=153) 

YEAR OF DIVORCE 

Before 1939 
1940 - 1949 
1950 - 1959 
1960 - 1969 
1970 - 1974 
1975 o r  l a t e r  

Table 1.6 
Comparison between Men's and Women's 

Survey on Payment S t a t u s  

chi2  = 5.4, . lo )  p .  

MENS SURVEY 
% 

0.4 
- - 

0.8 
6.2 

18.9 
73.7 

(n=243) 

Payment s t a t u s  i s  t h e  most c r u c i a l  dependent v a r i a b l e  in t h e  study. A s  can 
b e  seen i n  Table 1.6,  t h e  proport ions of exce l l en t  payers and non-payers 
found i n  t h e  survey of men were q u i t e  d i f f e r e n t  than t h e  survey of women. 
I t  may be t h a t  one o r  both s e t s  of respondents were no t  t e l l i n g  t h e  t r u t h .  
However, t h e  more l i k e l y  explanation is  t h a t  t h e  r e f u s a l  r a t e  among men 
who d i d  no t  pay was d i sp ropor t iona te ly  high. 

PAYMENT STATUS * 

Excellent  
F a i r  
Poor 
Non-payers 

* See Section 9 . 0  , page 282 f o r  a descr ip t ion  of how t h i s  va r i ab le  was 
crea ted .  

MENS SURVEY 
% 

51.5 
15.3 
21.0 
12.2 

(n=262 ) 

WOMENS SURVEY 
% 

32.9 
14.2 
23.6 
29.4 

(n=191) 

c h i 2  = 25.8, - 0 1 ) ~ .  



2 . 7  Conclusions  Concerning t h e  R e p r e s e n t a t i v e n e s s  
o f  t h e  Sample 

The v e r y  h i g h  r a t e  of r e f u s a l  exper ienced  i n  t h e  su rvey  of men had i t s  
e f f e c t ,  on t h e  sample. A d i s p r o p o r t i o n a t e  number of men who claimed t o  
pay t h e i r  maintenance o r d e r s  r e g u l a r l y  was encounte red .  I n  a d d i t i o n ,  t h e  
men's sample was over - represen ted  among c a s e s  o r i g i n a t i n g  from 
Court .  Also ,  t h e  sample  of men inc luded  a s i g n i f i c a n t l y  g r e a t e r  number of 
r e c e n t  s e p a r a t i o n s  and d i v o r c e s  and more s e p a r a t i o n s  t h a n  t h e  sample of 
women. 

T h i s  ev idence  s t r o n g l y  i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  t h e  p r o p o r t i o n s  c o n t a i n e d  i n  
t h e  sample shou ld  n o t  b e  used t o  estimate p o p u l a t i o n  paramete rs .  Although, 
f o r  example, t h e  numbers of men i n d i c a t i n g  t h e y  were non-payers were under- 
r e p r e s e n t e d ,  t h i s  d o e s  n o t  mean t h a t  t h e  sample of non-payers i s  u n r e p r e s e n t -  
a t i v e  of t h e  p o p u l a t i o n  of non-payers. I n  t h i s  s e n s e ,  meaningful  comparisons 
among groups  w i t h i n  t h e  sample can  b e  made and w i l l  b e  a b l e  t o  throw l i g h t  
upon t h e  r e a s o n s  f o r  payment and non-payment of maintenance o r d e r s .  



3.0 DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS OF THE SAMPLE 

Respondents w e r e  asked t o  g ive  in format ion  concerning t h e  
fo l lowing  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s :  age ,  educa t ion ,  p r e s e n t  employment s t a t u s ,  
t h e  type of j ob ,  percentage  of t i m e  employed s i n c e  t h e  t i m e  of d ivo rce  
o r  s epa ra t i on ,  t h e  source  of income, and t h e  l e n g t h  of time they have 
l i v e d  i n  Alber ta .  I n  a d d i t i o n ,  they  were asked t o  s p e c i f y  t h e  number of 
dependent c h i l d r e n ,  (expressed a s  t h e  number of c h i l d r e n  claimed f o r  t h e  
purposes) and t h e  number of dependents o t h e r  than c h i l d r e n .  The r e s u l t s  
a r e  given i n  Table  2. 

It should be  no t ed  t h a t  t h e  percentages  have been c a l c u l a t e d  
from bases  t h a t  exclude miss ing  ca se s  and c a s e s  which were n o t  a p p l i c a b l e .  
However, t h e  p ropor t i on  of c a s e s  which f e l l  under t he se  two c a t e g o r i e s  a r e  
noted a t  t h e  bottom of each t a b l e .  

Table  2 

2.1 
Age 

21 - 25 y e a r s  
26 - 30 y e a r s  
31 - 35 y e a r s  
36 - 40 y e a r s  
41 - 50 y e a r s  
Over 50 y e a r s  

No i n £  ormation 

2.2 LEVEL OF EDUCATION 

Grade 7 o r  less 
Grade 8 o r  9 
Grade 10 o r  11  
High School Graduate  
Col lege Cer t i f ica te /Dip loma 
Some Un ive r s i t y  
B.A. 
P r o f e s s i o n a l  Degree, M.A. o r  Ph.D. 

No informat ion  

2 3  
EMPLOYMENT STATUS 

Self-employed 
Employed f u l l - t i m e  
Employed par t - t ime  
Employed i n  a s ea sona l  occupat ion 
Ful l - t ime s tuden t  
Unemployed 
Other 

No informat ion  

I 

(n=257) 

10.1 
24.1 
25.7 
14.0 
15.6 
10.5 

4 . 1  

(n=267) 

3.7 
12.4 
26.6 
24.4 

9.4 
10.9 
4.5 
8.2 

0.4 

(n=2 64 ) 

17.4 
66.7 

1.9 
4.2 
3.0 
4.2 
2.7 - 
1.5 



Table  2 , c o n t  . 

* The o c c u p a t i o n a l  c a t e g o r i e s  used by t h e  A l b e r t a  Department o f  S o c i a l  
S e r v i c e s  and Community H e a l t h  were used.  

2.4 PERCENTAGE OF TIME EMPLOYED 
SINCE DIVORCE 

100% of  t h e  t i m e  
75 - 99% o f  t h e  time 
50 - 74% of  t h e  t i m e  
25 - 49% of t h e  t ime  
1 - 24% o f  t h e  t i m e  
Haven' t been employed 

No i n f o r m a t i o n  

2.5 OCCUPATION * 
(employed r e s p o n d e n t s  o n l y )  

Manager ia l  & A d m i n i s t r a t i v e  
P r o f e s s i o n a l  
P r o f e s s i o n a l  s u p p o r t  
C l e r i c a l / s a l e s / s e r v i c e  
Farming 
Foreman, o i l  & g a s ,  mining 
Manufacturing/construction 
S k i l l e d  t r a d e s  
U n s k i l l e d  l a b o r  
S t u d e n t  

No i n f o r m a t i o n  

2.6 
MAIN SOURCE OF INCOME 

S e l f  -employment 
~ a g e s l ~ a l a r y  
Inves tments  
Unemployment I n s u r a n c e  
S o c i a l  A s s i s t a n c e  
Other  

No i n f o r m a t i o n  

2.7 LENGTH OF TIME RESPONDENT 
HAS LIVED I N  ALBERTA 

1 month o r  less 
2 t o  3 months 
3 t o  6 months 
6 months t o  a y e a r  
1 t o  3 y e a r s  
more t h a n  3 y e a r s  

No in format  i o n  

(n=264) 

61.0 
20.5  
10.2 
6 . 1  
1.9 
0.4 

1.4 

( ~ 2 3 4 )  

10.1  
10.8 
6 .0  

19.0 
0 .4  
2 .6  
3.7 

19.4 
12.3 
3 .0  

12 .7  

(n=267) 

17.6 
74.9 
0 .4  
0 .7  
1 .5  
4 .9  

0.4 

(n=267) 

1.1 
1.1 
1.5 
4.5 

14.2 
77.5 

0 .4  



Table  2, cont . 261 

3.1  Age 

2.8 
NUMBER OF CHILDREN CLAIMED 

FOR TAX PURPOSES 

None 
One 
Two 
Three 
Four 
F i v e  

No i n fo rma t ion  

2.9 
NUMBER OF OTHER DEPENDENTS 
CLAIMED FOR TAX PURPOSES 

None 
One 
Two 
Three 
Four 

I No in fo rma t ion  

The median age  ca t ego ry  of t h e  sample w a s  31 t o  35 y e a r s .  The 
mean age w a s  35.5 ( s t a n d a r d  d e v i a t i o n :  9 . 7 ) .  

(n=265) 

56.7 
14.6 
16.4 

8.2 
2.2 
0.7 

1.1 

(n=264) 

86.0  
11.4 

1.5 
0 .8  
0.4 

1 .5  

3.2 Level  of Educat ion 

The median l e v e l  of educa t i on  f o r  t h e  sample was g r ade  10 o r  g r ade  
11. About a  t h i r d  of t h e  sample (33%) w a s  educa ted  beyond t h e  l e v e l  of  
secondary school .  

Employment S t a t u s  

Two-thirds of  t h e  sample (67%) were employed f u l l - t i m e  a t  t h e  
t i m e  of t h e  s t u d y  and a n o t h e r  17% w e r e  self-employed. About 4% of  t h e  
sample s a i d  t h e y  w e r e  unemployed. 

3 .4  Percen tage  o f  Time Employed s i n c e  Divorce 

Sixty-one pe r cen t  of t h e  sample had been employed con t inuous ly  
s i n c e  t h e  t ime of d i v o r c e / s e p a r a t i o n ,  and a n o t h e r  20% had been employed 
more than  t h r e e - q u a r t e r s  of t h e  t ime.  Only 8% of t h e  sample had been employed 
less than  h a l f  of t h e  t ime .  

3.5 Occupation 

The l a r g e s t  occupa t i ona l  group was s k i l l e d  t r a d e s  (19%) , fol lowed 
by c l e r i c a l / s a l e s / s e r v i c e  ( a l s o  19%).  Twelve p e r c e n t  w e r e  employed i n  t h e  
u n s k i l l e d  l abou r  c a t ego ry .  Twenty-one pe r cen t  w e r e  i n  t h e  p r o f e s s i o n a l /  
manager ia l  c a t e g o r i e s .  



Main Source of Income 

Three-quarters  of t h e  sample r epo r t ed  t h a t  t h e i r  main source 
of income was wages lsa la ry  and another  18% repor t ed  income from s e l f -  
employment. Less than 2% r epor t ed  s o c i a l  a s s i s t a n c e  a s  a main source 
of i n  come. 

Length of Time Respondents have Lived i n  Alber ta  

Over t h ree -qua r t e r s  (78%) of t h e  respondents  repor ted  t h a t  they  
have l i v e d  i n  Alber ta  f o r  more than t h r e e  years .  Eight  percent  had l i v e d  
i n  t h e  province f o r  l e s s  than  a year .  

3.8 Number of Children Claimed f o r  Tax Purposes 

The m a j o r i t y  of respondents  (57%) r epor t ed  t h a t  they  had no 
dependent ch i ld ren .  S ix teen  percent  r epo r t ed  two dependent ch i ld ren  and 
15% repor ted  one dependent c h i l d .  Eleven percent  of t h e  respondents r e -  
ported four  o r  more dependent ch i ld ren .  

3.9 Number of o t h e r  Dependents Claimed f o r  Tax Purposes 

Fourteen percent  of t h e  sample claimed t o  support  one o r  more 
o t h e r  dependents f o r  t a x  purposes;  most of t hese  r epo r t ed  one 
dependent. 



F i n a n c i a l  D e t a i l s  

Respondents were asked t o  s p e c i f y  t h e i r  approximate  
y e a r l y  g r o s s  income a s  w e l l  a s  t h e i r  n e t  monthly income. To g a i n  some 
i d e a  of t h e i r  expenses  , t h e y  were asked what they had t o  pay monthly 
on d e b t s ,  what t h e y  p a i d  f o r  r e n t  o r  mortgages  and whether  o r  n o t  they 
owned a house .  

I n  o r d e r  t o  o b t a i n  a rough e s t i m a t e  of t h e  d i s p o s a b l e  
income of t h e  r e s p o n d e n t s ,  a new v a r i a b l e  was c r e a t e d .  T h i s  i n d e x  
was based on t h e  s o c i a l  a s s i s t a n c e  payments t h e  respondent  and 
h i s  new f a m i l y ,  i f  any ,  would q u a l i f y  f o r .  A s  s u c h , s o c i a l  a s s i s t a n c e  
rates were used as a minimal b a s e l i n e  f i g u r e  from which t h e  r e l a t i v e  
a f f l u e n c e  of t h e  responden t  cou ld  b e  c a l c u l a t e d .  

I n  p r a c t i c e ,  t h e  index w a s  c r e a t e d  by add ing  t o g e t h e r  
t h e  n e t  monthly incomes of t h e  responden t  and h i s  p a r t n e r  ( i f  any)* 
and s u b t r a c t i n g  from t h i s  t o t a l ,  t h e  r e s p o n d e n t ' s  maintenance o r d e r  
o b l i g a t i o n .  T h i s  t o t a l  was t h e n  d i v i d e d  by t h e  amount t h e  f a m i l y  
u n i t  would r e c e i v e  from s o c i a l  a s s i s t a n c e  on t h e  b a s i s  of A p r i l  1980 
l o n g  t e rm r a t e s .  

O r i g i n a l l y  we in tended  t o  u s e  t h e  amounts recorded  f o r  
monthly payments on d e b t  t o  r e f i n e  t h i s  index  f u r t h e r .  U n f o r t u n a t e l y ,  
t h e  d a t a  on d e b t  w a s  n o t  v e r y  r e l i a b l e ,  as i t  was e v i d e n t  t h a t  some 
men r e p o r t e d  t o t a l  d e b t  r a t h e r  t h a n  monthly payments. 

It shou ld  b e  emphasized t h a t  t h i s  index  is a v e r y  rough 
c a l c u l a t i o n  and t h a t  i t  does  n o t  make any p r o v i s i o n s  f o r  r e n t s  i n  
e x c e s s  of what would be p a i d  i n  s u b s i d i z e d  housing o r  f o r  t h e  
repayment of d e b t .  

I n  a d d i t i o n , a n o t h e r  index  was used t o  e s t i m a t e  how 
w e l l  t h e  r e s p o n d e n t s  cou ld  a f f o r d  t o  pay t h e i r  maintenance o r d e r s .  
I n  t h i s  c a s e  a p p r o p r i a t e  s o c i a l  a s s i s t a n c e  rates were s u b t r a c t e d  from 
t o t a l  n e t  monthly income and maintenance o b l i g a t i o n s  were expressed  
as a p e r c e n t a g e  of t h i s  f i g u r e .  

* L e g a l l y , i t  i s  n o t  c l e a r  whether i n  t h e  c a s e  of a common-law 
r e l a t i o n s h i p ,  t h e  incomes of b o t h  t h e  man and woman shou ld  be  
t r e a t e d  as one.  However, i t  is t h e  p r a c t i c e  o f  s e v e r a l  
government a g e n c i e s ,  f o r  example, Workman's Compensation and 
S o c i a l  S e r v i c e s  and Community H e a l t h y d o  t h i s .  



3.1 YEARLY INCOME 

UP t o  $ 5,000 
$ 5,001 t o  $10,000 
$10,001 t o  $15,000 
$15,001 t o  $20,000 
$20,001 t o  $25,000 
$25,001 t o  $30,000 
$Over $30,000 

No information 

3.2 MONTHLY TAKE-HOME PAY 
OF RESPONDENT 

Less than  $ 500 
$ 501 t o  $1,000 
$1,001 t o  $1,500 
$1,501 t o  $2,000 

! $2,001 t o  $2,500 
$2,500 t o  $3,000 
$Over $3,000 

No information 

3.3 MONTHLY PAYMENTS FOR 

RENT OR MORTGAGE 

Less than $100 
$101 t o  $200 
$201 t o  $300 
$301 t o  $400 
$401 t o  $500 
Over $5 00 

No information 

3.4 MONTHLY PAYMENTS 

TOWARD DEBT 

Less than $100 
$101 t o  $200 
$201 t o  $300 
$301 to  $400 
$401 t o  $500 
$501 t o  $600 
Over $600 

NO i I l f o r m a f i o n / ~ ~ t  appl icable  

(n=26 1) 

5.7 
12.6 
17.2 
22.2 
17.6 
11.1 
13.4 

2.6 
I 

(n=242) 

3.3 
31.8 
35.5 
14.9 
8 .3  
1.7 
4.5 

9.7 

(n= 233) 

1.7 
15.2 
26.6 
22.8 
19.0 
14.8 

11.6 

(n=200) 

19.0 
20.0 
17.0 
12.0 
10.0 
7.0 

15.0 

25.4 



4 .1  Year ly  Income 

- 
3.5 

OWN HOME 

Yes 
No 

3.6 
INCOME RELATIVE TO SOCIAL 
ASSISTANCE 

Less  t h a n  c u r r e n t  s o c i a l  
a s s i s t a n c e  payments 
Between 100% and 150% of 
s o c i a l  a s s i s t a n c e  payments 
Between 150% and 200% of 
s o c i a l  a s s i s t a n c e  payments 
Over 200% of s o c i a l  a s s i s t a n c e  
payments 

No i n fo rma t ion  
- - 

3.7 
MAINTENANCE PAYMENT AS A 
PROPORTION OF TOTAL NET INCOME 
LESS SOCIAL ASSISTANCE RATES 

Less  t han  5% 
5% t o  10% 

10% t o  20% 
20% t o  30% 
30% t o  50% 
50% t o  100% 
Over 100% 

No in fo rma t ion  

The median y e a r l y  income ca t ego ry  f o r  t h e  sample w a s  $15,001 t o  
$20,000 p e r  y e a r  (22%).  Roughly equa l  numbers of r e sponden t s  (17% and 18% 
r e s p e c t i v e l y )  r e p o r t e d  y e a r l y  incomes of $10,001 t o  815,000 and $20,000 t o  
$25,000. 

(n=262) 

32.4 
67.6 

(232) 

5 . 6  

7 .8  

15.9 

70.7 

13.4 

(229) 

21.0 
18.8 
26.6 
15.7 
11.4 
3.4 
3 .1  

14.6 

4.2 Monthly Take-home Pay of Respondents 

The median ca t ego ry  f o r  n e t  income was $1001 t o  $1,500 p e r  month 
(35%). The second c a t e g o r y  was $501 t o  $1,000 p e r  month (32%). About 15% 
of t h e  sample r e p o r t e d  monthly n e t  incomes i n  exce s s  of $2,000. The mean n e t  
income f o r  t h e  sample was $1,505 ( s t anda rd  d e v i a t i o n :  $1,091) .  

Monthly Payments f o r  Rent o r  Mortgage Payments 

The median c a t e g o r y  f o r  payments f o r  r e n t  o r  mortgage was $201 
t o  $300 (27%). The second most commonly mentioned ca t ego ry  was $301 t o  
$400 p e r  month. 



Monthly Payments f o r  Debt 

Thir ty-nine percent  of t h e  respondents  r epo r t ed  monthly payments 
on debt of l e s s  than $200 pe r  month. However t hese  f i g u r e s  may be u n r e l i a b l e  
a s  many respondents  recorded extremely l a r g e  amounts which probably r e f l e c t  
t o t a l  debt r a t h e r  than monthly payments. 

4.5 Own Home 

Roughly a t h i r d  (32%) of t h e  sample owned t h e i r  own home. 

4.6 Income Re la t ive  t o  Soc ia l  Ass is tance  

Nearly th ree -qua r t e r s  of t h e  respondents  (71%) had a monthly 
income which was a t  l e a s t  twice t h e  amount of s o c i a l  a s s i s t a n c e  payments. 

4 .7  Maintenance Payment a s  a Propor t ion  of T o t a l  Net Income l e s s  
S o c i a l  Ass is tance  Rates  

In o rde r  t o  o b t a i n  some idea  of t h e  r e l a t i v e  f i n a n c i a l  hardship 
caused by payments on maintenance o rde r s , t he  amount of t h e  maintenance o rde r  
payment was expressed a s  a p ropor t ion  of t h e  t o t a l  n e t  income of t h e  husband 
(and h i s  p a r t n e r ,  i f  a p p l i c a b l e ) ,  l e s s  what they  would have r e c e i j e d  from 
s o c i a l  a s s i s t a n c e  payments. Two-thirds of t h e  sample (66%) would pay l e s s  
than 20% of t h e i r  d i sposab le  income,as c a l c u l a t e d  i n  this way f o r  t h e i r  
maintenance order .  About 18% of t h e  sample would pay more than 30% of t h e i r  
d i sposable  income. 



DETAILS OF MARRIAGE BREAKDOWN 

Respondents were asked  when t hey  were mar r i ed ,  what t h e i r  
m a r i t a l  s t a t u s  w a s  a t  t h e  t i m e  of mar r iage  and t h e  number of c h i l d r e n  
t hey  had. They were a l s o  asked  f o r  some d e t a i l s  concern ing  t h e i r  
mar r iage  breakdown. These i nc luded  whether t hey  were d ivorced  o r  
s epa ra t ed ,  and when t hey  were d ivorced  o r  s e p a r a t e d .  From t h e s e  
d e t a i l s  w e  were a b l e  t o  c a l c u l a t e  t h e  l e n g t h  of mar r iage .  

Table  4 

D e t a i l s  of Marr iage Breakdown 

. 
4 . 1  

MARITAL STATUS AT THE TIME OF MARRIAGE 

Never ma r r i ed  b e f o r e  
Divorced 
Widowed 

No i n £  ormat i o n  

4. WHEN MARRIED 

Before  1939 
1940 - 1949 
1950 - 1959 
1960 - 1969 
1970 - 1974 
A f t e r  1974 

No in£  ormat ion 

4 '  CHILDREN FROM MARRIAGE 

Y e s  
No 

No i n £  ormat i o n  

4. 
NUMBER OF CHILDREN FROM MARRIAGE 

One 
Two 
Three 
Four 
F ive  o r  more 

(n=262) 

88.2 
10.7 
1.1 

2.2 

(n=2 5 8)  

2 . 3  
4 .7  

11.6 
30.6 
30.6 
20.2 

3 .7  

(n=266) 

89.5 
10.5 

0.7 

(n=240) 

36.7 
38.8 
14.2 
6 .7  
3 .8  - 



Table 4, cont .  268 

YEAR SEPARATED OR DIVORCED 

1950 - 1959 
1960 - 1969 
1970 - 1974 
1975 o r  l a t e r  

No i n £  orma t i o n  

4.9 
TIME BETWEEN CEASING TO 
COHABIT AND DIVORCE 
Less than 6 months 
6 months t o  a yea r  
1 t o  2 yea r s  
2 t o  3 years  
3 t o  5 years  
5 t o  10 yea r s  

No information 
J 

18.7 

(n= 18 7) 

20.9 
30.5 
21.9 

9.6 
9 .1  
8.0 

30.2 
> 



M a r i t a l  S t a t u s  a t  t h e  Time of Marr iage 

Most r e s p o n d e n t s  (88%) had never  been m a r r i e d  a t  t h e  t i m e  of 
t h e  mar r iage  i n  q u e s t i o n .  Eleven p e r c e n t  were  d i v o r c e d  and 10% were 
widowers. 

5.2 When Marr ied  

Roughly h a l f  o f  t h e  sample (51%) were m a r r i e d  i n  t h e  p a s t  t e n  
y e a r s .  And most o f  t h e  rest (42%) were m a r r i e d  between 1950 and 1969. 

Chi ld ren  from Marr iage 

Ninety  p e r c e n t  o f  t h e  sample r e p o r t e d  t h a t  t h e r e  had been 
c h i l d r e n  from t h e  m a r r i a g e .  

5.4 Number of C h i l d r e n  from Marr iage 

The modal number o f  c h i l d r e n  from t h e  m a r r i a g e  was two (39% of 
t h e  sample) .  Near ly  as many (37%) r e p o r t e d  one c h i l d .  Twenty-two p e r c e n t  
o f  t h e  responden ts  r e p o r t e d  f o u r  o r  more c h i l d r e n .  

5.5 Divorced o r  S e p a r a t e d  

Roughly t w o - t h i r d s  (66%) of t h e  sample s a i d  t h e y  were d ivorced .  
A q u a r t e r  o f  t h e  r e s p o n d e n t s  s a i d  t h e y  were s e p a r a t e d  and 10% r e p o r t e d  t h a t  
t h e y  were l e g a l l y  s e p a r a t e d .  

5.6 Divorced o r  S e p a r a t e d  i n  A l b e r t a  

Over t h r e e - q u a r t e r s  of t h e  r e s p o n d e n t s  (77%) r e p o r t e d  t h a t  t h e y  
had been d i v o r c e d  o r  s e p a r a t e d  i n  A l b e r t a .  

5 .7  Year S e p a r a t e d  o r  Divorced 

Most of t h e  sample (74%) r e p o r t e d  t h a t  t h e y  had been d i v o r c e d  
o r  s e p a r a t e d  i n  t h e  p a s t  f i v e  y e a r s .  Another 19% s a i d  t h a t  t h e y  had been 
d ivorced  o r  s e p a r a t e d  between 1970 and 1974. 

5 .8  Length o f  Time Marr ied  

The modal c a t e g o r y  (33%) f o r  l e n g t h  of t i m e  m a r r i e d  was f i v e  t o  
t e n  y e a r s .  However, n e a r l y  as many responden ts  (31%) r e p o r t e d  t h a t  t h e y  
had been m a r r i e d  f o r  10 y e a r s  o r  more. A s m a l l  p r o p o r t i o n  (12%) of t h e  
sample s a i d  t h a t  t h e y  had been m a r r i e d  f o r  two y e a r s  o r  less. The mean 
l e n g t h  of m a r r i a g e  was 9 .2  y e a r s  ( s t a n d a r d  d e v i a t i 0 n : g . O  y e a r s ) .  



5.9 Time between Ceasing t o  Cohabit  and Divorce  

The m a j o r i t y  of t h e  sample (51%) r e p o r t e d  t h a t  t h e y  were 
d i v o r c e d  w i t h i n  a y e a r  o f  c e a s i n g  t o  c o h a b i t .  Seventeen p e r c e n t  of t h e  
r e s p o n d e n t s  s a i d  t h a t  t h e  t i m e  l a p s e  was more t h a n  t h r e e  y e a r s .  The 
mean number of months and  t h e  d a t e  of c e a s i n g  t o  c o h a b i t  and d i v o r c e  
was 21.2 ( s t a n d a r d  d e v i a t i o n : 2 4 . 3  months) .  



CUSTODY AND ACCESS ARRANGEMENTS 

Respondents were asked: t o  whom was cus tody  of  t h e  c h i l d r e n  
awarded, whether a c c e s s  arrangements  w e r e  s p e c i f i e d  by t h e  c o u r t ,  
whether a c c e s s  was, i n  f a c t ,  a l lowed and whether  a c c e s s  arrangements  
were cons idered  t o  b e  s a t i s f a c t o r y .  The r e s u l t s  are p r e s e n t e d  i n  Tab le  5 .  

Tab le  5 

Custody and Access Arrangements 

* I nc ludes  t h o s e  w i t h  no c h i l d r e n  and t h o s e  whose c h i l d r e n  were of 

l e g a l  age.  

5 . 1  
CUSTODY AWARDED TO 

Wife 
Husband 
J o i n t  
Both 
Other  

Not a p p l i c a b l e  * 
No in fo rma t  i o n  

5 .2  
ACCESS ARRANGEMENTS SPECIFIED BY COURT 

Yes 
No 

Not a p p l i c a b l e  
No i n fo rma t ion  

5 .3  
ACCESS I N  FACT ALLOWED 

Y e s  
No 

Not a p p l i c a b l e  
No i n fo rma t ion  

5.4 
ACCESS ARRANGEMENTS SATISFACTORY 

Yes 
No 

Not a p p l i c a b l e  
No i n fo rma t ion  . 

I 

(n= 2 35 ) 

85.9 
3.9 
7.4 
1.7 
- - 

12.7 
- - 

(n=229) 

53 .3  
46.7 

12.3 
2 .3  

(n=2 34) 

88.0  
12.0 

12.3 
0.4 

(n=233) 

71.7 
28.3  

12.3 
0 .8  



6 . 1  Custody Awarded To 

Most (87%) of  t h e  responden ts  s a i d  t h a t  cus tody  was awarded t o  
t h e  w i f e .  Seven p e r c e n t  s a i d  t h a t  custody was j o i n t  o r  s p l i t ,  and f o u r  
p e r c e n t  s a i d  t h a t  t h e y  were awarded cus tody .  

6 .2  Access Arrangements S p e c i f i e d  by Court  

Roughly h a l f  of t h e  responden ts  (53%) s a i d  t h a t  a c c e s s  arange- 
ments were s p e c i f i e d  by t h e  c o u r t .  

Access i n  F a c t  d l o w e d  

Eigh ty-e igh t  p e r c e n t  o f  t h e  sample s a i d  t h a t  a c c e s s  was i n  f a c t  
a l lowed.  

6.4 Access Arrangemefits S a t i s f a c t o r y  

Most (72%) of  t h e  responden ts  r e p o r t e d  t h a t  a c c e s s  arrangements  
were s a t i s f a c t o r y .  However, a s u b s t a n t i a l  m i n o r i t y  (28%) i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  
they were n o t  s a t i s f i e d  w i t h  t h e  a c c e s s  arrangements .  



