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FOREWORD

There is little reliable information about the extent to which
separated and divorced husbands (or, but rarely, wives) do or do
not pay for the support of thelr separated and divorced spouses
and for the support of the children who are dependent upon the
couple; about the reasons why some husbands pay and others do not;
or about the consequences of the burden of payment, on the one hand,
or of the failure toc pay on the other. The reports contained in
these two volumes will materially add to the available information
on these subjects, and the Institute of Law Research and Reform is
therefore pleased to issue them. We hope that the reports will be
of interest to a diverse audience: those who make decisions about
legal and social policy, professionals in the areas of family law,
the administration of justice, social policy, social assistance,
social work, and those who suffer from the problems of payment and
non-payment.,

The technical reports in Volume 2 were prepared by the researchers,
The Canadian Institute for Research, who were left free to analyze and
interpret the data discovered by thelr research. The summary report
in Volume 1 was prepared jointly by the researchers and the project's
Steering Committee; it summarizes the effect of the technical reports
for the benefit of those who do not read the technical reports and
for the benefit of those who wish to have informed access to them.
Opinions expressed in the reports are accordingly the opinions of
those who expressed them and are not necessarily the opinions of the
Institute.

For reasons of modesty, the acknowledgements later in this
volume cannot recognize the work of the Steering Committee {in which
my participation was for liaison and business. purposes) and the
researchers. The Steering Committee supervised the design and
implementation of the complex and ambitious research programme and
the preparation of the reports, giving generously of their time and
expertise over a period in excess of 2 years, and the project would
not have been possible without them. Mr. Rick Powell, the principal
investigator, and his colleagues carried through with distinction the
research work itself and its analysis and the preparation of the reports.

W. H. Hurlburt
Director
The Institute of Law Research and Reform

March 1981
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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. TIts 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 ome 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 waintenance 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.



If the husband was the petitioner, maintenance was less likely to be
granted.

If adultery was cited as a ground for divorce and the husband was the
petitioner, maintenance was less likely to be granted, If the wife was
the petitioner and adultery cited, maintenance was more likely to be
granted.

The income of the husband was strongly associated with the amount of
awards to both the wife and children; there was no assoclation between
the income of the wife and the amount of the award.

The amount of awards to children in cases which the wife was receiving
social assistance tended to be lower than in other cases.

The survey of women indicated that about half of all maintenance orders
in Calgary were paid up at the time of the study. However only about 2
third of the ex-husbands paid their orders every month and in the full
amount. About 30% of the women interviewed said that their husbands/
ex-husbands had paid nothing in the past year.

Thirty-eight percent of the Edmonton and Lethbridge cases had made all
their payments over the duration of the case. Twenty-three percent of the
Edmonton and 7% of the Lethbridge cases had made no payments at all over
the duration of the cases,

Enforcement proceedings are commonly initiated in Family Courts: 87%
of the cases in Edmonton and 74% in Calgary showed evidence of some enforce-
ment .

There was some evidence that enforcement proceedings are followed through
in many instances. Forty percent of the Edmonton cases contalned unserved
summonsges an 147 contained unserved warrants.

About 70% of a random sample of defaulters in Edmonton and Calgary were
traced without using extensive tracing procedures.

There was some evidence that poor record-keeping affected enforcement.

The initiatien of enforcement was more common in the 34% of cases in which
researchers were able to locate ledger cards in Calgary than the cases for
which no ledger card could be found.

The survey of women indicated that there is a lack of faith in the efficiency
of enforcement among many women and that this may cause some not to
file a complaint,

Comments made by men suggest that better enforcement may lead to consider-
able resistance.

Low income appeared to be associated with irregular payment of maintenance
orders but not with non-payment in the survey of men.

Maintenance orders for marriages of long duration were better paid than for
marriages of short duration.



There was some evidence that larger malntenance orders were better paid
than smaller orders.

There was no statistical evidence that dissatisfaction with access arrange-
ments was assoclated with irregular or non-payment. However there were
some respondents in the men's survey who gave this as their most important
reasomn.

The majerity of both men and women interviewed gave a continued sense of
responsibility for the children as the main reason for regular payment.

Fear of enforcement proceedings was not a major reason for payment among men.

Inability teo afford payments was a major reason given by men for non-payment.
However, the question of 'affordability’'® is relative: it depends upon the
priority accorded by men to maintenance obligation relative to other financial
obligations.

There was a great amount of missing information in Supreme Court files.
This information included: incomes of each spouse, employment status,
assets and debts and whether or mot a spouse was on soclal assistance.

It seemed unlikely that the courts received sufficient validated evidence
to review the fairness and appropriateness of the minutes of settlement.

Information relating to income, assets, debts, and employment was recorded
very rarely in the files of all four Family Courts visited. Record keeping
systems varied from court to court and there was considerable evidence

that ledger cards were not maintained well in Calgary and Grande Prairie
courts,

There was widespread dissatisfaction with the legal proceedings comnected
with the granting of awards and enforcement by both men and wemen.

At the time of the granting of a decree nisi about one third of the

wives were on social assistance. No trends in this pattern were dis-
covered over the eipht years of files reviewed in the Supreme Court
Study. The Family Court Study revealed that about a quarter of the women
were on social assistance at the time of the first show cause hearing,

In the survey of women, it was found that 217% were on social assistance
at the time of the study.



SUMMARY REPORT

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

INTRODUCTION

Background

The increasing rate of marital breakdown in Camada (and in
Alberta in particular), and the resulting problems associated
with matrimonial and child support have heen of great concern to
law makers, law reformers, the legal profession and provincial
and federal social agencles. There has been, among these groups,
a general recognition of the need to reassess the laws, legal
procedures and governmental policies related to matrimonial
and child support. Nometheless, it was also recognized that there
was almost no reliable information available to define the nature
and extent of the problem; let alone provide an adequate information

base to guide a reassessment and reform process.

The Institute of Law Research and Reform has had a long
standing interest in the problems of inter-spousal support, and in
September 1976 established the Committee on Matrimonial and Child
Support. The Committee on Matrimonial and Child Support's interest
was to investigate reasons for the shortcomings of the existing
system of matrimonial and child support, with a view to recommending
alterations in the guiding legislation and administrative procedures
of central elements of the present system.

The Committee identified two systems of matrimonial and child
support. There is a public system which comes to the aid of
families of ostensibly lowest income and assets, and a private
system whose characteristics - whether successes or failures - are
largely unknown. Almost certainly failures in the private system
as evidenced through default on obligations place increasing strain
on the public system. Dependent spouses may seek public subsidy,
as it has the benefit of being paid regularly without risk of
default, instead of pursuing their rights against their spouses.
In effect, this means that the state assumes the legal obligations
of the husband to maintain his wife and childremn.

The higher projected rate of marital breakdown will almost
certainly place increasing stralns on both public and private support
systems. Therefore, it was thought to be important to establish
whether there were any policy and legal changes which could mitigate
the pressures on both support systems. These changes could not be
considered because-of the dearth of available information on the incidence
of regular payment of and default on maintenance orders, why some orders
are paid regularly and others are not, the perceived and actual effective-
ness of the legal process and the extent and effectiveness of current
enforcement procedures.



Given the lack of data on many areas associated with maintenance,
the main focus of this study was intended to be descriptive rather than
analytical., That is to say, an attempt has been made to describe, in as
comprehensive a way as possible, what is, rather than to analyze why it
is so. Some of the data, nonetheless, 1s relevant to policy analysis
because it may lead to a better understanding of the problem in its many
aspects and an assessment of alternative ways of dealing with it.



ATMS OF THE STUDY

There were seven major alms to the study. These are described
below together with brief explanations as to why the Committee on
Matrimonial and Child Support thought them to be Important.

1. To develop a profile of people involved in
malntenance orders.

As has been suggested in the background to the study, the Committee
wanted much more information on both parties involved in the
matrimonial support system. Part of this information was basic
data such as age, education, income, residence and so on.

2. To examine factors relating to the granting of maintenance
ayards and to the amount of such awards.

The divorce and separation laws specify that amount of maintenance
awarded should be determined mainly by two factors: the ability of
the one spouse to pay and the financial need of the other spouse
and dependent children. The Committee was interested in finding out
how well these criteria have been applied in practice together with
any other criterla that may affect the awarding of maintenance and
the amounts of such awards.

3. The incidence of payment and non-payment of maintenance
orders.

The Committee was aware that the incldence of default on
maintenance orders was high in Alberta, but there were no data
available to indicate the extent of the problem. As such, the
development of reliable and valid estimates of the frequency of
default was of great priority.

4, The relationship between enforcement and payment.

Much of the public attention on the payment and default on
maintenance orders has focussed on the matter of enforcement.
Therefore, it was of considerable importance to determine the extent
to which maintenance orders are enforced, and, if possible, to
determine how effectlve enforcement has been, and how effective
increased enforcement procedures would be.

5. TFactors relating to and the reasons for payment
and non-payment of maintenance awards,

Do men renege on their maintenance obligations because they cannot

afford to fulfill them? Is it because of dissatisfaction with

custody or access arrangements? Or is it because they feel that their
legal obligations will not be enforced? These were some of the questions
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asked by the Committee. However, there was little data available to
determine why some men pay and why some men do not pay. The Committee
felt that the answers to such questions would be of great relevance to
law reform and policy making.

6. The adequacy of the system of court administration
relating te the granting of orders and thelr
subsequent enforcement.

As maintenance orders are granted by courts and enforced through
courtsl the Committee thought that in the interest of fairness and
efficlency in making the original orders and for collection proceedings,
the courts need accurate information on the addresses and finances of
the parties.

7. Marriage breakdown and social assistance.

As stated in the introduction, one of the major concerns of govermments
relating to marriage breakdown is its effect upon social assistance
payments. VWhile some estimates are available on the number of single
parent families on social asslstance, the Committee felt it Important
to gailn more information on this issue.

Regsearch Strategy

The Committee decided to concentrate on three sources of data
for a study on matrimonial and child support: records avallable
in Supreme Courts,? records available in Family Courts, and the people
who are actually involved in the payment or receipt of maintenance
orders. It is important to recoguize that the three sources of data
represent separate but interlocking 'populations' in the statistical
sense of the word. Some, but by no means all, of the malntenance orders
made in Supreme Courts are registered in Family Courts for the purposes
of enforcement, Family Courts may also grant maintenance awards. To
complicate the situation, there are people who pay and receive payment
on & voluntary basis: such cases may not be recorded in either the
Supreme or Family Courts.

As a result, each of the three sources of data represented
‘populations’ from which some of the research questions could be
answered, but none of the three represented a 'population' which could
answer a2ll of the questions. The court files, besides not contalning
information relsting to the 'human' side of the issue, represented
incomplete 'populations' for the purposes of study. People involved
in paying and receiving payment from maintenance orders, while
representing a whole 'population’, could not be assumed to provide
informed responses to several of the objectives which related to the
administration of justice.

s e 7o i g e 3 e e o ok

Maintenance orders are granted by the courts on the basils of what is
adduced before the court. The court hears a cause between an applicant
and a respondent each of whom presents grounde for the remedy they seek.
The court orders a remedy. 1In Alberta enforcment, in practice, rests
with the party in whose favour an order is made.

2 In July 1979, Alberta Supreme Courts were amalgamated with District Courts
to form the Alberta Courts of Queen’'s Bench. As almost all of the records
used in the study were Supreme Court records, the report will refer to what
is now the Court of Queen’s Bench, as the Supreme Court,.



The Steering Committec on Matrimonial and Child Support decided
at the outset that the study should use multiple data sources to
portray, in effect, several different snap-shots of the same phenomenon.
Each snap-shot would be incomplete, but together they would provide
a full picture. It is for this reason that the detailed results of the
study have been written up in five separate technical reports.

The five separate efforts for recollecting data are described
below. Readers who are interested in the technical aspects of design
strategy and sampling are urged to consult the varlous technical reports.

l. Study of Supreme Court Records

This study was based on a random sample of over B00 records located
in Edmonton and Calgary Supreme Courts. The research was restricted to
divorce cases which were filed between 1972 and 1979. The primary aims
of this facet of research were to (a) identify the proportion of divorce
cases containing maintenance awards and certain characteristics of these
cases, (b} to examine factors which relate to the granting of awards and
to the amounts cof maintenance awarded,

2. Study of Family Court Records

Family Court also awards maintenance under the Domestic Relations
Act to separated spouses, and may enforce payments of orders issued by
the Supreme Court. Family Courts maintain files of maintenance orders
under their jurisdiction together with ledger cards which constitute
a record of payment. Over 800 randomly sampled files were examined in
Calgary and Edmonton. In addition, another 155 files were sampled in
Lethbridge and Grande Prairie Family Courts.

The main purposes of the Family Court Records study were to:
a) describe the main characteristics of maintenance orders made by
and/or enforced through Family Court: p) determine the incidence of
payment and non-payment; ¢) examine factors relating to enforcement
and payment of orders; and ) examine factors relating the payment
and non-payment of maintenance arders.

3. Survey of Women

This study was based on a door-to-door survey of about 200 women
in Calgary and Edmonton who indicated that they were (or should have
hcen) receiving payment on maintenance orders. In order to find these
women more than 13,000 households were visited. The sampling design
was based on a random, cluster sampling procedure,
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This study was carried out to discover: a) the incidence of payment

or default; b) the incidence of soclal assistance as a result of
marriage breakdown; ¢} the opinions of women concerning the granting
and enforcement of maintenance; and d) common problems and experiences
of women relating to the payment or non-payment of malntenance orders.

4. Survey of Men

Initially the survey of men was carried on at the same time and
using the same procedure as the survey of women. However, because of
a very high rate of refusal and research deadlines, the sampling
procedure was medified. As a result, the final sample of
262 men was not random, but a relatively good cross—-section
of good and pcor payers of maintenance orders was obtained.

This survey was carried out to: a) find out the incidence of payment
and non-payment of maintenance orders; b) outline the problems and
experiences of men in paying maintenance orders; ¢) gailn insight into
the reasons for payment and non-payment; and d) document the perceptions
of men concerning the legal system relating to maintenance.

5. Study of Defaulters

This study was divided into two parts. The first was an attempt
to trace a random sample of nearly 300 defaulters on malntenance orders
as identified in Family Court records. A step by step tracing procedure
was used which invoalved researchers, the Search Unit of Social Services
and Community Health and finally, a professicnal tracing company. After
the individuals had been traced, they were asked to complete a
questiomnalire which was then mailed to them together with a postage
paid envelope. Potential respondents were followed up by telephone
after a period of two weeks. The response rate was not very good -
a total of 38 questionnaires out of the 105 defaulters traced by
researchers were 1n fact receilved.

There were three main reasons for this study: a) to determine
the preportion of defaulters who could be traced; b) to determine
the level of difficulty Involved in tracing; and c¢) to find out
the motives for non-payment,

Outline of Report

The research strategy employed for this study made use of multiple
data sources, and the detailed results of each of these subsidiary
studies have been described 1n a serles of five technical reports.

This 1s a summary report and, for the sake of simplicity, implications
concerning data collection procedures and the results themselves have
been presented in an abbreviated manner. However, cross-references

have been made to the technical report for readers who are interested in
pursuing particular flndings and recommendations further. For the sake
of brevity, references to the technical repeorts have been presented as
follows:
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8C - Study of Supreme Court Records

FC - Study of Family Court Records

SW - Survey of Women involved with Maintenance Crders
SM -~ Survey of Men involved with Maintenance Orders
SD Survey of Defaulters

In addition, the technical reports have been divided into
numbered sections and subsecticns. For example, a cross-
reference would appear like this: (SM: 4.2, p. 261), meaning that
an expanded treatment of a finding can be found in section 4.2 of
the Survey of Men Involved with Maintenance Orders on page 261.

These Eive studies have been presented in separate technical
reports. This, the main report, is an attempt by the Steering
Committee, together with the consultant researcher, to summarize the
major findings of the study. Such a summary is beset with a number
of limitatiens given the sheer number of variables (over 1000)
addressed in the five subsidiary studies.

The first of these is the inevitable compromise that has to be
made between technical accuracy and readibility. TFor the sake of
ease of presentation and comprehensibility, technical language has
been avoided as much as possible., Readers who wish toc examine the
results in detail are urged to refer to the Technical Reports.

Secondly, a summary such as this can only deal with some of the
issues relating to the social, legal and administrative consequences
relating to the payment and non-payment of maintenance orders. The
issues that have been examined in the summary reports are those which
seem to be of greatest 'general' interest. Some readers may be
disappeinted that some aspects of the issue of maintenance payments
are not examined in more depth. Again, we can only urge that readers
refer to the Tecnical Reports which may contain more information that
relates to their concerns.
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Results

The results of the five technlcal reports have been summarized
using the seven general objectives of the study as a basis. The
intentdion 1s to provide the reader with a relatively brief and non-
technical overview of the findings as they relate to those objectives.
The summary is not meant to be comprehensive and, as such, many results
have been omitted. More information can be obtained by econsulting the
technical reports.,

Profile of Men and Women involved with Maintenance Orders

The checklist for the studies of Supreme and Family Courts and
the questionnaires for men and women were designed to elicit
information which could be used to develop a profile of the 'populations'
involved. Unfortunately, such basic data as income, debts, source
of income, etc. were not commonly recorded in court files. This made
the task of constructing complete and valid profiles from court records
impossible. Nonetheless, relatively complete and valid data was
collected on c¢ertain personal characteristics of the people involved.
The information collected from the surveys was in most cases
caomplete and the validity of the profiles developed was
dependent upon the randemness of the samples. 1In the case of the
men's survey, the randomness of the sample was suspect.
The sample collected for the women's survey did appear to be random.

Incidence

A rough indication of the proportion of households who are either
paying or receiving maintenance payments was provided in the Survey of
Women. In this survey, a woman was prepared to answer the questionnaire
in one household of every 55 visited. Assuming that there are as many
households involved in paying maintenance as in receilving payment,
this would mean that one household in every 27 or 28 in Edmonton and Calgary
is involved in periodic maintenance payments. This estimate is
almost certainly bound to be low given the refusal rate associated
with door-to-door surveys. Nonetheless, periodic maintenance payments
associated with marriage breakdown appear to be a relatively common
phencmenon in the two cities.

Age

At the time of the decree nisi the average age of the men was 36
and of the women 32. (5C: 2.3.5, p. 4l.) The average age of the men
surveyed was also 36. (SM: 2.1, p. 265.) The women's survey had an
average age of 35, (SW: 2.1, p. 153.)
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Education

Education was not recorded in the court files. From the
household survey it could be determined that forty-four percent
of the men were not graduates of high school and 33% had some
post-secondary education. (SM: 3.2, p. 265.) The corresponding
figures from the women's survey were 43% and 31% respectively.
(SW: 2.2, p. 153.)

Residence at the Time of Marriage

Over two-thirds (68%) of the Supreme Court sample had been
married in Alberta. (SC: 2.2.1, p. 38.) JUnfortunately, this
information was not often recorded in Family Court files,
and a valid estimate could not be obtained.

Duration of Marriage

The average duration of marriage at the time the decree nisi
was granted was 10.5 years. (S5C: 2.2.3, p. 38.) This figure was
replicated closely in the Family Court study, although in this case
the duration of marriage referred to either the date of separation
or the date of divorce (nisi). (FC: 2.3.2, p. 90.)

Number of Dependent Children

About three-quarters of the families who were involved in
a Supreme Court maintenance order had cone or two dependent children.
(8C: 2.2.4, p. 38.) BSome Family Court cases tended to involve more
dependent children, but there were one or two dependent children in
two-thirds of the cases involved, (FC: 2.3.6, p. 90.)

Employment and Income

At the time of the study, slightly more than half of the women
surveyed were employed full-time. (SW: 2.3, p. 159.) The majority
of women who were working, did so in the clerical/sales/service sector.
(SW: 2.5, p. 153.) Over a third of the women stated that they had been
employed for less than half of the time since their separation or divorce.
Over 80% indicated that their net monthly income was less than $1000.
(SW: 4.2, p. 159.)

Eighty-five percent of the men interviewed were employed full-
time or self-employed at the time of the study {(SM: 3.3, p. 265.).
Nearly two-thirds (61%) said they had been employed centinuocusly
since the time of their separation/divorce and another 20% said they
had been employed more than three—quarters of the time. Only 8% had
been employed for less than half of the time. (5M: 3.4, p. 265,) The
average net monthly Income of the men sampled was about $1500, although
35% sald they had net menthly incomes of less than $1000. (5M: 3.4,
p. 265.)
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Factors Relating to the Granting of Maintenance
Awards and to the Amount of Such Awards

The most important factor influencing the granting of maintenance
awards is the presence or absence of dependent children. Over two-thirds
of the divorce cases in Supreme Court Involving dependent children
contalned maintenance awdrds of some kind; this compares with only 14%
of the cases without dependent children. (SC: 2.4, p. 50.)

The maintenance awards of particular interest to this study were
periodic awards. These awards obligate the spouse {almost always the
husband) to provide maintenance support on a continulng basis te the
children and sometimes the wife of the former marriage. In Supreme
Courts, periodic awards were generally found to be related to children.
When there were no children involved in the marriage, less
than 5% of the wives received periodical awards. Even when dependent
children were involved only 18% of the wives received such awards.

In contrast, 65% of the cases involving dependent children contained
a periodic award for the children. (5C: 10.6, p. 53.)

The spouse who petitioned for divorce appeared to influence the
awarding of maintenance. If the husband was the petitioner, a maintenance
award was less likely to be granted. Thils relationship held whether or
net dependent children were involved. (SC: 2.3.1, p. 41.) The alleged
grounds for divorce also seemed to be related to the granting of awards.
If the husband was the petitioner and adultery and/or physical cruelty
were cited, maintenance was less likely to be awarded. If the wife was
the petitioner and she cited adultery as a marital offense, she was
very likely to receive an award, (SC: 2.3.10, p. 47.)

The Supreme Court Study also examined a number of factors
which might be related to the amount of maintenance awarded. These
included: the income of both spouses, the identity of the presiding
judge, contestation ¢f the award, the number and ages of the children,
duration of the marrlage, ages of spouses at the time of divorce
and the alleged grounds for diveorce.

The amount of the award to both wives and children was directly
related to the reported income of the husband, although the association
was stronger with the award to wives. It should be mentioned, however,
that the incomes recorded were those given by the petitioner and as
most cases were uncontested , these may not have been accurate. Also
there was a substantial amount of missing information., There was no
correlation between the reported income of wives and the amount of
maintenance, but again this data was not often recorded in the files.
(8C: 4.1.2, and SC: 4.1.3, p. 59-60.)

Although the mean amounts of awards did vary from judge to judge,
there were significant differences and the study was inconcluaive.

There was no conclusive finding regarding contestation: most cases
were uncontested and a good statistical comparison could not be made.
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Duration ol marriage and the apes ol the spousecs were not
assoclated to any important degree with the amount of awards to
spouses and children. This was also the case with the number of
children in the family unit and ages of the children, (SC: 4.4,
4.5, 4.6, and 4.7, pp. 62-64.)

There was a1 noticeable difference between the amount
of awards to clhiildren and whether or not the wife was on socilal
assistance at the time of petition. The mean award to children In
cases of soclal assistance was $27 less than in cases which did not
involve soclal assistance. {SC: 3.7, p. 63.)

Incidence of Payment and Default

There were three potential sources of data which related to
the 1ncidence of payment and default: the Family Court Records
Study, the Survey of Women and the Survey of Men.

In the Family Court Study, the data from only two of the four
court locations could be used to provide relatively unbiased estimates
of payment records. (FC: 2.1, p. 82,) Those were in Edmonton and
Lethbridge; there were too many cases of missing data in the Calgary
and Crande Prairie Courts te provide valid estimates. The latter may
in part be due to the fact that Calgary was undergoing a filing system
change at the time o! the study. Furthermore, in both Calgary and
Grande Prairie, ledger cards are started and annotated only upon
recelpt of a cheque. Hence there would be no record of arrears unless
payment had been made initially.

At the time of the study, a slight majority of both maintenance
orders and show cause cases were in arrears. (FC: 2.1.2, p. 83.)
When arrears orders were considered alone, less than 20% were paid
up, and about a quarter were decreaslng the amount owing. The majority
of cases were not making payments and the amount of arrears was
increasing, (FC: 2.1.2, p. 83.) About two-thirds of the cases in
both Courts had made a payment in the six months prior te the study.
However, only about one half of the cases had made a payment in a given
month {(the month chosen was November 1979). (FC: 2.1.3, p. 83.)

When the full duration of the case was considered, 38% of
both the Edmonton and Lethbridge cases sampled had made all their
payments. Twenty-three percent of the Edmonton cases and 77 of the
Lethbridge cases had made no payment whatsoever over the duration
of the case. Lethbridge cases tended to make partial or intermittent
payments more than those in Edmonton. (FC: 2.1.3, p.83.)
This last finding is probably the result of differing policles of the
two court administrations; 1in Lethbridge partial payments are accepted
if men are not able to make payments in full,

The estimates provided by the Study of Family Court records, while
relatively accurate reflections of the populations they represent, do
not give a good estimate of the overall incidence of payment and default
simply because not all maintenance orders are recorded in Family Court.



16

The best estimate of the incidence of payment and non-payment
of maintenance orders that is provided in this study, comes from
the Survey of Women. About half of the women surveyed (52% 1n Calgary
and 53% In Edmonton) said that their ex-husbands were up-to-date with
theilr payments at the time of the study. (SW: 9.2, p.176.)

However, this result does not mean that half of the maintenance
orders are always fully paid up. An index of payment status was
created by combining the numbers of payments made over the past year
with the proportion of the amount usually paid. {SW: 9.0, p.173.)
Using this index 1t was found that about a third of the ex-husbands
(34% 4in Calgary and 32% in Edmonton) were excellent payers, i.e.
they paid the full amount every month. Around 15% of the ex-husbands
in both cities were fair payers (generally speaking, they were
sometimes in arrears but made it up later). Twenty-seven percent of
Calgary respondents and 19% of those in Edmonten indicated that their
ex-husbands were poor payers, 1.e. they had pald something over the
past year but were very irregular. Finally, a quarter of the Calgary
sample and a third of the Edmonton respondents indicated that their
ex-husbands were non-payers. (SW: 9.6, p.176.) Non-payers were
defined as those who had not paid anything in the past year.

The results of the Survey of Men did not provide a good estimate
of the incidence of the payment and non-payment because of the
likelihood of bias in the sample. (SM: 1.4, p. 258.)

The Relationship Between Enforcement and Payment

As mentioned in the background to the study, the attention of
governments has primarily been focussed upon the issue of enforcement
procedures. It is Important to note that enforcement 1s not an act
but rather a process that consists of a number of steps., In most

cases, a complaint of default must be made. In Alberta, it is not
necessarily the responsibility of the court clerk to notify the

court that a particular order is in arrears. There are varying
opinions as to who should be responsible for 1nitiating complaints
of defaulrt, Depending upon the status of the case a summons for
a show cause hearing or a warrant may be issued. This necessitates
the tracing of the individual in question in order that the summons
or warrant be served on him.

The study of Family Court records indicates that most cases
involve enforcement proceedings to some degree, Seventy-four percent
of the cases in Calgary, 87% in Edmonton, 81% in Lethbridge and 50%

of the cases in Grande Prairie showed some evidence of enforcement,
The figure for Grande Prairie 1s probably unreliable in this

case.® Eight percent of the Calgary cases and 12% of those in Edmonton

contained at least one prison committal order in addition to the
issuance of summonses and warrants. Fifteen percent and 11% of

the Edmonton and Calgary cases had at least one warrant issued (but

no prison committal order}. The majority of cases in both courts
(Calgary; 55%, and Edmonton: 60%) contained summonses, both served

and unserved. {These last percentages do not include cases which
contained warrants and/or prison committal orders.} (FC: 2.6.1, p.1l08,)

* The figure of 50% may be inflated by the large amount of missing
information in the files.
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While enforcement proceedings were initiated quite commonly
through Family Court, they did not necessarily result in the
callection of money owed. In the case of Edmonton, which showed the
greatest level of enforcement, nearly a quarter of the records examined
showed no evidence of payment over the duration of the case, and a
majority of all cases were in arrears at the time of the study. This
may mean that either the enforcement proceedings were not followed
through adequately or that they simply were not effective,

There was considerable evidence that summonses and warrants
were frequently not served.Forty percent of the Edmonton cases

contained unserved summonses and 147% contained unserved warrants.
(FC:2.6.2,p.111,)

The next step in the enforcement procedure is tracing. 1t is
often stated that maintenance order defaulters are a difficult group
to locate., This hypothesis was examined in the study of the defaulters.
In this study, a systematic tracing procedure was followed using common
sources such as telephone directories and addresses from the Motor
Vehicle Licensing Branch, then the resources of the Search Unit of the
Department of Social Services and Community Health, and finally, the
services of a professional tracing company. It was found that nearly
half of the defaulters could be traced easily and another 25% could be
found without using extensive tracing techniques. (SD: 4.1, p. 373 .)
The conclusion seems to be that the problem of tracing defaulters is not
of sufficient order to explain the weak follow through of enforcement
proceedings.

Another factor which relates to the efficiency of enforcement
proceedings 1s the quality of Family Court record-keeplng systems.
Researchers were unable to find about 467% of the ledger cards relating
te the sample of current maintenance order files in Calgary. When the
depree of enforcement was examined in cases with and without ledger
cards, it was found that cases without ledger cards were substantially
less likely to be enforced than cases with ledger cards.

In addition to the Family Court Records Study, there was some
information relating to enforcement collected from the Survey of
Women. Women were asked whether they had attempted to take thelr
ex—husbands to court; if they did, whether they appeared in court; if
they did appear, whether they began to pay; and if they began to pay,
whether they continued to pay. The results were not encouraging.

Of those who attempted to take their ex—husbands to court, half said
he did not appear. Of those who said that he appeared, nearly half
reported that he did not begin to pay. Of those who said he began

to pay, about half reported that he did net continue to pay. Although
the data was limited, the results were consistent with findings from
the Family Court Study and comments made by women,
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Some of the women commented on the inadequacy of court
administration as a reason for poor payment or non-payment of their
orders. Comments such as: '"the Family Court structure does not
seem to have sufficient teeth to enforce the maintenance order
reasonably..." and "Family Court is too lax in enforcing their laws"
were not uncommon. (SW: 1.1, p. 198.)

These comments and others like them suggest that there is a lack
of faith among many women concerning the effectiveness of enforcement
proceedings. About one half of the women reported that their ex-husbands
had not paid their orders regularly. When asked why this was the case,
over a quarter said that the court would not be able to make him pay
or that it was too much trouble for her.

The Survey of Men also examined the issue of enforcement. A
minority (12%) of the respondents who said they paid their orders
regularly, paild because of the law. However, in examining the comments,
it was clear that some paid out of deference to the law and others,
because of the threat of enforcement. The former view is represented
by comments such as: "I am paying because I am legally obliged to."
and "... because of court order.". "Afraid to go to jail" and "my
company would not tolerate a garnishee order" indicate a specific
fear of enforcement.

Although a minority of respondents indicated that the major reason
for payment was fear of enforcement proceedings, the answers of defaulters
to a series of questions suggest that tightened, enforcement would meet
with resistance. Those who were not regular in their payments were asked
if they would pay if they were threatened with (1) legal proceedings,

(2) a garnishee order, and (3) imprisonment. Roughly a third of those
answering said they would pay if threatened with legal proceedings or
imprisonment, and only 21% said they would pay 1f threatened with a
garnishee order. 1In each case, however, more said they would not pay
when threatened with such enforcement than would pay. A few respondents
were deflant: "I would not work if forced to do anything by anyone"

and ".....not even the law could force me to pay".

In summary, the findings with respect to the effectiveness of
enforcement proceedings are inconclusive. Taking initial action is
very common. The evidence seems to suggest that enforcement is
less effective with each additional step in the process. If measures
are taken to tighten enforcement when a default continues to occur,
there is not indication in the findings that commensurate increases
in payment will occur. If the opinions of the men surveyed were to

be taken seriously, better enforcement may result 1in further
reslistance.
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Factors Relating to and the Reasons for
Payment and Non-Payment of Maintenance Orders

One of the main aims of this study was to investigate the reasons
for the payment and non-payment of malntenance orders. Two means were
used to obtain this information. The first was an examination of many
possible factors which could be associated with payment and default
such as ages, 1ncome, access arrangements and so on. Secondly, both
men and women were asked why payments were made or not made,

The factors anmalyzed in the study are summarized briefly below:

Duration of Marriage: There appeared to be a positive correlation
between the duration of marrizge and the payment status of cases
in Edmonton Family Court. (FC: 3.2.1, p. .) This relationship
was found to be stronger in the Survey of Men. Excellent payers

were married twice as long as intermittent payers and non-payers.
(MS: 13.2, p. 299.)

Number of Dependent Children: No relationship was found between
the number of dependent children and the payment status of the
cases in Edmonton Family Court. (FC: 3.2.2, p.ll5.)

Ages of Children: In the Edmonton Family Court study there was
more likelihood of payments to be made on orders relating to

¢hildren of less than seven years of age than for older children.
(FC: 3.2.3, p. 1l15.)

Amount of Order: There was no association between the amount of

the order and the regularity of payments in the Edmonton Family Court study,
(FC: 3.3.2, p.117,) This was also the case in the Survey of Men,

although there was some indication that the larger orders were better

paid. (SM: 13.7, p.301.) 1In the Survey of Women the mean amount

of awards for non-payers was lower than that of excellent payers.

However, this relationship did not heold across all four payment

status categories used in this study. (SW: 13.11, p.192.)

Access Arrangements: The analysis of Family Court records was
inconclusive as in a great majority of cases access arrangements

were termed as "reasonable'. (FC: 3.2.4, p.116.) Men were asked
whether or not they were satisfied with the access arrangements

but no statistical relationship was found between satisfaction with
access and payment status. (SM: 13.2, p.299.) However, in the
comments section, there were some respondents who gave dissatisfaction
with access arrangements as a reason for default. However, they

were probably toc few in number to show up in the statistical
analysis.

Other Family Responsibilities: In the Survey of Women there appeared
to be a positive correlation between the ex-husband's involvement in
a new relationship and payment status,* (SW: 13.2, p. 188.) Ex-husbands
who had remarried or who had formed a common law relationship tended

to be better payers. The same pattern held true in the Survey of Men.
(§M: 13.16, p. 307.)

kkkkk kALK
% These categories are explained at p. 16.
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In the Edmonton Family Court Study there was no observable
assoclation between the marital status of husbands and the payment
of maintenance orders. {FC: 3.4.1, p.117.)

Income, Assets, Debts, Net Worth: There were too few instances of
cases of Family Court files which contained this information to
allow for such an analysis. (FC: 4.2, p.119.)

Income data was obtained in the Survey of Women and the
Survey of Men. Women were asked to estimate the net yearly income
of their ex-husband and this variable was cross—-tabulated with payment
status. Although there appeared to be a positive correlation between
income and payment status, 1t was weak. (SW: 13.4, p.180.) There
did not appear to be any relationship between the yearly incomes of
wives and the payment status of husbands. (SW: 13.5, p.190.)

In the Men's Survey there was a positive correlation

between yearly income and payment status. (SM: 13.14, p.300.) This
assoclation alsc held when the mean net monthly incomes of husbands
were compared by payment status categories. Intermittent payers had
lower net monthly incomes than excellent payers but excellent payers
and non-payers had similar mean incomes. This suggests that low
income is associated with irregular payment, but not highly associated
with camplete non-payment. {SM: 13.15, p.307.)

The mean net monthly incomes of the wives were compared by
payment status but no relationship was found. (SW: 13,12, p. 193.)

In addition to net monthly income two indices of 'affordability’
were created. The first one was income relative to social assistance
rates and the second was maintenance payments relative to a measure
of disposable income, (i.e. net income of family unit less the
appropriate social assistance rate for the family unit.) For an
explanation of the development of these 1ndices see: (FC: 4.0, p.119.)
In both cases it appeared that financial difficulties in making payments
were associated with irregular payment but not with non-payment.

The questionnaires for women and men also asked for information
concerning debts. It was evident that some respondents
confused monthly payments on debt with total debt, the data was
regarded as too unreliable for further analysis.

The questionnaire also asked about ownership of a home. Men
who owmned their own home appeared to be better payers than those who
did not. This finding occurred both in the men's and women's survey.
(SM: 13,17, p.308, and SW 13.8, p.191.) There did not seem
tc be a relationship between ownership of a home by the wife and the
payment status of the case.
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Reasons for Payment and Non-Payment Given
by Men and Women Surveyed

The reasons for payment and non-payment were probed in two
ways 1n the Survey of Men. First, a number of reasons for payment
were stated and the respondents were asked to Indicate whether they
agreed or disagreed with them as they applied to their situaticn.
Secondly, the men surveyed were asked to specify and expand upon
the main reascn for their payment or non-payment. Women were asked
in an open-ended question to specify why they thought their ex-husbands
paid or did not pay.

The most common reason (76%) for payment offered
by men was a continued sense of responsibility for the welfare of
the children., (SM: 12.3, p. 297.) Over 60% of the
respondents who added comments gave this as the main reason for
paying. (SM: Appendix B, p.327f£f) The majority of women surveyed
who said that thelr ex-husbands paid regularly also gave responsibility
as the main reason. (SW: Appendix C, p.207.)

In the Survey of Men the continued sense of responsibility was
followed by the desire to preserve any remaining geodwill in the
family (60%). Slightly less than half of the respondents (47%)
answering this serles of questions indicated that one of the reasons
they pald was because they did not want to see theilr ex-wife go on
to social asslstance.

It is worth neting that three of the reasons for payment ocffered
in the questlonnaire referred to threats of court proceedings, wage
garnishments and imprisonment. Only a minority of respondents
(18 to 23%) indicated that such threats prompted them to pay.

In the Survey of Men the most common reaseon given (63%) for not
paying malntenance obligations regularly was that the ex-wife could
support herself. Slightly less than half of the respondents (467%)
said they did not pay regularly because they could not afford it.
This reason was closely followed by feelings that the ex-wife was
responsible for the marriage breakdown and that money meant for the
children went to the ex-wife instead. (5M: 12.4, p. 297.)

According to the women surveyed the most common reason for
irregular or non-payment was irresponsibility on the part of the
ex-husband., This reason was closely followed by resentment agalnst
the ex—wife. There were several other reasons mentloned by smaller
groups of respondents including ex-husband's financial problems,
obligations to new family, and poor enforcement.
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In reviewing this data it seems that in most cases the decision
to pay or default on maintenance oblipations hinges on a continued
sense of responsibility for the welfare of the children despite the
marriage breakdown. The majority of both the men and women
interviewed stated that a sense of responsibility was the mailn
reasen for regular payment, and it seems reasonable to take them
at theilr word,

A major explanation given by men for irregular or non-payment
was not being able to afford payments. To test this assertion,
disposable income was measured by using social assistance rates as
a base line. (SM: 4.0, p. 267.) When this index was related to
payment status it was found that lack of disposable income seemed
to be related to regular payment but not to complete non-payment.
Although a third of the men indicated that they were poor payers or
non-payers, over 80% of the sample seem to have sufficient income
to meet their ebligations. (SM: 4.7, p. 270.) These results
suggest that the ability to afford maintenance payments is relative:
it depends on the priority accorded to maintenance payments relative
to other financial obligations, This comes across very clearly in
some of the comments of men such as: '"Can't afford it sometimes
due to other committments of my own to my second marriage.", "Can't
afford it. Wasted money. Never see child.'" and "there were more
important things to be paid.".

The comments of men also provide an idea of why some men do not
accord high priority to their maintenance obligations; in other
words why some do not accept this responsibility. The most
frequent comments were: c¢ontinued feelings of bitterness toward
their ex-wives, dissatisfaction over custedy and access arrangements,
and feelings that they had been treated badly by the legal system.