7.0 CHARACTERISTICS OF THE MAINTENANCE ORDER 

Respondents were asked whether t h e  o rde r  o r i g i n a t e d  i n  t h e  
Supreme Court o r  Family Court o r  i f  i t  was voluntary .  They were asked 
whether they  were represented  by a lawyer and whether t h e  o rde r  o r ig ina t ed  
i n  Alber ta  o r  ou t s ide  of t he  province. I f  t h e  o rde r  was made o u t s i d e  of 
Alber ta ,  respondents  were asked i f  i t  was be ing  c u r r e n t l y  enforced i n  
Alberta .  

Table 6 

C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of t h e  Maintenance Order 

7.1 Source of Maintenance Order 

6 .1  SOURCE OF MAINTENANCE ORDER 

Family Court 
Supreme Court 
Voluntary 
Don' t know 

Forty-four percent  of t h e  sample s a i d  t h a t  t h e i r  o rde r  o r i g i n a t e d  
i n  Family Court. The nex t  l a r g e s t  group (30%) r epor t ed  t h a t  t h e i r  o rde r  was 
voluntary .  Twenty-two percent  s a i d  t h a t  t h e i r  o r d e r  came from the  Supreme 
Court. 

4 

(n=263) 

- 

43.7 
22.0 
29.9 

2.6 

No information 

6.2 REPRESENTAT I O N  BY LAWYER 

Yes 
No 

No informat ion/not  app l i cab le  

6.3 O R I G I N  OF MAINTENANCE ORDER 

Alber ta  
Other Province 
Outside Canada 

No informat ion/not  app l i cab le  

6.4 I F  ORDER WAS MADE OUTSIDE OF ALBERTA, 
IS  IT CURRENTLY BEING ENFORCED I N  
ALBERTA? 

Yes 
No 

No information/not  app l i cab le  

1.9 

(n=201) 

64.2 
35.8 

25.0 

(n=240) 

77.1 
22.1 

0.8 

10.4 

(n=70) 

42.9 
57.1 

73.9 



7 . 2  Representa t ion  by a Lawyer - 

Roughly two-thirds  (64%) of t h e  men s a i d  t h a t  they  w e r e  
r ep re sen t ed  by a lawyer.  

7 . 3  Orig in  of Maintenance Order 

Three-quarters  of t h e  sample ( 7 7 % )  r e p o r t e d  t h a t  t h e i r  o r d e r  was 
made i n  Alber ta .  Almost a l l  of the  rest ( 2 2 % )  s a i d  t h a t  t h e i r  o rder  was made 
i n  another  p a r t  of  Canada. 

7 . 4  Enforcement of Order i n  A lbe r t a  

Respondents who r e p o r t e d  t h a t  t h e i r  o r d e r s  w e r e  made ou t s ide  of 
Alber ta  w e r e  asked whether t h e  o rde r  was c u r r e n t l y  be ing  enforced i n  t h e  
province.  The m a j o r i t y  ( 5 7 % )  s a i d  no. 



8.0 METHOD OF PAYMENT AND OPINIONS CONCERNING PAYMENT 

Respondents were asked how t h e  payment was t o  be made and whether 
t h e  arrangements were s a t i s f a c t o r y  o r  n o t .  They were then  asked whether t he  
amount of payment was f a i r  t o  them, t o  t h e i r  ex-wife and t o  t h e i r  c h i l d r e n .  
F i n a l l y , t h e y  were asked f o r  t h e i r  op in ions  concerning t h e  b a s i s  upon which 
t h e  o rde r  was t o  be  made, and whether they  had approached any agenc ies  t o  
have t h e  amount of t h e  o rde r  a l t e r e d .  

Table 7 

Method of Payment and Opinions Concerning Payment 

7 .1  METHOD OF PAYMENT 

Di rec t  cheque 
Deposited i n  w i f e ' s  bank account 
Through Family Court 
Voluntary payment through Family Court 
Through s o c i a l  s e r v i c e s  department 
Not s p e c i f i e d  by cou r t  
Through lawyer 

No i n £  ormation 

7.2 
PAYMENT ARRANGEMENTS SATISFACTORY 

Y e s  
No 

No informat ion  

7.3 
AMOUNT OF MAINTENANCE FAIR TO RESPONDENT 

Y e s  
No 
Don't know 

No i n £  ormation 

7.4 
AMOUNT OF MAINTENANCE FAIR TO WIFE 

Y e s  
No - t o o  much 
No - t oo  l i t t l e  
Don' t know 

No informat ion  

(n=262) 

36.3 
5.7 

30.5 
6.9 
0.8 

16.0 
3.7 

2.2 - 
(n=260) 

74.2 
25.0 

3.0 

(n=264) 

64.0 
31.8 
4.2 

1.5 

(n=262) 

55.3 
24.0 

6 .1  
14.5 

2.2 - 



Table  7, c o n t .  

7.5 
AMOUNT OF MAINTENANCE FAIR TO CHILDREN 

Yes 
No 
Don ' t know 

No i n f o r m a t i o n / n o t  a p p l i c a b l e  

7 .6  
ORDER BASED ON EX-HUSBAND'S EARNINGS 

Yes 
No 
Don't know 

No i n f o r m a t i o n  

7.7 
ORDER BASED ON WIFE'S NEED 

Y e s  
No 
Don ' t know 

No i n f o r m a t i o n  

7.8 
AGENCY APPROACHED TO HAVE ORDER ALTERED 

Y e s ,  Supreme Court  
Yes, E a n i l y  Court  
Yes, S o c i a l  A s s i s t a n c e  
No 

No i n f o r m a t i o n  

7.9 ( I F  AN AGENCY HAS BEEN APPROACHED) 
HAS IT HELPED THE RESPONDENT? 

Y e s  
No 

No i n f o r m a t i o n / n o t  a p p l i c a b l e  
i 

7 

(n=218) 

66.9 
'18.3 
14.7 

18.7 

(n=260) 

41.4 
42.2 
13.4 

3 .0  

(n=260) 

35.1 
49.3 
12.7 

3.0 

(n=264) 

2 . 3  
8 .3  

89.4 
- - 

1 . 5  

(n=37 ) 

32.4 
67.6 

86.2  



8.1  Method of Payment 

The l a r g e s t  group of respondents  (36%) r epo r t ed  t h a t  they p a i d  
o r  were t o  pay by d i r e c t  cheque. A somewhat smal le r  number (31%) s a i d  
t h a t  they  p a i d  through Family Court.  The t h i r d  l a r g e s t  category (16%) 
was through a  lawyer.  

8.2 Payment Arrangements S a t i s f a c t o r y  

Roughly two-thirds  (64%) of t h e  sample s a i d  t h a t  t h e  arrangments 
were s a t i s f a c t o r y .  Thirty-one pe rcen t  r e p o r t e d  t h a t  they  weren ' t  s a t i s f i e d  
w i th  t h e  arrangements.  When asked t o  s p e c i f y  why the  arrangements weren ' t  
s a t i s f a c t o r y ,  most wro te  down reasons t h a t  r e l a t e d  t o  t h e i r  f e e l i n g s  con- 
cern ing  t h e  o r d e r  i t s e l f  and n o t  t h e  arrangements f o r  payment. (See 
Appendix A) 

8 .3  Amount of Maintenance F a i r  t o  Respondent 

Nearly two-thirds  of t h e  sample thought t h a t  t h e  amount of 
maintenance was f a i r  t o  them. 

8.4 Amount of Maintenance F a i r  t o  Ex-wif e  

Over ha l f  (55%) of t h e  sample thought t h a t  t h e  amount of 
maintenance was f a i r  t o  t h e i r  ex-wife. Nearly a  q u a r t e r  (24%) of t h e  
respondents  thought t h a t  i t  was too much, and 6% thought i t  was too  l i t t l e .  
A s u b s t a n t i a l  m ino r i t y  (15%) d i d  n o t  know. 

8.5 Amount of Maintenance F a i r  t o  Chi ldren 

Two-thirds (67%) of t h e  sample thought t h a t  t h e  maintenance 
payments were f a i r  t o  t h e i r  ch i ld ren .  Eighteen pe rcen t  thought t h a t  they 
weren ' t  and 15% r e p o r t e d  t h a t  they  d i d  no t  know. 

8.6 Order Based on Ex-husband's Earnings 

Rough equa l  percentages  of respondents  thought t h a t  t h e  o r d e r  was 
and was no t  based on t h e i r  e a rn ings  (41% and 42% r e s p e c t i v e l y ) .  Th i r t een  
percent  d id  no t  know. 

8.7 Order Based on Wife 's  Need 

Nearly h a l f  of t h e  sample (49%) thought  t h a t  t h e  o rde r  was not  based 
on t h e i r  ex-wife 's  need a s  compared t o  35%, who thought it was. Again, 13% 
repo r t ed  t h a t  they  d i d n ' t  know t h e  answer t o  t h i s  ques t i on .  

8.8 Agency Approached t o  have t h e  Order A l t e r ed  

Eleven pe rcen t  of t he  respondents  r e p o r t e d  t h a t  t hey  had approached 
an agency t o  have t h e i r  maintenance o rde r  a l t e r e d .  Most of t he se  (or  8% of 
t h e  t o t a l  sample) r e p o r t e d  t h a t  they had approached Family Court. 



( I f  an Agency had been Approached) Had i t  Helped the  Respondent? 

Two-thirds of those  who had approached another  agency (68%) 
repor ted  t h a t  t h e  agency d id  n o t  he lp .  

9.0 AMOUNT OF MAINTENANCE ORDER AND REGULARITY OF PAYMENTS 

Respondents were asked t o  i n d i c a t e  t h e  t o t a l  amount of t h e  
monthly payment on t h e i r  maintenance award, whether they were 
c u r r e n t l y  behind i n  t h e i r  payments, t h e  number of months i n  t h e  pas t  year  
t h a t  t he  payment had been made, t h e  amount t h a t  was pa id ,  and the  prompt- 
n e s s  of payment. The answers t o  t h e  number of months f o r  which payment 
was made and t h e  amount t h a t  was pa id  were used t o  c r e a t e  a new v a r i a b l e :  
payment s t a t u s .  

The new v a r i a b l e  of payment s t a t u s  was c r e a t e d  by combining 
the  va lues  of t h e  ques t ion  on t h e  number of months pa id  i n  t h e  pas t  yea r  
toge ther  w i t h  t h e  amount pa id .  This  procedure is summarized i n  the m a t r i x  
given below which shows how t h e  f o u r  payment s t a t u s  ca t egor i e s :  e x c e l l e n t ,  
f a i r ,  poor and non-payers a r e  der ived.  

Payment S t a t u s  Matr ix  

* EXCELLENT 

- 

AMOUNT 
PAID 

Always 
F u l l  amount 

Usually 
F u l l  amount 
Usually most 

(over 314) 

Usually 112 
t o  314 

Usually l e s s  
than 112 

No payments 

NUMBER OF MONTHS PAID I N  PAST YEAR 

12 
* 

no 
payment 

- - - 
- - - 

F A I R  - - - 
P O O R  

1 0 - 1 1  8 - 9  - --  

? 
6 - 7  3 - 5  1 - 2 

\ \ 

\- 

\ \ \ \ ? o ; - p A y E R s  

\ 



Table 8 

Amount of Maintenance Order and Regular i ty  of Payment 

4 

8 .1  
AMOUNT OF MAINTENANCE ORDER 

$50 o r  l e s s  
$51 t o  $100 
$101 - $200 
$201 - $300 
$301 - $500 
$500 - $1000 
Over $1000 

No information 

8.2 EX-HUSBAND BEHIND ON MAINTENANCE 
ORDER PAYMENTS 

Yes 
No 

No information 

8.3 NUMBER OF MONTHS I N  PAST YEAR 
EX-HUSBAND PAID MAINTENANCE 

12 months 
10 t o  11 months 
8 t o  9 months 
6 t o  7 months 
3 t o  5 months 
1 t o  2 months 

Hasn't  pa id  

No information 

8.4 PROPORTION OF MAINTENANCE ORDER PAID 

Always f u l l  amount 
Usually f u l l  amount 
Usually most (over 314) 
Usually between 112 and 314 
No payments 

No informat ion 

(n=250) 

10.0 
25.6 
39.6 
14.0 
6.8 
3.6 
0.4 

6.7 

(n=259) 

29.3 
70.7 

3.4 
- 

(n=262) 

57.6 
4.6 
5 . 3  
6.9 
9.2 
5 .0  

11.5 

2.2 

(n=264) 

69.3 
15.2 
9.9 
1.5 

10.2 

1.5 



Table  8, c o n t .  

, 

8.5 
PROMPTNESS OF PAYMENT 

Always by d a t e  set 
Usua l ly  by d a t e  set 
Usua l ly  w i t h i n  a  week 
Usua l ly  more t h a n  a  week l a t e  
No payments 

No i n £  ormat  i o n  

8 .6  
PAYMENT STATUS 

E x c e l l e n t  
F a i r  
Poor 
Non-payers 

No i n f o r m a t i o n  

(n=261) 

42.9 
24.9 
13.4  

7.7 
11.1 

2.6  

(n=262) 

51.5 
15.3  
22.0 
12.2 

2.2 



9 .1  Amount of Maintenance Order 

The median c a t e g o r y  f o r  t h e  amount of t h e  maintenance o r d e r  
was $101 t o  $200 (40%).  The n e x t  most common c a t e g o r y  was $51 t o  $100 
(26%) fo l lowed  by $201 t o  $300 (14.0%).  The mean maintenance o r d e r  payment 
was $190 ( s t a n d a r d  d e v i a t i o n :  $164) .  T h i s  amount compares c l o s e l y  t o  t h e  
mean r e p o r t e d  i n  t h e  s u r v e y  of women which was $206. 

9.2 Ex-husband Behind on Maintenance Order Payments 

Twenty-nine p e r c e n t  of t h o s e  surveyed r e p o r t e d  t h a t  t h e y  were  
behind on t h e i r  maintenance o r d e r  payments a t  t h e  t i m e  of t h e  survey.  

9 .3  Number of Months i n  P a s t  Year Ex-husband P a i d  Maintenance 

Over h a l f  of t h e  r e s p o n d e n t s  (55%) s a i d  t h e y  p a i d  every  month 
o f  t h e  p a s t  twelve.  An a d d i t i o n a l  17% r e p o r t e d  t h a t  t h e y  p a i d  between 
s i x  and e l e v e n  months of t h e  p a s t  y e a r .  Four teen  p e r c e n t  p a i d  something,  
b u t  p a i d  f o r  f i v e  months o r  fewer .  Twelve p e r c e n t  s a i d  t h a t  t h e y  h a d n ' t  
pa id .  

P r o p o r t i o n  of Maintenance Order P a i d  

Over two- th i rds  (69%) of t h e  sample s a i d  that t h e y  a lways p a i d  
t h e  f u l l  amount of t h e  o r d e r  when t h e y  p a i d ,  and 15% s a i d  t h e y  u s u a l l y  
p a i d  t h e  f u l l  amount. 

9.5 Promptness o f  Payment 

Two-thirds of t h e  sample (68%) r e p o r t e d  t h a t  t h e y  a lways o r  u s u a l l y  
p a i d  by t h e  d a t e  set.  E i g h t  p e r c e n t  s a i d  t h a t  t h e y  were u s u a l l y  more t h a n  a 
week late.  

9.6 Payment S t a t u s  

According t o  t h e  model o u t l i n e d  i n  S e c t i o n  9 .0 ,over  h a l f  o f  t h e  
sample (52%) cou ld  b e  c o n s i d e r e d  t o  b e  e x c e l l e n t  p a y e r s .  A f u r t h e r  15% 
were f a i r  p a y e r s .  Twenty-two p e r c e n t  were poor  p a y e r s ,  and 12% were non- 
payers .  

10.0 DETAILS CONCERNING EX-WIFE 

Respondents were asked  f o r  i n f o r m a t i o n  concern ing  t h e i r  ex-wives. 
T h i s  i n f o r m a t i o n  i n c l u d e d :  t h e i r  employment s t a t u s ,  s o u r c e  o f  income, 
e s t i m a t e d  income, ownership of home, whether  s h e  had e s t a b l i s h e d  a permanent 
r e l a t i o n s h i p  w i t h  a n o t h e r  p e r s o n ,  whether  o r  n o t  t h e r e  were c h i l d r e n  from 
t h i s  r e l a t i o n s h i p ,  and  how t h e  respondent  f e l t  a b o u t  t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p .  



Table 9 

D e t a i l s  Concerning Ex-wife 

9 . 1  
EX-WIFE'S EMPLOYMENT STATUS (n=2 6 7) 

Employed fu l l - t ime  
Employed par t - t ime  
Employed i n  s ea sona l  occupat ion 
Other 
Don' t Know 

44.4 
8.2 
1.5 
7.1 

17.2 

No in£  ormat i o n  1 0.4 

9.2 
SOURCE OF EX-WIFE' S INCOME 

Maintenance 
WagesISalary 
Spouse's Income 
S o c i a l  Ass i s t ance  
Other 
Don' t know 

(n=264) 

3.8 
50.8 
11.0 
14.4 
4.5 

15.5 

No informat ion  

9.3 
ESTIMATED AMOUNT OF EX-WIFE'S INCOME 

UP t o  $ 5,000 
$ 5,001 t o  $10,000 
$10,001 t o  $15,000 
$15,001 t o  $20,000 
$20,001 t o  $25,000 
$25,001 t o  #30,000 
Over $30,001 

No i n £  ormat ion  

9.4 
OWNERSHIP OF HOME BY EX-WIFE 

Y e s  
No 
Don' t know 

No i n £  ormat ion  

1 .5  

(n=190) 

13.2 
33.2 
33.7 
14.7 
3.7 
1 . 1  
0 .5  

29.1 

(n=246) 

30.9 
69.1 
-- 

8.2 



Table  9 . , c o n t  . 
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9 .5  EX-WIFE INVOLVED I N  A 
PERMANENT RELATIONSHIP 

Yes m a r r i e d  
Y e s ,  l i v i n g  t o g e t h e r  
No 
Don ' t know 

No i n f o r m a t i o n  

9.6 EX-WIFE HAS CHILDREN FROM 
RELATIONSHIP 

Y e s  
No 

No i n f o r m a t i o n  
Not a p p l i c a b l e  

9.7 NUMBER OF CHILDREN FROM 
NEW RELATIONSHIP 

One 
Two 
Three  
Four o r  more 

No i n £  o rmat ion  
Not a p p l i c a b l e  

9 .8  CHILDREN BROUGHT TO NEW 
RELATIONSHIP BY NEW PARTNER 

Yes 
No 

No i n f o r m a t i o n  
Not a p p l i c a b l e  

9.9 FEELINGS CONCERNING NEW 
REALTIONSHIP 

Good 
Bad 
I n d i f f e r e n t  
Don' t know 

No i n f o r m a t i o n  
Not a p p l i c a b l e  

- 

(n=2 65 ) 

17.4 
I 21.9 

24.5 
36.2 

1.1 

(n=97) 

29.9 
70.1 

2 .6  
60.7 

(n=29) 

79.3 
10.3  
6 .9  
3.4 

-- 
89.2 

(n=87) 

20.7 
79.3 

6 . 8  
60.7 

(n=94) 

26.6 
13.8 
53.2 

6 .4  

3.7 
60.7 

- 
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10.1 Ex-wife's Employment S t a t u s  

Seventeen pe rcen t  of t hose  surveyed d i d  no t  know t h e i r  ex- 
w i f e ' s  employment s t a t u s .  Of those  who d i d  r e p o r t  an employment s t a t u s ,  
over  h a l f  (54%) s a i d  t h e i r  ex-wives w e r e  employed fu l l - t ime .  A f u r t h e r  
20% s a i d  t h e y  w e r e  employed par t - t ime,  s ea sona l ly  o r  "other".  About a  
q u a r t e r  (26%) s a i d  t h e i r  ex-wives w e r e  no t  employed. 

10.2 Source of Ex-wif e ' s Income 

Six teen  pe rcen t  of t h e  sample d i d  n o t  know t h e i r  ex-wives' sou rce  
of income. Of t hose  who d i d ,  60% repo r t ed  income from wages and s a l a r y .  
The next  most common response was s o c i a l  a s s i s t a n c e  (17%), followed by 
spouse 's  income (13%).  

Est imated Amount of Ex-wife's Income 

The modal ca t ego ry  (34%) was $1,001 t o  $15,000 fol lowed c l o s e l y  
by t h e  $5,001 t o  $10,000 ca tegory  (33%). Only about 5% of t h e  respondents  
thought t h e i r  ex-wives' incomes w e r e  above $20,000 pe r  yea r .  

10.4 Ownership of Home by Ex-wife 

S l i g h t l y  less than  a  t h i r d  (31%) of t h e  sample who answered t h i s  
ques t ion  s a i d  t h a t  t h e i r  ex-wives owned t h e i r  home. 

10.5 Ex-wife Involved i n  a  Permanent Re la t i onsh ip  

Over a  t h i r d  of t h e  sample (36%) d i d  n o t  know whether o r  n o t  
t h e i r  ex-wives w e r e  involved i n  a  permanent r e l a t i o n s h i p .  Of t hose  who 
knew, 38% s a i d  t h a t  t h e i r  ex-wives w e r e  una t tached .  Thir ty-four  pe rcen t  
s a i d  they  were involved i n  a  common-law r e l a t i o n s h i p  and 27% s a i d  t h a t  
t h e i r  ex-wives had re-married. 

10.6 Ex-wife has  Chi ldren from New Re la t i onsh ip  

Of t hose  who r e p o r t e d  t h a t  t h e i r  ex-wife was involved wi th  a  new 
r e l a t i o n s h i p ,  30% s a i d  t h a t  they  had c h i l d r e n  from t h i s  r e l a t i o n s h i p .  

10.7 Number of Chi ldren from New Re la t i onsh ip  

Most (79%) of t hose  who answered t h i s  ques t i on  s a i d  t h a t  t h e i r  
ex-wives had had one c h i l d  from t h e i r  new r e l a t i o n s h i p .  

Children Brought t o  New Re la t i onsh ip  by P a r t n e r  

Over t h r ee -qua r t e r s  (79%) of t h o s e  answering t h i s  ques t i on  s a i d  
t h a t  t h e  p a r t n e r  t o  t h i s  new r e l a t i o n s h i p  d i d  n o t  b r i n g  any c h i l d r e n .  

10.9 Fee l ings  Concerning New Re la t i onsh ip  

Over h a l f  of t h e  sub-sample i n  ques t i on  (60%) w e r e  e i t h e r  i n -  
d i f f e r e n t  o r  d i d n ' t  know how they  f e l t  about t h e  new r e l a t i o n s h i p .  
Thi r teen  pe rcen t  s a i d  t hey  f e l t  badly about i t .  



NEW RELATIONSHIPS OF RESPONDENTS 

Respondents were asked whether o r  n o t  they  were involved i n  a  new, 
permanent r e l a t i o n s h i p  and t h e  s t a t u s  of t h i s  r e l a t i o n s h i p ,  when t h i s  r e l a t i o n -  
sh ip  began (from which we computed t h e  time between t h e  d ivorce  and t h e  new 
r e l a t i o n s h i p ) ,  whether t h e r e  were ch i ld ren  from t h i s  r e l a t i o n s h i p ,  and 
whether t h e  p a r t n e r  brought ch i ld ren  t o  t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p .  De ta i l s  concerning 
t h e  new p a r t n e r ' s  income were asked. These included t h e  source of income, 
t h e  es t imated  annual  income of t h e  p a r t n e r  and t h e  n e t  monthly income. 



Table 1 0  

New Re la t i onsh ips  of Respondents 

10 .1  
r 

NEW RELATIONSHIP OF HUSBAND 

Y e s ,  mar r ied  
Y e s ,  l i v i n g  t o g e t h e r  
No 

No informat  i on  

10.2 
TIME BETWEEN DIVORCE AND 
NEW REIATIONSHIP 

More than  2 y e a r s  be fo re  d ivo rce  
1 t o  2 y e a r s  b e f o r e  d ivo rce  
1 month t o  1 year  be fo re  d ivorce  
Within 1 yea r  of d ivorce  
1 t o  2 y e a r s  a f t e r  d ivo rce  
More t han  2 y e a r s  a f t e r  d ivorce  

No information/Not  a p p l i c a b l e  

10.3 
CHILDREN FROM NEW RELATIONSHIP 

None 
One 
Two 
Three 

No information/Not  a p p l i c a b l e  

10.4 CHILDREN BROUGHT TO RELATIONSHIP 
BY HUSBAND'S PARTNER 

None 
One 
Two 
Three o r  more 

No fnformation/Not  a p p l i c a b l e  

10.5 HUSBAND'S PARTNER'S MAJOR SOURCE 
OF INCOME 

Self-employed 
WagesISalary 
Supported by Respondent 
Unemployment Insurance  
Other  

No informat  ion/Not a p p l i c a b l e  

(n=250) 

24.8 
24.4 
50.8 

6.7 

(n=96) 

10.4 
10.4 
20.8 
32.3 
11.5 
14.6 

64.2 
r 

(n= 129) 

69.0 
15.4 
13.2 
2 .3  

- 
51.9 

(n=124) 

74.2 
9.7 

12.1 
4.0 

53.7 

(n=115) 

10.4 
62.6 
21.7 

1.7 
3 .5  

57.1 
L 



New R e l a t i o n s h i p  of Husband 

Half of t h e  sample (49.2%) i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  they  were involved i n  
a new permanent r e l a t i o n s h i p .  Of t h o s e  who were , roughly h a l f  (o r  25% of t h e  
t o t a l  sample) had re-marr ied and h a l f  were l i v i n g  common-law (24%). 

1 

- - -  

10.6 ESTIMATED INCOME OF HUSBAND'S 
PARTNER 

UP t o  $5,000 
$ 5 ,001  t o  $10,000 
$10,001 t o  $15,000 
$15,001 t o  $20,000 
$20,001 t o  $25,000 
$25,001 t o  $30,000 
Over $30,000 

No i n fo rma t ion  

10 .7  NET MONTHLY INCOME OF HUSBAND'S 
PARTNER 

Les s  t han  $500 
$ 501 t o  $1000 
$1001 t o  $1500 
$1501 t o  $2000 
$2501 t o  $3000 
Over $3000 

No informat ion/Not  a p p l i c a b l e  

11.2 Time be tween Divorce and New R e l a t  i o n s h i ~  

(n= 109) 

12.8 
13.8 
23.9 
25.7 
12.8 
6.4 
4.6 

67.0 

(11-87) 

25.3 
51.7  
14.9  

3.4 
1.1 
3.4 

67.4 

Forty-two p e r c e n t  of  t h o s e  who answered t h i s  ques t i on  had been 
invo lved  i n  t h e  new r e l a t i o n s h i p  p r i o r  t o  t h e i r  d ivo rce .  Another 32% became 
invo lved  w i t h i n  a y e a r  f o l l owing  t h e i r  d ivo rce .  

11.3 Chi ld ren  from New R e l a t i o n s h i p  

Two-thirds of t h o s e  invo lved  i n  a new r e l a t i o n s h i p  had no t  had any 
c h i l d r e n  from i t .  Most of t h o s e  who had had c h i l d r e n  (29% of t h e  sub-sample) 
had one o r  two. 

11.4 Chi ld ren  B r o u ~ h t  t o  New Re l a t i onsh ip  by P a r t n e r  

About t h r e e - q u a r t e r s  (74%) of t h o s e  answering t h i s  ques t i on  s a i d  
t h a t  t h e i r  p a r t n e r s  d i d  n o t  b r i n g  any c h i l d r e n  t o  t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p .  

11.5 Husband's P a r t n e r ' s  Major Source of  Income 

Near ly  two- th i rds  (63%) of t h o s e  answering t h i s  ques t i on  s a i d  t h a t  
t h e i r  p a r t n e r s  w e r e  employed. Twenty-two p e r c e n t  s a i d  t h a t  t hey  suppor ted  
t h e i r  p a r t n e r s .  



Est imated Income of Husband's P a r t n e r  

The median ca t ego ry  f o r  t h i s  ques t i on  was $15,001 t o  
$20,000 (26%) , fo l lowed  c l o s e l y  by $10,000 t o  $15,000. Some c a u t i o n  
should be  used i n  i n t e r p r e t i n g  t h e s e  f i g u r e s  a s  i t  was ve ry  l i k e l y  
t h a t  some respondents  added t h e i r  own incomes t o  come up w i th  t h e i r  
answers.  C e r t a i n l y ,  t h e  n e t  monthly incomes de sc r i bed  i n  t h e  nex t  
s e c t i o n  (11.7) do n o t  compare w e l l  w i th  t h e s e  answers.  

11 .7  Net Monthly Income of I lusband's P a r t n e r  

Over h a l f  (52%) of t h o s e  answering t h i s  ques t i on  r e p o r t e d  
t h a t  t h e i r  p a r t n e r ' s  n e t  monthly income was between $501 and $1,000. 
A q u a r t e r  of t h i s  sub-sample i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  t h e i r  p a r t n e r ' s  n e t  monthly 
income w a s  l e s s  than  $500. 

12.  OPINIONS CONCERNING PAYMENT OF MAINTENANCE ORDERS 

Respondents were asked who they  thought  should be  
r e s p o n s i b l e  f o r  t h e  suppor t  of t h e i r  ex-wife, and t h e  c h i l d r e n .  
Respondents were t hen  asked t o  i n d i c a t e  whether they  agreed o r  
d i s ag reed  w i th  a s e r i e s  of s t a t emen t s  which r e l a t e d  t o  t h e  r ea sons  
f o r  payment and non-payment of maintenance o r d e r s .  

Respondents who had a lways pa id  t h e i r  maintenance o r d e r s  
were i n t roduced  t o  t h e  s e r i e s  of s t a t e m e n t s  i n  t h e  fo l lowing  way: 

"The fo l l owing  s t a t e m e n t s  a r e  r e a sons  people  have g iven  f o r  paying 
t h e i r  maintenance o r d e r s .  Based on your f e e l i n g s  o r  expe r i ence ,  say  
whether you ag ree  o r  d i s a g r e e  w i th  t h e  s t a t emen t  a s  i t  a p p l i e s  t o  you. 
I f  you a r e  n o t  s u r e ,  o r  t h e  s ta tement  does  n o t  app ly  t o  you, p l e a s e  
c i r c l e  t h e  a p p r o p r i a t e  number.'' 

Respondents who had no t  a lways been r e g u l a r  i n  t h e i r  
payments were asked t o  complete ano the r  set of s t a t emen t s  headed by 
t h e  fo l l owing  i n t r o d u c t i o n :  

"The fo l l owing  s t a t e m e n t s  are r ea sons  people  have given f o r  n o t  
paying t h e i r  maintenance o r d e r s  r e g u l a r l y  o r  promptly.  Based on your 
f e e l i n g s  and expe r i ence ,  s ay  whether you a g r e e  o r  d i s a g r e e  w i th  each 
s t a t emen t  as i t  a p p l i e s  t o  you. I f  you are n o t  s u r e ,  o r  t h e  s ta tement  
does  n o t  app ly  t o  you, p l e a s e  c i r c l e  t h e  a p p r o p r i a t e  number." 



Table  11 

Opinions Concerning Payment of Maintenance Orders 

11.1 OPINIONS CONCERNING WHO SHOULD 
SUPPORT EX-WIFE 

Husband 
Wife 
Her new Spouse 
Government 
Don' t know 

No i n £  ormat i o n  

OPINIONS CONCERNING WHO SHOULD 
SUPPORT CHILDREN 

Husband 
Wife 
Both 
Gove rnmen t 
Don' t know 

No in fo rma t ion  

23.3 
13.9 
56.3 

1.2 
5.3 

8.6 



Table 11, cont .  

Why Maintenance Orders a r e  pa id  

NOT 
APPLICABLE 

5.4 

10.4 

8.5 

3.4 

31.3 

4.9 

15.3 

31.0 

27.2 

22.0 

23.5 

DON'T 
KNOW 

3.4 

3.0 

5 . 0  

23.4 

14.6 

11.2 

15.8 

14.8 

14.9 

3.0 

6.0 

11.3 WHY MAINTENANCE 
ORDERS ARE PAID 

a)  I s t i l l  f e e l  
respons ib le  f o r  my 
ex-wife 

b)  I s t i l l  f e e l  
r e spons ib l e  f o r  my 
ch i ld ren  

c)  I s t i l l  f e e l  c lo se  
t o  my ch i ld ren  

d) My ex-wife' s s tandard  
of l i v i n g  i s  lower 
than mine 

e )  Legal proceeding might 
fo rce  me t o  pay 

f )  I f e e l  r e spons ib l e  
f o r  t h e  marr iage 
breakdown 

g) I would n o t  l i k e  t o  
s e e  my ex-wife being 
supported by s o c i a l  
a s s i s t a n c e  

h) A cou r t  o rder  might 
f o r c e  deduct ion of 
maintenance o rde r  
payments from my 
wages/salary 

i )  I may be imprisoned 
f o r  non-payment of 
a maintenance order  

j )  My ex-wife i s  always 
a f t e r  me t o  pay 

k) I do not  want t o  
damage t h e  remaining 
family goodwil l  

NOT 
STATED 

2.9 

2.9 

2.9 

- - 

3.4 

- - 

1.5 

1.0 

1.5 

2.4 

2.4 

AGREE 

18.1 

75.1 

75.9 

25.4 

23.2 

20.0 

47.0 

19.2 

18.3 

18.5 

60.0 

n 
- - 

(n=199) 

(n=199) 

(n= 199) 

(n=2 05) 

(n=198) 

(n= 2 05) 

(n=202) 

(n=203) 

(n=202) 

(n=200) 

(n=200) 

DISAGREE 

73.0 

11.4 

10.6 

47.8 

30.8 

63.9 

21.8 

35.0 

39.6 

56.5 

10.5 



Table  11., c o n t .  

Why Orders  a r e  n o t  P a i d  Promptly and  R e g u l a r l y  

11.4  WHY ORDERS ARE NOT PAID 
PROMPTLY AND REGULAFULY 

a )  Can ' t  a f f o r d  t o  pay t h e  
main tenance  o r d e r  

b )  I f e e l  t h a t  t h e  money p a i d  
f o r  my c h i l d r e n  goes  t o  my 
ex-wif e  

c )  My ex-wife spends  t h e  
maintenance money f o o l i s h l y  

d) My ex-wife h a s  enough money 
t o  s u p p o r t  h e r s e l f  and h e r  
c h i l d r e n  

e )  My s t a n d a r d  of l i v i n g  is 
lower t h a n  my ex-wif e ' s 

f )  I n e v e r  g e t  t o  see my 
c h i l d r e n  

g) I no l o n g e r  f e e l  c l o s e  t o  
my c h i l d r e n  

h) I p r o v i d e  f o r  my c h i l d r e n  
i n  o t h e r  ways 

i )  My ex-wife h a s  enough money 
t o  s u p p o r t  h e r s e l f  

j) My ex-wife was r e s p o n s i b l e  
f o r  t h e  m a r r i a g e  breakdown 

k)  My ex-wife a g r e e s  t h a t  s h e  
no l o n g e r  needs  maintenance 
o r d e r  payments 

DON'T 
KNOW 

7.4 

17.6 

29.4 

25.0  

19.1  

-- 

8 .8  

1 .5  

20.6 

21.4 

31.8 

AGREE 

45.6  

4 4 . 1  

33.8 

33.8 

41.2 

30.41 

27.9  

31.8  

63.2  

44 .3  

15.2 

DISAGREE 

29.4 

19.1  

20.6 

26.5 

32.4 

49.3  

45.6  

30.3  

11.8 

25.7 

40.9 

NOT 
APPLICABLE 

17.6 

19.1  

16.2 

14.7 

7.4 

20.3 

17.6 

36.4 

4.4 

8.6 

12.1  

NOT 
STATED 

2.9  

2 .9  

2 . 9  

2 .9  

2 . 9  

1.4 

2 .9  

5 . 7  

2 .9  

- - 

5 .7  

n  
= 

(n=68) 

(n=68) 

(n=68) 

(n=68) 

(n=68) 

(n=69) 

(n=68) 

(n=66) 

(n=68) 

(n= 7  0) 

(n=66) 
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11.5 RESPONDENT WOULD 
PAY OF 

a )  I would pay i f  I were 
reminded immediately 
a f t e r  missing a payment 

b) I would pay i f  t h e r e  were 
l e g a l  proceeding t o  f o r c e  
me t o  pay 

c)  I would pay i f  t h e  amount 
of t h e  maintenance o rde r  
were deducted from my 
wage s / s a l a r y  by cour t  
o rde r  

d) I would pay i f  I were 
s u r e  t h a t  t h e  money went 
t o  my ch i ld ren  and n o t  
my ex-wife 

e )  I would pay i f  were 
threa tened  by 
imprisonment 

AGREE DON' T 
KNOW 

NOT 
APPLIACABLE 

NOT 
STATED 

12.1 Opinions Concerning who Should Support Ex-wife 

Most (82%) of t h e  respondents  thought t h a t  t h e i r  ex-wife should suppor t  
h e r s e l f .  A small  minor i ty  (7%) thought t h a t  they should suppor t  t h e i r  ex-wives. 

12.2 Opinions Concerning who Should Support Children 

Over ha l f  (56%) thought  t h a t  both themselves and t h e i r  ex-wives should 
support  t h e  ch i ld ren .  Nearly a q u a r t e r  (23%) thought t h a t  they should be 
respons ib le  and 14% thought t h a t  t h e i r  ex-wives should be r e spons ib l e .  
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The r ea sons  f o r  paying maintenance o r d e r s  a r e  ranked below by 
way of sumnary: 

PERCENTAGE 
AGREEING 

PERCENTAGE 
DISAGREEING 

76 C lose  t o  Chi ld ren  11 
7 5 R e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  Chi ld ren  11 
6 0 P r e s e r v e  Goodwill 11 
4 7 Doesn' t  l i k e  w i f e  on s o c i a l  a s s i s t a n c e  2 2 

25 Ex-wife's s t a n d a r d  of l i v i n g  lower  48 
2 3 Fear  o f  Legal  Proceedings  3 1 
2 0 Respons ib le  f o r  mar r iage  bfieakdown 64 
19 Fea r  of  Garn i shee  35 
19 Wife always a f t e r  him t o  pay 5 7 
18 Fear  of Imprisonment 40 
18 R e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  ex-wife 73 

Continued f e e l i n g s  of r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  and a f f e c t i o n  f o r  c h i l d r e n  
w e r e  by f a r  t h e  most commonly mentioned r ea sons  f o r  payment. These 
r ea sons  w e r e  fol lowed by t h e  d e s i r e  t o  p r e s e r v e  any remaining goodwil l  
i n  t h e  fami ly .  S l i g h t l y  less than  h a l f  of t h e  r e sponden t s  agreed  t h a t  
t h e i r  no t  want ing t h e i r  ex-wife t o  go on s o c i a l  a s s i s t a n c e  w a s  a r e a son  
f o r  paying t h e i r  o r d e r s .  

More respondents  d i s ag reed  t han  agreed  t h a t  t h e  remaining 
r ea sons  o f f e r e d  a p p l i e d  t o  them. A q u a r t e r  of t h e  respondents  agreed  
t h a t  t h e  s t a n d a r d  of  l i v i n g  of t h e i r  ex-wives be ing  lower than  t h e i r s  
w a s  a r e a son  f o r  paying;  however n e a r l y  h a l f  o f  the respondents  d i s ag reed  
w i t h  t h i s .  P o t e n t i a l  l e g a l  s a n c t i o n s  were seen  as r ea sons  f o r  payment by 
a m i n o r i t y  of t h e  sample.  However, s u b s t a n t i a l l y  more respondents  d i s ag reed  
t h a t  t h e  reasons  a p p l i e d  t o  them than  agreed .  

12.4 Why Maintenance Orders  were no t  P a i d  Regula r ly  and Promptly 

Again, t o  summarize t h e  f e e l i n g s  b r i e f l y ,  t h e  r e a sons  f o r  no t  
paying o r d e r s  r e g u l a r l y  are ranked below: 

PERCENTAGE 
AGREEING 

6 3 

PERCENTAGE 
DISAGREEING 

Ex-wife ha s  enough money t o  suppo r t  12 
h e r s e l f  
Can ' t  a f f o r d  t o  pay t h e  Order 2 9 
Money p a i d  f o r  c h i l d r e n  goes  t o  ex-wife 19 
Ex-wife was r e s p o n s i b l e  f o r  ma r r i age  2 6 
breakdown 
Standard o f  l i v i n g  lower than  ex-wife '  s 3 2 
Ex-wife spends money f o o l i s h l y  2 1 
Ex-wife has  enough money t o  suppo r t  2 7 
h e r s e l f  and c h i l d r e n  
Prov ides  f o r  c h i l d r e n  i n  o t h e r  ways 3 0 
Never g e t s  t o  see c h i l d r e n  4 9 
No l o n g e r  f e e l s  c l o s e  t o  c h i l d r e n  46 
Ex-wife a g r e e s  t h a t  s h e  no l onge r  needs  money 41  



12.4 cont .  

Nearly two-thirds of t h e  respondents agreed t h a t  t h e i r  ex- 
w i fe  having enoigh money t o  support  he r se l f  was a  reason f o r  t h e i r  no t  
paying t h e i r  o r d e r s  r e g u l a r l y .  Less than ha l f (46%) i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  t h e i r  
n o t  being a b l e  t o  a f f o r d  t h e  order  was a  reason f o r  n o t  paying. This reason 
was c lose ly  followed by f e e l i n g s  t h a t  t h e  ex-wife was r e spons ib l e  f o r  t h e  
marriage breakdown and t h a t  t h e  money meant f o r  t h e  c h i l d r e n  went i n s t e a d  
t o  t h e  ex-wife . 

Roughly a  t h i r d  of t h e  respondents  agreed t h a t  t h e  ex-wife 
spending money f o o l i s h l y ,  t h e  ex-wife having enough money t o  support  
herse l f  and t h e  c h i l d r e n  and providing f o r  t h e  ch i ld ren  f o r  o t h e r  ways, 
were reasons f o r  them n o t  paying r egu la r ly .  

More respondents  d i sagreed  than agreed t h a t  t h e  f i n a l  t h r e e  
reasons f o r  non-payment a p p l i e d  t o  them. Nonetheless,  never being a b l e  
t o  s e e  t h e  c h i l d r e n  and no longer  f e e l i n g  c l o s e  t o  them were given a s  
reasons by a  s u b s t a n t i a l  minor i ty  of respondents (30% and 28% r e s p e c t i v e l y ) .  

A few respondents  (15%) gave t h e i r  ex-wife agree ing  t h a t  she 
no longer  needed t h e  money a s  a  reason f o r  non-payment. 

Respondents would Pay i f :  

The m a j o r i t y  (55%) agreed t h a t  they  would pay i f  they  were su re  
t h a t  t h e  money went t o  t h e i r  ch i ld ren .  Roughly a  t h i r d  agreed t h a t  they 
would pay i f  l e g a l  proceedings forced them (33%) o r  i f  they were threa tened  
wi th  imprisonment (34%). However, i n  these  two cases  more respondents  
disagreed than  agreed. A minor i ty  agreed t h a t  t h r e a t  of garnishee (21%) 
o r  being reminded M e d i a t e l y  a f t e r  a  missed payment (19%) would cause 
them t o  pay. 



13.0 FACTORS RELATING TO THE PAYMENT AND NON-PAYMENT OF 
MAINTENANCE ORDERS 

The major  dependent v a r i a b l e  f o r  t h i s  s t u d y  was payment 
s t a t u s .  Respondents were c a t e g o r i z e d  i n t o  f o u r  c a t e g o r i e s :  
e x c e l l e n t ,  f a i r  and poor p a y e r s  and non-payers.  T h i s  v a r i a b l e  was 
c r o s s - t a b u l a t e d  w i t h  a  number of independent  v a r i a b l e s  ( i . e .  v a r i a b l e s  
t h a t  may e x p l a i n  t h e  payment s t a t u s )  t o  e x p l o r e  t h e  f a c t o r s  r e l a t i n g  
t o  payment and non-payment o f  maintenance o r d e r s .  I n  c a s e s  where t h e  
independent  v a r i a b l e  was s c a l e d  a t  a n  i n t e r v a l  l e v e l ,  d i f f e r e n c e  o f  
means tests and a n a l y s i s  of v a r i a n c e  t e c h n i q u e s  have been used.  

13 .1  PAYMENT STATUS BY AGE 

Table  1 2 . 1  

Payment S t a t u s  by Age 

E x c e l l e n t  p a y e r s  were s i g n i f i c a n t l y  o l d e r  t h a n  t h e  o t h e r  t h r e e  
c a t e g o r i e s  o f  p a y e r s .  However, t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between payment s t a t u s  
and age  was n o t  l i n e a r  a s  t h e r e  was l i t t l e  d i f f e r e n c e  among t h e  f a i r ,  poor 
and non-payers. 

PAYMENT STATUS 

E x c e l l e n t  
F a i r  
Poor 
Non-payers 

13.2 PAYMENT STATUS BY LENGTH OF MARRIAGE 

Table  12.2  

F = 13.26,  . 0 0 0 1 7 p  

MEAN AGE 

39.0 
32.8 
30.8 
33.0 

Payment S t a t u s  by Length of Marr iage 

STANDARD DEVIATION 

10.2 
6 . 1  
8 . 3  
8 . 1  

A g a i n , e x c e l l e n t  p a y e r s  were m a r r i e d  f o r  a  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  l o n g e r  
t ime t h a n  t h e  o t h e r  t h r e e  c a t e g o r i e s .  There  was l i t t l e  d i f f e r e n c e  among 
f a i r ,  poor and non-payers ,  t h a t  cou ld  n o t  be  e x p l a i n e d  by s m a l l  sample 
s i z e s  and l a r g e  s t a n d a r d  d e v i a t i o n s .  

1 

NUMBER OF CASES 

125 
40 
5  5  
32 

PAYMENT 
STATUS 

Exce l1  en t 
F a i r  
Poor 
Non-payer s 

F = 6.76,  . 0 0 0 2 7 p  

MEAN NUMBER OF 
MONTHS MARRIED 

143.0 
71.0 
86.4 
79.8 

I 
STANDARD 

DEVIATION 

125.1 
40 .9  
83.7 
74.5 

NUMBER OF 
CASES 

119 
3  1 
45 
24 



13.3 PAYMENT STATUS BY SATISFACTION WITH ACCESS TO CHILDREN 

Table 12.3  

Payment S t a t u s  by S a t i s f a c t i o n  w i t h  Access 
t o  Chi ld ren  

There  w a s  no r e l a t i o n s h i p  between t h e  exp re s sed  s a t i s f a c t i o n  w i t h  
a c c e s s  by t h e  respondent  and h i s  payment s t a t u s .  

PAYMENT STATUS 

Exce l l en t  
F a i r  
Poor 
Non-payers 
NO. of Cases 

13.4 PAYMENT STATUS BY SOURCE OF ORDER 

Table  12 .4  

c h i 2  = 1.16,  .77>p  

SATISFACTION WITH ACCESS 

Payment S t a t u s  by Source of Order 

- 

YES - 
53.7 
15.9 
18.9 
11.6 
(164) 

Orders  t h a t  were v o l u n t a r y  o r  o r i g i n a t e d  from Family Court appeared 
t o  have a g r e a t e r  number of poor and non-payers than  o r d e r s  from t h e  Supreme 
Court .  However, t h e  d i f f e r e n c e  w a s  no t  s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t .  

NO 

50.0 
12.5 
23.4 
14 .1  
(64) 

I' 

PAYMENT STATUS 

Exce l l en t  
F a i r  
Poor 
Non - paye r s  
NO. o f  Cases 

SOURCE OF ORDER 

Family Court 

52.6 
13.8 
19.0 
14.7 
(116) 

Supreme Court 

62.7 
18.6 

8.5 
10.2 

(59) 

Voluntary 

42.1  
15.8 
32.9 

9.2 
(76) 



13.5 PAYMENT STATUS BY O R I G I N  OF ORDER 

Table 1 2 . 5  

Payment S t a t u s  by Or ig in  of Order 

Orders t h a t  o r i g i n a t e d  i n  Alber ta  tended t o  be pa id  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  
b e t t e r  than  o rde r s  o r i g i n a t i n g  o u t s i d e  of t h e  province.  

PAYMENT STATUS 

Excel lent  
F a i r  
Poor 
Non-payers 
No. of Cases 

13.6  PAYMENT STATUS BY ENFORCEMENT OF ORDER I N  ALBERTA 

Table 1 2 . 6  

O R I G I N  OF ORDER 

Payment S t a t u s  by Enforcement 

Alber ta  

5 7.4 
14 .8  
18 .6  

9 .3  
( 1 8 3 )  

Other 

40 .0  
14.5 
18.2 
27 .3  
( 55  

Despite  t h e  small  number of ca ses  t h e r e  was a s i g n i f i c a n t  r e l a t i o n -  
sh ip  between t h e  enforcement of t h e  maintenance o rde r  i n  Alber ta  and t h e  
payment s t a t u s  of t h e  ind iv idua l .  

PAYMENT STATUS 

~ x c e l l e n t / F a i r  
~ o o r / ~ o n - p a y e r s  
No. of Cases 

13.7 PAYMENT STATUS BY THE AMOUNT OF ORDER 

Table 12 .7  

ENFORCEMENT OF ORDER I N  ALBERTA 

Payment S t a t u s  by t h e  Amount of Order 

Yes 

83 .4  
16 .6  
( 3 0 )  

No 

42.5  
57 .5  
( 4 0 )  

PAYMENT 
STATUS 

Excel len t  
F a i r  
Poor 
Non-payers 

F = 1 . 1 2 ,  0 . 3 5 , ~  

MEAN AMOUNT 
OF ORDER 

202.59  
171.00 
194 .81  
143.28 

I 

STANDARD 
DEVIATION 

192.01 
94 .49  

143.02 
119.47 

NUMBER OF 
CASES 

133 
3 8 
5 2 
25 



There was no r e l a t i o n s h i p  between t h e  amount of t h e  o rde r  
and t h e  payment s t a t u s  of t h e  respondent .  

13.8 PAYMENT STATUS BY SATISFACTION WITH ARRANGEMENTS FOR PAYMENT 

Table  12.8 

Payment S t a t u s  by S a t i s f a c t i o n  wi th  
Arrangements f o r  Payment 

There was a h igh ly  s i g n i f i c a n t  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between t h e  expressed 
s a t s i f a c t i o n  wi th  t h e  arrangements f o r  payment and payment s t a t u s .  However, 
t h i s  r e l a t i o n s h i p  should n o t  be taken a t  f a c e  va lue .  Most respondents  appeared 
no t  t o  be  d i s s a t i s f i e d  w i th  t h e  arrangements bu t  wi th  t h e  maintenance o r d e r  
p e r  se. 

PAYMENT 
S TATU S 

Exce l len t  
F a i r  
Poor 
Non-payer s 
NO. of Cases 

2 
Chi = 18 .3 ,  .001>p 

SATISFIED WITH ARRANGEMENTS 
FOR PAYMENT 

Y e s  

57.0 
14.0 
21.2 

7.8 
(167) 

No 

35.4 
18.5 
20.0 
26.2 
(84) 



13.9  PAYMENT STATUS BY OPINION CONCERNING FAIRNESS OF ORDER TO 
RESPONDENT 

Table  12.9 

Payment S t a t u s  by Opinion Concerning F a i r n e s s  
of Order  t o  Respondent 

Those who c o n s i d e r e d  t h e  o r d e r  t o  b e  f a i r  t o  them were 
s i g n i f i c a n t l y  more l i k e l y  t o  pay t h a n  t h o s e  who d i d n ' t .  

PAYMENT STATUS 

E x c e l l e n t  
F a i r  
Poor 
Non-payers 
NO. of  Cases 

c h i 2  = 14.3,  * O ~ > P  

FAIRNESS OF ORDER TO RESPONDENT 

Yes 

58.7  
14.4 
20.4 

6 .6  
(167) 

No 

42.9 
14 .3  
20.2 
22.6 
(84) 



13.10 Payment S t a t u s  by Opinion Concerning Fa i rness  of Order t o  , 
Ex-wif e 

Table 12.10 
Opinion Concerning Fa i rness  of Order t o  Ex-wife 

13.10 
PAYMENT STATUS 

Excel lent  
Fa i r  
Poor 
Nonpayers 

Fair/Too l i t t l e  

58.2 
17.6 
21.6 

6.3 
(158) 

c h i 2  = 8.41 . 0 5 5 p  

Too much 

46.0 
14.3 
20.6 
19.0 
(63) 

I 

Don't know 

28.9 
21.1 
23.7 
26.3 
(38) 

Those who thought t h e  payments were f a i r  t o  t h e i r  ex-wives o r  too  
l i t t l e ,  were s i g n i f i c a n t l y  more l i k e l y  t o  pay t h e i r  maintenance orders  
than those who thought t h e  order  was too much o r  than who d i d n ' t  know. 



13.11 Payment S t a t u s  by Opinion Concerning Fa i rnes s  of Order t o  Children 

Table 12.11 

Opinion Concerning Fa i rnes s  of Order t o  Children 

Those who thought t h a t  t h e  maintenance o rde r  payments were f a i r  
t o  t h e i r  c h i l d r e n  were s i g n i f i c a n t l y  more l i k e l y  t o  be good payers  than 
those  who d i d n ' t  o r  d i d n ' t  know. 

13.12 Payment S t a t u s  by Opinion Concerning >Whether t he  Order was Based on 
Husband's Earnings 

1 

Table 12.12 

NOIDON IT KNOW 

38.9 
19.4 
25.0 
16.7 
(72 

- 
13.11 
PAYMENT STATUS 

Excel len t  
F a i r  
Poor 
Non-payers 

Opinion Concerning Whether t he  Order 
was Based on Husband's Earnings 

2 
Chi = 10.3, .02>p 

YES 

60.7 
14.5 
17.2 
7.6 

(145) 

Men who thought t h a t  t he  order  was based on t h e i r  earn ings  d id  
d i f f e r  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  from those  who d i d  no t  t h i n k  t h i s  was so.  

NO 

42.9 
17.9 
27.7 
11.6 
(112) 

13.12 
PAYMENT STATUS 

Excel len t  
F a i r  
Poor 
Non-payers 
No. of Cases 

2 
C h i  = 11.8, .Ol)p 

YES 

59.1 
13.6 
15.5 
11.8 
(110) 



13.13 Payment S t a t u s  by new Re l a t i onsh ip  of Wife 

Table  12-13  
Payment S t a t u s  by New Re l a t i onsh ip  of Wife 

Men whose wives  were invo lved  i n  a new r e l a t i o n s h i p  were s i g n i f i c a n t l y  
less l i k e l y  t o  pay t h e i r  o r d e r s  than  men whose ex-wives remained s i n g l e .  

The b i g g e s t  d i f f e r e n c e  occur red  i n  t h e  poor and non-payer c a t ego r i e s . .  

13.14 Payment S t a t u s  by Year ly  Income 

Table  12.14 

Payment S t a t u s  by Year ly  Income 

NO 

50.0 
14.1 
31.3 
4 .7  

(64 

b 

PAYMENT STATUS 

E x c e l l e n t  
F a i r  
Poor 
Non-payers 
NO. of  Cases 

2 Chi = 10.3,  .02 7 p  

YES 

52.9  
10.8 
18.6 
17.7 
(102) 

Income was s i g n i f i c a n t l y  c o r r e l a t e d  w i t h  payment s t a t u s :  
t h e  h ighe r  t h e  income, t h e  more l i k e l y  t h e  person  was t o  b e  a good payer .  

PAYMENT STATUS 

Exce l l en t  
F a i r  
Poor 
Non-payers 
No. of  Cases 

chi2 = 27.9,  . 0 0 1 , ~  

20,000 
30,000 

66.2 
12.2 
13.5 
8 .1  

(74) 

OVER 
30,000 

65.7 
17.1 
8.6 
8 .6  

(35) 

UNDER 
10,000 

25.0 
14.6 
37.5 
22.9 
( 4 3 )  

l 0 , O O ~  
20,000 

47.5 
18.2 
23.2 
11.1 
(99) 



13.15 Payment S t a t u s  by N e t  Monthly Income 

Table  12.15 

Payment S t a t u s  by N e t  Monthly Income 

As expec ted  from s e c t i o n  1 3 . 1 4 , t h e r e  was a s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e  
among t h e  f a i r  payment s t a t u s  groups  as t o  t h e i r  n e t  monthly income. 
It i s  i n t e r e s t i n g  t o  n o t e  t h a t  non-payers had n e a r l y  as h i g h  a n e t  income as 
e x c e l l e n t  p a y e r s .  T h i s  s u g g e s t s  t h a t  low income is a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  i r r e g u l a r  
payment, b u t  i t  is  n o t  t h a t  h i g h l y  a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  complete  non-payment. 

13.16 Payment S t a t u s  by New R e l a t i o n s h i p  of Husband 

NUMBER 
OF CASES 

122 
38 
5 0 
2 7 

Table  12.16 

F = 2.98,  0 . 0 5 ) ~  

STANDARD 
DEVIATION 

1240 
525 
453 

1573 

PAYMENT STATUS 

E x c e l l e n t  
F a i r  
Poor 
Non-payers 

Payment S t a t u s  by New R e l a t i o n s h i p  of Husband 

MEAN NET 
MONTHLY INCOME 

$1,676 
$1,316 
$1,181 
$1,593 

From 13.16 i t  a p p e a r s  t h a t  men who are invo lved  i n  a new r e l a t i o n -  
s h i p  t e n d  t o  b e  b e t t e r  p a y e r s  t h a n  t h o s e  who are n o t .  However, t h e  r e a d e r  
i s  c a u t i o n e d  t h a t  t h i s  tendancy is s l i g h t  and does  n o t  r e a c h  t h e  .05 
c r i t e rc ion  of s t a t i s t i c a l  s i g n i f i c a n c e .  

PAYMENT STATUS 

Eixcellent  
F a i r  
Poor 
Non-payers 
No. of Cases 

2 
Chi  == 7.8  , . 0 6 ) p  

. - . -. 

NEW RELATIONSHIP OF HUSBAND 
YES 

57.9  
18.2 
14.0 
10.0 
(121) 
- .- .- . - 

NO 

47.2 
13.0  
26.8 
13.0  
(123) 



13.17 Payment S t a t u s  by Ownership of Home by Husband 

Tab le  12.17 

Payment S t a t u s  by Ownership of Home by Ex-husband 

Tbere  was a h i g h l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between ownership of 
a home by t h e  husband and payment s t a t u s .  Those who owned homes tended t o  
b e  b e t t e r  p a y e r s  t h a n  t h o s e  who d i d n ' t .  

PAYMENT STATUS 

E x c e l l e n t  
F a i r  
Poor 
Non-payer s 
NO. o f  Cases 

13.18 Payment S t a t u s  by Es t imated  Income of Ex-wife 

Table  12.18 

c h i 2  = 2 0 . 2 ,  .001>p  

1 1 

OWNERSHIP OF HOME, 

Payment S t a t u s  by Es t imated  Income of Ex-wife 

YES 

67.5 
18.1  
10.8 
3 .6  

(83) 

NO 

43.4 
14.5  
26.6 
15.6 
(173) 

Although t h e  e s t i m a t e d  income of  t h e  ex-wife was s i g n i f i c a n t l y  
r e l a t e d  t o  payment s t a t u s ,  t h i s  r e l a t i o n s h i p  was n o t  l i n e a r .  The p r o p o r t i o n  
o f  e x c e l l e n t  p a y e r s  and non-payers b o t h  r o s e  a s  t h e  e s t i m a t e d  income o f  t h e  
ex-wif e r o s e .  