Many of these reasons may reflect a deeper problem:
a failure on the part of the husband to come to terms with a new
relationship. What was a relationship between man and wife and
father and children is transfiormed into a relationship between
debtor and creditor. In addition, the man must learn to accept a
new role as an absentee provider. OQne very articulate respondent
expressed the situation thus:

I feel that the courts do not adequately support the
ex-husband in any supportive method. Family court
appears to be only concerned with the financial
aspect of the divorce. I have not seen two of my
children for two years even though I have the legal
rights to visit them every two weeks. .... I have been
in constant contact with my lawyer for the past 2 1/2
years in attempts to gain some visiting right to my
children to no avail. The lepal system's attitude
appears to deny a father any rights to maintain a
relationship with (his children). No person can
tolerate the loss of someone dear to him without a
fight, but if everyone (including our legal system)
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tells him he should no longer have a right to that
part of him, he loses his desire to care. He then
begins teo create a new atmosphere for his hopes and
desires. He returns to being "one", to caring for
himself and then 1f his life brings new feelings,

he begins to bulld on that. He develops a desire

to work only for what he has, and not for what he
has lost. During my marriage, my wife was supported,
often encouraged, to leave the marriage and take the
children, by social service agencies. Fach time
this happened, I was not given any information as

to my children or my ex-wife's whereabouts. In my
case, I feel society helped bring about the demise
of my marriage. It is because of this that I feel

I don’t feel a strong sense of responsibility to

the support of these children.

If this premise is true and it does seem tc be supported by the
data, then it suggests that better efforts to enable couples involved
in divorce to come to an understanding concerning their future
relationship, may lead to better payment and less acrimony.

If the comments made by men on the legal system are to be

taken Into account, men commonly feel bitter and poorly treated.
These feelings can hardly lead to a positive attiltude towards the
payment of maintenance orders.

The Adequacy of the System of Court Administration
Relating to the Granting of Maintenance Orders and
their Subsequent Enforcement

An ancillary aim of this study was to determine the adequacy of
Court administration relating to the granting of maintenance orders
and their subsequent enforcement. There were two sources of data
which applied to this aim: the adequacy of information recorded in
the files and the comments of men and women who were Involved with
maintenance orders.

There was a considerable amount of missing information im the
Supreme Court files. Of course, court files are not set up to meet
the requirements of sophisticated research but to provide an information
base for the administration of justice. The concern is with missing
information as it relates to the granting of maintenance orders.

The following important informatlon was not recorded in many
instances in the Supreme Courts of Calgary and Edmonton: income of
each spouse, employment status, and whether or not a spouse was on
social assistance at the time of the petition. Information concerning
assets, debts and net worth of the spouses was recorded very rarely.
The fact that such information was not entered in the files does

not necessarily mean that 1t was not put before the court, but it
seems to be the case. Given the fact that over 8(G% of the divorces

in Edmonten and Calgary were uncontested, and the short time accorded
to the hearings* it would seem to be unlikely that the courts received
validated evidence to review the fairness and appropriateness of the
minutes of settlement.

L L LT

* In a separate research project undertaken b¥ I.L.R.R. which involved
the observation of 200 divorce cases, it was f[ound that the average

case was dealt with in only 5 minutes.
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There were 1nadequacies uncovered in the filing systems
of Family Courts which were of perhaps a more serious nature than
those found in Supreme Courts. First, the record-keeping systems
varied from court to court. For example, ledger cards in Calgary
and Grande Prairie were not created until a payment had been made,
whereas in Edmonton and Lethbridge they were opened on the registration
of a Supreme Court order or on the making of a Family Court order.
In addition, information was incomplete In the flles of all four
court locations. Information relating to income, assets, and debts
was recorded very rarely and was not kept up to date. In Calgary and
Grande Prairie in particular there was considerable evidence of poor
record-keeping In the case of ledger cards. It was often unclear
as to whether the payments recorded referred to maintenance orders
or orders of arrears. Variations on orders encountered in the files
were often not recorded on the ledger cards. Nearly
half of the ledger cards relating to current orders could not be
located in Calgary, even with the generous assistance of court stafi:
the comparable figure for Grande Prairle was 40%.

About half of the 100 or so men who added comments to the
questionnaire commented negatively on the treatment they received
on the part of beth the Supreme and Family Courts. The immediate
impression one gains from reading the comments presented in Appendix D
of the Survey of Men is a sense of bitterness and helplessness in
the face of what is perceived tc be an arbitrary legal system.

Many men felt that the legal system in the area of divorce
is biased against their interests. Comments such as: *the women
have all the rights and they know it,"” "there does not appear to be
fairness or reasoning in the way lawyers or judges....treat the man
involved", and 'the courts are very lenient to women' were very
common. Scome men went on to speclfy why they felt unfairly treated.
The most commen complaints were lack of informaticn concerning legal
rights, custody decisions, the impersonal nature of the process, the
assumption of guilt on the part of husbands and the difficulty of
seeking legal recourse when the conditions of divorce decree had
been violated by the wife.

Men were not alone in their complaints against the legal
process. Women were alsc unhappy - particularly with poor
enforcement. Their cemplaints generally concerned the seeming
inability of courts to force the husband to pay and the amount of
time and effort required by the wife to secure court action. Soma
typical comments were: ‘'my husband is $2,200 behind and we are
going to court about cnce a month and nothing is done*, "the court
was so slow in ordering payment, we had absolutely no money at all",
and "can't see any good in Family Court. When I go I get less money...'.
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It is probably impossible for courts to award maintenance,
decide upon custody and enforce orders to the satisfaction of everyone
and the opinions of those involved should be taken in this 1light.
The quantitative and qualitative sense of dissatisfaction however
is sti1ll of note. Whether or not the perceptions of the people
involved are valid is in one sense, beside the point. It is not only
Important that justice be done, but it 1s also Important that justice
be seen to be done.

Social Assistance and Maintenance Awards

In the introducticon to the report, the effect of divorce on
the demands placed on social assistance was mentioned. Some estimate
of the extent of this problem can be obtained from each of three
studies: the Supreme Court Records Study, the Family Court Records
Study, and the Survey of Women. The estimate provided by each study
refer to the proportion of women on soclal assistance at particular
times. The percentage of women on social assistance in the case of
the Supreme Court Study refers to those on social assistance at the
time of petition. In the case of Family Court Study it refers to those
on soclial assistance at the time of the first show cause hearing. The
figure given by the Women's Survey relates to those on social
assistance at the time of the study.

Among those cases containing maintenance orders and involving
dependent children roughly one of every three was receiving social
assistance at the time of petition. In cases without dependent children,
the percentage was about half of this but the number of cases sampled
was very small. (SC: 2.1.5, p. 35.) There were very few instances of
the husbands receiving social assistance.

The Family Court Records Study indicated that about a quarter of
the wives were on social assistance at the time of the first show cause
hearing. (FC: 2.2.2, p. 89.)

Another figure was provided by the Survey of Women. This survey
found that about one women of every five was on soclal assistance at
the time of the interview. (SW: 2.6, p. 154.) Women who were on
social assistance were asked if this was because of the marriage
breakdown. Over 80% replied yes to this question. (SW: 3.3, p. 156.)
In addition, over two-thirds of the respondents sald that they had
not recieved social assistance during their marriage. (SW: 3.2, p. 156.)
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CONCLUSION

The main aim of this study or collection of studies was to
collect and present empirical data relating to the 1ssue of the payment
and non-payment of maintenance orders in its many aspects and
ramif ications. The wide ranging nature of the inquiry was a function
of both the importance of the issue to law makers, the legal profession
and governmental organizations and the almost complete lack of quality
data concerning the matter.

An attempt has been made to organize the findings and conclusions
around the seven study objectives. However, no attempt has been made
to carry the analysis through to recommendations relating to legal
and policy reform. It was felt that this process should take place
in a much wider and more public forum than could be provided by
the project's Steering Committee. As a result, the report stands
as a preliminary step in what should be a much larger process. The
onus is on the various constituencies concerned with the
subject matter of the study to examine the results carefully with a
view to thelr ramifications on current perceptions of the problems
and proposed ways of dealing with it.
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FOREWORD

There is little reliable information about the extent to which
separated and divorced husbands (or, but rarely, wives) do or do
not pay for the support of thelr separated and divorced spouses
and for the support of the children who are dependent upon the
couple; about the reasons why some husbands pay and others do not;
or about the consequences of the burden of payment, on the one hand,
or of the failure to pay on the other, The reports contained in
these two volumes will materially add to the available information
on these subjects, and the Institute of Law Research and Reform is
therefore pleased to issue them. We hope that the reports will be
of interest to a diverse audience: those who make decisions about
legal and social policy, professionals in the areas of family law,
the administration of justice, social policy, social assistance,
social work, and those who suffer from the problems of payment and
non-payment.

The technical reports in Velume 2 were prepared by the researchers,
The Canadian Institute for Research, who were left free to analyze and
interpret the data discovered by their research. The summary report
in Volume 1 was prepared jointly by the researchers and the project's
Steering Committee; it summarizes the effect of the technical reports
for the benefit of those who do not read the technical reports and
for the benefit of those who wish to have informed access to them,
Opinions expressed in the reports are accordingly the opinions of
those who expressed them and are not necessarily the opinions of the
Institute.

For reasons of modesty, the acknowledgements later in this
volume cannot recognize the work of the Steering Committee (in which
my participation was for liaison and business purposes) and the
researchers. The Steering Committee supervised the design and
implementation of the complex and ambitious research programme and
the preparation of the reports, giving generously of their time and
expertise over a period in excess of 2 years, and the project would
not have been possible without them. Mr. Rick Powell, the principal
investigator, and his colleagues carried through with distinction the
research work itself and its analysis and the preparation of the reports.

W. H, Hurlburt
Director
The Institute of Law Research and Reform

March 1981
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SUPREME COURT RECORDS STUDY

1. INTRODUCTION

The Court of Queen's Bench {(referred to as the Supreme Court in this
report)1 maintains records of all the divorce actions adjudicated through the
Court. Each file contains a copy of the Registration of Divorce form which is
filed with Statistics Canada after the case is closed. Information in this
section of the report was drawn from the divorce files and registration forms
of cases filed in Calgary and Edmonton Supreme Courts during the calendar years
1972 to 1979 inclusive.

1.1 PURPOSES OF THE SUPREME COURT RECORDS STUDY

Information contained in the Supreme Court records related to three
study purposes:

a. to ldentify the incidence of maintenance orders in Alberta;

b. to identify the trends of maintenance orders in Alberta;

c. to identify the characteristics of Supreme Court maintenance
orders.

1.2 RECORDS POPULATION

The population of interest in this study consisted of divorce files
located in the Calgary and Edmonton Supreme Courts, which were initiated
between 1972 and 1979. Discontinued cases or cases which had not progressed
to the Decree Absolute were excluded. Table 1 presents the total number of
files located in each court by year.

1.3 SAMPLING PROCEDURE

The numerical listings of Calgary and Edmonton court files served as
the sampling frame for the records survey. Using this frame, researchers
were instructed to draw a stratified quota sample of 25 maintenance order
files per year. 1In Calgary, the sample was drawn using a table of random
numbers; in Edmonton a systematic random selection process was used.

Researchers sampled cases from each year until they filled the quota
of 25 maintenance order cases. However, the number of cases which did not have
maintenance orders varied from year to year. This wvariation was proportionate
to the acgtual occurance of "maintenance” and "non-maintenance" f£ilés, within the
limits ¢f sampling error.

LEEEEE SRR E RIS ST RS S SR RSS2 RS PRSI LES R R R FELI IS RTESES SRR E SRR R RS &Y

In July, 1979, Alberta Supreme Courts were amalgamated with District Courts
to form the Alberta Court of Queen's Bench. &as almost all of the records used
in the study were Supreme Court records, the report will refer to what is now
the Court of Queen's Bench, as the Supreme Court.
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The number of divorce cases sampled by year is shown in Table 2.
There are some discrepencies between the quotas set and the actual number
of cases sampled. These discrepencies may have been the result of:

a. the files not being in strictly chronclogical order;

b. key-punch errors on the Statistics Canada tape which
contained the information on the date of petition.

Table 1

Population of Supreme Court Records
by Court and Year

Year of Petition NUMBER OF DIVORCE FILES BY COURT
CALGARY EDMONTON

1972 2,233 2,371
1973 2,391 2,799
1974 2,711 2,937
1975 2,897 3,213
1976 3,065 3,227
1977 3,042 3,360
1978 3,364 3,793
1979 3,622 4,258

TOTAL POPULATION 23,325 25,958

1.4 DATA COLLECTION PROCEDURES

A data file for each case was created from information retrieved
from two scurces. A checklist, developed by CIR and approved by the Study's
Steering Committee was used to collect information from the Tfiles. This
checklist appears in ZAppendix A.
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Supreme Court Records Sample by
Court and Year
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Year of Number of Divorce Files by Court
Petition
Calgary Edmonton
Maintenance No Maintenance Maintenance | No Maintenance

1972 23 19 25 16
1973 26 16 25 16
1974 24 20 26 22
1975 26 21 23 38
197¢& 25 29 25 31
1977 25 26 25 24
1978 25 38 22 29
1979 24 25 29 17

Total Court

Sample Size 198 194 200 192

The personal, marital and divorce characteristics of each case were
listed on a Registration of Divorce form, filed with Statistics Canada upon

completion of the case.
Statistics Canada and
The computer tape did

{65 cases in total).

This data was retrieved from a computer tape from

added to the information gained from the file search.
not contain information on cases filed after April 1979
Most of this information was retrieved manually.

1.5 DATA ANALYSIS PROCEDURE

Programs available in the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences

(SPSS) were used to analyze the data.
on the data and the statistical procedures used,

1.5.1 weighting

A descraiption of the modifications made
follows.

A stratified sampling design was used to facilitate a trend ahalysis
of the findings. However, this design over-represented cases from earlier
In order to construct
more valid estimates of the population parameters, weighting factors were
applied. These factors are presented in Table 3.

years and under-represented cases from later years.
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Table 3

Sample Weighting Factors

Weighting Factor

Year of

hward CALGARY EDMONTON
1972 .78 .73
1973 .Bl1 .86
1974 .95 .87
1975 .85 1.08
1976 1.03 .99
1977 1.04 1.03
1978 1.14 1.32
1979 1.33 1.13

It should be noted that in the presentation of results the sample
size may vary slightly from variable to variable bacause of the mathematical
rounding of numbers involved in weighting. However, as the changes were in
every case slight, they have been disregarded in the presentation of the
results.

1.5.2 Indexing for Inflation

Many of the questions of interest to this study concern the relationship
between a number of socio-demographic variables and the amounts of awards, and,
in some cases, the incomes of the spouses have been indexed using the Consumer
Price Index {for Edmonton and Calgary) from Statistics Canada. BAs the
Consumer Price Indices for both cities paralleled one another closely, & mean
for the two c¢ities was used for the purposes of this study.

Table 4

Weighting Factors from the Consumer
Price Index

Consumer Price

Year cf Award Index Weight Factor
1972 1.82
12973 1.67
1974 1.54
1975 1.42
1976 1.31
1977 1.18
1978 1.07
1979 1.00
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1.6 INFERENCES FROM THE FINDINGS

One of the aims of choosing a random sample is to arrive at results
which can be generalized to the whole population. The conclusiveness of
the findings is dependent upon the randomness of the sampling procedure, the
mumber of cases used in the statistical analysis and the proportion of missing
cases. The sampling procedure used was random and this would provide no
impediments to valid generalizations. In most instances the number of cases
analyzed was sufficiently large to discover differences of associations of
practical significance, if, in fact they were present in the population.
However, the large amount of "missing data" for many variables presents
real difficulties in making generalizations as there may have been unknown
biases which influenced whether data was present in the files or not. 1In
such cases, the use of statistical tests can only be suggestive rather than
conclusive.



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

The results in this section have bheen broken down by:

a. whether or not the divorce involved dependent children, and
b. whether the case involved a maintenance order.
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As there were relatively few differences between the Calgary and Edmonton

samples, the two have been combined in the initial presentation of data. The
Calgary and Edmonton samples are compared at the end of this section,

To permit comparisons across columns all "missing" cases and cases
which were not applicable have been ignored in the calculation of the
percentages. Nonetheless, the proportions of such cases have been indicated
below each table as they reflect upon the validity of the findings.

2.1 INDIVIDUAL CHARACTERISTICS OF SPOUSES

The characteristics presented in Table 5 include the place and date
of birth, employment status, income and dependence upon social assistance
of both spouses. It should be noted that data on employment status, income
and social assistance apply only to cases which had maintenance orders.

2.1.1 Place of Birth of Spouses (Table 5.1}

Nearly half of the total sample of spouses (46%} were born in Alberta,
and another 20% were born in the other prairie provinces. Twenty-two percent
of the sample were born in other parts of Canada, or outside the country.
There was very little difference among the categories, and such differences
as there were, should be discounted because of the number of missing cases,

2.1.2 Year of Birth of Spouses (Table 5.2)

The majority of both husbands (59%) and wives (71%) were born after
1940.

2.1.3 Employment Status of Spouses at the Time of Petition (Table 5.3)

Most of the husbands (96%) were employed in some capacity at the time
of the petition as were 54% of the wives. As roughly one in five files did
not contain this information, comparisons amoung categories are somewhat
suspect.

2.1.4 Income of Spouses (Table 5.4)

The median income category for husbands was 51,001 to $1,500 per month
(35% of all cases for which there was information)}. The apparent difference
between husbands with and without dependent children may not be real given the
large number of missing cases.

The median income of wives was less than $1,000 per month {79% of all
cases for which there was information).
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2.1.5 Spouses on Social Assistance at the Time of Petition (Table 5.5)

Very few husbands (about 1%) were on social assistance at the time of
petition. This corresponds to 31% of the wives for which there was information.
Women who had dependent children were twice as likely to receive social
assistance at the time of petition as those without {(32% and 17% respectively).
However, the reader is cautioned that these percentages may be an inaccurate
reflection of the true proportions of the population, given the large amount
of missing information.
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Individual Characteristics of Spouses
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Chacectecistica Be_g___enaant.chi Ao, - :-' Nomp.m__jnt md_.‘sm
Ho : EPEREEE N -
Haintanance Maintepance Maintenance Maint
*.l Place ¢f Birth Husband Wife Hushand . Wifa Hushand Wife Husband Hifs
of Spouse nY 2as) =284 tnz101) {n=100) (o=34 ] {034 ) {nwl52 {n=191}
L] L] L) A 1 L]
Alberta 45.1 50.7 33.7 42,0 50.0 55.9 44.8 .6
British celumbia 6,6 6.7 3.0 6.0 9.8 5.9 il 5.8
Saskatchewan 16.0 13.0 0.8 15,0 5.% 5.9 8.9 14.1
Manitoba 3.8 5.3 7.9 9.0 8,8 1l.@ 7.1 4.7
ontacio 5.9 6.7 6.9 10,0 8,8 5.9 2.4 6.8
Other Canada 2.8 17.6 27.7 18.0 17.8 14.7 26.6 2.0
He Informaticn 18.4 - 19.5 w.7 39,3 2.7 2.7 26.4 26.8
Date af Birth (n= 335 {n=342) (n=156) {nr1ga} tn=dd ) lnm4s ) {hm 245 tn=z240)
of Spouwe 1 L] L1 L) 1 L) L] A
earlier than 1920 2.4 0.9 6.3 1.4 8.1 6.7 6.5 5.6
1920 - 1928 8.6 5.8 14.6 11.5 31.8 24.4 - 14.7 10.1
1930 - 1839 0.4 22.2 27.8 23.0 4,5 15.6 12.7 11,2
1940 - 1943 42.8 46.2 4.8 i9.6 22.1 1.1 5.1 32.3
1950 - 1959 15.9 24.9 16.5 25.7 a1.8 42.2 il.q 40.3
Ho Information 4.0 3.1 4.2 1.2 - - 6.1 5.0
5.3 Employment Status "Husband Wife Hushand Wife
of Spouses at (n=2g7) (n=297) (n=135 ) {n=134 )
Time of Petition % % % %
Full-time 90.9 52.8 85.7 47.1
Part-time 0.7 3.4 2.9 8.8
Seascnally 0.3 0.3
self-employed 4.2 5.7 5.9
Student 1.3 2.0
Unemployed 3.5 38.4 5.7 35.3
Other 3.0 2.9
No Information 18.7 15.9 20.5 22.7




Table 5, cont.

Dependent Nc Dependent
Characteristics Children Children
Husband Wife Husband Wife
5.4 Monthly Income {n=211) (n=166) (n= 2B) (n= 12)
of Spouses
less than 1000 15.2 78.9 17.9 78.9
1001 to 1500 37.0 18.1 21.4 10.5
1501 to 2000 25.6 2.4 25.0
2001 to 3000 15.6 0.6 21.4 5.3
more than 3000 6.6 14.3 5.3
No Information 40,2 53.0 36.4 56.8
5.5 Spouses on Social (n=519) (n=195) (n=26 ) {n=18 )
Assistance at
Time of Petition
Yes 0.9 32.3 3.8 16.7
No 99.7 67.7 96.2 83.3
No Information 38.0 44.8 40.9 59,1

36
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2,2 MARRTAGE CHARACTERISTICS

The marriage characteristics in Table 6 include the place, date and
duration of the marriage, the spouse's previcus marital status, and the
number of dependent children at the time of petition.

2.2.1 Place of Marriage (Table 6.1}

Table 6.1 indicates that about two-thirds (68%) of the total sample
ware married in Alberta. There was no notable difference among the four
categories as to the place of marriage.

2.2.2 Date of Marriage (Table 6.2)

Forty-three percent of the total sample were married after 1970.
There were some differences among the four categories; however, these
do not signify much because the dates of petition for divorce range over
an 8 year period.

2.2.3 Duration of Marriage (Table CG,3)

This variable was calculated by subtracting the date of marriage from
the data of petition for divorce. The mean duration of marriage for the entire
sample was 10.5 years; {the standard deviationwas 8.3). There was very little
difference between: (a) those with dependent children and a maintenance order
{mean 11.1 years), (b) those with dependent children but with no maintenance
order {mean 11.6 years) and {c¢) those without dependent children but with
a maintenance order (mean 11.0 years). The mean duration of marriage for
cases without dependent children and no maintenance order was significantly
lower than the other categories {(mean 8.7, F = 3.97, .05€<p).

About one gquarter of those with dependent children (24%) filed for
divorce within five years of marriage. This figure corresponds to about half
{54%) of those without dependent children.

2.2.4 Number of Dependent Children (Table 6.5}

The modal number of dependent children was two, (making up 39% of
those with maintenance orders and 42% of those without). The next largest
category was couples with one child. The number of dependent children
appeared to make nc difference as to whether a maintenance order was granted
or not.
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Dependent Children

No Dependent Children

CHARACTERISTICS No NG
Maintenance Maintenance Maintenance Maintenance
6.1 PLACE OF (n=324) {n=148) {n=38 ) (n=230)
MARRIAGE % % % %
British Columbia 4.6 4.1 7.9 5.6
Alberta 69.4 66.2 71.1 67.8
Saskatchewan 6.8 5.4 - 5.7
Manitoba 3.1 4.7 7.9 3.9
Ontario 5.9 8.1 5.3 8.3
i Other Canada 2.5 4.1 - 2.6
out of Country 7.7 7.4 7.9 6.1
No information 8.2 10.3 13.6 11.9
5.2 DATE OF MARRIAGE (n= 351} {n=164) (n=46) (n=258)
1978 -~ 1975 7.1 5.5 30.4 23.6
1974 - 1970 23.9 28.0 34.8 36.8
1969 - 1965 27.6 23.2 13.0 18.2
1964 - 1960 17.1 12.8 - 3.5
1959 -~ 1955 16.0 17.1 - 3.5
1954 - 1950 4.8 6.7 4.3 5.8
1949 or earlier 3.4 6.7 17.4 8.5
No information 0.8 0.6 - 1.1
6.3 DURATION CF
MARRIAGE (n= 347) (n= 164) {n= 45 ) (n=247)
1 - 2 years 5.8 10.4 28.9 21.9
3 - 5 years 19.3 14.0 26.7 32.0
6 — 10 years 30.0 26.8 17.8 24.2
11 - 15 years 21.3 20.1 - 2.8
16 + years 23.6 28.7 26,7 12.0
No information 1.7 0.7 - 5.7
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CHARACTERISTICS

Dependent Children

No Dependent Children

Husband
Wife

Husband
Wife

Husband
Wife
Husband

Wife

6.4 STATUS OF SPOUSE
AT THE TIME OF

(n=349) fn=348)

{(n=165){ (n=166)] (n=46) | (n=46) | (n=258}|(n=259)

MARRTAGE % % % % % % % %
Never married S0.5 89.9 89.6 B86.1 82.6 76.0 B6.0 79.5
Widowed — 0.6 1.2 1.2 2.2 4.3 3.1 5.0
Divorced 9.5 9.5 9.1 12.7 15.2 19.6 10.9 15.4
No information 1.1 1.4 - - - - 1.1 0.8
6.5 NUMBER OF Mot o | s EO
DEPENDENT CHILDREN aintenanc aintenance
{(n=353) {n=165)
% %
Cne 35.4 37.0
Two 38.8 41.8
Three 18.4 14.5
Four 7.4 6.7

No information
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2.3 PARTICULARS OF THE DIVORCE

The informaticn pertaining to the particulars of divorce included:
the source, date, filing agency, contestation and alleged grounds of petition;
residence and age of the spouses at the time of divorce; the time taken to
process the divorce, and the custody settlements arising from the divorce.

2.3.1 Petitioner (Table 7.1)

In most cases, the petitioner was the wife whether or not there were
dependent children or there was a maintenance order or not. It is interesting
to note that a maintenance order was significantly less likely to be awarded
if the petitioner was the husband. This was true both in the instance of
dependent children (x2 = 30.4, .001)>»p) and in the case of no dependent
children (x2 = 5.6, .02Dp).

2.3.2 Petition Filed by ({Table 7.2)

In almost all cases the petition was filed by a private law firm
(97% of the entire sample). There were no notable differences among the four
categories.

2.3.3 Contestation of Petition (Table 7.3)

There was no contestation of petition in 88% of the total sample.
There was very little variation from this figqure whether or not maintenance
awards were granted or whether or not dependent children were involved.

2.3.4 Residence of Spouse at the Time of Petition (Table 7.4)

Ninety percent of the husbands and 92% of the wives were resident in
Alberta. There was not much difference among the categories. The only
difference of some note was that wives who were resident in Alberta tended
to have maintenance awarded more so than nen-residents (chi? = 10.1, .01)>p®).
However, this difference should be regarded as suggestive because of the large
proportion of missing cases.

2.3.5 BAge of Spouses at the Time of Divorce (Table 7.5)

The mean age of the husbands are given below in Table 10.

Table 10

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

Mean Standard No. of
Deviation Cases
Dependent Children Maintenance Award 35.3 B.6 339
No Award 37.2 10.1 144
No Dependent Children Maintenance Award 8.4 14.0 38
No Award 34.8 11.8 218
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The mean age of husbands did not vary much from category to category.
The overall mean was 35.7 years.

The mean age of wives again shows no difference of any significance.

Table 11

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

Mean Standard No. of
Deviation Cases
Dependent Children Maintenance Award 32.3 7.9 331
No Award 33.5 8.9 145
No Dependent Children Maintenance Award 36.9 14.2 39
No Award 32.1 11.2 223

2.3.6 Alleged Grounds for Divorce (Table 7.6}

The most common alleged gounds for divorce for all the categories
were: mental cruelty, physical cruelty and adultery. Cases with dependent
children (with and without maintenance orders) and cases with no dependent
children which contained a maintenance order all demonstrated the same
pattern. Physical and mental cruelty were cited less often as alleged
grounds for divorce in cases which did not involve maintenance orders and
which did nct have maintenance orders.

The only frequently encountered grounds for divorce relating to
marriage breakdown was separation for more than three years.

2.3.7 Duration of Proceedings from Petition to Nisi (Table 7.7)

In over 20% of all divorce cases, the duration of proceedings from
the date of petition to the date of the decree nisi was a year or less.
There was little difference among the cateqories.

2.3.8 Divorce Cases with Custody Awards (Table 7.8)

Three-quarters of the divorce cases with maintenance orders had
custody awards. This correspends to 38% of the cases which did net have
maintenance orders.

2.3.9 Custody Awards: (Table 7.9}
Custody was awarded to the petitioner in 86% of the cases with

maintenance orders in which custody was specified. In cases with no maintenance
orders, the corresponding figure was 67%.
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PETITICNER DEPENDENT CHILDREN NO DEPENDENT CHILDREN
Maintenance No Maintenance Maintenance No Maintenance
{n=348) {n=157) (n=46) {n=260)
7.1 Petitioner % % % %
Husband 13.8 35.7 17.4 36.5
Wife 86.2 64.3 B2.6 63.5
No Information 1.4 4.8 - 0.4
(n=353) {n=163) {n=44) (n=261)
7.2 Petition Filed % % % %
By:
Private Law Firm 96.86 98.8 96,5 97.3
Petitioner 1.1 0.6 0.0 2.3
Legal Aid 2.3 0.6 3.5 0.4
No Information - 1.2 - -
7.3 Contestation of (n=if4) (n=262) {ni?4) (n:?59)
Petition
No Contest g4.7 85.1 79.5 95,7
Initial Contest 7.9 4.9 9,1 1.9
Contest to
Discovery 7.1 9.9 11.3 2.3
Contest to
Trial 0.3 0 - -
No information -— 1.8 - 0.8
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CHARACTERISTICS DEPENDENT CHILLDOREN NO DEPENDENT CHILDREN
Maintenance No Maintenance Maintenance No Maintenance
Husband] Wife Hisbhand [Wife Husbhand | Wife | Husband | Wife
(in=287}| (n=291) {n=99) n=97) (n=31) [(n=34)] (n=192) (n=198)
7. Residence of % % % % % % % %
Spouse at
Time of
Petition
Alberta 91.3 95.9 91.9 89.7 83.9 97.1 BB.5 87.9
Other Canada 8.7 4.1 8.1 10.3 16.1 2.9 11.5 12.1
No Information 18.7 17.6 40.0 41,2 29.5 22,7 26.4 24.1
7.5 Age of Spouse {n=348) {(n=349) (n=163)] (n=143) {n=46) |{n=46) {n=248} | (n=252)
at time of % % % % % % % E
Divorce
18 - 24 years 7.5 14.6 6.1 15.3 19.6 26.1 17.7 23.0
25 ~ 29 vyears 19.8 23.8 22.1 25.9 15.2 1C.9 21.4 30.0
30 - 39 years 39.4 40.4 35.6 27.3 15.2 B.7 29.4 20,6
40 — 49 years 25.6 14.0 23.3 23.8 23.9 26.1 12.9 12.7
50 + years 7.5 7.2 12.9 7.7 26.1 2B.3 18.5 14.7
No information 1.4 1.1 1.2 13.3 || -— — 5.0 3.4
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CHARACTERISTICS DEPENDENT CHILDREN NO DEPENDENT CHILDREN
Maintenance | No Maintenance Maintenance No Maintenance
.6 Alleged Grounds {n=353} {n=165) {n=44) {n=261)
for Divorce * % % % %
Marital Offense
Adultery 51.3 37.6 38.6 51.7
Homosexual Act 0.6 0.4
Subsequent
Marriage 0.3
Physical Cruelty 56.4 59.4 6l.4 33.3
Mental Cruelty 59.2 65.5 70.4 37.2
Marrjage Breakdown
Bl Imprisconment more
than three years 0.3
B2 Addiction to
Alcohol 2.8 2.4 2.3 1.5
B3 Marriage not
Consummated 0.4
B4 Separaticn of
more than 3 yrs. 17.3 19.4 9.1 23.4
B5 Desertion for
more than 5 yrs. 0.6 1.8 2.7
B& Addiction to
Narcotics 0.6 2.3
Ne information - - - -
7.7 Duration of {n=292) {n=94) (n=35) {n=191)
Proceedings from
Petition to Nisi
1 year or less 96,2 88.3 94,3 89.0
l to 2 vyears 3.8 11.7 2.9
More than 2 yrs. 2.9 1.0

No information

*

Percentages add to

more than 100% because multiple alleged  grounds for
divorce were often cited.
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CHARACTERISTICS DEPENDENT CHILDREN NO DEPENDENT CHILDREN
Maintenance No Maintenance Maintenance |No Maintenance
7.8 Divorce Cases {n=352) {n=147)
With Custody % %
Awards
Custody Awards 75.0 37.4 N/A N/A
Ne Custody 25.0 62.6
Ne informaticon 0.6 10.9
7.9 Custody Awarded {n=2€4) {n=55)
to
Petitioner 86.4 67.3 N/A N/B
Respondent 10.6 27.3
Both 3.0 5.4

Nc information
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2.3.10 Relationship between Grounds for Divorce and

Granting of Maintenance Orders

There were only three grounds for divorce which were cited often
enough to make a statistical analysis possible. The grounds for divoxrce have
been broken down as to whether of the husband or the wife was the petitioner.

Table 8

Granting of Maintenance Order by Grounds
for Divorce by Petitiomer

8.1 HUSBAND AS PETITIONER, ADULTERY CITED

ADULTERY CITED

Yes No
% %
Maintenance Order 20.9 33.7
No order 79.1 66,3
No of cases 49 131
chi? = 3.8, 0.08)p

There was some indication that if the husband cited adultery in the
petition for divorce, there would be less likelihccd that a maintenance award
would be granted. However, the relationship was not statistically significant.

8.2 HUSBAND AS PETITICNER, PHYSICAL CRUELTY CITED

PHYSICAL CRUELTY CITED

Yes No
Maintenance Crder 39.1 23.1
No order ©0.9 76.9
No. of cases {46} {134)

2

Chi‘ = 3.7, 0.06)p

The results indicate that a maintenance award was more likely to be
granted if the husband cited physical cruelty than if he didn't. BAgain, the
relaticnship was not statistically significant.



2.3 HUSBAND AS PETITIONER, MENTAL CRUELTY CITED

Maintenance QOrder
No order
No. of cases

MENTAL CRUELTY CITED

Yes
%
33.9
66.1
{49}

No
%
24.2
75.8
{131)

Chi? =

1.4, 0.240p

There was little indicaticn that maintenance awards were more or
less likely to be granted when mental cruelty was cited on the petiticn.

8.4 WIFE AS PETITIONER, ADULTERY CITED

Maintenance crder
No crder
No. of cases

ADULTERY CITED

Yes
%

62.9
37.1
£275)

No
%

51.0
49.0
(290)

2
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Chi“ = 0.006)p

There was a statistically significant relationship between the citing
of adultery in the petition and the granting of a maintenance order.

8.5 WIFE AS PETITIONER, PHYSICAL CRUELTY CITED

PHYSICAL CRUELTY CITED

Yes No

% %
Maintenance Order 58.1 54.9
No order 41.9 45.1
No. of cases (339) {226)

chi? = 0.5, 0.50>p

There wasnho relationship between the allegation of physical cruelty
as a ground for divorce and the presence or absence of an award.



8.6 WIFE AS PETITIONER, MENTAL CRUELTY CITED

MENTAL CRUELTY CITED

YQE Ng
Maintenance Crder 58.6 53.9
No order 41.4 46.1
No. of cases (348) (217)

Chi? = 1.0, 0.5)©p

Again, there was nc relationship observed between the two
variables.
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for each divorce case.
with maintenance awards issued by the Supreme Court.

CHARACTERISTICS OF MAINTENANCE AWARDS

Information concerning maintenance award cases included terms of
the award, the presiding judge {this has not been tabulated), recipient

of the award, and the type and amount of the award for each recipient and
Table 9 indicates the proportion of divorce cases
The remaining tables

only include cases with maintenance awards.

Table 9

Awarding of Maintenance by Presence

or Absence of Dependent Children

49

No
Dependent Children Dependent Children TOTAL
% %
Maintenance award 68.1 14.4 48.2
No maintenance award 31.9 BE.6 51.8
No. of cases {518} {305) {823}
2.4.1 Cases with Maintenance Qrders

the cases with dependent children contain no maintenance order.

Over two-thirds (68%) of divorces involving dependent children had
a maintenance award as opposed to 14% of the cases with nc dependent children.
Nonetheless, the number of cases with dependent children but without a
maintenance order is not insignificant. It is noteworthy that nearly one third of

inveolved ocut of court settlements.

Table 10

Characteristics of Maintenance Awards

Dependent No
Children Dependent Children
% %
10.1 Terms of the Award (n=351) (n=44)
Interim/indefinite 6.3 11.7
Continuing/final 93.4 88.3
Variation 0.2 -—
No information 0.6 -
10.2 Recipient of aAward {(n=354) {n=44)
Wife only 4.5 100.0
Wife and Children 6.2 N/A
Children only 44.3 N/A
Wife and Children as
separate awards 44.9 N/A
No information - -

Perhaps these cases
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No
Dependent Children Dependent Children
% %
10.3 Type of Award for (n=242) (n=43)
Spouse
51.00 or nominal award 34.7 25.5
Lump sum 14.9 41.8
Periodic 33.5 23.2
Reserved 10.7 -
Lump sum and pericdic 5.3 9.3
$1.00 and reserved c.8 -
No information - 2.3
Not applicable -— -
10.4 Amount of Award DEPENDENT CHILDEREN NO DEFPENDENT CHILDREN
for Spouse Nominal Lump Pericdic Lump HNominal Iump Periodic Lump
Periodic Periodic
% % % % % % % %
{n=48) {n=28) {n=£9) {(n=13) {n=9) (n=19) {n=9) {n=4)
$1.00 100 100
52.00 to 5100 20.3 23.0 11.1
5101 to $200 37.7 23.0 53.0 22.2
$201 to $300 3.6 11.6 22.2 25.0
5301 to $500 18.8 38.5 23.3 50.0
$501 to $1l000 10.1 15.4 10.5 11.1 25.0
51000 to $5000 28,6 2.9 7.7 3l.6
$5001 to 510,000 14.3 31.6
Over $10,000 57.1 21.1
No infermation 6.8
10.5 Number of Children Awarded Maintenance {n=354})
One 35.6
TwO 37.5
Three 18.9
Four to seven 7.9
No informaticon -—
10.6 Type of Award for Children (n=333)
$1.00 or nominal 3.3
Lump sum 0.6
Periodic 96.0
No information 5.9
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No
10.7 BMOUNT OF AWARDS PER Dependent Children Dependent Children

CHILD PER MONTH {n=314}
{periodic only)
Under $50 5.7
$51 to 5100 37.3
$101 to 5200 47.5
$201 to 5300 7.3
over $300 2.2 N/A
No information/not

applicable 11.2

10.8 TOTAL MAINTENANCE
PAYMENTS PER MONTH (n=317) (n=9)
{periodic only)

Under 5100 le.1 7.1
$101 to $200 31.2 22.2
5201 to $300 23.6 22.2
5301 to %500 15.4 23.3
5501 to %1000 11.4 11.1
$1001 to $2000 2.2 -

2.4.2 Terms of the paward (Table 10.1}

About all of the awards were continuing/final awards. There was only
one case encountered in the 395 samples of an award which had been varied
through the Supreme Court.

2.4.3 Recipient of the award (Table 10.2}

Wives and children as separate awards (45%), children only awards (44%)
and a combined award for wife and children (6%); almost all of the sample of
maintenance awards which included dependent children, ©f the total sample
of divorce cases considered, wives were awarded maintenance (either alone or
together with their children) in 29% of the cases.