PAYMENT STATUS 

E x c e l l e n t  
F a i r  
Poor 
Non-payers 
NO.  o f  Cases 

2 
Chi = 13.5,  .02)p 

MORE THAN 1500 

60.5 
18.4 
5 . 3  

15.8  
(38) 

ESTIMATED INCOME OF EX-WIFE 
LESS THAN 1000 

40.2 
16.1 
34.5 

9 .2  
(87) 

1001 t o  1500 

51.6 
14.1  
21.9 
12.5 
(64 



13.19 Payment S t a t u s  by Employment S t a t u s  of Ex-wife 

Table  12.19 

Payment S t a t u s  by Employment S t a t u s  of Ex-wife 

There  was no s i g n i f i c a n t  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between t h e  employment s t a t u s  
of t h e  ex-wife and t h e  payment s t a t u s  of t h e  husband. 

PAYMENT STATUS 

E x c e l l e n t  
F a i r  
Poor 
Non-p aye r s  
No. of Cases 

13.20 Payment S t a t u s  by Income R e l a t i v e  t o  S o c i a l  Ass i s t ance  Ra tes  

Table  12.20 

Payment S t a t u s  by Income R e l a t i v e  t o  S o c i a l  Ass i s t ance  Ra tes  

2 
Chi = 1 .3 ,  .6>p  

EMPLOYMENT STATUS OF EX-WIFE 

EMPLOYED FULL-TIME 

54.6 
15.1 
20.2 
10.1 
(119) 

Income r e l a t i v e  t o  s o c i a l  a s s i s t a n c e  rates w a s  used  as an i ndex  of t h e  
degree  t o  which respondents  aouZd a f f o r d  t o  pay t h e i r  o r d e r s .  It w a s  developed 
by adding t o g e t h e r  t h e  respondents '  n e t  money income t o  t h a t  of h i s  p a r t n e r  ( i f  
a p p l i c a b l e )  and d i v i d i n g  t h i s  t o t a l  by t h e  amount he  would r e c e i v e  from s o c i a l  
a s s i s t a n c e .  

There  was a s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e  among t he  f o u r  payment 
s t a t u s  c a t e g o r i e s  as t o  t h e i r  mean r e l a t i v e  incomes. Exce l l en t  payers  had 
h i g h e r  r e l a t i v e  incomes t han  d i d  f a i r  and poor  payers .  However, non-payers had 
n e a r l y  as h i g h  a mean income as d i d  e x c e l l e n t  paye r s .  Th is  p a t t e r n  r e p e a t s  t h e  
one found i n  Sec t i on  13.15 which d e a l t  w i t h  n e t  income a lone .  

UNEMPLOYED 

45.5 
18.2 
25.5 
10.9 
(55) - 

PAYMENT 

Exce l l en t  
F a i r  
Poor 
Non-payers 

F = 2.84, . 0 4 7 p  

MEAN RELATIVE 
INCOME 

3.37 
2 .73  
2.71 
3.22 

STANDARD 
DEVIATION 

1.76 
1.09 
1.34 
1.72 

NUMBER OF 
CASES 

117 
37 
48 
24 



13.21 Payment S t a t u s  by t h e  Amount of t h e  Maintenance Order Expressed 
as a P r o p o r t i o n  o t  Disposab le  Income 

Table  1 2 . 2 1  

Payment S t a t u s  by Amount o f  Order Expressed a s  a P r o p o r t i o n  of 
Disposab le  Income 

A rough e s t i m a t e  o f  d i s p o s a b l e  income was computed by s u b t r a c t i n g  
what t h e  r e s p o n d e n t s  would have r e c e i v e d  from s o c i a l  a s s i s t a n c e  from t h e i r  
t o t a l  n e t  monthly income. The amount of t h e  maintenance o r d e r  cou ld  then be  
expressed  as a p r o p o r t i o n  of d i s p o s a b l e  income. 

Although t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  d i d  n o t  q u i t e  r e a c h  t h e  0.05 l e v e l  of 
s i g n i f i c a n c e ,  t h e  same p a t t e r n  as seen  i n  S e c t i o n s  13.15 and 13 .20  was 
reproduced.  

'PAmmT 
STATUS 

E x c e l l e n t  
F a i r  
Poor 
Non-payer s 

F = 2.5 ,  . 0 6 7 p  

MEAN 
PROPORTION 

0 .21  
0.39 
0.36 
0.17 

STANDARD 
DEVIATION 

0 .21  
0 .93 
0 .48 
0 .21 

NUMBER OF 
CASES 

12 1 
3 7 
4 8 
2 1 



APPENDIX A 

Reasons Given Why Payment Arrangement 
Unsatisfactory 



It was too much then.  Now i t  i s  b e t t e r  because I am he re  i n  Alber ta  
with a b e t t e r  job. 

I haven ' t  always been working. When I dropped behind i n  payments I 
was picked up by t h e  po l i ce .  It took n e a r l y  every cent  I had. 

Her lawyer had payments deducted from my s e r v i c e  pay. Could not  
a f f o r d  it a t  t ime had t o  r e t i r e  from s e r v i c e  then  i t  was deducted 
from my pension. It became a l e g a l  h a s s l e  aga in  t o  have amount 
reduced. 

The method of payment was s a t i s f a c t o r y ,  however, a l though t h e  payments 
were no t  high a t  t h i s  t ime,  my ex-wife i s  going t o  cons t an t ly  apply 
f o r  more, of which her l a s t  a f f i d a v i t  i s  asking f o r  $900 per  month. 
I a l s o  gave her  t h e  house, which has $15,000 equi ty .  

Payments too high. 

A t  t h e  t ime t h e  arrangement was made I was only c l e a r i n g  around $800 
s month wi th  a t r a i l e r  (home!) payment a t  $500 per  month and l i v i n g  
and loans  expenses l e f t  me wi th  v i r t u a l l y  noth ing  f o r  q u i t e  a long 
time. 

I c a n ' t  a f f o r d  i t .  Th i s  i s  k i l l i n g  me!!! 

Can't a f f o r d  t o  pay $25.00 f o r  a k id .  

Going t o  school ,  c a n ' t  a f f o r d  payments. 



I did not have an address for my ex-wife, If I had I would have paid 
her directly. 

I feel that since one of the children was definitely not mine and the other 
I am not sure about. I am being ripped off especially as how the original 
father of the child is not paying anything. 

As I am remarried with a family, I think it is excessive as she has remarried. 

Hassle of getting certified cheques. 

Being unrepresented, I made a private agreement with my wife and her lawyer 
which indicated no maintenance payments. I later unwittingly agreed to 
maintenance payments by signing or agreeing to the Decree Nisi. 

I believe the money is not being used for the kids, but for her own use. 

My wife would not let me see my children and got a restraining order 
against me for spite. 

Ex tried to say cheques not received. 

It wasn't being used for kids. 

She wants more. 

Because my older son is working pays room and board and she still wants 
the same amount of money. 

Naturally I would rather not pay anything. 
Because my wife didn't spend money on my son, just herself. 

Since she was not going to school, she worked and helped him go to school 
so when they split up she demanded a payment to her for his expenses while 
he wasn't employed. 

Sometimes the cheques were being endorsed by a third party living with my 
ex-wife and I am not sure the money was used to benefit the children. 



Too much money and was no t  working. 

Div is ion  of proper ty  was markedly i n  my ex-wife's f avo r ,  p l u s  having 
no ch i ld ren  she  can a f f o r d  t o  support h e r s e l f .  

She works and can a f f  ord t o  support h e r s e l f  and c h i l d .  

He is a  s tuden t ,  c a n ' t  pay now. 

Had a  l o t  of deb t s .  

They were informed I only  work part- t ime a s  I am i n  a  nurs ing  
program i n  Un ive r s i t y  a t  t h e  p re sen t  time. 

Can't a f f o r d  i t .  

Can't always pay. 

I am ob l iga t ed  t o  pay f o r  my ch i ld ren  but  I f e e l  I shouldn ' t  be  
support ing my ex-wif e.  

Do no t  f e e l  t h a t  I should have t o  pay any suppor t .  

Before Family Gourt ordered me t o  pay $100 per  month t o  them, I had 
t o  pay her  $50 per  month. They doubled my payments because I was 
behind. Also, I had owned my own bus iness  and l o s t  i t  and was 
paying everyone o f f .  They knew t h a t .  

Not enough income. 

It was s a t i s f a c t o r y  when I was making more money. But s i n c e  I changed 
jobs  I am having a  hard time keeping up. S ince  then  my wi fe  has  l e f t  
my daughter wi th  h e r  s i s t e r .  

It was too much f o r  me a t  t h e  time f o r  me t o  r e n t  a  p l ace  and paying 
a  few b i l l s ,  I b a r e l y  made i t .  I am t h e  one who did without  and I 
was t h e  one working. Grea t ,  i s n ' t  it. 

Too much. 



No interest. 

Didn't want to pay. 

She wasn't entitled to half the house as I paid for the house and she 
lived there on welfare. 

She makes more money and he feels he is a sucker. His daughters felt 
he should pay to keep the peace. 

None of the children were with my ex-wife. 

How can I be expected to pay when the family is not living with me. 

She didn't need his money. 

Wife living common-law with another man in the matrimonial home. 

Ex-wife's leaving was solely voluntary. Prior to leaving she ensured 
that I was as deeply in debt as our credit limits would allow. She, of 
course, took all chattels to which the law entitled her. 

Because she would not get any more increase of social assistance even if I 
did pay. She would get the same amount before and after baby was born. 

My ex-wife is on welfare, which I disagree with. The money goes to welfare 
not to my children. They get nothing out of it unless I do it on the side. 

She was on welfare. Court did not specify who it was to paid to so no 
payments were made. 



APPENDIX B 

Major Reasons f o r  Regular 
Payment of awards 

Respondents who pa id  t h e i r  o r d e r s  r e g u l a r l y  and promptly 
were asked t o  w r i t e  down t h e i r  main reason f o r  payment, 
(occas iona l ly  t h i s  was done f o r  them by t h e  in t e rv i ewer ) .  
Their  responses have been t r a n s c r i b e d  verbat im i n  t h i s  appendix. 

Of t h e  192 who answered t h i s  ques t ion ,  84 o r  44% s a i d  they 
pa id  because of r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  towards t h e i r  c h i l d r e n .  And 
another  33 (or 17%) mentioned r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  i n  genera l .  
Legal requirements  were mentioned by only 12% of the  respondents  
and only s i x  a c t u a l l y  expressed f e a r  of l e g a l  s anc t ions .  



COMMENTS RELATING TO COURT ORDERS AS REASON FOR PAYMENT 

Forced by court order. 

Because of the court order. 

Court order. 

Court order. 

Handed down by the court so she can never take me to court again. 

Forced to by the law. 

Because the stupid law says I have to. 

The court has forced me to pay. 

Court ordered maintenance for child only $225.00  per month. This 
is high by comparison, but I do agree with the order itself. 

Court ordered. 

Possibility of going to court again, I got fucked good enough the last time. 

Court ordered it. 

Court order (at this point) Ex-wife has left this city and this deprived 
me of visitation rights for the past two years. 

Ordered by the courts. 

Court order now, but I was previously paying her on my own before she 
took it to court. 



I f e e l  I was judged wrong. 

Doesn't mind paying, doesn ' t  agree with m i l i t a r y  taking money 
d i r e c t l y .  

They could take  cheques. 

A t  t h i s  time, it would be e a s i e r  t o  pay my ex-wife d i r e c t l y  o r  by 
cheque. It would be l e s s  t rouble  and would avoid cour t  cos ts .  

Payments took too long t o  come from family cour t .  

These demands were forced upon me. 

Would r a t h e r  be making t h e  payments through t h e  cour ts .  

Because I was n o t  allowed t o  say anything on my behalf .  

No p o s s i b i l i t y  of contact .  

Never send money t o  cour t ,  g ive  t o  the ex. 

My wife g o t  everything,  I had a lousy lawyer. 

The Family Court i s  i n  Grande P r a i r i e  although my ex-wife and I both 
l i v e  i n  Edmonton now. Poor communication channels. Also, t h e  
worker i n  Family Court was extremely i n e f f i c i e n t  in  h i s  job. 

N o  .one asked me about it t o  s t a r t  w i t h .  Also, I don ' t  agree  with 
t h i s  p a r t i c u l a r  form of oppression and blackmail.  I would no t  work 
i f  forced t o  do a&hing by anyone. 

When informed of d a t e  t o  s t a r t  payments, I received t h i s  no t i ce  
2 months i n  a r r e a r s  and 10 days. I had two weeks t o  come up 
with 3 months maintenance. Not p r a c t i c a l .  I was a l s o  informed 
t h e  following day t h a t  I was l a t e  2 months and 1 0  days and should 
inform a judge why. 



I must pay, no want trouble with government. 

By order of the Family Court, but I don't feel that I am responsible 
for our marriage breakdown. 

I am paying because I am legally obliged to, however, I would not be 
adverse to paying voluntarily. I feel once the marriage is over it is 
over and each should go separately which includes financially. 

Because I am legally bound, no other. 

Ordered to, didn't mind. 

Court order. 

Court order, she was capable of working at that time. 

I am forced by the court. 

I feel that my payment should be paid directly to my ex-wife. Now, 
it currently goes to Family Court and then to social services as my 
ex-wife is on welfare. There is no personal feeling that my money 
is going to my children. Also, she does not have to comply with any 
court orders re: visiting rights to my children. Perhaps if it was 
more personal I would have more rights. 



My company would not tolerate a garnishee order on my salary. 

I was told if I miss a payment, I would be jailed for thirty days. 

Afraid to go to jail. 

Would probably be imprisoned. 

He says he will go to jail if he doesn't. 



COMMENTS RELATING TO THE CHILDREN AS A REASON FOR PAYMENT 

1 made an agreement which I want to live up to and feel responsible 
for my child. 

Because the children are mine and I want to support them. The children 
from a marriage failure should be made as comfortable as possible. 

The love of children. 

He is my son and I feel a deep responsibility towards him for his health 
and well being. 

I feel it is my personal responsibility to help my children and their 
mother the best way I am capable of. 

Responsibility to children, keep the peace. 

Children. 

For my children. 

For the love of my children (three). 

For my child. 

For my kids. 

For the benefit of the child's education. 

Support of my only child. 

Because it is for my son's needs. 

Child. 

To help my child. 

Our children - I don't want them to do without. 



Love for my child. 

I feel responsible for my children, but, as my ex-wife has not 
worked from the time we were married to the present, I don't feel 
she shares the same obligation. 

I feel responsible for the well being of my children. 

To keep the standard of living that the child of this marriage 
should have and to keep ex-wife and child in comfortable financial means. 

To support my children and maintain a good relationship with them. 

I love my kids. 

I want to remain on good terms with my children. 

For the love of the children and I have no choice anyway. 

When he does pay it is to make sure the kid is looked after. 

Responsibility towards children. 

I still feel obligated to my child. 

To ensure that the children's standard of living was not altered. 

Welfare of child. 

The responsibility toward children. 

Provision for the children. 

Children. 

For the kids. But I was told not to pay by my lawyer. 



To see that my child is fed and dressed properly. 

I feel obligated to their well being. 

So I could help support my son. 

So that my children will be well provided for, clothing, food, etc. 

I feel responsible for my daughter. 

The kids. 

Children's needs. 

Because my kids need it. 

I don't want my children to suffer. 

Support of my children and their well being. 

Help support my children. 

Provide support for my - children. 

Two children to finish school. 

I love my kids. 

I feel that I owe a lot to my kids. 

To help support my daughter. 

Children and I still care for my wife. 

For the good of my children. 



To support my children. 

The kids are with their grandparents (ex-wife's parents) so I know the 
money is needed and being used for their welfare. 

Children's welfare. 

My children. 

To help out with the kids. 

Support of child. 

Educational fund for schooling for my son. 

My children will grow up with all the basics plus anything we can provide 
eg. music lessons, athletic clubs and lessons, etc. 

The children. 

Help with the child. 

Support children. 

1 still love my son and will help with his upbringing. 

Keep my children happy and in good health. 

Love my daughter. 

Child's welfare. 

I love my child and want good things for her. So she can have what she 
needs even I haven't seen her but she will come to me in the summer. 

My kids, I have them. 



My c h i l d .  

I d o n ' t  want my c h i l d r e n  t o  s u f f e r .  

The c h i l d .  

The b igges t  reason would be t h a t  I love my g i r l s  and c a r e  f o r  them. 

Because I love them o t h e r  than t h a t  t h e  c o u r t  would not  g e t  nothing. 
I would go t o  j a i l  f i r s t .  

To he lp  my ch i ld ren  a l l  I can. 

To ensure food, c lo th ing  and educat ion f o r  t h e  one c h i l d  remaining a t  home. 

To t h e  b e n e f i t  of my c h i l d .  

For my ch i ld ren  t o  have what they  need and deserve.  

My c h i l d  - t h e  more money t h e  e a s i e r  t h ings  go. 

He s a i d  he loves  h i s  k i d s  and she has been f a i r  about see ing  them whenever 
he wants so  he f e e l s  he wants t o  make su re  he pays. H i s  wi fe  looks  a f t e r  
them we l l .  

Want t o  make su re  t h e  ch i ld ren  a r e  wel l  taken c a r e  o f .  

My ch i ld ren  not  my ex-wife. She i s  t h e  one who went and t o l d  me t o  g e t  out .  

The money is f o r  t h e  k i d s ,  c l o t h e s ,  food and t o  have fun ,  summer camp, 
G i r l  Guides e t c .  

Love my c h i l d .  



COMMENTS RELATING TO VISITING PRIVILEGES 

So I can s e e  my ch i ld ren .  

So I can s e e  my c h i l d .  

So I have t h e  r i g h t  t o  s e e  my ch i ld ren .  

To be a b l e  t o  s e e  t h e  ch i ld ren .  

So t h a t  I have acces s  to my ch i ld ren .  

To keep family happy and t o  have access  to c h i l d .  



COMMENTS RELATING TO RESPONSIBILITY AS A REASON FOR PAYMENT 

Feel responsible for my children. 

I feel it is my responsibility. 

I feel that it is my duty and responsibility toward the mother of my 
children. Marriage breakdown was due to emotional problems brought 
about by the loss of two children. 

I am looking after my children because I feel responsible for their 
support and moral upbringing. 

I feel responsible for my ex-wife and kids welfare. 

He wants to support the last one at home as he did with the other three. 
Says he feels it is his responsibility as well to maintain the children. 

I feel responsible for my children. 

It is my responsibility. 

Because it is a responsibility to yourself. 

I feel it is my responsibility to contribute maintenance for my children 
to the best of my financial ability. 

I feel responsible for my children's upbringing. 

I still care for her and her kids - they need it and that is why I do it. 
I sure can't want her to go on welfare the way they were when I met them. 

They are my responsibility, I wish to support and help them. 

I feel I have a responsibility to the support of my children. 

Because I feel responsible for my kids and if something happens I could 
have a say at the end. 



Recognition of responsibilities. 

Feels responsible for the support of his daughter. 

He feels he lived with her for 29 years and brought up the kids and he 
feels he owes it to her. 

I was responsible for their conception, therefore, I am responsible for 
their maintenance and part of their upbringing. 

Feel obligated to support my children. 

I feel responsible for my daughter. I don't pay any money to my wife 
only child support. 

He feels responsible for the kids, he wanted them more than her so he likes 
to pay. 

I still feel responsible for the maintenance of my children. 

1 feel a certain amount of responsibility for financial support of children. 

My reason for paying is it is my responsibility. 

I felt responsible to my children and my wife to help support the children 
in some financial capacity. 

I feel responsible for my child, she resides with me less than half of 
the time, hence I pay to even this out as well as day care costs. 

Because they are my responsibility. 

Responsibility to child. 

Because the kids are mine and I figure I should pay to support them. 

I still feel responsible for my children and feel close to them. 



It is my r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  t o  h e l p  feed and support  my son a s  my wife 
would have d i f f i c u l t y  doing it alone.  

H e  f e e l s  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  h i s  chi ldren but  s ince  she is l i v i n g  

with another man, he should a l s o  support t h e  chi ldren.  



GENERAL COMMENTS 

I can a f fo rd  it. 

Wife i s  ill. 

Can af ford  it. 

My wife r a i s e s  ch i ld ren  and keeps t h e  house, so  I pay every month. 

Ex-wife needs i ts.  

She needs it. 

He f e e l s  t h a t  because of h i s  job t h e  marriage broke down so he pays 
because he f e e l s  bad about t h e  s i t u a t i o n .  

So she can l i v e .  So she can manage, she c a n ' t  work because she i s  s i ck .  

Wife and c h i l d  needed support .  

Feel  obl iga ted  t o  my wife,  s t i l l  married, and my daughter.  

I love my family and s t i l l  ca re  a l o t  f o r  my ex-wife, ne i the r  he r  nor I 
were responsible f o r  t h e  reason f o r  breakdown, however, being together  
24  hours a day would s t i l l  not  work. 

She did help  him f o r  two years  going t o  school so he i s  wi l l ing  t o  pay 
her  back but  wonders i f  he w i l l  have t o  pay he r  forever .  

Benef i t s  a r e  p a r t  of d i s a b i l i t y  pension. 

Gui l t .  

I agree t o  pay c h i l d  support a s  an i n t e g r a l  p a r t  of our se t t lement .  

He can pay and wants t o  be sure  h i s  wife g e t s  t h e  money each month. 



Constant harassment and threats of physical violence. 

Fear of physical violence. 

I like to. I get positive vibrations. 

Get the ex-wife out of my hair. 

My wife's new clothes. 

To keep her happy. 

She is only working part-time. 

Feel sorry for my wife. 

She went to lawyer, when I bought a house I had it in my name and hers 
which was a mistake as she uses her maiden name. 

To assist my wife in raising my children properly. 

I got no reason because they should be with me and not in a foster home. 

I feel it I keep paying support my ex-wife and her husband will not try 
to adopt my child. 

Free conscience. 

Conscience. 

Religious belief. 

Conscience. 

Because I want to. 



N a t u r a l  t h i n g  t o  do. 

Hopeful1.y my w i f e  has  s e t  up a s av ings  account  f o r  my daughte r ,  g o t  
h e r  new c l o t h e s  and "makes" s u r e  she  i s  f ed  p rope r ly .  No garbage food.  

Not t o  have any involvement or any th ing  t o  do w i t h  h e r  u n l e s s  a b s o l u t e l y  
necessa ry .  

Agreement w i t h  ex-wife t o  pay on time. 



APPENDIX "C" 

Major Reasons f o r  Non-payment of Awards 

Respondents who were n o t  paying t h e i r  maintenance o r d e r s  were asked t o  
w r i t e  down t h e i r  main reason f o r  n o t  paying. Thei r  responses were t r ansc r ibed  
verbatim i n  t h i s  appendix. 

Of t h e  69 who answered t h i s  ques t ion ,  24 c i t e d  f i n a n c i a l  reasons a s  t h e i r  
reason f o r  non-payment.Twenty~three respondents  c i t e d  reasons  r e l a t i n g  t o  t h e i r  
ex-wife a s  t h e i r  reason f o r  non-payment. The remaining 19 gave a v a r i e t y  of 
d i f f e r e n t  reasons.  



COMMENTS RELATING TO HUSBAND'S FINANCIAL SITUATION AS REASON 
FOR NON-PAYMENT 

My cu r ren t  s i t u a t i o n  has  changed and I am now more a b l e  t o  make t h e  payments. 
A t  t h e  time when I was no t  paying I simply could not  a f f o r d  it a s  I was 
l e f t  with the  f i n a n c i a l  burdens of t he  marriage. 

No money . 

I have no t  pa id  c h i l d  support  i n  t h e  l a s t  18 months a s  I s u f f e r  from a 
chronic  i l l n e s s  which has no t  permit ted me t o  be employed fu l l - t ime u n t i l  
r ecen t ly .  I w i l l  resume payments when I am again f i n a n c i a l l y  s t a b l e .  

I would always pay on time i f  I could a f f o r t  it. Any payment I have missed 
has been due t o  a l ack  of funds. 

Sometimes I j u s t  c a n ' t  make ends meets. 

Lack of funds. 

I have enough t r o u b l e  g e t t i n g  myslef through t h e  month l e t  a lone  paying my 
maintenance o rde r .  

I missed s e v e r a l  payments due t o  no t  having money a t  t h a t  t ime,  however, 
t h i n g s  have improved s i n c e  then.  

Non-sufficient funds. My work i s  i n t e r m i t t e n t .  My c a r s  c o s t  money. My 
wife and ch i ld ren  a r e  making it and I he lp  when I can. 

Can ' t  a f f o r d  it. 

I d o n ' t  have t h e  money. 

Because my job is  seasonal ,  I am l a t e  once i n  a while .  This  does no t  
seem t o  cause any problems however, my ex-wife i s  good about it. 

Sometimes temporari ly broke - sometimes neg lec t .  paid immediately i f  
asks  because ex was going t o  need it. 



COMMENTS RELATING TO WIFE'S NEED AS FEASON FOR NON-PAYMENT 

Ex-wife l e f t  me and took a l l  the  money, e t c . ,  committed adu l t e ry ,  e t c .  
and doesn ' t  deserve any. 

P r i o r  t o  December 1979 she was making more money than I. She q u i t  her  
job and expected me t o  support her  and t h e  k ids .  I refused and missed the  
l a s t  two payments i n  1979 ou t  of s p i t e .  

I a m  g e t t i n g  r ipped o f f .  I won't pay unless I see  where t h e  money i s  going. 

The payment a s  ordered was a token one. My divorce was a l i t t l e  s t range .  

I made regular  maintenance payments f o r  t h e  f i r s t  3 f years  of separat ion 
u n t i l  shor t ly  a f t e r  her  remarriage. I a l s o  provided considerable ex t ras .  
Other than making t h e  ch i ld ren  access ib le  during one o r  two oceasians 
throughout t h e  year ,  my ex-wife has completely ignored the  provis ions  of 
t h e  divorce agreement. 

Not g e t t i n g  t o  see  t h e  k ids  and no co-operation from t h e  ex-wife. 

The chi ldren  were from my w i f e ' s  f i r s t  marriage and her  ex-husband refused 
t o  leave us alone. So a f t e r  5 years  I l e f t  her  t o  him. 

Never know where t o  f i n d  t h e  new address. 

My ex has never done a b i t  of work t o  t r y  t o  support  he r se l f  o r  t h e  chi ldren .  
She would r a t h e r  c o l l e c t  welfare. I d o n ' t  t h ing  t h i s  i s  a f a i r  s i t u a t i o n .  

Or ig inal ly  because of outstanding deb t s  of my ex-wife's which I had t o  pay. 
Then, because she cleaned me o u t  of a l l  my personal  e f f e c t s  I had t o  go i n t o  
debt  t o  purchase new f u r n i t u r e ,  c lo th ing,  e t c .  

My former family a r e  well  provided f o r  by marriage. I must ca re  f o r  my 
present  family. I d o n ' t  have t h e  income t o  do both. 



She got  ha l f  t h e  house money. She bought another  house and had money from 
welfare.  I pa id  a l l  t h e  b i l l s .  

Because my ex-wife l e f t  t h e  ch i ld ren  wi th  me f o r  hol idays ,  moved and changed 
he r  phone. Af t e r  s i x  months, wel fare  found he r  and asked he r  t o  s i g n  over  
custody which she re fused  t o  do. So she was forced t o  take  the  ch i ld ren  
back. She never pa id  m e  support  while I supported t h e  k ids .  She wouldn't  
even t e l l  me where she l i ved .  I had t o  leave  t h e  ch i ld ren  a t  her  mothers. 

No money and she spends a l l  t h e  money f o r  c l o t h e s  on h e r s e l f  and t h e  c h i l d  
i s  a t  a b a b y s i t t e r  a l l  day and a l l  n ight .  

Court ordered bu t  ex d i d n ' t  need, want o r  ask  f o r .  Personal  agreement 
t h a t  t h e r e  was t o  be none. 

Ex-wife has  t h r e e  sources of funds, he r  s tandard  i s  v i s i b l y  h igher .  The 
c o u r t  took nothing more than  t r a d i t i o n  i n t o  account i n  awarding maintenance 
t o  her .  She g o t  two ch i ld ren  a s  d id  I. She was remarried a t  t h e  time of 
t h e  order .  

F i r s t  my son would no t  r ece ive  it. My wife now d o e s n ' t  t ake  c a r e  of him. 
It i s  i n  t h e  c o u r t s  f o r  custody, i n  my favor .  

My ex-wife remarried a m i l l i o n a i r e  who spends l a v i s h l y  on her .  I n  add i t ion ,  
she was awarded ( o r  g iven)  our  house and con ten t s ,  my c a r  and p r i o r  t o  her  
second marriage,  50% of my s a l a r y .  She doesn ' t  need it. 

Wife renegged on personal  e f f e c t s  agreement and refused  t o  l e t  me see  t h e  
ch i ld ren  s o  I refused  t o  pay. 

Because my ch i ld ren  a r e  no t  being looked a f t e r  i n  t h e  r i g h t  way f o r  t h e i r  
ages. 

She spends t h e  money on h e r s e l f  - f u r  c o a t s ,  j ewe l l ry ,  e t c .  