2.4.4 Type of Award for Spouse (Table 10.3)

Among those cases with dependent children, 35% were nominal awards
and a further 11% were reserved. Thirty~four percent received periodic
awards, and 15% received a lump sum award. The most common type of award
for the cases without dependent children was a lump sum award (42%). The
second most common type of award was nominal (26%) followed by periodic
awards (23%). Only about a quarter of all cases inveolving maintenance orders
for the spouse specified periodic payments or a lump sum plus periodic
payments for the maintenance of the spouse.
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2.4.5 Amount of Award for Spouse (Table 10.4}

Over half of the lump sum awards {57%) in cases which included
dependent children were in excess of $10,000. The second most commen
category was $1000 to $5000. ILump sum awards for cases with no dependent
children tended tc be between 51000 and $%10,000, (63%) of the sample.

The reader should be cautioned that these distributions represent only a
small number of cases {28 and 19 respectively).

Among maintenance order cases involving dependent children the medal
category for periodic orders was $101 to $200 per month (38%} of the sample.
Thirty percent had orders between 5200 and $500 per month and 20% of the orders
were for less than $100. Fourteen percent were for more than $500 per month.
There were too few cases of periodic awards for spouses without dependent
children to make a commentary worthwhile.

2.4.6 HNumber of Children Awarded Maintenance (Table 10.5)

The modal category of children awarded maintenance was two (38%). In
36% of the cases one child was awarded maintenance and in 26% of the cases
awards were granted to three or more children.

2.4.7 BAmount of Awards per Child per Month (Table 10.6)

In nearly half of the cases (48%) the monthly amount of the award per
child was between 5101 and $200. The next largest category (38%) was between
$51 and $100.

2.4.8 Total Maintenance Payments per Month (Table 10.7)

Nearly a third (31%) of the cases with depdndent children contained
monthly awards of 5101 to $200., The next largest category (24%) was 5201
to $300. Fourteen percent of the sample centained awards in excess of $500
per month,
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3.0 TRENDS

According to the terms of reference the following trends were to
be analyzed for the following variables: duration of marriage, percentage
of divorce cases represented by {(a}) private law firm (b) petiticners
{c} legal aid, values of asset/debt profiles of people obtaining divorces,
proportion of people with maintenance orders receiving social assistance
at the time of the granting of decrees nisi, proportion of divorce cases containing
maintenance awards, and recipients of awards.

3.1 TRENDS CONCERNING DURATION OF MARRIAGE

Table 11
Duration of Marriage Trends
STANDARD NO.
PERIOD DEPENDENT CHILDREN MEAN DEVIATION OF CASES

1972 - 73 Yes 12.1 7.7 112
No 8.0 8.4 53
1973 - 74 Yes 11.1 6.7 133
No 10,2 9.8 64
1874 - 75 Yes 11.1 7.3 136
No 10.2 11.4 &8
1975 - 76 Yes 10.5 7.0 95
No 7.5 9.2 71

F=1.6, .20Dp

There was an indication that the mean duration of marriage was
somewhat shorter in the last two year period. However, the trend over the
eight years was not statistically significant.

3.2 REPRESENTATION BY A PRIVATE LAW FPIRM

As almost all the cases sampled were represented by a private law

firm, ne trend analysis was done.

3.3 DEBT PROFILES OF PEOPLE OBTAINING DIVORCES

There were too many missing cases to allow for a meaningful trend
analysis.



3.4

PRCPCRTION OF PEQOPLE OBTATINING DIVCRCES WHCO WERE ON

SOCIAL ASSISTANCE AT THE TIME CF GRANTING COF DECREE NISI

Table 12

Proportion of Cases Containing Maintenance

in which Wife was Receiving Social Assistance

by two vear intervals
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Wife Receiving Social Years
Assistance
1972-73 1974-75 1976=-77 1978=79
Yes 22.5 13.4 20.6 10.8
No / not stated 87.5 86.6 79.4 89.2
No. of cases (80) (97) (102} (120}

chi? = 6.5, 0.10)p

Table 12 might suggest that there may be a trend of fewer wives
receliving sccial assistance at the time of the granting of decrees nisi.

However,

even such a tentative observation would be incorrect as (1) the

results were not statistically significant and (2} there was a large amount

of missing data.

3.5 TRENDS CONCERNING THE PROPORTICN OF DIVORCE CASES
CONTAINING MAINTENANCE AWARDS

The results provided in Table 12 are broken down by city.

Table 13

Maintenance Award Trends

Divorce Cases Date of Petition
with Maintenance Calgary Edmonteon
Awards 1972-73 74-75 7T7e-77 78-79 1972-73 74-75 76-77 78-72
% % % % % % % %
Maintenance 62.9 6l1l.5 53.1 50.4 67.2 51.1 51.5 43,3
No Maintenance 37.1 38.5 46.9 49.6 32.8 48.9 48.5 56.7
Number of Cases 62 78 a8 121 58 a4 99 141
Chi% = 4.0,.10) p chi? = 9,6, .05)>p




There appears to be a weak trend towards granting fewer maintenance
awards in both Edmonton and Calgary although in the latter case, the trend

is not statistically significant.

3.6 TRENDS IN THE RECIPIENTS OF MAINTENANCE AWARDS

Again the results have been broken down by city.

Table 14

Recipients of Maintenance Awards Trends
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Recipient of

Year of award

Maintenance Calgary Edmonton

1972-73 74-75 76-77 78-79 1972-73 74-75 76-77 78-79
Wife only i8.0 3.9 10.0 18.8 20.0 16,0 14.0 20,0
Children only 34.0 56.9 62.0 47.9 24.0 22.0 20.0 40.0
Wife, Children
combined award 6.0 3.9 4.0 2.1 18.0 1g8.0
Wife, children
separate award 42.0 35.3 24.0 31.3 38.0 44.0 66.0 40.0
Number of cases 50 51 50 48 50 50 50 50

There appears to be little in the way of discernable trends in the
recipients of awards, other than a decrease in the numbers of combined awards
for wives and children.




3.7 TRENDS CCONCERNING THE PROPORTION CF DIVORCE CASES INVCOLVING DEPENDENT
CHILDREN WHICH HAD MAINTENANCE AWARDS

The previous section indicated that there may be a trend towards the
In order to control
for the factor of the presence or absence of dependent children, this trend
is presented in Table 14 below for divorce cases involving dependent children

granting of fewer maintenance awards in divorce cases.

only.

Maintenance Award Trends

Table 14 A

Involwving Dependent Children

for Divorces

Divorce Cases
With Maintenance

DATE OF PETITICN

Awards
1972-73 1874-75 1876-77 1978-79

% % % %
Maintenance 78.6 68.4 65.9 63.6
No Maintenance 21.4 31.6 34.1 36.4
Number of Cases {112) {(133) (138) {(132)

.2

chi® = 7.1, 0.07 > p

Table 14 A suggests that there is a trend towards the granting of fewer

maintenance orders in divorce cases involving dependent children.

However,

relationship does not meet the 0.05 level of statistical significance.

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

The findings presented in this section concern characteristics
associated with the amount of maintenance ordered by the Calgary and
Edmonton Supreme Courts. The characteristics identified in the study's
Terms of Reference included: income of husband and wife, identity of the
presiding judge, contestation of the award, the number and ages of children,
duration of the marriage, ages of spouses at the time of divorce and the
alleged grounds of the divorce.

The amount of maintenance used in this analysis was delimited to
periodic awards for children or spouses only, Amounts coded for wives and
children did not differentiate the number of recipients for each award amount.
The amount coded for children only was the average monthly amount per child.
This amount was weighted to prevent differences attributable to inflation
from affecting the findings.

To simplify the presentation of associations between the amount of
the award and the various characteristics, the information was placed in
cross~tabulated ‘categories. However, where possible, statistical tests that
use the more powerful interval data were used for determlning whether or not
associations existed.

4.1 FINANCIAL CHARACTERISTICS OF SPOUSES

Information concerning the financial characteristics of spouses was
limited to income data at the time of the petition. 1In many instances the
income of the respondent was the perceived income according to the petitioner.
The reliability and validity of this data was therefore suspect.

4.1.1 Income of Hushands and Amount of Maintenance for Children

There was a medium order correlation between the income of the
husband and the amount of maintenance awarded to children as shown in Table 15.
This association was strongest in Calgary (Spearman's Correlation; O. 61)
than in Edmonton (Spearman’s Correlation: 0.44).
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Table 15

Relationship between Income of Husbands and the Amount
of Maintenance for Children

Monthly Income of Husband

Calgary Edmonteon
Less than $1500 | More than 51500 Less than $1500 | More than 351500
. Amount of % % 5 %

Maintenance per
Child per Month

Less than $100 56.3 24.4 40.0 34.7
More than $100 43.7 75.6 60.0 65.3

No. of cases {(48) (45) (50) {(49)

Spearman's Rank Order Correlaticn Co-efficient (all cases) 0.46, .001) p,
no. cf cases = 1%91

4.1.2 Income of Husbands and Amount of Awards to Wives

There was a fairly high correlation between the incomes of husbands and
the amount of awards to wives which was statistically significant. This is
shown in Table 16.

Table 16

Relationship between Income of Husband and the
Amount of Award for Spouse

Number of Cases 53
Spearman's Correlation Coefficient 0.71
Level of Significance 0.001 > p

The reader should note that in over a third of the files examined,
there was no information concerning the income of the husband and that incomes
reported by petitioners may not have been accurate. Therefore, the findings
should be regarded as suggestive rather than conclusive.



4.1.3 Income of Wife and Amount of Maintenance for Children

An expected negative coxrelation between the income of the wife and
amount of maintenance for children was not supported (see Table 17). Wives
in the high income bracket were just as likely to receive a high maintenance
award as were low lncome wives.

Table 17

Relationship between Inccme of Wife and the
Amount of Maintenance for Children

Amount of Monthly Income of Wife
Maintenance/ Calgary Edmon ton
Child/Mcnth $1-1,000 51,001+ $1-1,000 $1,001+
] % % % %

1 - 100 40.0 50.0 38.5 27.8
101 ~ 300 + 60.0 50.0 61.5 72.2
No. of cases (55) (16) (65) {(18)

Spearman's Corrxelation Co-efficient G, 016 Level of Significance .25

4.1.4 Income of Wife and Amount of Maintenance for Wife

A weak negative correlation was observed between the income of wives
and the amount awarded to spouses (see Table 18) but the association was
not significant.

Table 18

Relationship between Income of wWife and the
Amount of Maintenance for the Wife

Number of Cases 23
Spearman's Correlation Coefficient - .igg

Level of Significance

4.1.5 The mean amount of maintenance awarded to working wives as opposed to
unemployed wives were compared. Working wives had awards of $100 less per
month than unemployed wives. However, this difference was not quite statis-
tically significant (level of significance: .06}.

5%



60

Table 19

Awards to Working and Unemployed Wives

RECTIPIENT OF AWARD

Working Wife Non-working Wife
Mean Award §224 $334
Standard Deviation 156 282
No. of cases {26} {26}

Z =1.69, 0.060p

4.2 IDENTITY OF THE PRESIDING JUDGE

The mean amount of maintenance awarded to children by eight Alberta
judges is listed in Table 20. wWhile there was an apparent spread of $20
between the highest and lowest mean awards, the differences among the amounts
awarded by any one judge were greater than this difference between the
judges. A conclusive statement concerning the relationship between the

identity of the judge and the amount of maintenance cannot be made from
this data.

Table 20

Belationship between the Identity of the Presiding
Judge and the Ampunt of the Maintenance for

Children
MEAN AWARD

JUDGE FOR CHILDREHN NUMBER OF CASES

4 122.55 4]

K] 121.00 16

24 114.12 16

12 111.81 25

18 107.60 23

26 107.03 17

8 101.86 14

4.3 CONTESTATION

In Calgary and Edmonton, 88% and B7% of the divorce cases respectively,
were uncontested. This lack of variation in the data precludes the possibility
of a relatienship between contestation and the amount of maintenance awarded.



4.4 NUMBER OF CHILDREN

The relationship between the amount of awards per
of children awarded support is given in Table 21 below.

child and the number

Table 21
Amount of Maintenance by Number of Children
NUMBER OF MEAN MONTHLY STANDARD NUMBER OF
CHILDREN ORDER DEVIATION CASES
one 5 129.8 60.8 108
two 112.8 50.8 122
three or
more 115.9 €6.9 83
F = 2.5, 0.08)p

Although one child families received higher mean monthly awards than

did families with more children, the relaticnship was not statistically
significant.

4.5 DURATION OF MARRIAGE

There was no evidence of a correlation between the duration of the
marriage and the amount of awards to children as can be seen in Table 22,

Table 22

Relationship between duration of
Marriage and the AZmount of Maintenance for Children

Awards for Children Calgary Edmonton
Number of Cases 135 117
Spearman's Correlation Coefficient . 0681 . 0965
Level of Significance .216 .15

This alsco held true for the awards to the spouse.

Table 23

Awards to Spouse

Number of Cases 78

Spearman’s Correlation Coefficient 0.09
Level of Significance 0.23
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1.6 AGE OF SPOUSES

Table 24 indicates that there was no relationship between the age of
spouses at the time of Nisi and the amount of maintenance awarded for children.

Table 24
Relationship between Age of Spouses and the
amount of Maintenance for Children

AWARDS FOR Ages in Calgary Ages in Edmonton
CHILDREN Husband Wife Husband Wife
Number of cases 135 135 117 117
Spearman's

Correlation

Coefficient .0432 .1018 .021e6 .1074
Level of

Significance . 309 .12 .409 .125

Table 25 indicates that there was a low order correlation between the
age of the wife and the amount of maintenance awarded although it was not
statistically significant.

Table 25
Relationship between the Age of Wife
and dmount of Award to Spouse

Bwards to Wives

Number of Cases 78

Spearman's Correlation Coefficient 0.18

Level of Signifircance 0,06
q.7 RELATIONSHIP RETWEEN AGE OF CHILDREN AND THE AMOUNT

OF MAINTENANCE AWARDED PER CHILD

As shown in Table 26, age made almost no difference between the amount
of maintenance awarded per month in one child families.

Table 26

Relationship hetween Age of Child in One Child
Families and amount of Maintenance for the Child

Age of Child No. of Cases Mean Amount Standard Deviation

0-6 years 39 114.8 64
7+ 12 113.0 419
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Similarly, in families with two children, there was no association
between the amount of maintenance awarded to families where both children
were less than 7 years old, one child was less than seven and the other
7 years or more, or both children were 7 vyears or more. {Table 27}

Table 27

Relationship between Age of Children in Two
Child Families and amount. of Maintenance for Children

Age of Child Number of Cases Mean Amount Standard Deviation
Both 7 years 26 86.0 40.1

{7 and 6 22 98. 4 40.6
Both > 6 19 94.6 31.8

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

Table 28 indicates that children of wives who were on social assistance
at the time of petition received significantly lower mean awards than those
who were not on social assistance.

Table 28

Social Assistance and Awards to

Children
Wife on Social Standard
Assistance Mean Deviation Number of Cases
Yes $ 99.9 47.7 55
No 126.9 55.5 112
Z = 3,06, 0.01>p

The mean amounts of pericdic awards to wives were also analyzed and
the results are given below in Table 29. While the same pattern emerged
as in the awards to children {wives on sccial assistance received a lower
mean award than those not on social assistance} the numbers were very small
and the difference was not statistically significant.
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Table 29
Soclal Assistance and Awards to
Wives
Wife on Social Standard
Assistance Mean Deviation Number of Cases
Yes 5217.4 165.6 14
No 313.9 287.6 23

Z = 1.26, 0.10Pp
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5. COMPARISON OF CALGARY AND EDMONTON SUPREME COURT RECORDS

The descriptive data accumulated in the study is broken down by court
in Tables 30 to 34. The commentary is restricted to highlighting apparent
and real differences between courts. The reader may note that the number
of missing cases in these tables are somewhat higher than analagous tables
presented earlier in the report. This is because of the missing information
in the Statistics Canada tape which was not added manually to the results.

5.1 INDIVIDUAL CHARACTERISTICS OF SPOUSES (Table 30)

5.1.1 Place of Birth of Spouses (Table 30.1)

More spouses in Edmonton were born in Alberta than in the case of Calgary
(43%). However, the reader should note the large proportion of missing cases
in interpreting this result.

5.1.2 Spouses on Social Assistance of Time of Petition {Table 30.5)

Edmonton wives (36%) seemed to be more likely to be on social assistance
at the time of petition than their Cal§ary counterparts {(257%)}. This difference
was not statistically significant {Chi® = 2.7, 0.10 % p). 1In addition, there
was a large number of missing cases.

5.2 MARRIAGE CHARACTERISTICS (Table 31)

5.2.1 Place of Marriage (Table 31.1)

Edmonton divorce cases wEre signifcantly more likely to be married in Alberta
than were Calgary cases. (Chi™ = 4.6, 0.02 > p).

5.2.2 Duration of Marriage (Table 31.3)

Any apparent differences between Edmonton and Calgary particularly
in the cases without maintenance orders may be due to the large number of
missing cases.



5.3 PARTICULARS OF THE DIVORCE {(Table 32)
5.3.1 Petitioner (Table 32.1)

It appears that there were a higher proportion of cases in Calgary
which named the husband as the petitioner. However, the difference was
not statistically significant.

5.3.2 Custody Awards (Table 32.10)

Calgary cases without maintenance awards were significantly more
likely to contain custody awards than were Edmonton cases (Chi2 = 15.6,
0.001 == p). .

5.3.3 Recipient of the Award (Table 33.3)

The majority of the awards in Calgary (51%) were granted to
children only, whereas in Edmonton the majority (48&) were for
spouse and children.
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Table

30

Individual Characteristics of Spouses

Toformation

¥ of Cases With Ne 11,7

CALCARY EDMONTON
CHARACTERISTICS Maintenzhce award |No Mainlcnance | dmintenahce Award| Ho Maintpnance
Rushand Wife Husbend| Wife Nusband Wife Husband | Wile
30.1 Place of Birth
of Spouses {o=1513 f(o=156) | {n=119)] (n=118] 'n=141} (n=142)] (n~B& )| (a=85)
X I X I z S
Alberts 37.7 45.5 45.& 41.2 56.7 57.7 39.5 47.0
Brirish Columbla 7.3 5.8 3.4 5.9 5.7 6.3 2.3 T.1
Saghatchevan 21.2 17.9 13.4 14,3 9.9 6.1 1.6 15.3
Manitoba £.0 6.4 5.9 6.7 2.1 5.6 3.5 4.7
Ontario 5.3 3.7 7.6 9.2 6.4 5.6 11.6 5.9
Other Canada 4.6 3.8 5.0 4.2 5.0 1.4 10.5 5.9
Other Country 17.9 12.8 19.3 18.5% 14.2 116.9 20.9 14.1
% of Cases Hith Ko 0.6 200 | 25.2 25.6 20.1| 29.0! 5.7 | 56.2
loformatiom
-
30.2 Date of Eirth
of Spouses {n=178% (o=181) | {a=145)] (n=14B)| (n=1B&)| {(u=187)] {(n=1560} {(n=162)
I z z F4 4 I I z
1959 - 1950 11.8 22.1 24,1 32.4 17.7 26.2 25.4 | 36.4
1949 ~ 1940 42.1 La 2 42.1 43.9 41.9 42.8 35.6 32.1
1239 - 1930 32.5 23.2 14.9 B.a 22,8 20.3 15.6 16.7
1928 3.4 2.2 6.2 4.0 5.4 1.6 6.3 3.7
¥ of Cases With No
Informarion 10.6 L_ 0.0 B.8 8.1 7.0 | 7.0 17.1 15.6
30,3 Employment Status
of Spouses at time Husband Wife Husband Hife
of Petition {r=159) {n=158} {n=2E5) (n=175)
x i 4 4
Full time . 89.6 51.8 92.7 52.6
Part time 1.3 3.8 -b 4.0
Seasonally - ~ .6 .6
Self-employed 7.5 N 2.4 1.1
Studept - " .6 2.9
Unemployed 4.4 43.7 3.0 33.1
Other - - - 3.7
Z of Cases With No
Taformation 14.3 [ 20.2 16.7 12.5
30.4 Monthly Income of
Spouses : {nalli) (n=E8) {n=138}) {n=99)
z 4 H i
% 1 - 1,000 16.7 7.3 13.0 1¢.8
1,001 - 1,500 32.5 18.2 341 17.2
1,501 - 2,000 25.4 3.4 23.12 1.0
2,001 - 3,000 5.8 1.7 15.9 1.0
3,001 + 9.6 - 6.5 1.0
I of Cases Wich Ne
Informarion 38.& 21:1 4.0 21.1
Kot Applicable ]
{unewployed) a5 34.7 2.1 29.2
N ]
30.5 Spouses on Social | {n=199) (o=1%99) (n=111}% {n=127)
Assistance ar time
of Peririon {o=198) (n=199) (n=111) (n=127)
z H F Z
Yes 2.2 245 .9 35.9
Ho 97.8 75.5 95.1 66,1
50.8 44,2 41.5
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Table 31

Marriage Characteristics

HMaintensnce No Maintenance No
CHARACTERLISTICS Award Maintenancd Awvard Heintenance ;
31.1 Place of Marriage {n=180} {n=184) (n=185) (n=184) |
2 2 2 x :
Brictish Columbia 5.6 4.9 4.9 5.4 !
Alberta 66,4 66.1 75.1 68.5 ’
Seskatchewan 7.2 6.0 4.3 5.4 :
Manitoba 6.4 3.3 2.7 1.8 i
mtaris 6.6 3.8 4.9 7.1l i
Ocher Canada 2.8 4.3 l.& 3.8 !
Ocher Country 8.9 1.6 &.5 6.0 ’
31.2 Date of Marriage (n=184) (n=150) {n=186) (n=166)
i Z 3 x
1978 - 1375 7.1 16.7 8.8& 15.1
1974 - 15970 22.8 35.3 25.3 37.3
1269 - 1365 24.5 22.7 28.5 15.7
1964 - 1960 13.¢ &.0 16.1 7.2
1959 - 1955 20.1 5.3 10.8 9.6
1954 ~ 1450 5.3 3.3 5.4 7.8
1949 end eatlier 6.5 10.7 5.4 7.2
31.3 Duratian of
Marriage {n=155) (n=118) {n=141) {n=B4}
Z F 4 %
1 — 2 yeare 5.2 i3.6 9.9 21.4
3 - 5 years 16.1 34.0 17.0 20.2
& ~1G years 31.6 22.9 27.7 33.4
11 -15 years 19.4 . 9.3 24,1 6.0
16 + years 27.7 20.3 21.3 19.0
1
31,4 Status of Spouss Husband | Wife Hushand | Wife Husband | Hife J Hueband | Wife
at Marriage {n=178) | {n=179) | (n=149) | {o=14%) {n=1B4) | {a=184 (n=165) | {n=165)
x % 4 4 4 X H z
Never Married 89.39 87.8 §83.2 B80.5 87.5 88.6 89.1 82.4
Widowed - 0.% 2.7 2.7 0.5 1.6 3.0 5.5
Divorced 10.1 1l.7 14.1 6.8 12.0 9.8 7.9 12.1
31.5 Humber of
Dependent Children (n=198) {n=201) (=195} ‘ (n=211)
% X x
Hone 9.0 67.6 13.0 56.4
na 29.3 13.4 33.7 14.7
Twa 3B8.9 | 12.4 3.2 19.0
Three 15.1 4.6 17.6 6.6
Four - Seven 7.5 2.0 5.5 3.1
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Table 32

Divorce Characteristics

Calpary Edmontoen
CRARACTERISTICS || Maintenance Ho Maintenance| Ho
Award Haintenanca| Award HMaintenance
32.1 Petirtioner (n=178} (n=148} . {a=185} ({n=166) —‘
Petiticomer 4 % H H .
Husband 15.2 43.3 11.4 34,3
Wife 84.8 54.7 88.6 65.7
32.% pate of Perition {(n=200) (n=159) {n=159) (=153}
F4 X z z
1972 9.0 7.5 9.0 4.1
1973 10.5 6.9 10.5 5.7
1974 11.5 9.4 11.6 6.7
1975 12.5 8.4 12.6 17.1
1976 13.0 16.3 12.6 12.5
1977 13.0 12.6 13.0 12.5
1978 14.5 22.0 la.6 17.6
1973 . 16.0 15.7 16.1 23.8
32.3 Petition filed by: {n=195) (n=201) (n=200) {n=212)
k4 b4 4 Z
Private law firm 94.9 96.5 | 97.5 98.6
Petitioner 2.0 3.5 2.3 0.9
Legal eid 3.1 - - 0.5
32.4 Contestation of
Patition {n=199} (n=200) (=200} (n=212)
b k4 H k4
Ho contest 85.5 92.0 B2.5 91,5
Inirial contest 9.0 4.5 7.5 1.9
Contest to Discovery 5.4 3.5 0.4 6.6
Contest to Trial 0.5 - - -
|
32.5 Resldence of Spouse —| Husband Wife || Husband | Wife Husband | Wife Hushand Wife
at time of Petition (n=152) [{m=154} | (n=116} | {o=117) | (0n=138) | {a=}&0) | (u=B4 )} (n=85)
x 2 F4 * z z z X
Alberta 86.8 92.2 91.3 83.8 91.3 97.1 8.1 B7.1
Other Canada 13.2 7.8 B.?7 16.2 8.7 2.9 11.9 12.9
|
T - .
% of Cases Uich Ho T3 Vo226 275 | 2609 327 | 203 565 se.0
Inforsaticn
32.5 Age of Spouses I
at Divarce (n=155%} |({n=155} | (r=148) | (o=147) | (o=140) | (n=140} | (n=96 ) |{n=<97)
18 -~ 24 years 7.0 13.5 12.2 21.1 5.3 19.3 14.6 19.6
25 - 29 years 18.7 25,2 23.6 32.0 23.6 20.7 25.0 30.1
30 - 39 years 40,40 39.4 36.5 23.8 36.4 7.1 29.2 20.6
40 -~ &9 years 26.6 17.4 11.5 10.2 22.1 15.7 14.6 16.5
30 + years 7.7 4.5 l6.2 12.9 B.6 7.1 16.7 8.2
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Calgary Edmonton
I ] *
Maintenance Ho Haintenanca Ko
C B
CHARACTERISTICS Avard Haintepance Award | Haintensnce
32.7 Alleged prounds for Divorce: (n=124) {n=160) {n=1598} I {n=193)
Marital Offence x x % 4
Adulcery Lo .7 46.3 48.0 42.5
Homosexual Act - - - 1.0
Subsequent Marrisge - - 0.5 -
Physical Crueley 50.3 24,1 55.68 40,4
Mantal Cruelty 54,8 35.6 55.6 40.9
Marrigpe Breakdowm
Imprisonment moTe than I years - -~ 1.0 -
Addiction to Alcohel 3.5 1.3 1.5 .5
Addiceion to Mareotics 1.0 - l.o -
Harrisge not Consummated - - - 0.5
Separation for more than 3 years 15.6 26.% 15.2 13.5
besertion for more than 5 years - .6 1.0 3.1
32.8 Duration of Procemdings from
Petition to Misi (a=177) {n=164) {u=159) (n=126)
X X X X
< 1 Year 75.1 75.6 63.5 82.5
1 year 22.8 21.3 0.8 13.5
2 years 2.3 2.4 5.0 4.0
22 years - .6 .6 -
32.9 Duration of Proceedings from
Wisi to Absclute (n=177] {n=168) (n=15%) {o=109)
&1 year 64 4 64.6 57.%9 64 .2
1 year 33.4 34.1 40.2 34.8
2 years 1.7 - 1.9 .9
22 years -6 1.2 - -
—
32.10 Divorce cases with
Custody Awarde (n=178) {nwbd ) (n=174) (o=E3 )
% X z A
Custody Awards 79.8 56.3 0.1 22.%9
Wo Custody 0.2 43.7 19.9 17.1
Not Applicable (no children) 9.2 | 68.0 13.0 58.9
32.11 Cusrody awarded to: (n=142) {n=36 ) {n=122) {o~19 )
X X 4 X
Petitioner 85.2 £2.9 7.7 13.7
Respondent 12.7 27.8 8.2 26.13
Both 2.1 8.3 4.1 -
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5.4 CHARACTERISTICS OF MAINTENANCE AWARDS (Table 33)

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 12).

Table 34

Relationship Between Court Location and Wives
Receiving Maintenance Awards

Wives Receiving Court Location

Maintenance Calgary Edmonton

Maintenance 24,3 35.0

No Maintenance 75.7 65.0

Number of Cases 400 412
Chi? = 10.6> .01

Maintenance awarded to divorce cases from which there were dependent
children included 747 and 62% of the Calgary and Edmonton samples respec-
tively (see Table 12). There was a significantly greater likelihood that
Calgary children would receive maintenance.

Table 35

Relationship Between Court Location and Children
Receiving Maintenance Awards

Children Receiving Court Location
Maintenance Calgary Edmeonton
Maintenance 73.6 62.3
No Maintenance 26.4 37.7
Number of Cases 235 265
chi? = 6.8 >.01 J




Table 33

Characteristics of Maintenance Awards

‘ CHARACTERLSTICS

Calgary Edmunton
‘ 31.]1 Dhivorce cases with
Malntenance Awards (n=199) {(n=i26)
% 4
Maintenance Award 49.8 46,5
Ko Maintenance 40.2 49.0
31.2 Terms of the hward (n-i‘)ﬁl (n-i‘aﬂi
Interlm/Indefinite 1.0 i3.1
Continuing/Final 9B8.5 86.%
Variation 0.5 -
31.3 Reclpient of the Award (n=199) {n=19%)
x X
Wife anly 13.1 17.1
Wife and Chlldren 3.5 7.5
Children 51.2 27.7
Wife and Children as
separate Awards 32.2 47.7
31.4 Type of Award for Spouse (n=101) {n«121)
k4 %
51.00 or numinal award 28.7 24.8
Lunp sum 24.8 27.1
Periodic 43.6 34.7
Lump sum and Periedic 3.0 11.6

$1.00 apnd reserved

1.7
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Table 33 Cont'd.

CHARACTERISTICS CALGAR EDMONTON
(Nominal}i(l.ump Suml(Periodic} |{Nominal) (Lump Sum} |{Periodic)
31.5 Amount of F !
Maiptenance (
for Spouse {n=19} {(n=22) {n=38) (n=30% {n=27) (n=42)
% P % 2 x ’ 2
$ 1 -~ 2 . 100 - - 100 - 4.8
3 - 140 - - 2.1 - - 11.9
wr~ 200 | ----- } - 8.9 - - J 42,9
01 - ag - - 13.1 - - 11.8
ol - 500 - - 18,4 - - 21.4
501 - 1,000 - ‘ 4.5 13.1 - 4.3 7.l
L, 00l - 5,000 - 27.3 5.3 - 348 -
5,001 -10,003 - 1.8 - - 13.0 -
10,000 + - ‘ 36.4 - - J 47.8 -
31.6 Number of Childran
avarded Maintenance {t=168) {n=163)
x I
Cne 35.7 39.5
Two 42.3 32.5
Three 15.5 22.1
Four - Seven 6.5 3.5
31.7 Type of award for
Children {n=170} {n=16%5)
$1.00 ¢r nominal 2.% 3.8
Lunp Hum 1.2 N
Periodic 95.9% §95.8
31.8 Amount of mward (Nominall {Lump Sum)|{Periediz] {Howinal) {Lump Sum)|{Perlodic)
per child per memth {o=5 1} (n=2 ) {n=153) (n=l 3 (o= 13} (n=15%)
2 1 S H 4 X
$ 1- 2 80 - - 160 - -
3 - 50 - - 6.5 - - 5.0
51 - Loo 20 - 38.0 - 100 36.5
i01 - 200 - - 47,1 - - 47.8
01 - 300 - - 8.4 - - 6.3
301 + - 100 - - - 4.4
1 J
31.9 Total KMalntenance
Paywents per Honth {n=167) {n=173)
x z
$ 1- 2 .6 1.1
j- 100 17.4 14.5
101 - 200 29.3 29.5
201 - 300 22.8 3.7
301 - 500 14.4 15.1
501 - 1,000 ’ 1z2.6 L1.0
1,001 - 2,000 2.9 1.1
31.10 Total Maintenance (Spouse| (Wife and| (Children| (Spouse] (Wife and {Children
Payment per Honth Only} | Children) tnly) Only}| cChildren) Only)
{n=7) | (u=68) (n=%6} {n=13}) {o~110) {n=52)
i I 4 z z 4
$ 1 - 2 14.3 - - 15.4 - -
3 - 100 14,3 8.8 22.9 - 17.3 13.5
101 - 200 - 26.5 33.2 15.4 27.23 348.5
01 - 300 42.9 4.7 28.1 15.4 20.0 30.8
301 - 500 14.3 19.1 11,5 30.8 20.% 11.5
501 - 1,000 14,3 25.0 2.1 23.1 12.7 5.8
1,001 - 2,000 - 5.9 2.1 - 1.8 -
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APPENDIX "a"

SUPREME COURT RECORD SCHEDULE

1. CaBe Numbir — == e e e
. 1 2 3 & ¢ |6
2, COUPL —-m e .
CODER: GO TO PETITION FOR DIVCRCE
3. ¥es this petition filed by: —————mmmmmemmm e g

{1) Private law firm
(2) Petitioner
{3) Legal Ald
(4) ¥Not stated

4. Number of dependent children ---—-—-—-——cmmmcum

9 10

{0) Ncne (99} Mot stated

CODER: CHECK FOR COUNTER PETITICH/DEMAND OF MOTICE/EXAMINATION OF DISCOVERY

5. Contestation of petitilon ~-—m—mmmmmem oo

11

{1) No contest (A Mote of Default)
(2) Initial contest (Counter Petition f{iled)
{3) Contest to Discovery (Examioation for
Discovery)
(4) Contest to Trial CALGARY SUPREME COURT JUDGES
(5) Not stated
1. tllen
CODER: GO TO DECREE WISI/ZMINUTES OF SETTLEMENT 2. FHolmes
MAINTENANCE ORDERS 3. Kidd, 6. 9,
4. Kirby
6. Doea the case contalo a malntenance order? ----
12 5. Lefberman, D, N.
(1) Yes (3) Reserved 6. Ml
(2) No (8) Mot stated ung
7. Mllvain, J. ¥, N,
7. Terms of amnrd: -—--- oo e e s 8. Moore, W. K.
(1) Interim (3) Variatios 9. Hoshansky
(2) Cootinuing/Floal (8) Not applicable , 10. Patterson, H, §.
B. Identity of the preslding judge ——c——c—mmme—wn " s . Quigley
12, Sha
9. Is maintenance ordered faT! —-——m—-mmmmmmmmmo—e nnon
" 13. Sinclaie, W, R.
(1) Wife cnly 14,
{(2) Husband cnly 4. Tanosik
(3) Wifte and children 15,
(4) Husband and children 16,
{5) Cbildren oculy
{6) Wife and children as separate awards 7.
10. Type aof award f0r EPOUES ————mcmmcmmmmmmme e 18
17
(1) $1 or nowinel award (3) Periodic
{2) Lump sum (8} Not applicehle
11. Mmount of meintenence awerded for spouse ------
(Honthly amount for perlodic awards) 18 19 R0 21 22
(999599) Not applicable
12. Type of award for childrep ——-—-emrcmmmwoo oo ,
]
{1) %1 or nomical eward (3} Periodic
{2) Lump sum {8) Not applicable
13. CODERy CALCULATE AVERAGE AMOUNT OF MAINTENANCE
PER CHILD PER MONTH —~—cememmmm e meem
24 25 26
(999) Not applicable
14. (ODER: CALCULATE TOTAL MAINTENANCE PAYMENTS
FPER MONTH =--mmmmmme e e
17 28 29
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Is busband recelving sccial assistance at the
time of Higl? —-————mmrmer e

(1) Yes (2) Mo
1f yes, 18 asSIStADCE fOT: ~—m-m-mmmccme—erm————

{1) Self alcne

(2) Self and one child

{3) Selr apd twe children

(4) Self and three or more children
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Is wife receivipg saciesl aseistance at the time
Of HiBgl? — - mm e e

{1) Yes (2) Ho
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{1} Self alone

(2) Self and one child
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{9) Not applicable
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FAMILY COURT RECORDS STUDY: TECHNICAL REPORT

1. INTRODUCTION

The Family Courts in Alberta maintain a numerical list of family
related case files that include custody, juvenile, access and maintenance
support actions. The maintenance order files, the files of interest to this
study, contained documents specifying the particulars of the case, mainten-
ance awards and default actions. A payment record (ie. ledger card) was
maintained in the accounts section of the Court.

Both the case files and ledger cards in Calgary, Edmonton, Lethbridge

and Grande Prairie Family Courts provided information presented in this
section of the report.

1.1 Purpose of the Family Court Records Study

Information contained in the Family Court records and ledger cards
was appropriate for these study purposes:

a. to identify the incidence of payment/default of maintenance
orders registered and/or enforced through the Family Court.

b. to identify the characteristics of Family Court maintenance
orders.

c¢. to identify the characteristics of payment/default maintenance
order cases.

d. to identify the extent of enforcement among maintenance order
cases,

1.2 Records Population

The population of interest to this section of the study consisted
of maintenance order case files and ledger cards located in Calgary,
Edmonton, Lethbridge and Grande Prairie Family Courts. Inactive cases
or cases that were currently before the Court were deleted from the
population. The number of cases in each Court is presented in Table 1.
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Table 1

Population Size of Family Court Records
by Court - as of March 1980

COURT Number of _
Maintenance Files
Calgary 2,737
Edmonton : 2,842
Lethbridge 580
Firie 400,

1.3 Sampling Procedure

The numerical listing of Court files located in Calgary, and an
alphabetical listing of files in Lethbridge and GrandefPrairie served as
the sampling frames for the records sample. 1In Edmonton, cases were
selected from a "linex" card listing. A guota sample of 400 cases was
drawn from both Calgary and Edmonton populations, 85 cases from Lethbridge
and 70 cases from the Grande Prairie population. 2n additional 18 Recip-
rocal Enforcement Maintenance Orders (REMO} cases issued through the Calgary
Court but enforced in other provinces and 6 cases additionally selected in
Edmonton because of the systematic procedure, were included in the
respective samples. A table of random numbers was used to draw the Calgary
sample and a systematic random selection was used in the other courts.

An attempt was made to locate the ledger card applicable to each
sampled file. The number of cards located in each Court is listed in
Table 2.

Table 2%

Number of Sampled Ledger Cards by Court

Nunmber, of Percentage

Courts Ledger Cards of Sample
Calgary 227 54.3
Edmonton 348 85.7
Lethbridge 82 86.5
grande Prairie | €0.0
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There were several reasons for the difficulty in locating ledger cards
in Calgary and Grande Prairie, in particular, Calgary until recently, did not
make up a ledger card until a payment had been made to the Court. The 18 REMO
cases that were being paid to wives in opther provinces would not have a ledger
card and 3 cases were not to commence payments until 1980, At the time of
coding Calgary was reorganizing its filing system and the remainder of the
missing ledger cards were in storage or could not be located.

In Edmonton and Lethbridge, some cards were being used by Court
workers or counsellors and could not be located, and some cards referred
to 1980 cases where payments had not yet commenced.

In Grande Prairie there was limited information contained im the files
and an explanation for the missing ledger cards could not be obtained., At
the time of the study, the Grande Prairie Court did not keep a copy of
many of the documents related to each case. Much of this information was
retained by lawyers and Court workers or counsellors.

1.4 Data Collection Procedure

A checklist was developed by CIR and approved by the Study's Steering
Committee for collecting Information from the files and the ledger cards.
The checklist (see Appendix A) consisted of a section concerning the payment
record that was applied to the ledger cards, a section concerning details of -
all the maintenance order cases; a section related to cases with default orders
and a final section related to enforcement procedures. The data was collected
in the months of January to March 1980.