Ex-wifes mismanagement of  money. 

F e e l  my wife  d o e s n ' t  need it and spends it f r i v o l o u s l y .  



GENERAL COMMENTS mLATING TO NON-PAYMENT 

Because I want my kids back. 

Wife doesn't always request money if I miss. Very independent. 

She makes more than me. 

I am going to school at the present time to better my education so I can 
better support my children after school. 

The wife has the kids and he doesn't know even where they are so why pay. 

Unemployed for a while. 

I would as soon as possible. 

It is not my will to do so. 

I was told not to, and I don't know if I am divorced or not. 

My wife will not let me see my children. It was always a fight or rather 
an argument to get to see my children. 

Payment is to be made for a child that is not my own. 

No access to child. 

Spite, on occasion. 

Busy with my job which is much more important. I travel constantly. 

Being self-employed, collections. 



Not having my v i s i t a t i o n  r i g h t s  allowed my ex-wife has an excuse every 
time I make plans t o  see  my ch i ld .  

Not being ab le  t o  see  chi ldren on a regular  bas i s .  

Lack of access t o  chi ldren.  

Didn't  give a damn. 



APPENDIX "D" 

General  Comments made by t h e  Respondents i n c l u d i n g  bo th  
Payers  and Non-payers of  t h e i r  Maintenance Orders  



GENERAL COMMENTS 

I had a permanent r e l a t i o n s h i p  and a ch i ld  from t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  
bu t  we a r e  n o t  l i v i n g  together  now. 

Support t o  be pa id  u n t i l  age 21 which was age of majori ty a t  time 
of divorce - lowered i n  meantime t o  18. Why do I s t i l l  have t o  
pay till t h e  c h i l d  is  21. 

I was poorly represented  by my lawyer. The divorce p e t i t i o n  was 
i n s t i g a t e d  by me. The grounds were conclusive.  However, I was 
under considerable s t r e s s  and duress and my lawyer was c l e a r l y  
int imidated by he r  lawyer. I was t o l d  t o  be  content  with giving 
he r  whatever her  lawyer demanded of me. My despa i r  over leaving 
my chi ldren  was such t h a t  I d id  not want t o  see  t h e i r  home dismantled 
s o  I gave it t o  h e r ,  i n t a c t .  A few months a f t e r  t h e  formal divorce 
she remarried, moved i n t o  her  new home, and moved h e r  mother and 
s tep-fa ther  i n t o  what had been our home. I know, bu t  c a n ' t  prove 
t h a t  t h e  payments I make go toward maintenance of her  pa ren t s  i n  
our former home. Meantime, I a m  forced t o  l i v e  from payday t o  
payday with l i t t l e  oppor tuni ty  t o  recover f i n a n c i a l l y .  Natural ly,  
I am f i l l e d  with resentment. I th ink t h i s  i s  an exce l l en t  and 
much needed survey. I hope you achieve t h e  des i red  r e s u l t s .  

Many of my f r i e n d s  and co-workers be l i eve  my r e l a t i o n s h i p  is  s t range  
however, it may be described by me a s  honest  a s  I can make it and 
comfortable. Maturi ty on my p a r t  has helped and I r e a l i z e  now th ings  
may have changed i f  I understood a t  t h e  time b u t  only by about 10%. 
It won't work now bu t  i s  b e t t e r  on t h i s  l e v e l  ou t s ide  of my f e e l i n g  
of being an absentee parent .  Nobody with human f e e l i n g s  can enjoy 
being away from t h e i r  chi ldren .  

I f e e l  s t rongly  t h d t  a wife (or  r a t h e r  ex)  is  e n t i t l e d  t o  t h a t  
por t ion  of one f a m i l i e s  holdings t h a t  she has cont r ibuted  t o .  I f  
one e n t e r s  marriage wealthy then it follows t h a t  t h e  spouse should 
not  be permitted t o  rape t h e  pa r tne r  f i n a n c i a l l y .  

Besides monthly support payments, I ' m  a l s o  responsible f o r  "reasonable" 
medical expenses. So f a r  t h i s  has included d e n t a l  appointments every 
4 months, eye examinations and i f  she i s  s i c k  she is  always taken t o  
t h e  emergency room, r a t h e r  than t o  a family doctor .  Of course, it 
i s  much more expensive f o r  an emergency c a l l  and 1 assume t h i s  is  why 
t h e  ex does it. I have a l s o  been back t o  cour t  once i n  order t o  g e t  
t h e  b i t c h  forced t o  adhere t o  "reasonable" v i s i t i n g  p r iv i l eges .  



On two occasions throughout t h e  year ,  my ex-wife has completely 
ignored t h e  provis ions  of the  divorce agreement. In f a c t ,  both 
chi ldren  were e n r o l l e d  i n  school under h e r  new married name. She 
has made s o  much t r o u b l e  f o r  my pa ren t s  (who l i v e  approximately 
40 mi les  f r m  where her  residence is)  t h a t  they no longer have 
any d e s i r e  t o  see  t h e i r  grandchildren.  I intend t o  see  t o  it t h a t  
I provide f o r  t h e  c h i l d r e n ' s  education. I w i l l  a s s i s t  them t o  
whatever e x t e n t  poss ib le  with t h e i r  ca ree r s .  I t  c o s t s  me approx. 
$200 - 250 pe r  v i s i t  f o r  t r a v e l l i n g  c o s t s ,  e t c .  This c e r t a i n l y  
i s  no t  taken i n t o  account by the  Family Court in making i t s  decis ion .  
I found severa l  r ep resen ta t ives  of t h e  Family Court t o  be most 
unco-operative and v ic ious  i n  t h e i r  a t t i t u d e s  toward separated men. 
Several o the r  divorced men wi th  who I have had contac t  s ince  my 
experience have indica ted  t h a t  they su f fe red  s i m i l a r  t reatment.  
Both the  separa t ion  and divorce were extremely det r imenta l  t o  
any ca ree r  I might have had. I found many employers ( p o t e n t i a l )  
indica ted  considerable re luc tance  a t  t h e  prospect  of an employee 
whose personal  l i f e  was unse t t l ed .  

My marriage was something t h a t  was very worthwhile, but  now t h a t  I 
have survived t h e  breakup, I can see t h a t  both of us  had t o  separa te .  
I f e e l  very well  about he r  but  her  behavior r e :  my daughter i s  quest ionable.  
I hope t h a t  I have helped and I r e a l l y  apprecia te  t h a t  some work i s  
being done i n  t h i s  a rea .  

He f e e l s  t h a t  any woman who fo rces  a husband out  of the  matrimonial 
home wi th  t h e  a i d  of  t h e  l e g a l  system whould no t  be e n t i t l e d  t o  support.  
In  h i s  case  and here was a r e s t r a i n i n g  order  and he f e e l s  t h a t  t h i s  was 
a g r e a t  i n j u s t i c e .  He knows about 10 cases  where the re  has been such an 
i n j u s t i c e  where i n  one case  t h e  man committed suic ide .  He found ou t  
t h a t  l e g a l  a i d  was only ava i l ab le  f o r  t h e  p e t i t i o n e r  and no t  fo r  t h e  
respondent . 

I can' t understand how t h e  law w i l l  permit a married woman t o  l i v e  
common-law, e s p e c i a l l y  when t h e r e  a r e  ch i ld ren  involved. The environ- 
ment in a younger c h i l d ' s  l i f e  i s  so confusing and a p p l i e s  e a r l i e r  
p ressu res  on t h e  c h i l d ,  e spec ia l ly  i n  my case  my wife t e l l s  my 5 year 
o l d  daughter t o  c a l l  her  boyfriend "Daddy". These a r e  pressures  which 
damage t h e  k ids  today, and r u i n s  any hope f o r  a b e t t e r  f u t u r e  f o r  a l l  
of socie ty .  For 3 years  I have been t r y i n g  f o r  j o i n t  o r  f u l l  custody. 
I love my daughter too  much t o  g ive  up. I have t o  g e t  her  o u t  of t h a t  
common-law environment. The love between my daughter and I is  g r e a t e r  
than h e r m o t h e r ' s  love. I t  i s  sad but  my daughter i s  with t h e  wrong 
parent .  Thank you. 



From my experience wi th  o t h e r  males who were forced  t o  pay, I have 
found some s i m i l a r i t i e s ;  f e e l i n g  of powerlessness,  no explanat ion  
of l e g a l  r i g h t s  (many men a r e  t o t a l l y  ignorant  of t h e  law, cannot 
a f f o r d  a lawyer,  e s p e c i a l l y  i f  cannot a f f o r d  t h e  payments), and 
a r e  i n  f e a r  of t h e  law. No l e g a l  s e r v i c e s  f o r  men. Family Court 
g ives  no explanat ion  of r i g h t s ,  men a r e  assumed t o  be t h e  "bad guys: 
No explanat ion  i s  given t o  where men can seek l e g a l  a i d ,  not  to mention 
t h a t  they u s u a l l y  a r e  no t  e n t i t l e d  t o  f r e e  l e g a l  r ep resen ta t ion  a s  
t h e  women a r e  who a r e  on pub l i c  a s s i s t a n c e .  

I f  I could pay $50 a month d i r e c t l y  t o  my daughter  o r  p u t  $50 a month 
i n  a t r u s t  fund f o r  h e r  u n t i l  she was 18 I would never m i s s  a payment. 
I f e e l  it is  u s e l e s s  paying t o  wel fare .  It  h u r t s  me and does nothing 
f o r  my daughter .  

I f e e l  t h e  Family Court had very  l i t t l e  cons ide ra t ion  f o r  me in regards  
t o  why my wife r e t a i n e d  custody of t h e  c h i l d r e n  and what my v i s i t i n g  
r i g h t s  were. I n  f a c t ,  I f e l t  a lmost  a s  i f  I were being t r e a t e d  a s  a 
common c r imina l  ( g u i l t y  before  proven innocent)  my wife  deser ted  me 
I never dese r t ed  he r .  This  i s  p a r t i a l l y  what made me t a k e  t h e  case  
t o  Supreme Court t o  sue  f o r  d ivorce  t o  g e t  t h e  t r u t h  down i n  black 
and white and d e c l a r e  my innocence. More cons ide ra t ion  should be 
given t o  t h e  t r u t h  i n  t h e s e  mat te rs .  I never had one c a l l  o r  one 
v i s i t  from any s o c i a l  worker i n  r ega rds  t o  my f e e l i n g s .  Furthermore, 
when I c a l l e d  upon a s o c i a l  worker i n  r ega rds  t o  t h i s  I was again 
given a p a t  on t h e  back and some phoney excuses no t  t o  make an 
a p p ~ i n t m e n t  and a "we're  r i g h t  and you ' re  wrong" a t t i t u d e  from a 
person who I a m  su re  wasn ' t  a s  s p i r i t u a l l y  wel l  equipped a s  I a m  
because I know he d i d n ' t  be l i eve  i n  a word he was t e l l i n g  me over 
t h e  phone. And what he d i d  t e l l  me was wrong because now I have my 
own proof .  

There is  no maintenance payments t o  be made t o  my ex-wife a s  she 
adu l t e ra t ed .  However, I do have payments through Family Court f o r  
maintenance of a c h i l d  by an  unmarried mother and a l l  ques t ions  
p e r t a i n i n g  t o  t h i s  have been answered with r e fe rence  t o  t h i s  unmarried 
mother and no t  my ex-wife. 

When my marriage broke down, I owed $4500. t o  t h e  bank f o r  a c a r  and 
motorcycle,  $4500 t o  a hold ings  company f o r  a ha l f -acre  of land and 
$500 f o r  an encyclopedia. Since then I haven ' t  been a b l e  t o  pay f o r  
them. I l o s t  t h e  land ,  I am t r y i n g  t o  s e l l  t h e  encyclopedia. My wife  
g o t  t h e  c a r  under t h e  cond i t ion  she would make t h e  payments. She 
h a s n ' t  made one payment. I am t r y i n g  t o  s e l l  t h e  motorcycle. The 
bank has  been very good about it, b u t  I a m  s u r e  it w i l l  be a cons iderable  
length  of t ime be fo re  I could secure  another  loan.  



Why was 1 and my lawyer given t h e  wrong cour t  d a t e ,  I had t o  
re tu rn  with a b e t t e r  lawyer. 

A s  f a r  a s  1 am concerned t h a t  doesn ' t  make any d i f fe rence .  The woman 
has a l l  t h e  r i g h t s  and they know it. The next  th ing  you know, 
they throw t h e  men ou t  of the  house and the  next couple days or  weeks 
they a r e  s taying with somebody and the  next th ing you know you l i n e  up 
i n  cour t  and t h e  men do no t  have any say and s o  they jus t  throw the  
p i l l  a t  you and it i s  t h e  end. For t h e  support money, most of t h e  
time t h a t  goes on booze and dope and nobody seems t o  care.  

I f e e l  t h a t  t h e  cour t s  do not  adequately support the  ex-husband i n  
any support ive method. Family Court appears t o  be only concerned 
with t h e  f i n a n c i a l  aspect  of t h e  divorce.  I have not  seen two of 
my chi ldren f o r  two years even though 1 have t h e  l e g a l  r i g h t s  t o  v i s i t  
them every two weeks. I had custody of my o l d e s t  son f o r  one year 
and s t i l l  have custody of him, however, he was encouraged by the  
ex-wife t o  re tu rn  t o  her  and he is now presen t ly  back l i v i n g  with h i s  
mother. My o the r  c h i l d ,  I saw approximately 4 times before he r  mother 
put  a  s t o p  t o  t h e  v i s i t s .  Since my marriage t o  my cur ren t  wife, my 
ex-wif e  has  done everything i n  her  power t o  discourage and inf luence  
the  chi ldren aga ins t  me. I have been i n  constant  contact  with my 
lawyer f o r  t h e  p a s t  2 1/2 years i n  attempts t o  gain  some v i s i t i n g  
r i g h t s  t o  my ch i ld ren  t o  no a v a i l .  The l e g a l  system's a t t i t u d e  
appears t o  deny a f a t h e r  any r i g h t s  t o  maintain a r e la t ionsh ip  with 
h i s  chi ldren.  However, they do not  al low him t o  f o r g e t  h i s  f i n a n c i a l  
obl igat ion.  No person can t o l e r a t e  the  l o s s  of someone dear t o  him 
without a  f i g h t ,  b u t  i f  everyone ( including our l e g a l  system) t e l l s  
him he should no longer have a r i g h t  t o  t h a t  p a r t  of him, he loses  
h i s  d e s i r e  t o  ca re .  He then begins t o  c r e a t e  a new atmosphere f o r  
h i s  hopes and d e s i r e s .  He re tu rns  t o  being "one", t o  caring f o r  
himself and then i f  h i s  l i f e  br ings  new f e e l i n g s ,  he begins t o  build 
on t h a t .  He develops a d e s i r e  t o  work only f o r  what he has,  and not  
f o r  what he has  l o s t .  During my marriage, my wife was supported, 
of ten  encouraged, t o  leave t h e  marriage and t ake  the  chi ldren,  by s o c i a l  
service  agencies. Each time t h i s  happened, I was no t  given any 
information a s  t o  my chi ldren o r  my ex-wife's whereabouts. In my case ,  
I f e e l  soc ie ty  helped bring about t h e  demise of my marriage. I t  is 
because of t h i s  t h a t  I f e e l  I don ' t  f e e l  a  s trong sense of r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  
t o  t h e  support of these  chi ldren.  I f e e l  t h a t  I should be compensated 
by socie ty  f o r  t h e  four  l i v e s  they have s t o l e n  from me. I t  appears too  
easy f o r  women t o  say " I  want a  f a t h e r  f o r  my chi ldren,  but  not t h e  
f a t h e r  they have". They a l s o  f i n d  it easy t o  g e t  doctor ' s  c e r t i f i c a t e s ,  
lawyers, l e g a l  a i d  and economic a i d  t o  help  them i n  t h i s  s i t u a t i o n .  A l l  
t h i s  i s  b a s i c a l l y  denied t o  the  man. I t  is  our socie ty  statement t h a t  
we must work f o r  what we g e t .  I t  i s  only normal f o r  a  person t o  expect 
t h i s  t o  be upheld. When a person pays maintenance, he would l i k e  t o  see 
h i s  children.  We a r e  soon going t o  have a socie ty  c rea ted  s o l e l y  of 
mothers and chi ldren - no fa the r s .  With 3 out  of 5 marriages breaking 
up and socie ty  asking nothing more of men than f i n a n c i a l  support, it 
seems t h a t  t h e  breakup of marriages w i l l  increase  more. G i r l s  w i l l  see 
no men influencing t h e i r  l i v e s  and boys w i l l  decide t o  op t  out of any 
permanent r e la t ionsh ip .  Our hope f o r  these  4 chi ldren i s  tm see them 



grow and mature i n t o  s t a b l e ,  heal thy ,  contented a d u l t s  who l i v e  up 
t o  t h e i r  r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  and f ind  happiness. We want them t o  have 
t h e  oppor tun i t i e s  afforded those with a s t a b l e  environment, and t h e  
s e l f  assurance given t o  those with a happy and un i t ed  home. There is 
not  a  c h i l d  who does not  need the  reassurance of knowing he has car ing  
parents .  Moreover, it is becoming more obvious t h a t  a l l  ch i ldren  yearn 
t o  know t h e i r  f a t h e r  and mother. Although it is an u p h i l l  b a t t l e  t o  
convince the  cour t s  t o  do something concrete regarding the  custody and 
v i s i t a t i o n  r i g h t s ,  I have no t  given up. Hopefully, my case w i l l  go 
t o  t h e  Supreme Court once again and something p o s i t i v e  w i l l  r e s u l t .  
I t  is  my hope t h a t  t h e  c o u r t  w i l l  make a p o s i t i v e  move towards allowing 
me t o  see  my ch i ld ren  without f e a r  t h a t  my ex-wife can influence t h e  
chi ldren  aga ins t  seeing me. They must make he r  agree t o  allowing these  
v i s i t s .  A t  p resen t ,  I have t h e  l e g a l  r i g h t  t o  v i s i t  t h e  ch i ld ren  but  
t o  do so  p u t s  much emotional s t r a i n  on t h e  ch i ld ren .  Because I l a v e  
them, I w i l l  no t  f o r c e  any such v i s i t s  on them. This form has been 
delayed because of  t h e  amount of emotions involved. I f e e l  very 
f r u s t r a t e d  and depressed about t h e  s i t u a t i o n  and it is very hard t o  
d iscuss  it. 

I have contradic tgd myself in a couple of spots .  This is due t o  my 
moving t o  a  d i f f e r e n t  province ( 3 )  l a s t  year and my s a l a r y  v a r i e d  from 
$1300. down t o  $800. a  month. When we separated I did t h e  b e s t  I could 
t o  make my payments t o  h e r  and pay t h e  outstanding b i l l s  but  could 
not  always make it. 

Divorce cour t s  and Soc ia l  Services should be shoved up someone's 
rectum. 

I f e e l  a l l  men g e t  t h e  bad end of a l l  cour t  cases  or a t  l e a s t  98%. 
I a l s o  th ink t h e  system should be changed t o  make it f a i r  f o r  both 
s i d e s  not  j u s t  t h e  females of our soc ie ty .  

My ex-wife remarried 8 years  ago, I cannot see my kid,  her  new husband 
g e t s  too  mad, they changed he r  name (not  l e g a l l y ) .  My ex-wife went 
t o  cour t  i n  1977 and I was not made aware of t h i s ,  f o r  f u r t h e r  time 
extension . 

I th ink  t h e  law should look i n t o  t h e  s i d e  of the  man. Because a l o t  
of t h e  time t h e  wife i s  responsib le  f o r  the  breakdown, l i k e  it was 
with me. 

Nothing I have t o  say would change your fancy r u l e s  and systems. 
I t  has  n o t  always been t h i s  way and I f e e l  assured t h a t  it w i l l  not 
always remain t h i s  way. 



I paid  my maintenance order  while my wife w a s  s ing le  but  T f e e l  
her spouse i s  making enough t o  support hey and I d o n ' t  know i f  it 
would go t o  t h e  k i d s  o r  even i f  T ' n  s t i l l  supposed t o  be paying. 

My ex-wife is  a l s o  responsib le  f o r  the  marriage breakdown. 

I wasn' t  prepared t o  g e t  married. 

Although my wife and I a r e  p resen t ly  separated we agreed on the  
f i n a n c i a l  arrangements amicably and without t h e  he lp  of lawyers 
o r  t h e  cour ts .  We may eventual ly  g e t  back together .  

I th ink t h a t  t h e  l e g a l  proceedings f o r  my divorce  were very f a i r  
but  very expensive and time consuming. 

I f e e l  t h a t  she and her  common-law husband should support the  
chi ldren .  I f  I were t o  g e t  custody, I would f u l l y  support and ca re  
f o r  them. Her common-law is f u l l y  employed .and is  able  t o  support 
them. I a l s o  f e e l  I pay enough income t a x  t o  support  them. A s  I a m  
unable t o  claim my presen t  spouse. 

Not compatible with wife. 

Ex-wife has  f u l l  capaci ty  f o r  s e l f  employment bu t  remains on welfare. 

We j u s t  cou ldn ' t  g e t  along and l i v e  together .  Hope t h i s  helps.  I f  you 
l i v e  with someone f o r  a s  long a s  I d id  (married 40 years)  you have t o  
take  ca re  of them. I f e e l  it is  my r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  and I intend t o  do 
what is  f a i r .  

My wife abandoned my son and I f e e l  I should have immediate custody. 
It has been over a year  and the  c o u r t s  and lawyers keep delaying the  
proceedings. I f e e l  t h i s  i s  not  f a i r  and a l s o  hard on my son. During 
separa t ion  you a r e  unable t o  charge your own wife f o r  i n  my experience 
these  items: breaking and en te r ing ,  forging of a cheque and t h e f t .  

Maintenance should not  be paid t o  a spouse who i s  i n  good hea l th .  
Should always pay f o r  t h e  chi ldren .  Too long f o r  decree n i s i  t o  be  

var ied  . 



I f e e l  l i k e  I was wr i t ing  a t e s t  and not  answering a  quest ionnaire.  

Feel t h a t  I should not  have t o  support my wife s ince  it was her  
dec i s ion  t o  separa te .  

Would l i k e  t o  see my chi ldren  more of ten .  Get t o  see chi ldren  only 
about t h r e e  times a year .  Children i n  Grande P r a i r i e .  

Question 53 i s  discr iminat ing  by ins inuat ing  t h a t  the  man always 
supports t h e  new par tne r  and her  dependents which is no t  always 
necessa r i ly  t r u e .  The Bar Association should clamp down on lawyers 
t h a t  do no t  f u l l y  expla in  a l l  t h e  a l t e r n a t i v e s  t o  t h e  respondent 
and what would happen i f  such an a l t e r n a t i v e  course of ac t ion  
was taken. 

I t h i n k  it would be b e t t e r  (although d i f f i c u l t  t o  accomplish) t o  
al low n o t  only f o r  f i n a n c i a l  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  bu t  a l s o  f o r  involvement 
i n  t h e  upbringing of t h e  chi ldren  i n  any agreements. 

I would l i k e  t o  know a  few d e t a i l s  pe r t a in ing  t o  v i s i t i n g  r i g h t s .  

In some cases  payment t o  mothers is not  enough. 

I t  is f e l t  t h a t  t h e  c o u r t s  a r e  very l e n i e n t  with t h e  females. Marriage 
i s  a  two way s t r e e t  no t  one. The c o u r t s  a r e  geared only t o  look a t  
one s c a l e  including ch i ld ren ,  payments t o  them and almost anything they 
want. I t  should be a  50-50, a s  usua l ly  it t a k e s  two t o  make o r  break it. 

Divorce proceedings move too  f a s t  i n  Alberta.  Set t lements a s  a  r e s u l t  
may be "volunteered" by t h e  "gu i l ty"  p a r t y  or  t h e  one leaving t h e  
marriage. They may be based on a  g u i l t  debt  t o  be pa id ,  i s  based on 
emotions and n o t  too  bus iness l ike .  Longer per iod  of time would r e s u l t  
i n  much more reasonable se t t lements  in my est imation.  

We a r e  happy with t h e  arrangements we have worked out .  

I would l i k e  t o  know why when a  woman leaves  a  man with chi ldren  she 
i s  no t  obl iga ted  t o  pay any monies towards support of chi ldren  l e f t  

behind. 



I f e e l  t h a t  s i n c e  my wife earned t e n  thousand d o l l a r s  i n  t h e  
year previous t o  our separa t ion ,  t h a t  she  should be ab le  t o  
support h e r s e l f  and t h e  ch i ld ren  without my a s s i s t a n c e  on a 
forced cour t  order .  This does no t  mean t h a t  I would not  help 
i n  t h i s  ma t t e r ,  bu t  I f e e l  forced and the re fo re  d isagree  with 
t h e  p resen t  system. 

I am wi l l ing  t o  t a k e  custody of t h e  c h i l d ,  bu t  am a l s o  aware t h a t  
t h e  cour t  would be more i n  favor o r  my ex-wife's custody although 
I am once again i n  a family s i t u a t i o n .  I have a c h i l d  i n  my new 
r e l a t i o n s h i p  s ince  my divorce.  I f e e l  t h a t  s ince  my ex-wife wants 
t h e  custody and r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  of t h e  c h i l d ,  t h a t  she should then 
l e t  me make a new l i f e  f o r  myself and my new family. I love my son, 
but  a l s o  f o r  t h i s  reason, do not  want t o  be p u l l i n g  him back and f o r t h  
from one parent  t o  another .  This ques t ionnai re  is too  general  t o  
r e a l l y  express a l l  my views. 

There does n o t  appear t o  be f a i r n e s s  o r  reasoning i n  t h e  way lawyers 
o r  judges o r  even t h e  agencies involved i n  divorce cases ,  t r e a t  t h e  
m a n  involved. This includes custody, proper ty  ownership, blame f o r  
t h e  break-up, anything. 

Ex-wife was capable of working a t  t ime of l e g a l  separa t ion  t o  support 
h e r s e l f .  I f e e l  t h a t  I should not  have to pay any maintenance o r  
support.  

The $300 I pay each is  f o r  my chi ldren .  My wife is b r i g h t  and 
capable and has  a good job. She does no t  expect me t o  support he r .  

I have had bad t rouble  with my ex-wife about v i s i t i n g  p r i v i l e g e s .  

When we separated I gave everything t o  her  i n  support of chi ldren .  
She had a good job. I l e f t  he r  with $3000 l e f t  on a mobile home. 
I took over a l l  b i l l s  and she was t o  ref inance  t r a i l e r  f o r  $75.00 
pe r  month. She had own c a r  p l u s  property.  She sold  it a l l  and 
bought a new town house which she upgraded and a new c a r .  I f e e l  
t h a t  with c a r e f u l  management she should have been i n  a good pos i t ion  
t o  maintain h e r s e l f  and t h e  k ids .  I know a t  times a s  we a l l  do, we 
h i t  hard t imes due t o  i l l n e s s  o r  mismanagement, but  she has never 
l e t  me know i f  she i s  having t rouble .  She i s  a proud woman. Currently 
she has  made he r se l f  a basement s u i t e  i n  her  mother's home i n  Kelowna 
B. C.: We do  not  communicate t h a t  much so  do n o t  know how she o r  kids 
a r e .  I f e e l  a t  t imes t h a t  t h e  $150.00 pe r  month i s  requi red  and 
o the r  times no t ,  i n  o t h e r  words my f e e l i n g s  a r e  mixed. I r e a l i z e  t h a t  
t o  a degree I have a r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  bu t  a l s o  r e a l i z e  t h a t  I have a 

r i g h t  t o  l i v e .  



I was sympathetic towards my wife 's  feminist in te res t s .  We s p l i t  
the  household chores 50:50 1 took a s  much care fo r  one child a s  she 
did. So f a r  so  good. Then, however, I was outmanoevered in my e f fo r t s  
t o  work out a co-parenting scheme (50:50). My wife simply knew what 
courts a r e  biased towards women when it comes t o  custody. ~ y p i c a l l y  
Albertan (esp . Calgar ian) . This questionnaire addresses money matters 
0.k. When comes the  reform of custody matters. 

Some of the  questions are  not pertinent for  me because we have 
no maintenance problems. Also, our children are  young adults.  The 
terms of our divorce were agreed t o  by me and my wife without any lawyers 
assistance.  The court  approved our terms and granted the  divorce. 

Because my kids a r e  mine not t he i r s .  I ra ised them from 2 weeks 
old by myself u n t i l  they were 2 years old. I a l s o  don't  see why 
I can ' t  r a i s e  them myself fo r  the r e s t  of t h e i r  l i ve s .  A t  l e a s t  
I love them as  my own kids. That is one h e l l  of a l o t  more than 
I can say fo r  my ex-wife. She doesn't love them a t  a l l ,  she never 
did. 

Stick it. 

I have had 4 fo s t e r  children under my care  f o r  9 years. I t rea ted  
them a s  i f  they were my own. Since we are  divorced I s t i l l  love 
them the same. That includes my own kids from my f i r s t  marriage. 
I would l i k e  t o  see the law changed so t h a t  a fa ther  could keep h i s  
children instead of t h e  mother in  t h i s  case the mother did not 
care f o r  her kids. 

I f  my ex-wife were t o  remarry, I would cease maintenance payments 
but I would s t i l l  want t o  see them and take them out occasionally. 

I ' m  f o r  equal r i g h t s  for  women, therefore,  I f e e l  I should be receiving 
maintenance. 

I f e e l  everything i s  too easy and the  law enforcement of payments 
i s  a joke. 



bhtual ly  agreeable payments. Both have a reasonable s tandard of 
l i v i n g .  