1.5 Data Analysis Procedures

The data was analyzed using programs from the Statistical Package for
Social Sciences (SPSS). Financial data coded from the files that related
to income and the amount of the awards, were weighted by a factor derived
from the Cost of Living Index base: 1979=1. The weights applied tc amounts
ordered between 1971 and 1979 appear in Table 3, The weighting ensured that
differences attributed to inflation across the years did not influence the
findings.

‘Table 3

Financial Data Weighting Factors

Year of Cost of Living
award Index Weighting
Factor
1971 1.96
1972 . 1.82
1973 1.67
1974 1.54
1975 1.42
1976 1.31
1977 1.18
1978 1.07
1979 1.00
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2. DESCRIPTION OF ALBERTA FAMILY COURT MAINTENAHNCE ORDER CASES

The findings presented in-this section concern the description of
maintenance order cases registered or enforced through the Family Court.
The characteristics of interest included: the payment record, individual
characteristics of the spouses, particulars of the marriage and divorce,
characteristics of the maintenance awards, particulars of default order
cases and enforcement procedures experienced by the cases.

All the findings are presented in tabular form with the data from
Calgary, Edmonton, Lethbridge and Grande Prairie listed in separate columns.
In order to facilitate comparisons across columns, missing and "not applicable™
cases have been omitted from the calculations of percentages. The number
of missing cases have been noted at the base of the tables. In some instances
there was so little recorded data that the tables are presented without
comment in the Appendices.

The tables are accompanied by a narrative summary of the most salient
points. The discussion includes percentages calculated from the sample as a
whole or from courts which evidenced similar findings. Some additional tables
appear in the text to identify statistically significant relationships.

2.1 Payment Record

The payment record (ie. ledger card) of maintendance order cases was
available in 227 (54%) Calgary, 348 ({86%) Edmonton, 82 (96%) Lethbridge,
and 42 (60%) Grande Prairie cases. The original intention was to compare
payment records across all four Courts. However, it was decided to omit
the data from Calgary and Grande Prairie because of the large number of
missing cases and the bias introduced by the practice of creating a ledger
card only when a payment had been made. The ledger card information from
‘Calgary and-Grande Prairie is presented -without:comment in Appendix B.



2.1.1 Payments on Type of Award.

Payments recorded on the ledger cards were generally (61% in
Edmonton, 77% in Lethbridge) made on the maintenance award. The
remaining cases were arrears order cases {see Table 4.1).

2.1.2 Payment Status of the Case,.
At the time of the study, a slight majority of both maintenance
and show cause cases (52% and 58% respectively) were in arrears.

A more detailed description of the payment status on the 58%
of the cases with arrears orders can be observed from Table 4.3.
Thirteen percent and 21% respectively of the Edmonton and Lethbridge
arrears orders were paid up. Approximately another quarter of the
cases were decreasing the amount owing on the order of arrears. However,
a majority of the cases were not making payments and arrears were
increasing. This pattern was consistent in Edmonton and Lethbridge.

2.1.3 Incidence of Payment.
Three measures were used to indicate the incidence of payment;
whether a payment was made during the six months prior to the study,
in November, 1972, and the percentage of payments made over the
duration of the case.

Table 4.4 indicates that approximately two-thirds of the cases
had made a payment during the six months prior to the study. However,
cnly 50% and 46% respectively in Edmonton and Lethbridge made payments
in November, 19279 (see Table 4.5).

When the full duration of the case was considered, the number
of cases that made all their payments was 38% in both Edmonton and
Lethbridge. There was a noticeable difference between Edmonton and
Lethbridge in the number of cases that made no payments (see Table 4.6).
There was a greater tendency for Lethbridge cases to make some
payments even though they missed 50% of their payments. In Edmonton,

23% of the cases made no payments at all over the duration of the case.

The greater incidence of partial payments in Lethbridge is probably because
of different systems of court administration. The Lethbridge Family Court
allows partial payments of orders when full payment cannot be made. This
practice is not encouraged in Edmonton.

2.1.4 Duration of Payment

A sizeable majority (87% and 73% respectively) of the Edmonton
and Lethbridge cases were registered for payment through the Family
courts between 1975 and 1980. Most of the remaining orders were registered
between 1270 and 1974 (see Table 4.7).

Payments made on the orders tended to be of a similar duration;
73% made payments over 1 -~ 5 years and 24% over 6 - 10 years. However,
in Edmonton 40% of the cases made payments for a year or less and 47% made
payments for 2 - 5 years. There were more long term payers in Lethbridge
than Edmecnton (see Table 4.8).

81



Table 4

Characteristic

Frequency Distribution

Edmonton Lethbridge
4.1 Type of Award (n= 34} (n= 82
% %
Maintenance QOrder 60.5 76.8
Order of Arrears 38.5 23.2
No information —— —
4.2 Payment Status of Maintenance Arrears | Maintenance Arrears
the Case Order Crder Order Order
(n= 209} {n=136} | (n= g3 ) (n= 129}
% % % %
Full Pavments 49.8 41.2 42.9 47.4
Partial or no 50.2 5g.8 - 57.1 52.6
] ravments
No information 0.8 —_
4.3 Status of Payment (n= 136) (n= 19)
on Arrears Orders % %
Brrears Increasing 5B. 52.6
Arrears Balance 4.4 5.3
Arrears Decreasing 24.3 21.1
Arrears Paid Up 12.5 21.1
No informatieon - -
4.4 A payment made in (n= 341} (n = 82}
the last six months '
Yes 62.8 72.0
No 37,2 - 28.0
No information 2.0 -
4.5 Payments made in (n= 327) (n= 82}
November 1979
Yes 49.8 46.3
No 52.2 53.7
No information 6.0 -
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Table 4, cont.

Frecuency Distribution

Characteristics
Edmonton Lethbridge
4.6 % of payment (n= 346) (n= 82}
made over duraticon
of the case '
2ll payments (100%) 37.9 37.8
Half or more of
the payments .
(50-99%) 20.8 22.0
Less than half the
payments (1-49%) 18.5 32.9
No payments {(0%) 22.8 7.3
No information 0.6 -
4.7 Date of first {n= 337) (n = 81)
.payment
1979-80 28.2 32.1
1278-75 59.1 40.8
1974-70 14.5 23.4
1969-55 4.2 3.7
No information 3.1 1.2
4.8 Number of vears (n=333) {n= 76)
Payments were made
1 year or less 40.2 36.8
2-5 years 46.8 36.8
6~10 years 11.4 23.7
11-15 years 1.5 2.7
No information 4.3 7.3
4.9 Promptness of {n= 257} (n= 76)
payment '
Date prescribed 15.2 30.3
Within a week 34.2 22.4
More than a week
late 50.6 47.4
The cases with no 25.9 7.3

payments
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Table 4,

cont.

Frequency Distribution

Characteristics
Edmonton Lethbridge
4.10 Monthly (n= 333) {n= 82)
$1-75 24,9 32.9
576-125 26.4 29.4
$126-200 26.7 28,0
$201-300 9.0 7.3
$301-500 2.4 2.4
$501 plus - -
No Information 4.3
4.11 % of ardered {n= 340) (n= 82)
"amcunt that is
paid
Full amcunt
{100%) 47.9 36.6
Half or more 15.0 23,2
(50-99%)
Less than half 12.3 33.0
{1-49%)
No payments 24,7 7.3
(0%}
No information 2.3 -
4.12 Pattern of payment {n= 348) (n= B82)
All the time
(100%) 35.6 36.6
Partial payers
{99-1%) 42.5 56,1
No pavments {(0%) 7.3

No information

21.8
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2.1.5 Promptiness of Payment.

Table 4.9 indicates that S51% and 47% respectively of the
Edmonton and Lethbridge cases were more than a week late making
payments. Lethbridge cases tended to make payments within the
date prescribed more often than Edmonton cases.

2.1.6 Amount of Payment.

A slight majority of the cases {51% in Edmonton and 52% in
Lethbridge} had maintenance or arrears payments of less than $126.00
per month. An additional 27% in both courts made payments of
$126.00 - 5$200.00 per month. Payments of more than $200.00 per
month occurred in approximately 10% of the cases. The distributicn
of the amount of payment tended to be consistent in both courts,

2.1.7 Amount of Payment as a Percentage of the Ordered Amount.
The information in Table 4.11 indicates that Lethbridge
cases (56%) tended to pay partial amounts more often than Edmonton
cases {27%). In Edmonton, payments tended to be either the full
amount or a payment was nct made., This relationship between the
degree of payment and court location is statiscally significant

(see Table 5).

Table 5 °

Relationship Between the Degree of Payment -

Amount and Court Location

Court Location
Degree of Payment
Edmonton Lethbridge
Full Amount 63,7 39,5
Partial Amount 46.3 60.5
Number of Cases 256 76
.2
chi 13)p € .01
2.1.8 Pattern of Payment

The pattern of payment was defined by the Steering Committee
as "The percentage of the amount paid relative to the amount that
should have been paid during the length of the case history.” Table
4.12 presents the fregquencies of cases for which full amounts were
paid all the time, partial amounts were paid all the time, partial amounts
were paid all of the time or full amounts were paid part of the time,
and no payments were made.
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As might be expected from the preceding discussion the pattern
of payment in Edmonton and ILethbridge varied significantly. Approximately
36% of the cases in both courts were full payers. However, Lethbridge
cases (56%) were more likely_than Edmonton cases (43%} to make a partial
payment than no payment (Chi™ 9.2 p«.01).
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2.2 Individual Characteristics of Spouses

The individual characteristics of spouses, included: residence,
employment status, source of income, monthly income, assets, debts and
expenses of the spouses. The large amount of missing information for most
of these variables seriously affects the validity of findings. Consequently,
most of the tables are presented without comment on Appendix D. Those
tables with valid data, the residence and source of income of spouses are

presented below. The tables present data drawn from all four Family Courts
included in this study.

2.2.1 Residence of Spouses

Table 6.1 indicates that almost all of husbands were resident in
Alberta (at least according to the file information). The Calgary sample
included a few {6%) awards that were ordered in Alberta but enforced in
another province. Over three-quarters of the wives (77%) in the entire
sample were also resident in Alberta. There was, however, a difference
between the courts. Thirty-six percent of the wives in the Calgary sample

had moved from the province. This percentage was far higher than for the
other three courts.

2.2.2 Source of Income

Unlike the other tables, the missing cases have been included in the
calculation of percentages in Table 6.2. While the source of income of each
spouse was sporadically recorded in general, it was probably recorded in
most if not all cases when a Spouse was on social assistance. For example,
the finding that 26% of the women in the Edmonton files were on social
assistance is probably a good estimate of the population parameter, but the
finding that 18% were employed is not a good estimate.

A larger proportion of wives received social assistance in Lethbridge
(32%) and Edmonton {26%) than Calgary {18%) and Grande Prairie (11%).

. Table &
Individunl characterimtics of Spouses

Frequency Distribution

thbridge Grande Frairie
i calgary Edmonton Le
Characteriztics

yyaband Wife Husband Wife Husband Wife Huosband Wife
{n=395) (r=386) {n=403] (n=402]) {n=85) [n=85) [n=69) (n=69}

Y [ * L % L) ¥ +

6.1 BResidence of Spousea

Albert 93.5 5l.9 100.0 87.7 100.0 04,1 100.0 Bo.8
erca

Othar Canade 6.3 36.1 - 11.8 -—- 6.0 - 10.2

_— [T ——- —- _—

out of Country 0.2 1.8 , - O,

no jnformation 5.3 8,3 1.0 2.0 --- . .

5,2 & of Income [n=418} {n=418} {n=406} (red06) (n=BS) {n=85) (n=70] (n=10)
. DUTCe

Employment 1.1 6.1 53,8 8.2 B4, 1.8  54.2 1.4
ploym

. .3 2.4 —— - -—

tinemployment Insurance .5 7 " w

- . 26,2 - . --- 1l.

Social Assistance 17 5

1.2 ——- --- - -

£
7
. .2
Orhar .2 g 1
1

Not Stated 68,2 15. 43.8 53.9 17.6 56.5 a5.7 -—
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2.3 Particulars of the Marriage and Divorce-

Particulars of the marriage and divorce included the place
and duration of the marriage, marital status after the marriage
breakdown, alledged grounds for divorce, the number of dependent
children, custody and access arrangements and disposition of the
matrimonial home.

2.3.1 Place of Marriage.

It can be seen from Table 7.1 that at least two-thirds of
the cases in each court were married in Alberta or the prairie
provinces. Calgary and Grande Prairie findings included a motable
number of marriages from B.(., Ontario and other countries. These
percentages would probably be consistent with the immigration patterns
of the respective cities.

2.3.2 Duration of Marriage.

Most marriages (at least 74%) were of six or more years
duration. In Calgary and Edmonton approximately one—-third of the
cases were married for € - 10 years and the remaining cases were
spread relatively evenly across 11 - 25 years. However, in Lethbridge
and Grande Prairie approximately half the marriages were of 16 years
or more and only a third of the cases were married for less than 10
years,

2.3.3 Marital Breakdown Status.

The marital status of cases with maintenance orders
registered in the Pamily courts was 59% divorced and 41% separated.
There were slightly more separated cases (see Table 3) in Edmonton
(44%) and Grande Prairie (45%) than Calgary (39%)and Lethbridge (37%).

2.3.4 Date of Separation or Divorce

A majority of the cases in all courts were divorced or
separated between 1975 and 1980 (see Table 7.4). & gquarter of the
cases in Calgary and Edmonton included 1970 - 1974 adjudications.
While approximately 2% of the remaining cases in all courts were
divorced or separated between 1965 - 1969, only 3% of the Calgary
cases were adjudiciated prior to 1965.

2.3.5 Grounds for Divorce

Table 7.5 indicates that the Family Court cases tended to
evenly claimmarital offence and marriage breakdown as the grounds
for divorce. The large number of missing cases prevents a more
definitive explanation of the alleged grounds.

2.3.6 Number of Dependent Children

Table 7.6 indicates that very few cases registered in the
Family Court did not have dependent children (2%). BApproximately
two-thirds of the cases were one or two children families although




14% of the total sample contained four or more children.

2.3.7 Custody Awards.
Custody was generally specified in the sampled cases and
was primarily awarded to the wife (see Table 7.7). In Calgary almost

a quarter of the awards (24%) assigned custody of at least one child
to the husband and one to the wife.

2.3.8 Access Arrangements.

It can be seen in Table 7.8 that the court generally
indicated that the husband was to have "reasonable" access to the
children. In Calgary, the degree of access was specified in 19% of
the cases and the court prevented access with a restraining order in
7% of the cases. Grande Prairie cases (18%} also tended to specify
the degree of access to 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 in home ownership between Calgary
and Edmonton was attributable to coding differences in the courts when
the data was collected.




TABLE 7

Particulars of the Marriage and Divorce

Frequency Distribution

Calgary | Edmonton | Lethbridge Grande
Prairie
7.1 Place of Marriage (n=296) (n=215) {n=73) (n=43)
British Columbia B.6 1.4 6.8 9.4
Alberta 49.8 80.0 79.5 65.2
Saskatchewan 7.2 4.2 4.1 -
Manitoba 6.8 1.8 4,1 2.3
Ontario 13.9 4.7 1.4 13.9
Other - Canada 4.5 3.2 4.1 4.6
Out of Country 9.2 4.7 - 4.6
No information 29.2 47.0 14.1 38.6
7.2 Duration of Marriage {(n=338) {n=359) {(n=76) {n=48)
l1 -2 vyears 5.6 6.7 - 2.1
3 =5 vyears 20.4 17.5 13.2 6.3
& =10 vyears 34.6 28.4 23.7 18.8
11 -15 years 18.0 14.5 10.5 25.0
16 =25 years 16.9 18.1 27.6 22.9
26+ vyears 4.4 14.8 25,0 25.0
No information 16.7 11.6 10.6 31.4
7.3 Marital Breakdown
Status {n=404) (n=401) {n=85) {n=65)
Divorced 61.1 55.9 63.5 55.4
Separated 38.9 44.1 36.5 44.6
No information 3.3 1.2 - 7.1
7.4 Date of Separation/
Divorce {n=350) (n=327) {n=53) (n=37)
1980-1975 58.8 64.5 50.9 51.4
1974-1970 28.2 27.9 41.6 37.8B
1969-1965 9.9 7.3 7.5 10.8
1964-1951 3.1 0.3 — —
No information 16.3 19.5 37.6 50.6
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Table 7 (Continued)

Frequency Distribution
Calgary | Edmonton |Lethbridge Grande
Prairie
7.5 Grounds for Divorce {(n=127) {n=195) (n=40} {n=19)
Marital Offence 41.7 46.7 42.5 57.2
Marital Breakdown 55.2 49.7 57.5 42.1
Both 3.1 3.6 - -
No information 69.6 51.9 52.9 70.0
7.6 HNumber of Dependent
Children {n=407) {n=400) (n=84) {n=686)
One 30.8 31.1 30.9 30.3
Two 38.4 32.7 34.7 24.3
Three 16.9 18.7 17.9 24.3
Four 6.6 10.0 10.7 12.1
Five-Ten 5.1 5.5 3.5 9.0
None 2,2 2.0 2.3 -
No information 2.6 .4 1.1 5.7
7.7 Custody Awarded to: {n=382) {(n=391) {n=83) (n=66)
Husband 1.3 1.0 - 1.5
Wife 72.5 90.0 97.6 97.0
Both Husband and
Wife 24.4 - 1.5
No Custody Awarded l.6 1.0 2.4 -
No Children 2.7 2.0 2.4 5.7
No information 5.3 1.7 —_ _
7.8 Terms of Access
To Children {(n=254) (n=250) {n=53) (n=38)
Reasonable 74.0 B8.8 92.4 Bl.6
Specified 18.9 9.2 5.7 18.4
Restraining Order 7.1 2.0 1.9 -
Noe Children 2.6 1.9 2.3 5.7
No information 36.6 36.5 35.3 40.0




Table 7 {Continued}

Freguency Distribution

Calgary | Edmonton | Lethbridge Grande
Prairie

Matrimonial Home
Awarded To: {in=120) {n=38) {n=12) {n=09)
Husband 7.5 7.9 33.3 33.3
Wife 41.6 55.3 41.7 44.5
Both B.3 28.9 25.0 22.2
No Heome 42.6 7.9 - -
No information 71.2 90.7 85.9 87.1




93

2.4 Characteristics of the Original Maintenance Award

Information concerning the priginal maintenance order was

coded from the Decree Nisi/Minutes of Settlement or a Maintenance Order
issued through the Family Court. Interim awards, provisional orders

or separation agreements superceded by a Decree Nisi were disregarded
as the "original" order. Information in these cases was coded

from the Nisi.

The characteristics of the awards included: the applicant

and initiating agency: source; adjudicating court and act governing
the award; payment arrangements; recipient of the award; term, type
and amount of the awards for spouses and children; and the total
monthly amcunt of the award.

2.4.1 Applicant/Requesting Agency

it can be seen in Table 8.1 that applications for maintenance

were always signed by an individual spouse, who in most cases (97%)
was the wife, There were very few cases (see Table 8.2) that had an
application for maintenance filed through Alberta Social Services and

Community Health or a third party.

* &

2.4.2 Source of Order/Adjudicating Court/Legislative act.

Approximately half of the maintenance awards were issued

through Alberta Supreme Courts under Divorce Act legislation (see
Tables 8.3 and 8.4). Most of the remaining cases were issued through
Alberta Family Courts under the Domestic Relations aAct (DRA). The
exception, Calgary, had 31% of its cases issued through out of province
courts,

The order in effect at the time of the study tended to

originate at the time of the Nisi award. (see Table 8.5). In Lethbridge
and Grande Prairie there appeared to be a greater tendency for awards

to be initiated in Family courts (see Table 8.3) and subsequently

became part of the Decree Nisi settlement agreement (see Table 8.5).