A s  mentioned i n  Question 56, I f e e l  my c h i l d  maintenance order  i s  
t o o  high. I n  comparison, I f i n d  most a r e  paying anywher from 
$75.00 t o  $125.00 per  month per  c h i l d .  In an e f f o r t  t o  terminate 
the  marriage quickly ,  I o f fe red  a l l  t h e  a s s e t s  of 10  years  of 
marriage t o  my wife. After  a l l  l i a b i l i t i e s  were taken ca re  o f ,  
those a s s e t s  amounted t o  approximately $45,000.00. House, c a r ,  
f u r n i t u r e ,  e t c .  My ex-wife i s  a t r a i n e d  bookkeeper with a g ross  
year ly  income of approximately $15,000. A l l  t h i s  being 
taken i n t o  account,  I f e e l  t h e  cour t  ordered c h i l d  maintenance was 
a b i t  too  high. 

I do no t  f e e l  t h a t  women should have the  corner on c h i l d r e n ' s  
custody. Nor do I f e e l  t h a t  they should automatical ly g e t  t h e  
house and fu rn i sh ings  because of t h e  above and maintenance t o  
them personal ly  i f  they a r e  employed f u l l  t ime. 

If  I decided n o t  t o  pay maintenance I f e e l  I could g e t  away with 
no t  paying and no one (no t  even t h e  law) could fo rce  me to pay. 
I f e e l  it is  easy t o  g e t  around laws t h a t  a r e  intended t o  make me 
pay maintenance. 

I was i n  a c a r  acc ident  Sept .  7/77 and have been unable t o  work 
s ince .  Socia l  Service  i s  paying my medicare and g ives  me a monthly 
cheque f o r  $169.00 t o  he lp  pay f o r  my n e c e s s i t i e s .  My ex-wife has 
agreed ou t  of cour t  t h a t  I would pay her  $100 per  month i f  and when 
I have it. 

Contrary t o  t h e  comments commonly seen i n  t h e  p r e s s ,  it would seem 
t o  me t h a t  t h e  female is most o f t e n  given a l l  o r  almost a l l  of the  
a s s e t s  accumulated by t h e  separa t ing  couple. This area p a r t i c u l a r l y  
when t h e  female i s ,  o r  is capable o f ,  supporting h e r s e l f  should be 
reviewed. 

I f e e l  t h a t  t h e  money t h a t  i s  paid t o  my ex-wife each month does 
no t  go t o  upkeep of t h e  c h i l d r e n ' s  l i f e s t y l e .  They a r e  never dressed 
decently and they seem t o  be l e f t  t o  t h e i r  own devices q u i t e  o f t en .  
The ch i ld ren  a r e  11 and 9. 

This g e t s  a l i t t l e  personal  where it i s  not  necessary. 



I would l i k e  t o  see an open agency f o r  information on marriage 
break-up. E i the r  f r e e  o r  inexpensive. This agency should include 
marriage counse l l e r s  and l e g a l  counsel lers .  

It would be i n t e r e s t i n g  t o  know what she does with her  money. 

This ques t ionnai re  does n o t  r e a l l y  apply t o  me a s  I am required 
t o  make only c h i l d  support payments and no t  maintenance support 
for  my wife. 

The one t h a t  wanted t h e  divorce should pay f o r  it and no subs is tance  
should have been forced on me. 

Both my ex-wife and myself a s  f a r  a s  I know a r e  i n  agreement with 
our divorce. She does n o t  value proper ty  much and was q u i t e  happy 
t o  s ign  over he r  share  t o  t h e  chi ldren .  I paid  h e r  about $2000 
t o  t i d e  he r  over till she go t  a job. She is  a near Ph.D. with l o t s  
of earning p o t e n t i a l  and now makes about $800 per  month teaching 
English a s  a fore ign language part- t ime p lus  $400 per  month from 
o the r  sources. 

That a woman under t h e  circumstances of t h e  divorce be given 
custody of t h e  chi ldren  without  much o r  l i t t l e  concern f o r  myself.  
1 have n o t  seen the  ch i ld ren  s ince  l a s t  Xmas. I made the  mistake 
of admitt ing I was solvent  f i n a n c i a l l y  however, it took j u s t  t h i s  
amount t o  g e t  o u t  of t h i s  nightmare. A l o t  of t h i s  money I had s e t  
a s ide  fo r  t h e i r  u n i v e r s i t y  education bu t  it took it a l l .  

I n i t a l l y  maintenance amounted t o  ha l f  of my take home pay - r e a l l y  
bare ly  enough f o r  t h e  ch i ld ren  although t h e i r  mother had a mortgage 
f r e e  home. A t  t h a t  t ime l e f t  me i n  near poverty while I s t i l l  needed 
t o  maintain myself r e  employment e t c .  There was a "ransom" f a c t o r  
i e .  custody, was t o  my ex-wife s ince  " the  ch i ld ren  always go to t h e  
mother" and I t h e r e f o r e  r e a l l y  had no opt ion  b u t  t o  pay maintenance 
t o  he r .  

Over and above support  payments I paid  $450 a month u n t i l  he r  present  
marriage t o  cover mortgage payments. I a l s o  signed over 100% t i t l e  
of t h e  $95,000 home and accepted 100% r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  payment of 
more than $12,000 of her  personal  debts .  These debts  have now a l l  
been paid. 



I had a res t ra in incj  order  put  on me and ex-wife moved ou t  of base 
accanodation. I con t inua l ly  t r i e d  through lawyer t o  g e t  my personal  
belongings t o  no a v a i l .  T ended up with j u s t  my uniforms, not  even 
my c i v i l i a n  c lo th ing .  Cer ta in ly  depressing when you l o s e  a l l  
your momentos from your service  l i f e  p lus  a l l  t h e  spor t s  t roph ies  
during your younger l i f e .  One should rece ive  personal  belongings 
whether separa t ion  is  f r i e n d l y  o r  unfr iendly .  

A spouse should not  be forced t o  pay f u l l  maintenance i f  h i s  ex-wife 
is f u l l y  capable of supporting he r se l f  i f  she chose t o  do so. She 
shared i n  t h e  b e n e f i t s  of t h e  marriage and the re fo re  should share in  
the  l i a b i l i t i e s  a s  wel l .  

I t h i n k  t h e  j u d i c i a l  system sucks. The one who works through t h e  
whole marriage g e t s  nothing. The only t h i n g  I got  from my f i r s t  
marriage was my c l o t h e s  and a l o t  of bad debts .  She g o t  t h e  house, 
f u r n i t u r e ,  and everything e l s e  T had paid f o r .  To ta l ly  u n f a i r .  

A parent  who can walk out  on t h e  chi ldren  should never be awarded 
t h e i r  custody. Socia l  s e r v i c e s  have too  much a u t h o r i t y  not  enough 
a b i l i t y  o r  cons idera t ion  f o r  t h e  chi ldren .  

The cour t  hear ing  a s  they c a l l e d  was t o  sentence me i r r ega rd less  
of anything t h a t  they d i d  no t  l e t  me say and they arrange the  laws 
t o  s u i t  them and not  t h e  people. 

I do not  agree with t h e  l e g a l  system fo rc ing  t h e  paying of maintenance 
because: I gave he r  my share  of t h e  $75,000 equi ty  (house) ,  I need t o  
s t a r t  a new l i f e  based on my a b i l i t y  t o  perform f i n a n c i a l l y ,  I am 
wide open t o  cons tant  increases  skimming off  any ex t ra  cash I might 
have of which an a f f i d a v i t  f o r  a reques t  of $900 i s  pending (per  month), 
She l i t e r a l l y  kicked me ou t ,  I do not  f e e l  she made a s ince re  e f f o r t  t o  
make t h e  marriage work, theref  o re  T t h ink  it i s  up t o  her  t o  make her  
own l i f e  f i n a n c i a l l y  and emotionally, because of t h e  chi ldren  only, I 
would l i k e  t o  he lp  ou t  b u t  I do not  th ink  it should be l e g a l l y  binding. 

There should be b e t t e r  access laws f o r  v i s i t i n g  r i g h t s  t o  see the  chi ldren  
and a s t ronger  hand i n  t h e i r  upbringing. Division of property should be 
50/50 no matter  who has custody of t h e  k ids .  Child support shodld be 
based on a percentage of your earnings so  t h a t  you can be a b l e  t o  s t a r t  
a new l i f e  with scnneone e l s e .  



I f e e l  t h a t  t h e  laws of A l b r t a  f ind  t h a t  t h e  male p a r t y  i s  so le ly  
responsib le  f o r  marxiqge breakup. Thus, t h e  male pa r ty  g e t s  the  
s h o r t  end of t h e  rope i n  cour t  every time. The cour t s  only look a t  one 
s i d e  of a marriage.  When you walk i n t o  a marriage it was a par tnership  
but when you walk o u t  of marriage t h e  male is a t  f a u l t .  When I walked 
i n t o  cour t  I f e l t  my hands were t i e d .  I haven ' t  the  money t o  c a r r y  
on my new family and g ive  her  $75 a month a s  well .  I f  she h a s n ' t  t h e  money 
t o  keep our c h i l d ,  I w i l l  g ive  him a good home f o r  l e s s  than $75 a month. 

The amount of maintenance should be based on what a person can a f f o r d  
ins tead  of having s e t  p r i c e s  f o r  everybody. The wife should have t o  
pay f o r  her  own l e g a l  f ees .  Then maybe she would th ink  twice before  
walking away from a marriage. The laws a r e  too  good t o  t h e  women a s  
they a r e .  

The c h i l d  i s  now 19 years ,  and r e s i d e s  i n  my home, so I no longer 
pay maintenance. 

I th ink  t h e  quest ion of present  day s a l a r y  when compared t o  support  
payments of today doesn ' t  give a t r u e  p i c t u r e  of t h e  f i n a n c i a l  
hardship which was endured back 10 t o  15  years  ago. A t  t he  present  
time I am s t i l l  making regu la r  monthly payments and in tend t o  continue 
u n t i l  December of 1980. A l l  t h r e e  o f  my ch i ld ren  from my marriage a r e  
over 18 years  of  age and a r e  working. 

I f e e l  t h a t  t h e  government should do something t o  fo rce  t h e  ex-wives 
t o  g e t  a job and support themselves. The t o t a l  support of ch i ld ren  
is t o  be s p l i t  between ex-partners. Socia l  a s s i s t ance  does nothing 
t o  i n s t i l l  d e s i r e  t o  work, when they take  most of t h e  money t h e  
person is receiv ing,  when t r y i n g  t o  g e t  back i n t o  t h e  work force.  

I never d i d  g e t  my decree n i s i  when property i s  divided equally I 
do not  th ink  t h e  ex-wife should be given a lump sum of money. It 
should be given t o  t h e  cour t  and awarded a s  needed. 

I th ink marriage i s  b u l l s h i t .  

I now have my own family t o  t ake  ca re  of and a m  l i v i n g  a decent l i f e .  
I would l i k e  t o  be l e f t  alone regarding maintenance payments a s  she 
l e f t  on her  own accord and t h e  k ids  weren' t  mine t o  begin with and the 
r e a l  f a t h e r s  a r e n ' t  paying. So a s  I s a i d  before ,  I f e e l  t h e  whole thing 
i s  a r ip-off .  

I was not very wise i n  t ak ing  t h e  marriage s t e p  a t  t h i s  po in t  i n  my 
l i f e .  



I s t i l l  f e e l  t h a t  I am p a r t l y  responsib le  f o r  t h e  support of my 
two chi ldren .  However, I should no t  be responsible f o r  the  
support of  my ex-wife s ince  I am now married. Due t o  a t h i r d  c h i l d  
involved from my ex-wife and a r e l a t i o n s h i p  she has had with another 
man, I s t rongly  f e e l  t h e  c h i l d  should not  ca r ry  my surname. 

Poor impersonal system deal ing  wi th  poor personal person with Harley 
Davidson motorcycle. Maintenance i s  high. 

I have revised  some of my answers t o  be more r e a l i s t i c  of t h e  s i t u a t i o n .  
When I was divorced t h e  cour t  ordered me t o  pay $150.00 per month 
maintenance. A t  t h a t  time I was only t ak ing  home $375.00 which 
allowed me very  l i t t l e  t o  l i v e  on. This I thought was u n f a i r .  The 
man my wife is  l i v i n g  wi th  could provide a very good standard of 
l i v i n g  f o r  my ex-family, and does, bu t  only f o r  my ex-wife. In  t h e  
p a s t  few months, my ex-wife has been badgering me f o r  t h e  money, which 
I always pay. 

It is  too  l a t e  f o r  me now. But i n  t h e  fu tu re  time t h e  cour t  should 
no t  r e j e c t  e i t h e r  t h e  mother o r  f a t h e r  t o  see  t h e i r  chi ldren .  

He doesn ' t  f e e l  t h e r e  i s  enough information given a t  t h e  time of 
h i s  divorce (about l e g a l  proceedings) and f e l t  it was a very 
impersonal process.  

A s  I grow o lde r ,  and become unable t o  work o r  f a l l  in i l l - h e a l t h ,  
what would happen t o  t h e  cour t  order  a s  I d o n ' t  have any money saved 
f o r  re t i rement .  

My son ,has l i v e d  wi th  h i s  maternal grandparents s ince  our separa t ion  
i n  1969. H i s  grandmother c a l l e d  me on t h r e e  d i f f e r e n t  occasions t o  
complain t h a t  she was n o t  rece iv ing any of t h e  money I was sending 
my ex-wife f o r  my son ' s  support.  My ex-wife's boyfriend a l s o  c a l l e d  
me once complaining t h a t  my cheque was l a t e ,  and t h a t  they had been 
planning on it t o  go away f o r  t h e  weekend. I took my case  t o  the  
Supreme Court t o  have my support payments s e n t  d i r e c t l y  t o  my ex-mother- 
in-law, b u t  l o s t .  

I f e e l  t h a t  t h e  c o u r t s  a r e  u n f a i r  with t h e i r  judgements - 
inasmuch a s  they d o n ' t  analyze t h e  f a c t s  before  making t h e i r  
judgements. 

I am no t  t h e  blood f a t h e r  of the  chi ldren .  I am forced by a c o u r t  
order  t o  support .  



It has only been recen t ly  t h a t  my s i t u a t i o n  has improved t o  the  
po in t  t h a t  I can make my support payments genera l ly  on time and 
f o r  t h e  f u l l  amount. I was f o r  a time, i n  a r r e a r s  and taken t o  cour t .  
I was amazed a t  t h a t  time of t h e  a t t i t u d e  of t h e  cour t .  They f e l t  
t h a t  we should b a s i c a l l y  l i q u i d a t e  anything we had t o  make t h e  a r r e a r s  
up, and t h a t  my wife should g e t  a b e t t e r  job. Nothing was ever 
s a i d  about t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  of my ex-wife and her par tner  poss ib ly  
t r y i n g  t o  improve t h e i r  l o t  s o  they wouldn't be i n  such a poor 
pos i t ion  and dependent s o  much on my payments. The whole system 
is  somewhat r id icu lous .  The f a c t  t h a t  a divorce takes  place i n  
a cr iminal  cour t  suggests  t h a t  it i s  a crime t h a t  two people make 
a mistake and one o r  t h e  o ther  decides t o  t r y  and change things.  

I wish t h a t  both pa r tne r s  rece ive  ha l f  and ha l f  of everything. I 
d i d n ' t  g e t  it. 

Since my o r i g i n a l  divorce I have no t  f a i l e d  i n  my maintenance 
payments nor alimony s ince  June 1966. I am now paying back i n t o  
pension fund, back time on pensionable m i l i t a r y  and government 
se rv ice  t o  b r ing  my pension up t o  a reasonable l i v i n g  amount. 
And, a l s o  j u s t  r ecen t ly  suffered  a massive ce rebra l .  

My wife w i l l  n o t  communicate with myself and has moved t o  Vancouver, 
therefore ,  I cannot see  my chi ldren  a s  o f t e n  a s  I would l i k e  due t o  
t h e  expenses of t r a v e l .  

I do s ince re ly  be l ieve  t h a t  t h e  chi ldren  of a marriage should not  be 
the  su f fe r ing  v ic t ims following a separa t ion  o r  divorce and t h a t  it 
should be t h e  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  of both pa ren t s  t o  provide f o r  t h e i r  
welfare.  I a l s o  f e e l  t h a t  t h e  cour t s  o r  s p e c i a l  agencies should s t r i c t l y  
enforce t h e  support  from e i t h e r  o r  both pa ren t s  t o  provide t h e  b e s t  
poss ib le  l i v i n g  condi t ions  f o r  the  vict imized ch i ld ren .  

On separa t ion ,  decided together  how much pa r tne r  needed t o  keep up 
and t h a t  i s  what we did  a s  t o  f i n a n c i a l  arrangements. Then 
progressively withdrew support,  a s  p r e t t y  wel l  mutually agreed. 

Maintenance payments were mutually agreed t o  by myself and ex-wife 
and were simply r a t i f i e d  and n o t  determined by t h e  Court. I f e e l  it 
i s  my r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  t o  support my chi ldren  u n t i l  they become a d u l t s  
however, I d o n ' t  f e e l  it my r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  t o  make payments t o  ex-wife 
a f t e r  chi ldren  have reached majori ty.  I bel ieve  payments t o  wife should 
be time l imi ted  and of s u f f i c i e n t  devia t ion  t o  allow wife t o  g e t  t r a ined  
(or  r e t r a i n e d )  i f  she has been ou t  of t h e  job market f o r  some time. 
This ques t ionnai re  does not  inves t iga te  d iv i s ion  of property i s sues  
a s  p a r t  of maintenance/settlement. For example, i n  my case  my wife was 
given t h e  house. 

I would l i k e  t o  see equa l i ty .  



I don ' t  want t h e  government t o  f u l l y  support my ex-family. When 
my son is  of age, I would con tes t  any f u r t h e r  payments i n  cour t .  
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THE l N C l  DENCE OF PAYMENT/NONPAYMENT OF MA1 NTENANCE ORDERS 

QUEST l ONNAl RE FOR HEN 

Dea r Res pon dent : 

Thank you very much f o r  your he lp  i n  answering t h i s  questionnaire. . 

Most o f  the  questions simply requ i re  you t o  c i r c l e  the  number 
beside the answer you wish t o  make. For example: 

How long have you 1 ived i n  A1 ber ta? 

one month o r  less .................................. 1 
one t o  two months ---------------------------------- 2 
three t o  s i x  months ................................ 
seven months t o  a year ............................. 
one t o  three years ................................. 
more than three years .............................. 

dl 
5 
6 

If you have 1 ived i n  A lber ta  f o r ,  say, ten  months, you would 
c i r c l e  the number 4 as i n  the example. 

There are a few questions which ask you t o  w r i t e  i n  your answer. 
There i s  space provided f o r  t h i s .  

There are some quest ions f o r  which you may no t  know the  exact 
answer. For examp 1 e : 

When d i d  you cease t o  1 ive  together? 
month year 

If you do no t  remember the exact month, a good guess w i l l  do. 

Please note the i ns t r uc t i ons  which are under l ined o r  put i n  boxes 
l i k e  t h i s :  

18. Did you have any ch i l d ren  from t h i s  marriage? 

I F  YOU DON'T HAVE ANY CHILDREN, GO TO QUEST1 ON 24 
I. 



I I I 
(5 

( f o r  o f f i c e  use o n l y )  

1. How long have you l i v e d  i n  A l b e r t a ?  

One month o r  less  --------------------------------- 1 
One t o  two months --------------------------------- 2 
Three t o  s i x  months ------------------------------- 
S i x  months t o  a year ------------------------------ 3 

4 
One t o  t h ree  years -------------------------------- 5 
More than th ree  years ----------------------------- 6 

2. How fa r  d i d  you go i n  schoo l /un i ve rs i t y / co l  lege? 

trade 7 o r  less --------------- 1 Col lege c e r t i f i c a t e  o r  diploma ----------- 5 
trade 8 o r  9 ------------------ 2 Some u n i v e r s i t y  courses ------------------ 
Grade 10 o r  11 ---------------- 3 Bache lor 's  degree ------------------------ 6 (8) 

7 
High school graduate ---------- 4 Profess iona 1 degree, MA o r  PhD ----------- 8 

3 .  What i s  your age? 

4. What i s  your j o b  s ta tus  a t  p resent?  

Self-employed ------------------------------------- 1 
Employed full time ................................ 2 
Employed p a r t  t ime -------------------------------- 3 
Employed i n  a seasonal occupat ion  ----------------- 4 
F u l l - t i m e  student  --------------------------------- 5 
Unemployed ---------------------------------------- 6 
Other ( spec i f y )  --------- 7 

5. IFYOU ARE EMPLOYED, what i s  your j o b ?  (12,131 

6.  What percentage o f  t h e  t ime s i n c e  your separa t ion /d ivorce  have you been employed 
on a f u l l - t i m e  bas is?  

100% .............................. 1 
75-99% ............................ 2 
50-74% ---------------------------- 
25-49% ............................ 3 

4 
1-25% ----------------------------- 5 
I haven't  been employed ----------- 6 



7. What i s  your major  source o f  income? 

Earnings from self-employment -------------- 1 
Wages/salary ------------------------------- 2 
Investments -------------------------------- 3 
Unemployment Insurance --------------------- 4 
Socia l  ass is tance  .......................... 

------ 5 
Other ( s p e c i f y )  6 

8.  What do you es t imate  your  income, b e f o r e  taxes, f rom January 1, 1979 t o  
December 31, 1979 t o  be? ( I n c l  ude a1 1 sources)  

9. What i s  your average take-home income .per  mont h? 

10. Do you own your own home? 

11. What do you pay p e r  month i n  mortgage o r  r e n t ?  $ (22, 23, 24) 

12. About what a r e  your  average month ly  payments f o r  ou t s tand ing  debt ,  i n c l u d i n g  
loans from banks o r  loan  companies, c r e d i t  cards, department s t o r e  accounts, 
and so on? 

$ (25, 26, 27) 

13. How many c h i l d r e n  do you c l a i m  as deduc t ions  f o r  t a x  purposes? (28) 

14. How many o the r  dependents can you c l a i m  f o r  t a x  purposes? 

15. Are you divorced, f o r m a l l y  separated o r  j u s t  separated? 
(To be fo rma l l y  separated, you would have had t o  have r e g i s t e r e d  t h e  separa t ion  

i n  cour t . )  

Divorced .......................... 1 
Separated ---------------------me-- 2 (32) 
Formal l y  separated ---------------- 3 

16. When were you marr ied? 
month year  



17. When d i d  you cease t o  l i v e  toge the r?  
month yea r 

19. Were you d ivorced o r  separated i n  A l b e r t a  o r  o u t s i d e  t h e  prov ince? 

18. When were you d ivorced o r  f o r m a l l y  separated? 
month yea r 

20. Did you have any c h i l d r e n  from t h i s  marr iage? 

I 

I F  YOU DIDN'T HAVE ANY CHILDREN, GO TO QUESTION 26 

(33,34,35) 

21. How many c h i l d r e n  d i d  you have? 

22. Who was awarded custody o f  your c h i  l d ren?  

I() (36,37,38) 

you ---------------------------- 1 Soc ia l  agency ------------------------- 4 
your wife ---------------------- 2 Both you and your  w i f e  ---------------- 5 
Other f a m i l y  r e l a t i o n  ---------- 3 

23. Were access arrangements s p e c i f i e d  by t h e  c o u r t ?  

24. Do you a l low,  o r  a r e  you i n  f a c t  al lowed, access t o  your  c h i l d r e n ?  

25. Are you s a t i s f i e d  w i t h  t h e  access arrangements f o r  your c h i l d r e n ?  

26. What was your m a r i t a l  s ta tus  a t  t h e  t ime o f  your marr iage t o  your  ex-wi fe? 

Never mar r ied  be fo re  -------------- 1 
Divorced -------------------------- 2 
Widower --------------------------- 3 



27. I s  your maintenance order  from t h e  Family Court, t h e  Supreme Court,  
o r  i s  i t  vo lun tary?  

28. ( I F  I T  WAS FROM FAMILY COURT OR SUPREME COURT I , were you represented by a 
I I 

1 awyer? 

29. Was your  maintenance order  made i n  A l b e r t a  o r  o u t s i d e  o f  A ' lber ta? 

In Alberta ------------------------ 1 
I n  another p rov ince  --------------- 2 
Outside o f  Canada ----------------- 3 

30. I I F  YOUR MAINTENANCE ORDER WAS MADE OUTSIDE OF ALBERTA 1 , i s  t he  o rde r  c u r r e n t l y  
I 1 

being enforced by a cour t  i n  A lbe r ta?  

31. What i s  t h e  month1 y payment on your  ma intenance order?  $ 

32. Are you c u r r e n t l y  behind i n  your  payments o f  t he  maintenance o r d e r ?  

33. (a) How were t h e  payments t o  be made? 

D i r e c t  cheque ...................................... 1 
Deposited i n  ex-w i fe 's  bank account ---------------- 2 
Through Family Court - ordered payment ------------- 3 
Through Family Court - v o l u n t a r y  payment ----------- 4 
Through Socia l  Serv ices Department ----------------- 
Not spec i f i ed  by c o u r t  ............................. 5 

Don't know ----------------------------------------- 6 
7 



33 .  (b )  Was t h i s  arrangement s a t i s f a c t o r y ?  

(c) I F NO, why no t?  

- 

34. (a)  Do you t h i n k  t h i s  amount i s  f a i r  t o  you? 

(b) Do you t h i n k  t h i s  amount i s  f a i r  t o  your ex-wi fe? 

(c) Do you t h i n k  t h a t  t h e  o rde r  was f a i r  t o  your c h i l d r e n ?  

(d) Do you t h i n k  t h a t  t h e  order  was based on your earnings? 

(e) Do you t h i n k  t h a t  t he  o rde r  was based on your ex -w i fe ' s  need f o r  support? 



34.  ( f )  Have you approached any agency t o  have t h e  payments increased o r  
decreased? 

Yes (Supreme Cour t )  --------------- 1 
Yes (Fami ly  Cour t )  ---------------- 2 

(g) I F  YES: Do you f e e l  t h a t  t h e  agency helped you? 

35. Who do you t h i n k  should be respons ib le  f o r  t h e  suppor t  o f  you r  ex-wi fe? 

Y o u r s e l f  ------------------------------ 1 
Your e x - w i f e  should suppor t  h e r s e l f  --- 2 
The government ........................ 
D o n ' t  know ............................ 3 

4 

36. Who do you t h i n k  should be respons ib le  f o r  the suppor t  o f  you r  c h i l d r e n ?  

Yoursel f  ....................................... 1 
Your ex-wi f e  shou ld  suppor t  t h e  ch i  l d r e n  ------- 2 
Both y o u r s e l f  and your  ex-wi f e  ----------------- 
The government --------------------------------- 3 

4 
D o n ' t  know ------------------------------------- 5 

37. How many months i n  t h e  pas t  year  have you p a i d  your  maintenance o r d e r ?  

12 months --------------------- 1 3 t o  5 months -- -ma-- - - - - - - - - - - - -  

10 t o  1 1  months --------------- 2 1 t o  2 months ------------------- 5 
6 

8 o r  9 months ----------------- 3 Haven' t  p a i d  -------------------- 
6 or 8 months -------- --;-- ---- 7 

4 

38.  How much o f  t h e  maintenance o r d e r  do you pay? 

Always pay t he  f u l l  amount .......................................... 1 
Usual ly  pay t he  full amount ------------------;---------------------- 2 
Usual l y  pay most (over t h ree -qua r te rs )  o f  t h e  amount ---------------- 3 
Usual 1 y pay between h a l f  and th ree -qua r te rs  o f  t h e  anount ----------- 4 
Usua l l y  pay something b u t  l e s s  than  h a l f  o f  t h e  amount -------------- 
No payments ......................................................... 5 

6 

39. How prompt ly  do you pay? 

Always by t h e  da te  p resc r i bed  -------------- 1 
Usual 1 y by t h e  d a t e  p resc r  ibed ------------- 2 
U s w l l y  w i t h i n  a week 3 
Usual ly  more than a week l a t e  -------------- 4 
No payments 5 



40. What i s  your ex-wi fe 's  c u r r e n t  employment s ta tus?  

Employed i n  a seasonal j o b  ------------------ ----- 4 
Other (speci f y )  
Don't  know 

5 
6 

41. What i s  her major source o f  income? 

Employment ................................. 1 
Maintenance award .......................... 2 
Unemployment Insurance ..................... 
Social  ass is tance .......................... 3 

4 
Present spouse's income .................... 5 
Other ( spec i f y )  ----- 6 
D o n ' t  know - - - - - - . - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  7 

42. About how much do you t h i n k  your ex-wi fe 's  income, be fo re  taxes, w i l l  be 
i n  19791 

43. Does she own a home? 

44. Does your ex-wife c u r r e n t l y  have a permanent r e l a t i o n s h i p  w i t h  another person? 

Yes (marr ied) .......................... 1 
Yes (unmarr ied b u t  l i v i n g  together )  ---- 2 
No ..................................... 
Don't know ............................. 3 

4 

I F YOUR EX-W I FE DOES NOT HAVE A PERMANENT RELATI ONSH I P, 
OR I F  YOU DON'T KNOW, GO TO QUEST1 ON 49. 

45. When d i d  t h a t  r e l a t i o n s h i p  beg in? 
month Year 

46. Has she had any c h i l d r e n  from t h i s  r e l a t i o n s h i p ?  



46. (a) I F YES: How many? ( s p e c i f y )  

47. Did your ex-w i fe 's  pa r tne r  b r i n g  any c h i l d r e n  t o  t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p ?  

48. How do you f e e l  about your  ex-wi f e ' s  marr i age / re la t i onsh  i p? 

49. b you now have a  permanent r e l a t i o n s h i p  w i t h  another person? 

Yes (ma rr i ed) -- ------------------------ ---- 1  
Yes (unmarried b u t  1 i v i n g  together )  -------- 2 
No 3 

I F  YOU DO - NOT HAVE A PERMANENT RELATIONSHIP, 
GO TO QUESTION 56. 

50. When d i d  the  r e l a t i o n s h i p  begin? 
mon t h  yea r 

51. Do you have any c h i l d r e n  from t h i s  r e l a t i o n s h i p ?  

(a) I F  YES: How many? ( spec i f y )  

52. Are you support ing any c h i l d r e n  f rom your  p a r t n e r ' s  p rev ious  r e l a t i o n s h i p ?  

(a) 1 F YES: How many? ( spec i f y )  

53. What i s  your p a r t n e r ' s  major  source o f  income o t h e r  than t h e  suppbrt you 
p  rov i de? 

Earnings from self-employment -------------- 1  

- 
Unemployment Insurance ..................... 
Social  ass is tance .......................... 4 

5 
None except ing my support ------------------ 6 
Other (spec i fy )  ---- 7 



54. What do you es t imate  your p a r t n e r ' s  income t o  be i n  19797 

55. What i s  your pa r tne r ' s  monthly take-home pay7 $ (18,19,20,21) 

THIS SECTION ONLY APPLIES TO THOSE WHO HAVE ALWAYS PAID THEIR MAINTENANCE ORDERS I N  
FULL WITHIN A WEEK OF THE DATE PRESCRIBED. I F  YOU HAVEN'T, GO TO QllESTl ON 57 ON 
THE NEXT PAGE. 

The fo l l ow ing  statements a r e  re'asons people have g iven f o r  paying t h e i r  maintenance 
orders.  Based on your fee l i ngs  o r  experience, say whether you agree o r  d isagree w i t h  
t h e  statement as i t  app l i es  t o  you. I f  you a re  no t  sure, o r  t h e  statement does not 
apply t o  you, please c i r c l e  the  appropr ia te  number. 

Don't  Doesn't 
Agree Disagree Know Apply 

56. (a) I s t i l l  f e e l  responsib le f o r  my ex-wi fe .  1 2 3 4 (22) 

(b) I s t i l l  f e e l  responsib le f o r m y c h i l d r e n .  1 2 3 4 (23) 

(c) I s t i  1 1  fee l  c l o s e  t o  my c h i  ld ren.  1 2 3 4 (24 ) 

(d) My ex-wi fe 's  standard o f  l i v i n g  i s  
lower than mine. 1 2 3 4 (25) 

(e) Legal proceedings might f o r c e  me t o  pay. 1 2 3 4 ! 26: 

( f )  I fee l  responsib le f o r  t h e  marr iage 
breakdown. 1 2 3 4 (27) 

(g) 1 would not  l i k e  t o  see my ex -w i fe  being 
supported by s o c i a l  ass is tance.  1 2 3 4 (28 

(h) A cou r t  order  might fo rce  deduct ion  
o f  maintenance payments from my 
wages/sal a ry  . 1 2 3 4 (29) 

( i )  I may be imprisoned f o r  nonpayment o f  a 
ma i n tenance order .  1 2 3 4 (30 ) 

(j) My ex-wi fe  i s  always a f t e r  me t o  pay. 1 2 3 4 (31 ) 

(k) I do no t  want t o  damage t h e  remaining 
. fami ly  goodwi l l .  1 2 3 4 (32 



56. (1) Would you please w r i t e  down i n  t h e  space prov ided t h e  most important  
reason f o r  paying your maintenance order .  

THIS SECTION ONLY APPLIES TO THOSE WHO HAVE NOT PAlD THEIR MAINTENANCE ORDERS ON 
O C C A S I O N  OR NOT AT ALL. I F  YOU HAVE ALWAYS PAlD ON TIME, GO TO QUESTION 58 ON 
THE NEXT PAGE. 

The fo l l ow ing  statements are  reasons people have g i ven  f o r  no t  paying t h e i r  
maintenance orders regu lary  o r  prompt ly .  Based on your  f e e l i n g s  and experience, 
say whether you agree o r  d isagree w i t h  the statement as i t  app l i es  t o  you. I f  
you are  no t  sure, o r  the  statement does no t  apply t o  you, p lease c i r c l e  t h e  
appropr ia te  number. 

Don' t  Doesn't 
Agree Disagree Know Apply 

57. (a) I can ' t  a f f o r d  t o  pay t h e  maintenance 
order.  1 2 3 4 (34) 

( b )  I fee l  t ha t  t he  money p a i d  f o r  my 
ch i l d ren  j u s t  goes t o  my ex-wife. 1 2 3 4 (35) 

(c )  My ex-wife spends t h e  maintenance 
money foo l  i sh l  y. 1 2 - 3 4  (36) 

(d) My ex-wife has enough money t o  support 
he rse l f .  1 2 3 4 (37) 

(e)  My ex-wife has enough money t o  support 
herse l f  and the  c h i  1 dren. 1 2 3 4 ( 38) 

( f )  My standard o f  l i v i n g  i s  lower than my 
ex-wife's.  1 2 3 4 (39) 

(g)  My ex-wife agrees t h a t  she no longer 
needs maintenance o rde r  payments. 1 2 3 4 ( 4O) 

, ( h )  I never get t o  see my c h i  l d ren .  1 2 3 4 (41) 

( i )  I no longer f e e l  c l o s e  t o  my c h i l d r e n .  1 2 3 4 (42) 

(j) I provide f o r  my c h i l d r e n  i n  o t h e r  ways 
(e.g., hol idays,  spec ia l  lessons, 
ca r i ng  f o r  them a l o t  o f  t he  t ime) .  1 2 3 4 (43) 



57. ( k )  Hy ex-wife was respons ib le  f o r  t h e  
marriage breakdown. 

(1 )  I woul d pay i f I were remi nded 
immediately a f t e r  miss ing  a payment. 

57. (m) I would pay i f  there  were l ega l  
proceedings t o  fo rce  me t o  pay. 

(n) I would pay i f  the  amount o f  t he  
maintenance order  were deducted 
from my wages/sal a r y  by c o u r t  o r d e r .  

(0) I would pay i f I were threatened 
w i t h  imprisonment. 

Don ' t Doesn ' t 
Agree Disagree Know Apply 

(p) I would pay i f  I were sure t h a t  t h e  
money went t o  my c h i l d r e n  and no t  
my ex-wi fe.  1 2 3 4 

(q) Would you please w r i t e  down i n  t h e  space prov ided t h e  most important  reason 
f o r  your not  paying your maintenance order  every month. 

58. I f  you have anyth ing f u r t h e r  you would 1 i k e  t o  b r i n g  t o  our  a t t e n t i o n ,  p lease 
w r i t e  i t  i n  the  space prov ided.  

THANK Y O U  VERY MUCH FOR YOUR HELP!  
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STUDY OF DEFAULTERS 
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1 . 0  I n t r o d u c t i o n  

According t o  t h e  S t e e r i n g  Committee, one of t h e  c o n t e n t i o n s  
of t h e  c o u r t  sys tem i n  A l b e r t a  is  t h a t  d e f a u l t e r s  a r e  v e r y  d i f f i c u l t  
t o  t r a c e  a s  a  group. A s  e f f e c t i v e  enforcement by t h e  c o u r t s  of 
maintenance o r d e r s  i s  p r e d i c a t e d  upon l o c a t i n g  t h e  d e f a u l t e r s ,  t h e  
i s s u e  was of c e n t r a l  concern t o  t h e  Committee. 

The s t u d y  of d e f a u l t e r s  i s  d i v i d e d  i n t o  two p a r t s :  (1)  an 
e f f o r t  t o  t r a c e  a  random sample of d e f a u l t e r s  i n  Calgary and Edmonton 
and (2)  a  s m a l l  s c a l e  su rvey  of t h e  o p i n i o n s  and e x p e r i e n c e s  of 
d e f a u l t e r s  which had been t r a c e d .  

2 .0  O b j e c t i v e s  

There  were t h r e e  o b j e c t i v e s  t o  t h i s  s t u d y :  

(1 )  t o  de te rmine  t h e  p r o p o r t i o n  of d e f a u l t e r s  
who c o u l d  be l o c a t e d ;  ( a )  by s t a n d a r d  means 
( e . g .  t e l e p h o n e  d i r e c t o r i e s ,  Henderson 's  
D i r e c t o r y ,  Motor Vehic le  L i c e n s i n g  Branch) ,  
(b )  by t h e  t r a c i n g  f a c i l i t i e s  o f  t h e  Department 
of S o c i a l  S e r v i c e s  and Community H e a l t h  and,  
( c )  by a  p r o f e s s i o n a l  t r a c i n g  agency 

(2 )  t o  de te rmine  t h e  l e v e l  of d i f f i c u l t y  exper ienced  
by t h e  t r a c i n g  agency i n  i t s  e f f o r t  t o  l o c a t e  
t h e  d e f a u l t e r s  

(3 )  t o  c o l l e c t  d a t a  on t h e  e x p e r i e n c e  and o p i n i o n s  of 
o f  l o c a t e d  d e f a u l t e r s .  T h i s  d a t a  was meant t o  
compliment d a t a  c o l l e c t e d  i n  t h e  Survey of Men. 

3 . 0  Methodology 

3 . 1  Samp 1 i n  g  

3 . 1 . 1  O r i g i n a l  Sample of D e f a u l t e r s  

The p o p u l a t i o n  of d e f a u l t e r s  was d e f i n e d  as a l l  c a s e s  i n  t h e  
Calgary and Edmonton Family Cour t s  which showed no ev idence  of 
payment from November 1979 u n t i l  March 1980. I n  Edmonton 1 5 0  
c a s e s  and i n  Calgary 136 c a s e s  were sampled randomly; t h e  sampl ing 
was concerned w i t h  t h e  sampl ing f o r  t h e  Family Court  Records Study. 



Sample o f  D e f a u l t e r s  Surveyed 

A t o t a l  of 103  d e f a u l t e r s  were t r a c e d  by C . I . R .  r e s e a r c h e r s  
and c o n t a c t e d  by t e lephone .  They were  asked i f  t h e y  would b e  w i l l i n g  
t o  co-operate  by f i l l i n g  o u t  a  q u e s t i o n n a i r e .  T h i r t y - e i g h t  q u e s t i o n n a i r e s  
were r e c e i v e d  g i v i n g  a response  r a t e  of 42%. 

3.2 Research Procedures  

3 .2 .1  T r a c i n g  Procedures  

There  were t h r e e  b a s i c  s t e p s  fo l lowed  i n  t h e  t r a c i n g :  

(1) C . I . R .  r e s e a r c h e r s  used t h e  names and a d d r e s s e s  gained from 
Family Cour t  f i l e s  t o  s t a r t .  They f i r s t  a t t e m p t e d  t o  f i n d  
t h e  men u s i n g  t e l e p h o n e  d i r e c t o r i e s ,  d i r e c t o r y  a s s i s t a n c e  and 
Henderson 's  D i r e c t o r y .  Names which cou ld  n o t  b e  t r a c e d  u s i n g  
t h e s e  methods were r e f e r r e d  t o  t h e  Motor V e h i c l e s  L i c e n s i n g  
Branch. I f  t h e  M.V.L.B. a d d r e s s e s  were d i f f e r e n t  from t h e  
Family Court  f i l e s , a  second a t t e m p t  was made t o  l o c a t e  t h e  
pe rson  u s i n g  t e l e p h o n e  and Henderson 's  d i r e c t o r i e s .  A pe rson  
was o n l y  c o n s i d e r e d  t o  b e  t r a c e d  i f  t h e  r e s e a r c h e r  a c t u a l l y  
t a l k e d  t o  him. 

(2) Names t h a t  were n o t  d e f i n a t e l y  t r a c e d  by C . I . R .  were submi t t ed  
t o  t h e  Miss ing Persons  Branch of t h e  Department of S o c i a l  
S e r v i c e s  and Community H e a l t h .  The Branch t h e n  a t t empted  
t o  t r a c e  t h e s e  peop le ,  a l t h o u g h  c o n s t r a i n t s  on t ime  and s t a f f  
d i d  n o t  a l l o w  them t o  work on abou t  h a l f  of t h e ,  a t  t h a t  t ime ,  
u n t r a c e d  Ca lgary  sample. 

(3) A random sample o f  100  names which had n o t  been t r a c e d  i n  t h e  
f i r s t  two s t e p s  were t h e n  submi t t ed  t o  a p r o f e s s i o n a l  t r a c i n g  
agency. 

3 .2 .2 .  P rocedures  Used i n  t h e  Survey o f  D e f a u l t e r s  

A s  s t a t e d  p r e v i o u s l y ,  t h e  peop le  who were t r a c e d  by C . I . R .  
r e s e a r c h e r s  were  asked t o  complete  q u e s t i o n n a i r e s .  They were mai led 
q u e s t i o n n a i r e s  t o g e t h e r  w i t h  postage-paid  r e t u r n  enve lopes .  A f t e r  a  
two week p e r i o d  t h e  men who had n o t  r e t u r n e d  a q u e s t i o n n a i r e  were 
c o n t a c t e d  a g a i n  by t e lephone .  

3 .3  The Q u e s t i o n n a i r e  

The q u e s t i o n n a i r e  developed f o r  t h e  s u r v e y  of men was used 
i n  t h i s  s u r v e y .  



R e s u l t s  

R e s u l t s  of t h e  Trac ing  E f f o r t  

The r e s u l t s  of t h e  t r a c i n g  e f f o r t  a r e  p r e s e n t e d  i n  Tab le  1. 

TABLE 1 

R e s u l t s  of t h e  T r a c i n g  E x e r c i s e  I 
Trac ing  Agency Calgary Edmonton T o t a l  

% % % 

Traced by C I R  27.2 44 .0  36.0 

Traced by SS & CH 1 . 5  20.7 11.5  

Traced by P r o f .  Agency 50.7 17.3 33.2 

U n t r a c e a b l e  20.6 18 .0  19.2 

No. of Cases  136 150 2 86 

The p r o f e s s i o n a l  t r a c i n g  agency was asked t o  i n d i c a t e  
t h e  l e v e l  of d i f f i c u l t y  t h e y  exper ienced  i n  t r a c i n g  t h e  names 
submi t t ed  t o  them. The r e s u l t s  a r e  p r e s e n t e d  i n  Tab le  2.  

TABLE 2  

D i f f i c u l t y  Exper ienced by 
T r a c i n g  Agency 

Level  of D i f f i c u l t y  Ca lgary  Edmonton T o t a l  
Experienced i n  % % % 
T r a c i n g  

Easy 65.8 70.0 66.7 

F a i r l y  D i f f i c u l t  15:a 30.0 19.4 

D i f f i c u l t  3.8 - 2.8 

N o t  S ta ted  15.4 - 11.1 

No.  of C a s e s  4 5 45 9 0 

Before  i n t e r p r e t i n g  Tab les  1 and 2 ,  a  number of f a c t o r s  
must b e  k e p t  i n  mind: 



There  i s  an e v i d e n t  d i sc repancy  between t h e  succe s s  r a t e  
of t h e  Miss ing Persons  Branch of t h e  Department of S .S .  
and C.H.  i n  t r a c i n g  Edmonton and Calgary c a s e s .  There i s  
a l s o  a cor responding  d i s c r epancy  of t h e  r a t e  of succe s s  of 
t h e  p r i v a t e  t r a c i n g  agency. The f i r s t  can be  exp la ined  by 
t h e  t im ing  of t h e  submission of names t o  S.S.  and C.H. The 
names of Edmonton c a s e s  which w e r e  n o t  t r a c e d  by C . I . R .  were 
submi t ted  f i r s t  and t hose  from Calgary ,  second. Given a 
s h o r t a g e  of s t a f f  i n  t h e  summer and a heavy workload t h e  Missing 
Persons  Branch was a b l e  t o  do a more thorough s ea r ch  of t h e  
Edmonton sample than  t h e  Calgary sample. T h i s  s i t u a t i o n  had 
an e f f e c t  upon t h e  succe s s  rate of t h e  p r i v a t e  t r a c i n g  agency. 
The Edmonton names tended t o  be  more d i f f i c u l t  t o  l oca t e . *  

(2)  Both t h e  Ca lgary  and Edmonton l i s t s  of names submit ted t o  t h e  
p r i v a t e  t r a c i n g  agency were i n  e f f e c t  sub-samples of samples.  
I n  Ca lgary  t h e  sub-sample was 50.5% of t h e  t o t a l  number of 
u n t r a c e a b l e  people .  I n  Edmonton, t h e  percen tage  w a s  84.7%. 

(3) There  were a  number of i n s t a n c e s  where c o n t a c t  w a s  made w i t h  
a r e l a t i v e  of t h e  person i n  q u e s t i o n  (4.4% of t h e  Calgary 
c a s e s  and 2.6% of t h e  Edmonton c a s e s ) ,  who s a i d  t h a t  h e  
had moved ou t  of t h e  count ry  o r  t h a t  h e  had moved ou t  of t h e  
p rov ince  and h i s  p r e s e n t  add re s s  w a s  unknown. These c a s e s  
have n o t  been inc luded  among t h e  l o c a t e d  c a s e s .  

There  w e r e  a  f a i r  number of  c a s e s  bo th  i n  Calgary and Edmonton 
f o r  which t h e  add re s se s  ob t a ined  from Family Court  f i l e s  o r  
from t h e  Veh i c l e  L i cens ing  Branch were c o r r e c t  b u t  which C . I . R .  
r e s e a r c h e r s  cou ld  n o t  conf i rm.  These add re s se s  were confirmed 
by SS & CH o r  by t h e  p r i v a t e  t r a c i n g  agency. I n  o t h e r  words,  
t h e  person  i n  ques t i on  e i t h e r  was n o t  a t  home a t  t h e  t i m e  t h e  
r e s e a r c h e r  te lephoned ( f a i r  a t t e m p t s  w e r e  made), o r  t h e  person  
answering t h e  t e lephone  l i e d ,  by s a y i n g  t h a t  t h e  person i n  
q u e s t  i o n  had moved. 

Given t h e s e  f a c t o r s ,  t h e  ev idence  of t h e  t r a c i n g  e x e r c i s e  
i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  n e a r l y  t h r e e - q u a r t e r s  of d e f a u l t e r s  a r e  r e l a t i v e l y  
easy t o  t r a c e .  T h i s  percen tage  is broken down a s  fo l lows :  

36% l o c a t e d  u s i n g  Family Court  add re s se s  o r  Motor 
Veh i c l e s  L i cens ing  Branch add re s se s  

11.5% l o c a t e d  by SS and CH 

22.2.% termed as ' e a sy '  t r a c e s  by t h e  p r i v a t e  
t r a c i n g  agency 

TOTAL 69.7% 

* I n  a d d i t i o n ,  t h e  T rac ing  agency main ta ined  t h a t  t r a c i n g  i n  
Calgary w a s  e a s i e r  because  of t h e  g r e a t e r  p r e c i s i o n  of l i s t s  
of r e s i d e n c e s .  
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4.2 .1 .1  Length of Time Resident  i n  A l b e r t a  

Almost a l l  of t h e  respondents  (97%) had been r e s i d e n t  
i n  A l b e r t a  f o r  more t han  t h r e e  y e a r s .  

4.2.1.2 Educat ion 

The modal c a t ego ry  f o r  l e v e l  of  educa t i on  (30%) w a s  grade 
1 0  o r  11. The s a m e  number of respondents  had less educa t i on  and 
40% had h i g h  s choo l  educa t i on  o r  b e t t e r .  Th i s  d i s t r i b u t i o n  matched 
t h e  Survey of Men sample c l o s e l y .  

The median age  ca tegory  w a s  4 1  t o  50 and t h e  mean age  w a s  
36.8 y e a r s  ( s t anda rd  d u r a t i o n :  9 . 0 ) .  Th i s  aga in  w a s  n o t  much 
d i f f e r e n t  than  t h e  Survey of Men. 

4.2.1.4 Job S t a t u s  a t  P r e s e n t  

Over 80% of t h e  sample w a s  employed f u l l - t i m e  o r  s e l f -  
employed. However, 14% of t h e  sample i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  they  w e r e  
unemployed; t h i s  compares t o  on ly  4% of t h e  Survey of Men. 

4.2.1.5 Occupation 

The most common occupa t i ona l  c a t e g o r i e s  were s k i l l e d  t r a d e s  
(27%),  c l e r i c a l  sales and s e r v i c e  (14%) and p r o f e s s i o n a l  (11%) .  

4.2.1.6 Percen tage  of Time Employed s i n c e  Divorce 

T h i r t y - f i v e  p e r c e n t  of t h e  sample i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  they  had 
been employed con t i nuous ly  s i n c e  t h e i r  d ivo rce :  t h i s  w a s  on ly  about  
h a l f  t h e  p r o p o r t i o n  found i n  t h e  Survey of Men. 
Near ly  a q u a r t e r  of t h e  sample s a i d  t h a t  t hey  had been employed 
f o r  less t h a n  h a l f  o f  t h e  t i m e .  

4.2.1.7 N e t  Monthly Income 

Over h a l f  of t h e  sample r e p o r t e d  n e t  monthly incomes of 
between $500 and $1000. The mean f o r  t h e  sample who r epo r t ed  t h i s  
f i g u r e  w a s  $1127 ( s t anda rd  d e v i a t i o n :  489) as compared t o  $1505 f o r  
t h e  Survey of  Men. 



TABLE 3  

Persona l  C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of t h e  Sample % 

3 . 1  Length of t i m e  r e s i d e n t  
i n  A lbe r t a  

I one t o  t h r e e  yea r s  

I more than t h r e e  yea r s  

- - - --  

3.2 Education 

Grade 7  o r  l e s s  

Grade 8  o r  9 

Grade 1 0  o r  11 

High School Graduate 

Col lege  C e r t i f i c a t e  o r  
Diploma 

Some Un ive r s i t y  

B.A.  

3 .3  Age 

21 t o  25 y e a r s  

26 t o  30 

31  t o  35 

36 t o  40 

41  t o  50 

over  50 

I No informat ion  2.8 

3.4 Job s t a t u s  a t  p r e sen t  (n=37) 

Se l f  -employed 16.2 

Employed fu l l - t ime  64.9 

Seasona l ly  employed 5.4 

Unemployed 13.5 



~anagerial/Administrative 

Professional 

Professional Support 

Clerical Sales and Service 

Farming 

~anufacturing/construction 

Skilled trades 

Unskilled trades 

I Unemployed 16.2 I 
3.6 Percentage of time employed 

full-time since divorce (n=37) 

3.7 Net Monthly Income (n=33) 

less than $500 6.1 

$501 to 1000 51.5 I 

$1501 to 2000 12.1 

No informat ion 10.8 

3.8 New Relationship of 
Respondent 

I Yes (married) 45.9 1 
Yes (living together) 

No 

3.9 Children from New Relationship 

Yes 42.3 

Not applicable 29.7 

* The occupational categories developed by Alberta Social 
Services and Community Health were used. 
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4.2.1.8 New R e l a t i o n s h i p  of Respondent 

Seventy p e r c e n t  of t h e  responden ts  r e p o r t e d  t h a t  t h e y  had 
formed a new r e l a t i o n s h i p  s i n c e  t h e i r  d i v o r c e .  Two-thirds of 
t h e s e  had re -mar r ied  and t h e  remainder  were l i v i n g  common-law. 

4.2.1.9 C h i l d r e n  from R e l a t i o n s h i p  

F o r t y - t h r e e  p e r c e n t  of t h o s e  who had formed a new 
r e l a t i o n s h i p  s a i d  t h a t  t h e y  had c h i l d r e n  from t h i s  r e l a t i o n s h i p .  

4 .2 .2 .  C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  Prev ious  Mar r iage ,  Divorce  
and Access t o  C h i l d r e n  

4 .2 .2 .1  Divorced,  Separa ted  o r  Formal ly  Separa ted  

Most (84%) of t h e  sample were d ivorced .  

4 .2 .2 .2  Divorced /Separa ted  i n  A l b e r t a  

E i g h t y - t h r e e  p e r c e n t  of t h e  sample were d ivorced  o r  
s e p a r a t e d  i n  A l b e r t a .  

4 .2 .2 .3  C h i l d r e n  from Marr iage 

A l l  t h e  responden ts  r e p o r t e d  c h i l d r e n  from t h e  
mar r iage .  

4.2.2.4 Access t o  C h i l d r e n  Allowed 

Near ly  t h r e e - q u a r t e r s  (71%) i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  a c c e s s  t o  t h e i r  
c h i l d r e n  was,  i n  f a c t ,  a l lowed .  

4.2.2.5 S a t i s f a c t i o n  w i t h  Access Arrangements 

D e s p i t e  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t h r e e - q u a r t e r s  of t h e  sample 
i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  a c c e s s  was a l lowed ,  h a l f  of t h e  responden ts  
i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  t h e y  were d i s a t i s f i e d  w i t h  t h e  a c c e s s  arrangements .  



r- TABLE 4 

C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o f  P r e v i o u s  Mar r iage ,  Divorce  
and Access t o  C h i l d r e n  

4 . 1  Divorced,  Separa ted  o r  
Formal ly  Separa ted  

Divorced 

S e p a r a t e d  

Formal ly  Separa ted  

4.2 ~ i v o r c e d / S e p a r a t e d  i n  
A l b e r t a  o r  Outs ide  o f  P r o v i n c e  (n=36) 

A l b e r t a  83.3 

O u t s i d e  16.7 

I No i n f o r m a t i o n  2.7 

4 .3  C h i l d r e n  from Marr iage (n=37) 

Y e s  

No 

4.4 Access t o  C h i l d r e n  Allowed (n=35) 

Yes 71.4 

No 28.8 

No i n f o r m a t i o n  5 .4  

4.5 S a t i s f a c t i o n  w i t h  Access 
Arrangements 

Yes 

No i n f o r m a t i o n  2.7 



4.2 .3  Amount o f  Maintenance Order and Payment Record 

4 .2 .3 .1  Amount of Order 

The mean amount o f  maintenance o r d e r s  was $170 ( s t a n d a r d  
d e v i a t i o n :  1 1 5 ) .  T h i r t y - f o u r  p e r c e n t  of t h e  sample recorded o r d e r s  
o f  between $101 and $200 p e r  month; 41% recorded  o r d e r s  of less than  
% l o 0  p e r  month and 25% i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  t h e i r  o r d e r s  were over  $200. 

4.2.3.2 Number of Months i n  P a s t  Year t h a t  Order was Paid  

It shou ld  b e  no ted  t h a t  t h e  o r i g i n a l  sample was s e l e c t e d  on t h e  
b a s i s  t h a t  t h e y  had n o t  p a i d  between November 1979 and March 1980. 
Even a l l o w i n g  f o r  a t ime l a g  between t h e  payment of an o r d e r  and t h e  
payment b e i n g  r e c o r d e d ,  none o f  t h e  sample cou ld  have p a i d  t h e i r  o r d e r  
f o r  more t h a n  e i g h t  months of t h e  y e a r  p r e c e d i n g  t h e  su rvey .  

None th less ,46% of t h e  sample s a i d  t h e y  had p a i d  f a r  more t h a n  
e i g h t  months of t h e  y e a r .  Another 35% s a i d  bha t  t h e y  had p a i d  t h e i r  
o r d e r  from one t o  seven  months of t h e  p r e v i o u s  y e a r ,  and 19% s a i d  t h a t  
t h e y  h a d n ' t  p a i d .  

4.2.3.3 Amount o f  Order U s u a l l y  Paid  

The m a j o r i t y  (60%) s a i d  t h a t  t h e y  always p a i d  t h e  f u l l  amount 
and a l l  of t h e  rest who p a i d  something s a i d  t h a t  t h e y  u s u a l l y  p a i d  
t h e  f u l l  amount. 

4.2.3.4 Promptness of Payment 

F i f t y - n i n e  p e r c e n t  o f  t h e  sample s a i d  t h e y  u s u a l l y  o r  always 
p a i d  on t h e  d a t e  p r e s c r i b e d .  Only 11% s a i d  t h e y  u s u a l l y  were  more 
than  a week l a te  i n  paying t h e i r  o r d e r .  

4.2.3.5 Payment S t a t u s  

According t o  Family Court  r e c o r d s  t h e  e n t i r e  sample shou ld  
be  e i t h e r  poor  p a y e r s  o r  non-payers.  None th less ,  a c c o r d i n g  t o  t h e  
response  36% of t h e  sample were e x c e l l e n t  o r  good payers .  Another 
35% were poor  p a y e r s  and on ly  19% were  non-payers.  



TABLE 5 

Amount o f  Maintenance Order and Payment 
Record % 

5 . 1  Amount of Order (n=32) 

$50 o r  less 9.4  

$51  t o  1 0 0  31.3 

$101 t o  200 34.3  

$201 t o  300 12.5  

$301 t o  500 12 .5  

No i n £  ormat  i o n  13 .5  

5 .2  Number of Months i n  
P a s t  Year Order P a i d  (n=37) 

1 2  months 27.0 

10 t o  11 months 8 . 1  

8 t o  9 months 10 .8  

6 t o  7 months 18.9 

3 t o  5 months 13 .5  

1 t o  2 months 2.7 

Non-pay er s 18.9 

-- - - - -- - - 

5 . 3  Amount o f  Order Usua l ly  Pa id  

Always f u l l  amount 

U s u a l l y  f u l l  amount 

No payments 

- - - -- 

5.4 Promptness of Payment 

Always by Date P r e s c r i b e d  

U s u a l l y  by Date P r e s c r i b e d  

U s u a l l y  w i t h i n  a week 

U s u a l l y  more than  a week la te  

No Payments 

5.5 Payment S t a t u s  

E x c e l l e n t  

F a i r  

Poor 

Non-Payers 18.9 



4 .2 .4  Opinions  Concerning Maintenance Order Payments 

4 . 2 . 4 . 1  Payment F a i r  t o  Husband 

The m a j o r i t y  ( 6 0 % )  of t h e  sample thought  t h a t  t h e  
maintenance o r d e r  payment was f a i r  t o  them. 

4.2 .4 .2  Payment F a i r  t o  Ex-Wife 

A g a i n s t h e  m a j o r i t y  ( 5 9 % )  f e l t  t h a t  t h e  amount of t h e  award 
w a s  f a i r  t o  t h e i r  ex-wives. T h i r t y - e i g h t  p e r c e n t  f e l t  i t  was t o o  
much and 22% r e p o r t e d  t h a t  t h e y  d i d n ' t  know. 

4.2.4.3 Payment F a i r  t o  C h i l d r e n  

F i f t y - f i v e  p e r c e n t  o f  t h e  responden ts  r e p o r t e d  t h a t  t h e y  f e l t  
t h a t  t h e  payment was f a i r  t o  t h e i r  c h i l d r e n  and 29% f e l t  t h a t  i t  
wasn ' t  f a i r .  

4.2 .4 .4  Order Based on Earn ings  

F i f t y - s e v e n  p e r c e n t  r e p o r t e d  t h a t  t h e y  thought  t h e  o r d e r  
w a s  based on t h e i r  e a r n i n g s  and 30% i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  t h e y  d i d n ' t  
t h i n k  t h i s  was t h e  c a s e .  

4.2.4.5 Order Based on Wife ' s  Need f o r  Support  

The m a j o r i t y  ( 5 7 % )  thought  t h a t  t h e  o r d e r  w a s  n o t  based on 
t h e i r  w i f e ' s  need f o r  s u p p o r t .  

4.2 .4 .6  R e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  Support  of Ex-Wife 

The responden ts  were unanimous i n  t h e i r  f e e l i n g  t h a t  t h e i r  
ex-wives w e r e  r e s p o n s i b l e  f o r  t h e i r  own s u p p o r t .  

4.2.4.7 R e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  Support  of C h i l d r e n  

Near ly  two- th i rds  ( 6 5 % )  of t h e  sample thought  t h a t  b o t h  t h e y  
and t h e i r  ex-wives were j o i n t l y  r e s p o n s i b l e  f o r  t h e  c h i l d r e n .  Another 
24% f e l t  t h a t  t h e i r  ex-wives should b e  s o l e l y  r e s p o n s i b l e  f o r  t h e  
c h i l d r e n .  



, 
TABLE 6 

Opinions Concerning Maintenance Order Payments I 
6 .1  Payment F a i r  t o  Respondent 

Yes 

6.2 Payment F a i r  t o  Ex-Wife (n=37) 

Yes 58.6 

No ( t o o  much) 37.9 

No ( t o o  l i t t l e )  3.4 

Don' t know 21.6 

6.3 Payment F a i r  t o  Children 

Yea 

No 

Don't know 

Not a p p l i c a b l e  

6.4 Order Based on Earnings 

Yes 

No 

Don ' t Know 

6.5 Order Based on Wife's Need f o r  
Support (n=37) 

Yes 27 .O 

No 56.8 

Don ' t Know 16.2 

6.6 Respons ib i l i t y  f o r  Support of 
Ex-wife (n=37) 

Wife h e r s e l f  100.0 

6.7 Respons ib i l i t y  f o r  Support of 
Chi ldren  '(n=37) 

Husband 

Ex-wif e 

Husband and Ex-wife 



4.2.5 Reasons f o r  t h e  Non-Payment of Maintenance 
Orders and P o t e n t i a l  Reasons f o r  Payment 

Respondents who had n o t  always been r e g u l a r  i n  t h e i r  payment 
were asked whether they agreed o r  d i sagreed  wi th  a  number of 
s ta tements  concerning reasons f o r  n o t  paying o r d e r s  a s  they  
app l i ed  t o  them. Based on Family Court r eco rds  a l l  t h e  respondents  
should have been i n  t h i s  category;  however, only 21 respondents 
o r  57% of t h e  sample considered t h a t  they  were i r r e g u l a r  payers .  
The r e s u l t s  a r e  given i n  Table 7. 

4.2.5.1 Reasons f o r  t h e  Non-Payment of Maintenance Orders 

Three of t h e  fou r  most commonly mentioned reasons  f o r  non- 
payment r e l a t e d  t o  f e e l i n g s  concerning ex-wives. Nearly two-thirds 
(62%) of t h e  respondents  agreed t h a t  t h e  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  of t h e i r  
ex-wife f o r  t h e  marr iage breakdown and t h a t  t h e  money meant f o r  t h e i r  
c h i l d r e n  went i n s t e a d  t o  t h e i r  ex-wife were reasons  f o r  i r r e g u l a r  
payment. I n  a d d i t i o n , t h e  opinion t h a t  t h e i r  ex-wives spend t h e  
money f o o l i s h l y  was given a s  a  reason by n e a r l y  ha l f  (48%) of t h e  
sample. 

The t h i r d  most common reason (mentioned by h a l f  of t h e  sample) 
was t h a t  they  never  saw t h e  c h i l d r e n .  I n a b i l i t y  t o  a f fo rd  t h e  
payments was ranked f i f t h  (43%),followed by t h e  f e e l i n g  t h a t  t he  
ex-wives had enough money t o  support  bo th  h e r s e l f  and t h e  c h i l d r e n  
(38%) and t h e  opinion t h a t  t h e  respondent provides f o r  t h e  c h i l d r e n  
i n  o t h e r  ways. 

About a  q u a r t e r  of t h e  sample agreed t h a t  t h e i r  no longer  
f e e l i n g  c l o s e  t o  t h e i r  c h i l d r e n  (28%) o r  t h a t  t h e i r  s tandard  of 
l i v i n g  was lower than  t h a t  of t h e i r  ex-wives (24%) were reasons  
f o r  non-payment. Fourteen percent  maintained t h a t  they d id  n o t  pay 
because t h e i r  ex-wife agreed t h a t  she no longer  needed t h e  money. 



TABLE 7  

Why Orders  Are Not Pa id  Promptly and Regu l a r l y  

Why Orders  are n o t  
Don't  Not No 

Pa id  Promptly and Agree Disagree  Know App l i cab l e  In format ion  
Regula r ly  

(n=21) 
% % % % % 

Ex-wife r e s p o n s i b l e  f o r  
mar r iage  breakdown 61.9 23.8 4 .8  9 .5  

Money p a i d  f o r  c h i l d r e n  
goes  t o  ex-wife 61.9 9 .5  4.8 23.8 

Never s e e s  c h i l d r e n  50.0  35 .O  1 5  .O 4 .8  

Ex-wife spends money 
f o o l i s h l y  47.6 9 .5  23.8 19 .0  

Can ' t  a f f o r d  t o  pay 
t h e  o r d e r  42.8 28.6 4 .8  23.8 

Ex-wife h a s  enough 
money t o  suppo r t  
h e r s e l f  and 
c h i l d r e n  38.1  19  .O 42.8 

Ex-wife h a s  enough 
money t o  suppo r t  
h e r s e l f  38 .1  9 .5  42.9 

Prov ide  f o r  my 
c h i l d r e n  i n  o t h e r  
ways 35 - 0  25.0 4 .8  

No l onge r  f e e l  
c l o s e  t o  
c h i l d r e n  28.6 57 .1  4 .8  

Standard of l i v i n g  
i s  lower t han  ex- 
wives ' 23.8 19 .6  52.4 4.8 

Ex-wife a g r e e s  t h a t  
she  no l onge r  needs  
t h e  payments 1 4 . 3  38.1  28.6 19 .0  



APPENDIX A 

Reasons given f o r  D i s s a t i s f a c t i o n  wi th  Payment 
Arrangements 



Not enough income f o r  t h e  amount of payment 

Ex-wife would no t  l e t  me see  t h e  c h i l d r e n  when I 
wanted t o  s e e  them 

Agreement was t h a t  support  would be pa id ,  v o l u n t a r i l y ,  
ex-wife completed h e r  degree a t  u n i v e r s i t y  (B. Music). 

Wife 's  income exceeds my own 

Wife d i d  no t  r eques t  f i n a n c i a l  a s s i s t a n c e  from me. The 
government would have re fused  he r  s o c i a l  a s s i s t a n c e  
i f  she  d id  no t  p r e s s  f o r  support .  

I d o n ' t  t h i n k  a man should have t o  support  h i s  ex-wife when 
she  i s  shacked up with o t h e r  males. It i s n ' t  much fun t o  go and 
p ick  up your son and he  doesn ' t  know f o r  s u r e  t o  c a l l  you Dad 
o r  by your f i r s t  name. 

The only t h i n g  missing i n  cou r t  was t h e  kangaroo s u i t .  Too 
many d e t a i l s  t o  expla in .  

Because I f e e l  I worked hard f o r  what I had, and she was t h e  
blame I had t o  s e l l  my land and i t  l e f t  me i n  a very  sad 
p o s i t i o n ,  no home, nothing.  Now I had t o  s t a r t  a l l  over  and 
s t i l l  pay. 

Paying ou t  too  much money. Wife l e f t  me. Do n o t  want t o  pay. 

I f  I could a f f o r d  t o  i t  would be a l r i g h t  bu t  I c a n ' t .  There 
was no mention about being a b l e  t o  s ee  my k i d s  i n  c o u r t .  I 
could see  them i f  my wife  is p re sen t  o r  pa ren t s .  But never 
do I g e t  t o  t a k e  them out .  I t ' s  n o t  f a i r -  

Making payments through Family Court was s a t i s f a c t o r y .  However, 
no s a t i s f a c t i o n  was rece ived  from Family Court r e :  problems 
of acces s  t o  our  c h i l d .  



APPENDIX B 

Reasons Given f o r  Paying Maintenance Order 
Regularly 



The f a c t  t h a t  i t  was t h e  amount set by t h e  Divorce Court 
a t  t h e  t i m e  of d ivo rce ,  f o r  my ex-wife and f i v e  year  o l d  
daughter .  

I f  our  marr iage  had n o t  ended i n  d ivo rce  my ex-wife and my son 
would have been completely f i n a n c i a l l y  dependent on m e .  

Wife app l i ed  f o r  d ivo rce  and h e r  lawyer asked f o r  i t .  

I am t h e i r  f a t h e r .  

Have t o  . 
I love  my c h i l d r e n  and don ' t  want them t o  do wi thout .  

Proper w e l f a r e  of my daughter .  

For t h e  c h i l d r e n ' s  b e n e f i t .  

Because t h e  c o u r t s  ordered m e  t o ;  a s  s h e  i s  l i v i n g  i n  
C a l i f o r n i a .  

I was ordered t o  pay. 

Don't  want t o  g i v e  up 15 years  of c a r e e r  i n  R.C.M. P o l i c e .  

Did no t  want t o  go t o  j a i l .  But i f  they  t r y  t o  make m e  pay 
now I w i l l  go t o  j a i l ,  no more money no t  even i n  t h e  bank. 

J u s t  f o r  t h e  k i d s .  

I l o v e  my c h i l d r e n  ve ry  much and a l s o  they  a r e  ve ry  c l o s e  t o  
m e .  My boys l i s t e n  t o  me very c l o s e l y  and they  always say  
mother always g e t  m a d ,  smokes and d r i n k s  too  much. 

The w e l f a r e  of my c h i l d r e n  i f  t h e  money i s  pu t  towards t h e  
c h i l d r e n .  

For t h e  c h i l d r e n .  

I f  I know t h a t  my c h i l d  ga ins  from i t .  It would be  s o  she 
could have a  b e t t e r  l i f e .  

Order by c o u r t .  

I f  I don ' t  she  w i l l  t ake  another  t r i p  from Europe t o  Canada 
and go t o  c o u r t .  

To h e l p  t o  suppor t  c h i l d .  



APPENDIX C 

Reasons Given f o r  Not Paying Maintenance Orders Regular ly  



I have p a i d  f o r  he r  house! I assumed a l l  ou r  deb t s .  
I have one of t h e  c h i l d r e n  l i v i n g  w i t h  m e .  

Couldn ' t  a f f o r d  i t / ~ u t u a l  agreement w i t h  ex-wife. 

The money d o e s n ' t  go towards t h e  c h i l d r e n ' s  w e l f a r e  
i t s  goes  t o  - h e r  bank account .  

I was l e f t  w i t h  a l l  b i l l s  from t h i s  mar r iage ,  she  h a s  
had two i n h e r i t a n c e s  s i n c e .  She w a s  t h e  c ause  of  mar r iage  
breakdown. 

My ex-wife had agreed  t o  terms w i t h  me as s t a t e d  on p e t i t i o n ,  
bu t  she  n e g l e c t e d  t h e  most impor tan t  one t o  me! My acce s s  t o  
9 son. She h a s  r emar r i ed ,  moved o u t  of  t h e  p rov ince  somewhere 
and r e f u s e s  t o  even t e l l  m e  h e r  new name, l e t  a l o n e  s e e  o r  even 
l e t  me know how my son  is.  

Wife does  n o t  r e c e i v e  t h e  money I pay t h e  c o u r t  no r  does  she  
want i t .  

Due t o  l a c k  of funds .  My f i n a n c i a l  r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  a r e  t o  my 
p r e s e n t  f ami ly  and n o t  t o  my ex-wife. 

Because she  h a s  been l i v i n g  w i t h  o t h e r  males a t  d i f f e r e n t  t imes  
and I d o n ' t  b e l i e v e  I should have t o  suppo r t  them. 

She took  o f f  o u t  of t h e  p rov ince  and I d o n ' t  know where my c h i l d  
is .  

Not a l lowed t o  s e e  c h i l d r e n .  

Refer  t o  33 a l s o  never  s e e  c h i l d r e n  as t o  involvement c a u s e s  
never  end ing  problems w i t h i n  me, h e r ,  h e r  husband, h e r  mother e t c  
I ' m  going t o  s t a y  away and I ' m  n o t  paying a dime. 

I f e e l  my ex-wife g o t  more than  h e r  s h a r e  and she  w a s  always 
working f u l l  t ime ,  now she  on ly  works p a r t  t ime because s h e  no 
l onge r  needs  more. 

My wi f e  walked o u t  on me. I d i d  n o t  f o r c e  t o  l e a v e  s o  I w i l l  
n o t  pay suppo r t .  

Not i n t e r e s t e d .  

Have n o t  been working and i f  I w a s  I probab ly  cou ld  no t  a f f o r d  t o  
pay t h e  f u l l  $200 eve ry  month p l u s  c a n ' t  s e e  my k i d s .  

I n  1970-71 t h e  above q u e s t i o n s  on ly  a p p l i e s  because I w a s  un- 
employed from 1970-71. 

I l l n e s s  and /o r  l a c k  of work. Attended Sait two months p e r  y e a r  
t o  complete Journeymans Carpen te r  program. 



Maintenance payents  were suspended by m e  f o r  a b r i e f  per iod  
when my ex-wife denied m e  a cces s  t o  my daughter .  They resumed 
aga in  a f t e r  a Family Court hea r ing .  

Not allowed t o  know where my k i d s  a r e .  Even whi le  I was paying 
so  t h a t ' s  why 1 q u i t .  

A l l  c h i l d r e n  no longer  l i v e  a t  home and a l l  a r e  working, e t c .  

The payment of money may f a l l  upon a per iod  i n  which t h e r e  i s  
an i n c r e a s e  of cash pay ou t s .  



APPENDIX D 

General Comments 



My ex-wife h a s  o n l y  one c h i l d ,  a d a u g h t e r  i n  h e r  cus tody .  T h i s  
daughte r  was five y e a r s  of age  a t  t h e  t i m e  of d i v o r c e .  I have t h r e e  
sons  i n  my c u s t o d y ,  a g e s  a t  t i m e  of d i v o r c e  were 1 4 ,  1 3  and 1 0 .  There  
was a l s o  a n  o l d e r  s o n  i n  our  f a m i l y ,  age  15.  A t  age  1 6  h e  was permi t t ed  
t o  l e a v e  home. 

A t  t h e  t i m e  o f  our  s e p a r a t i o n  my w i f e  was hav ing  
r e l a t i o n s h i p  w i t h  a n o t h e r  man. A t  t h e  d i v o r c e  t r i a l  s h e  admi t t ed  
a d u l t e r y .  

It i s  my p e r s o n a l  b e l i e f  ( a t  t h a t  t ime)  t h a t  t h i s  w a s  
u n f o r g i v a b l e  and i n  f a c t  I s t i l l  b e l i e v e  so .  My b e l i e f  fo l lowed t h e  
t r a i n  of a  f a m i l y  u n i t  w i t h o u t  any v a r i a n c e  whatsoever .  There  i s  n o t  
a trauma as d e m o r a l i z i n g  t o  anyone as t h e  d i s i n t e g r a t i o n  of a fami ly .  

My w i f e  i n  o u r  16% y e a r s  of mar r iage  never  worked o u t s i d e  
t h e  home w i t h  t h e  e x c e p t i o n  of t h e  l a s t  t h r e e  o r  f o u r  months. Our 
communications eroded t o  n i l  i n  t h o s e  l a s t  t h r e e  o r  f o u r  months. I n  
t o d a y ' s  world  i t  cannot  b e  s a i d ,  "Home i s  where t h e  mother i s  at". 
The s u c c e s s f u l  woman today i s  n o t  looked a t  as a w i f e ,  a homemaker o r  
a mother ,  b u t  as a c o m p e t i t o r  i n  some o t h e r  walk of l i f e .  The mother 
and housewife  o f  t h e  p a s t  was more a p r o f e s s i o n a l  than  any o t h e r  
p o s s i b l e  p o s i t i o n  today.  I n  f a c t ,  t h e y  were p r o f e s s i o n a l s  i n  a 
g r e a t  number of f i e l d s .  They were cooks ,  seamstresses, homemakers, 
g a r d e n e r s ,  c l e a n i n g  l a d i e s ,  n u r s e s ,  c o u n s e l l o r s  and on and on.  However, 
todays  world  h a s  t a k e n  t h i s  away f rom women and t h e  r e s u l t  shows up 
i n  broken f a m i l i e s  and d i v o r c e  c o u r t s .  There  remains  no p r i d e  n o r  
s a t i s f a c t i o n  i n  b e i n g  p r o f e s s i o n a l s  i n  t h e  home. 

It is  my p e r s o n a l  f e e l i n g  a l s o ,  I w i l l  n o t  e v e r  marry 
a g a i n .  I n  J u l y  of 1961 w e  were m a r r i e d  s imply by hav ing  a  few blood 
tests and buy ing  a mar r iage  l i c e n c e .  I n  1978 t h e  c o u r t  of t h e  n a t i o n  
b e a r s  down on u s ,  s h r e a d i n g  e v e r y  p o s s i b l e  g a i n  we cou ld  have made. 
It seems u t t e r l y  r i d i c u l o u s  t h e  church  marries them o r  t h e  J . P .  
and t h e  c o u r t s  d i v o r c e  them. 

T r u s t i n g  t h i s  w i l l  be  o f  some v a l u e  i n  your s t u d y  and 
r e s e a r c h .  Thanking you. 

I hope t h a t  t h i s  is  t h e  las t  I see of  t h i s  t y p e  of q u e s t i o n n a i r e .  

S i n c e  ex-wife i s  r e m a r r i e d ,  n o t  f e e l  s h e  needs  t h e  c h i l d  s u p p o r t .  
I t h i n k  h e r  p r e s e n t  husband should be  r e s p o n s i b l e .  

The c h i l d r e n  were abandoned by t h e i r  mother t o  t h e  c a r e  of t h e i r  
m a t e r n a l  grandmother.  S i n c e  t h e n  I have t a k e n  and l o s t  two custody 
p roceed ings .  I have been den ied  a c c e s s  t o  t h e  c h i l d r e n  i n  t h e  p a s t  
and p a r t i c u l a r l y  s i n c e  1973. S i n c e  t h e  d e a t h  of my mother i n  1975, 
t h e  t h r e e  c h i l d r e n  i n h e r i t e d  o v e r  $100,000.00 between them. There  
a r e  two payments remain ing  on t h e  youngest  c h i l d  b e f o r e  h e  r e a c h e s  
t h e  age  o f  m a j o r i t y .  I may n o t  b e  a b l e  t o  r e c o g n i z e  him because  I 
have n o t  s e e n  him s i n c e  1974. 



A s  I s t a t e d ,  my ex-wife was t h r e e  months pregnant  when I f i r s t  m e t  
h e r ,  w e  had t h e  c h i l d  and t h e  c h i l d  and myself became ve ry  c l o s e  
through t h e  t h r e e  y e a r s  w e  l i v e d  toge the r .  That f i n a l  year  w e  l i v e d  
toge the r  my ex-wife had l e f t  m e  two prev ious  t i m e s ,  s t a y i n g  away 
f o r  a s  long  a s  a  week a t  a  t i m e .  The t h i r d  t i m e  she  l e f t  I was working 
on t h e  o i l  r i g s  and s e n t  t o  no r the rn  A lbe r t a  be fo re  she  r e tu rned .  
I agreed t o  send support  money f o r  t h e  c h i l d  vo lun ta ry ,  and d i d  send 
$50 t o  $100 a  month. When t h e  r i g  s h u t  down and I r e tu rned  t o  v i s i t  
t h e  c h i l d ,  I was t o t a l l y  upse t .  The c h i l d  was s tuck  out  on t h e  farm 
wi th  i t s  grandparen ts  wearing ha rd ly  no th ing  more than r a g s ,  running 
nose and about  a s  d i r t y  a s  one of t h e  p i g s  i n  t h e  pen. My ex-wife 
was i n  town s i t t i n g  i n  t h e  l o c a l  h o t e l  having a  good t ime.  A t  t h a t  
t i m e  I r e fused  t o  pay suppor t  money vo lun ta ry ,  a s  I be l ieved  t h e  c h i l d  
was r e c e i v i n g  none of i t  f o r  i t s  needs.  I v i s i t e d  t h e  c h i l d  f a i r l y  
r e g u l a r  f o r  a  couple  of months a f t e r  t h a t ,  b u t  t h e  p a r t i n g s  extremely 
d i f f i c u l t  f o r  bo th  of us .  I decided then t h a t  i t  might b e  b e t t e r  t o  cu t  
out  a l l  v i s i t i n g ,  r a t h e r  than have t h e  c h i l d  g e t t i n g  i t s  hopes up of 
when I could r e t u r n  (working on t h e  r i g s  you have no r e g u l a r  days o f f ) ,  
and t h e  breaking  up when I had t o  l eave .  A s  f o r  maintenance payments 
I d o n ' t  r e a l l y  know, when my ex-wife l e f t  m e  w e  were about $5000 i n  
deb t  and noth ing  t o  show f o r  i t .  It took c l o s e  t o  two yea r s  f o r  m e  
and my p r e s e n t  w i f e  t o  pay t h e  d e b t s  o f f .  Sometimes I f e e l  maintenance 
payments - i f  too  h igh  a r e  worse than  a  j a i l  sentence.  I f  you remarry 
and a r e  s t r u g g l i n g  t o  support  one fami ly  and have t o  pay suppor t  money 
f o r  ano the r  fami ly ,  t h i s  is doing noth ing  bu t  making your p re sen t  wi fe  
and fami ly  - a y  f o r  a  mistake you made i n  t h e  p a s t .  

My lawyer Linda Gaudet i n  Calgary i s  i n  t h e  process  of t r y i n g  t o  g e t  
my ex-wife t o  s i g n  t o  s e l l  t h e  house o r  go t o  c o u r t  t o  see i f  t h e  Judge 
w i l l  s ay  t o  se l l  t h e  house. A l l  t h e  k i d s  a r e  married o r  common law. 

Most of t h e  maintenance ques t i ons  do n o t  apply  t o  m e  - because I 
bought h a l f  of our  bus iness  from h e r ,  and thus  am paying h e r  
t h a t  way. 

More t ime should be spent  a s  t o  who I should g e t  custody of t h e  
c h i l d r e n  a l s o  v i s i t i n g  r i g h t s  should be enforced t h e  same a s  
payments . 
I f e e l  c o u r t s  d o n ' t  t ake  t h e  t i m e  t o  ensure  proper  o r d e r s  a r e  i s sued  
s a t i s f a c t o r y  t o  bo th  p a r t i e s .  Should she  r e f u s e  t o  comply wi th  order  
I should n o t  have t o  pay f o r  t hose  d a t e s  acces s  was re fused .  Persons 
with f a r  g r e a t e r  incomes than  mine pay l e s s .  No maintenance should 
be  made t o  h e r  when house and belongings turned over  t o  he r .  Orders 
a r e  d i f f i c u l t  f o r  p o l i c e  t o  a c t  on without  f u r t h e r  documentation causing 
lengthy  d e l a y s  i n  ob t a in ing  custody f o r  per iod  p re sc r ibed  - by then 
i t s  too  l a t e .  I f e e l  c o u r t  took advantage of my p o s i t i o n .  

I b e l i e v e  t h e  p a r t n e r  being sued f o r  d ivo rce  should be  informed of 
t h e  c o u r t  d a t e  and c h i l d  custody hea r ings  by t h e  lawyer o r  by t h e  
c o u r t s .  

My p r e s e n t  w i f e ' s  ex-spouse h a s  n o t  made any maintenance payments 
f o r  some t i m e .  The c o u r t s  should be  more s t r i c t  on t h e  matter of 
de l inquen t  payments i . e .  contempt of c o u r t  charges .  



My wi fe  has been pushing f o r  an inc rease  i n  my payments. 
My payments would be on time and i n  f u l l  i f  I could af ford  
i t  and were a b l e  t o  l i v e  my l i f e  without he r  p e r s i s t a n c e  
of money. 

Current ly making up t o  da te  payments inc luding  a r r e a r s  on a  
monthly b a s i s  ( s ince  Feb/79 t o  now). Have no t  seen ch i ld ren  
s i n c e  d ivorce  based on agreement wi th  ex-wife (verbal)  t h a t  
i f  I d i d n ' t  use v i s i t i n g  p r i v i l e g e s  then she wouldn't p re s s  
t o  enforce  maintenance order .  Agreed upon but  she d i d n ' t  
keep h e r  end of bargain.  

My ex-wife wants t o  have her  cake and e a t  it. I f e e l  I have 
a  r i g h t  t o  a  house and home f o r  my family.  I b u i l t  my house 
wi th  own hands because I could n o t  a f f o r d  t o  buy one. 

I th ink  the  laws need a l o t  of c o r r e c t i n g  a s  t o  who is l e f t  
w i th  b i l l s ,  no t  signed by wife.  But she  is  s t i l l  a b l e  t o  
r ece ive  h a l f  of a l l  you have t h i s  c o s t  me my home and d i g n i t y  
a s  she caused t h e  bankruptcy with t h e  law on her  s i d e .  

The Alber ta  Welfare Department should ensure t h a t  an ex-spouse 
i s  doing every th ing  wi th in  c a p a b i l i t y  t o  support  themselves r a t h e r  than 
depend on Government funds. There i s  no d i f f e r e n c e  from them and 
a married couple t r y i n g  t o  make ends meet. It i s  odd t h a t  
women do no t  ask  f o r  "equal r i g h t s "  when it  comes t o  Divorce Court.  

What f o r ?  Nothing he lps .  

The c o u r t s  should t a k e  time t o  f i n d  ou t  why payments a r e  not  
made, be fo re  making judgment and cour t  o rde r s .  The defendant 
may have ve ry  good reason f o r  no t  paying, but  c a n ' t  exp la in  i n  
cour t  because t h e i r  mind has  a l ready been made up, t h a t  person is 
g u i l t y .  

I f  I were t o  s t a r t  paying my wife  would n o t ,  l e t  me see  my ch i ld ren  
anyway and when I do ge t  t o  s e e  them i ts  always on he r  terms. I 
never g e t  t o  t a k e  them by myself a f t e r  a l l  they a r e  ha l f  mine. 

I know I wasn' t  i n  t h e  wrong and she turned on me and had 
me thrown ou t .  But I d id  have a  few chances t o  throw h e r  out  
when she was running around. But I ' m  no t  t h a t  s o r t  of a  person. 
So he r  lawyer helped her  out  we l l ,  and I f o o t  t h e  b i l l .  That i s  
j u s t i c e !  

Three out  of t h e  fou r  ch i ld ren  a r e  married and t h e  youngest i s  grown. 
She i s  supported by wel fare  and common law husband t h e r e f o r e  I see  
no reason why I should s t i l l  pay. She i s  a h a i r d r e s s e r  and could 
make a f a i r  l i v i n g ,  but  would r a t h e r  s i t  and c o l l e c t  t h e  money. 

I f e e l  I have not  de fau l t ed  i n  any way and nobody seems t o  c a r e  
about how I j u s t i f y  why I don ' t  make my maintenance payments. My 
reason is  simple and very important t o  me. No access ,  no payment! 
A t  such time I rega in  access  I would g l ad ly  resume my payments. I 
have thought about a  t r u s t  account i n  my sons name t o  poss ib ly  pay 
my payments i n t o  i t  i n  t h e  meantime, t h i s  way I know he  w i l l  r ece ive  
it someday. I was ordered t o  pay maintenance f o r  my c h i l d  I don ' t  
know where he is! DO YOU?? 
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