2.4.3 Payment Arrangements

When arrangements for making payments were mentioned in

the cocurt files, most of the cases were to pay through the Family
Qourt (see Table 8.86).

2.4.4 Term of the Award

From the information in Table 8.7 it can be seen that most

of the awards in the sample were continuing awards. Sixteen percent
cf the Edmontcn cases were interim awards. '

Fokdkkk ko ko k kb k ko kkdkwh
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June 1, 1972, legislation was proclaimed in Alberta which transferred
Government all rights to maintenance payments for people receiving
assistance. That is, any payments ordered by the courts are directed
Department of Social Services and Community Health when the person

is receiving social assistance.
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2.4.5 Duration of the Orders at the Time of Study

Approximately one-third to three~quarters of the awards had
been in effect for five years or less (see Table 8.8) at the time of
the study. There was a sharp decline in the number of awards that
remained current for more than 10 years. The relatively higher
proportion of recent Edmonton cases was probably a reflection of the

different active and inactive file storage procedures used in each
court.

2.4.6 Reciplent of the Award

A majority of the awards registered in the Family Court
were for children only. Approximately 36% were for wives and children
as separate or continued awards and less than 3% were for spouses

only. There were four cases that had maintenance awarded in favour
of the husband.

There was a significant difference in the recipients of
awards registered in Calgary and Edmonton Courts. The Edmonton
Family Court was more likely than the Calgary Family Court, to register
awards for children only (see Table 9).

Table 9

Relationship Between Court Location and
Recipients of Maintenance Awards

Recipient of Court Location’

Award Calgazxy Edmonton
% %

Children only 55.5 68.4

Spouse and

Children 44.5 31.6
Number of Cases ago 392
, 2
chi 13.1 p (.01
2.4.7 Type of Awards for Spouses

Generally, maintenance awards granted to spouses were
pericdic awards. There were fewer nominal awards in Calgary {17%)

and more lump sum awards in Grande Prairie (22%) than in the other
courts (see Table 8.10).

2.4.5 Amount of Award for Spouses

The amount of the awards granted to spouses is presented
according to the type of award in Table 8.11. A majority (53%) of
the lump sum payments to spouses were between $§1,000 and §10,000,




Table 8

Characteristics of the Original Maintenance Award
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Frequency Distribution

Characteristics Calgary | Edmonton |Lethbridge | Grande Prairie
% % % %
8.1 Applicant (n=414} (n=404) (n=85} {n=70)
Husband 5.3 2.9 - -
Wife 94 .7 97.1 100.0 100.0
No information 1.0 0.5 —— -
8.2 Request for
Award By: (n=411) (n=404) (n=85) {(n=70)
Wife 90.8 97.6 100,00 100.0
Third Party
(M & R, SS & CH) 3.4 1.7 - —=
Third Party
REMO 0.2 0.7 - -
Husband 5.6 - - -—
No information 1.6 0.4 - _
8.3 Court Making
Criginal Award (n=415) (n=406) {n=85) {n=70)
Alberta Supreme
Court 48.2 49.2 63.5 48.6
Alberta Family
Court 20.0 42.9 36.5 51.4
Out-cf-Province
Supreme Court 12.3 2.7 - -
REMO
Family Court 19.5 5.2 -— ——
No information 0.7 — —— -
8.4 BAct under which
the Original
Order was Made (n=415} (n=404} {n=85) {n=70)
Divorce Act 57.6 53.5 63.5 48.6
Supreme Court
Using DRA or 2.8 2.0 - -
Judicial Separation
Family Court
Using DRA 39.5 44.6 36.5 51.4
No information 0.7 0.5 - -




Table 8 (Continued)

FPreguency Distribution

Characteristics Calgary |Edmonton | Lethbridge [srande Prairie
% % % %
8.5 Source of the
Current Qrder {n=414) {n=403} (n=84) {n=70)
Decree Nisi 57.4 56,0 72.6 57.1
Family Court
Maintenace Order 42 .6 44,0 27.4 42.9
No information 0.9 0.7 1.2 —_
8.6 Payments
Made Through: (n=153) (n=270) {n=85) (n=70)
FPamily Court 86.9 98.5 100.0 100.0
Other
Arrangement 13.1 1.5 -- -
Mo information 63.4 33.5 - -
8.7 Term of the
Award {n=401) {n=367) {n=85) {n=70)
Interim 3.2 le.6 - 7.1
Continuing 9.8 83.4 100.0 92.9
No information 4.3 9.6 -— -
8.8 Duration of
Orders at Time
Of Study {n=418) (n=374) {n=85) {n=69)
1l Year {1979) 9.6 18.7 21.1 11.6
2-5 Years
(1978-1975) 54.6 58.1 43.6 44,9
6-10 Years
(1974-15970) 23.4 19.5 30.6 28.9
11-20 Years
{1969-196C) B.6 3.7 4,7 14.6
21+ Years
{Prior to 3.8 - -— —
1960)
Not applicable — 2.9 —_ 1.4
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Table 8 {(Continued)

Frequency Distribution

Characteristics Calgary | Edmonton| Lethbridge | Grande Prairie
% % % %
8.9 Recipient of
the Award {n=414) {n=406} (n=85) (n=69)
Wife only 5.5 3.2 3.5 1.4
Husband only 0.4 0.2 - -—
Wife and
Children 9.4 8.4 4.7 5.8
Husband and
Children 0.2 -~ - -
Children Only 52.3 66,0 56.5 60.9
Wife and
Children as 32.2 22,2 35.3 31.9
Separate Awards
No information 1.0 - - 1.4
8.10 Type of Award )
For Spouse (n=192)| (n=169) {n=37) {n=27)
$l. or Nominal 16.8 29.6 32.4 22.2
Lump Sum 8.9 9.5 10.8 22.2
Periodic 72.3 60.3 48.7 55.6
Lump Sum and
Periodic 2.0 0.6 8.1 -
No information 2.5 5.5 - -
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Table 8 (Continued)

Frequency Distribution

Characteristics Calgary | Edmonton [Lethbridge | Grande Prairie
% % % %
3.12 Number of Children
Awarded Maintenance(n-385) (n=381) (n=82) (n=66)
Cne 32.8 33.0 34.1 0.4
Two 39.8 34.2 4.2 28.8
Three 15.9 18.5 18.3 19.7
Four 6.4 10.0 9.7 12.1
Five-Ten 5.1 4.3 3.6 9.0
No information 7.9 6.2 3.5 5.7
3.13 Type of Award
For Children (n=392) {n=391) {n=82) (n=70)
Periodic 99.7 100.0 100.0 100.0
Lump Sum and
Periodic 0.3 - —— -
No information 6.2 3.7 3.5 -
8.14 amount of Award
For Children (n=358) (n=392) (n=82) (n=60)
51.-50. 43.1 41.8 53.7 53.4
$51.-75. 18.7 24.0 20.8 26.7
$76.-125. 26.6 24,2 19.5 18.3
$126.~-200. 8.1 6.6 4.8 1.6
$201-1,000. 1.9 1.3 1.2 -
$1,001. plus 1.6 2.0 - -
% of Cases No
Information/ 14.4 2.0 3.5 14.3
HNot Stated
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The remaining Edmonton lump sum payments and one-third of the Calgary
lump sum payments were more than $10,000,00

Periodic payments to spouses tended to be less than $200.00
per month except for Calgary, where 38% of the 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 indicates that in
most cases, thé dependent children in a family tended to receive’
maintenance awards. Families with one or two dependent children were
more likely to be without maintenance than larger families.

2.4.10 Type of Award for Children

Table 8.13 indicates that all awards for children were
periodic awards although one Calgary case also received a lump sum
payment.

2.4.11 Amount of Award for Children

The average amount of maintenance awarded to children
tended to be $1-50 for month in most courts. An additional 21%
(approximately) of the cases received awards of §76-~125 per month,.

2.4.12 Amount of Total Monthly Payments

Table 8.15 identifies the total monthly payments according
to the recipients of the awards. The amounts of awards for spouses
only and children only tended to range bhetween $1 - 200 per menth.
Awards for spouses and children were marginally higher with approx-
imately 30% of the cases in all courts but Lethbridge receiving
awards of between $201 - 500 per month.

2.5 Characteristics of Default Order Cases

There were 434 cases with at least one default order in the
file (Calgary, 217; Edmonton, 208; Lethbridge 2; Grande Prairie, 7).
Information collected about these default order cases included:
applicant, date and presiding judge; and spouses' residence, current
family status, and source of income. Information concerning the employ-
ment status, assets, debts and expenses of spouses was so limited that
the tables are presented without comment in Appendix D.

2.5.1. Applicant, Date and Presiding Judge of Default Order Cases.

A large majority (88%) of the default hearings were initiated
by the wife. Evidence of a complaint filed by Maintenance and Eecovery
on Alberta Soclal Services was indicated in 9% of the cases (see Table
10.1). Approximately three gquarters of the complaints were filed after

1976 (see Table 10.2). Five judges in both Calgary and Edmonton presided

over 24% of the default hearings. The remaining cases were adjudicated
by 8 Calgary and 6 Edmonton judges. There were too few cases presided
over by one judge in Lethbridge and Grande Prairie to permit comment.
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. 2.5.2 Residence of Spouses . .

At the time of default most of the wives resided in the city
where the order was placed or in another Alberta city. Husbands were
more transient particularly in the Calgary sample, where 41% of the
husbands resided in Canadian provinces other than Alberta at the time
of default (see Table 10.4.)

2.5.3 Respondents' Family Status

Table 10.5 indicates that 28% of the husbands had remarried by
the time a complaint of default was issued against them., Of those married
cases 45% and 60% of the Calgary and Edmonton cases respectively were
without children (Table 10.8}. The information gathered did not distinguish
between children brought to the marriage by the new spouse and children which
were the product of the remarriage.

2.5.4 Spouses' Source of Income _

While there were a large number of missing cases evident in
Table 10.9, the proporation of wives receiving social assistance at the
time of default is probably a reliable finding. Sixteen percent of the
Calgary, 22% of Edmonton and 20% of the Grande Prairie wives receiving
social assistance at the time of default.




Table 10

Characteristics of Default Order Cases

Frequency Distribution

Characteristics Calgary | Edmonton [Grande Prairie| Lethbridge
% % % %
10.1 Complaint (n=207) (n=199) (n=02) (n=07)
Made By:
Wife 87.5 87.4 100.0 100.0
Third Party
(M & R, ASSCH) 6.7 10.1 - --
Third Party
REMC 5.8 2.5 - -
No information 4.6 4.3 - -_—
10.2 Complaint
Made In: (n=196) (n=185%) (n=02) (n=07)
1979 34.8 29.2 100.0 14.2
1977-1978 43.9 43.8 - 57.4
1975-1976 7.6 14.6 - 14.2
1974-1370 10.2 10.8 - 14.2
1969 or earlier 3.5 1.6 - -
No information 9.7 11.1 - ——
10.3 Presiding Judge (n=194) (n=208) (n=02) {n=05)
Judge #01 10.8 -— - -
Judge #02 - 12.0 - -
Judge #03 19.6 — - -
Judge #05 20.1 - - -
Judge #06 - 25.1 - -
Judge #07 13.9 - - -
Judge #11 28.4 19.2 - -
Judge #13 - 24.1 - -
Judge #15 - 13.9 —- -
Cther Judges 7.2 4.8 100.0 10G.0
No information 10.6 - - -
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Table 10 {Continued}

Characteristics

Frequency Distribution

Calgary

Lethbridge

Grande Prairie

Husband Wife

Husband Wife

Husband Wife

10.4 Spouse's Residence
Calgary

Edmonton

Gther Alberta

Other Canadian Province

Cut of Country

% %
(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

] %
{n=02) (n=02)

100.0 100.0

% %
{n=07) (n=07)

42.8 100.0

€0T
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Table 10 (Continued)

Frequency Distribution

Characteristics Calgary | Edmonton | Lethbridge | Grande Prairie
% % % %
10. 5 Respondent Head
of Another (n=215) (n=208) (n=02} (n=05)
Family
Yes 26.9 29.8 50.0 80.0
Ho 73.1 70.2 50.0 20.0

10. 6 Number of Children

in the Family (n=51) (n=84) (n=02) {n=05)
None 45,2 59.6 50.0 60.0
One 29.41 17.8 - -

Two—Three 17.6 20.3 - 20.0

Fecur + 7.8 2.3 50.0 20.0




Characteristics

Frequency Distribution

Calgary

Edmonton

Lethbridge

Grande Prairie

Husbhand Wife

Husband Wife

Husband Wwife

Husband Wife

10.7 Source of Income
At Time of Default

Employment

Unemployment
Insurance

Workers Compensation
Social Assistance
Other

Hot Stated

% %

(n=216) (n=214)

46.3 7.5
.9 -
.5 -
.5 15.8
.9 1.9

50.9 73.8

% %

(n=208) {n=204)

69.3 12.7
.9 9
.5 -

1.5 22.2
2.8 1.4
25.0 62.8

% %

(n=02) (n=02)
100.0 -

% %

{n=05) (n=05)

20.0 40,0
- 20.0
80.0 40.0

501
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2.6 Enforcement Procedures

Enforcement procedures open to the court included issued
summonses and warrants, show cause hearings and prison committal
orders. The responses to enforcement were payment of the arrears,
an order of arrears revising the amount of the arrears, a request to
vary the amount of the order or maintenance for non-payment. The
information in this section indicates the extent of enforcement
taken against cases in the sample, the incidence of enforcement
procedures and the number of variation eof order hearings.

2.6.1 Degree of Enforcement
Before reviewing the results, a word of explanation should
be given concerning Table 11.1. "No enforcement", in practice meant

that there was no evidence of summonses, warrants and/or prison committal
orders in the files. 1In Edmonton, Calgary and Lethbridge, this

probably meant that no enforcement procedures had been taken. The

Grande Prairie data should be viewed with caution given the large

amount of missing information in the files. The figure of 50% showing
no enforcement may be inflated by missing information. For this reason
the Grande Pralrie sample has been excluded from the discussion.

The summons issued category indicates that there had been
one or more unserved or served summonses, but no evidence of warrants
or prison commital orders issued.” The "warrants" issued category contains
cases where there were one or more warrants issued; there probably
were also summonses but there were no prison commital orders. Cases
in the "prisongommittal order” category probably also included summonses
and warrants.

The Edmonton sample showed the highest degree of enforcement
as 87% of the cases had at least a summons issued. The corresponding
figures for Calgary and Lethbridge were 74% and 79% respectively.

The difference between the courts is most evident in the number of
warrants and prison committal orders issued,

Table 12 compares the enforcement of cases in Calgary and
Edmonton, and shows that the difference between the two was
statistically significant. The lower level of enforcement in Calgary
may be because of a poor record keeping system. Tt is interesting to
note that cases for which CIR researchers were able to locate ledger
cards in Calgary were enforced at nearly the same level as Edmonton
cases in general. This can be seen in Table 13,

EE L AR R AR TR LT 3T T

* The warrants and prison comittal orders refer only te the non-payment

of maintenance orders.



Enforcement Procedures

Table 11

Calgary Edmonton Lethbrldge Brande Prairie
11.1 :
Degree of (n=418) (n=406) (n=§2] (n=70)
Enforcement % % %
No Enforcement 25.6 12.8 20.7 50.0
Bummonses
Issued 55.0 59.9 59.8 32.9
Warrants Issued 11.0 15.3 13.4 12.9
Prison Committal
Order 7.7 1z2.1 6.1 4.3
11.2 Number of
Summons {n=418} {n=406} {n=85) {n=70)
% % % %
a}) Unserved o
.0 75.4 59.6 55.3 80.0
1 16.7 19.2 28.2 17.5
2 4.3 8.9 11.8 1.2
3-5 1.9 B.9 4.7 1.3
6 or More 1.7 3.4 - -
b} Berved
) 40.0 25.1 27.1 60.0
1 42.3 45,6 44.7 27.1
2 10.8 le.5 15.3 8.6
3-5 4.8 11.3 11.8 4.3
6 or More 2.2 1.5 1.2 -
11.3 Number of (n=418) {(n=406) {n=8B5 {(n=70)
Warrants % % % %
a) Unserved
o] 92,1 85.7 92.9 88.6
1 6.0 6.2 4.7 1¢.0
2 0.7 2.7 2.4 1.4
3-5 0.7 2.4 - -
6=-10 0.5 3.0 - -
L) Served
0 92.3 86.2 ge.2 92.9
1 4.3 9.6 7.1 4.3
2 1.9 3.0 3.5 2.9
3-5 1.4 1.2 .l 2 -
6-10 - - - -
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Table 11, cont.
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.
1.4 Prison {n= 34} {n= 49) {n= 6} (n= 3}
Committal Order/ * * * %
Number of
Imprisconments

0 41.2 24.6 33.3 -

1 50.0 53.1 33.3 100.0

2 8.8 14.2 33.3 -

3-5 - 8.1 - -
11.5 HNumber of

Show Cause

Hearings {n=162) {(n=209} {n-31) {n=10}

1 62.4 47.9 74.3 90.0

2 24.7 23.9 6.4 10.0

3 6.8 13.4 6.4 -

4 Plus 6.1 14.8 12.9 -
11.6 Variation (n=62) {n=154) (n=05} {n=06}

of Order

Hearings

1 90.4 64.2 100.0 1560.0
2 9.6 35.8 - -




Table 12
Relationship Between Enforcement and Court Location
Enforcement Court Location
Calgary Edmonton

No Enforcement 25.6 12.7
Enforcement 74.4 87.3
Number of Cases 414 401

L2

chi 20.8, .001l)p
Table 13

Relationship between Enforcement and the Presence
of a Ledger Card in Calgary Family Court

Enforcement Ledger Card No Ledger Card
% %

No enforcement 18.6 34.2

Enforcement Bl.4 65.8

Number of Cases 226 184

chil

11.5 p £ .01
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2.6,2 Number of Issued Summonses

This descriptive information is given in Table 11.2.
It should be stated that a single case could contain served and
unserved summonses and served and unserved warrants. One thing of
note is the fairly substantial number of cases in Edmonton containing
three or more served and unserved summonses.

2.6.,3 Number of Issued Warrants

Again, there were more instances of warrants both served
and unserved in Edmonton than in the other three courts. OCne case
out of every seven contained an unserved warrant and a similar
proportion contained a served warrant.

2.6.4 Prison Committal Orders/Number of Imprisomment

Prison committadl orders were issued in Calgary to 8%,
Edmonton 12%, Lethbridge 6%, and Grande Prairie 4% of the samples.
Of these cases(see Table 11.4 ), note that in €algary and
Edmonton approximately 50% of the cases were incarcerated once. In
Edmonton 22% of those issued with prisoncommittal orders went to
jail two or more times for non-payment of maintenance. Generally,
prison committal orders in Lethbridge and Grande Prairie were
followéd by imprisonment.

2.6.5 Number of Show Cause Hearings

Enforcement led to show cause hearlngs in Calgary for 39%,
Edmonton 52%, Lethbridge 36% and Grande Prairie 14% of the sampled
cases. The number of show cause hearings held for each case was
generally one or two {(see Table 11.5 )}, However, Edmonton
and Lethbridge had 15% and 13% of the cases respectively in court
for four or more hearings.
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2.6.6 Number of Variation of Order Hearings

Requests to vary the amount of maintenance were made by
15% of Calgary, 38% of Edmcnton, 6% of Lethbridge and 9% of the Grande
Prairie sampled cases. Most of the requests were single applications
except for Edmonton where 36% of the sample applied for two to
three variations of the order.
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3. Analysis of Factors That Were Associated With Payment
Qr 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
presents assoc1at10n5 between the w1ves SOUICe of income, the resid-
] _ and bavmnwf HE ma:.ntena.nce. )

3.1.1L iLnvome 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 likély to receive full or no payment than those with cother

sources of income.
Table 13

Relationship Between Scource of Wives' Income

and Payment of Maintenance

Payment Source of Income of Wife
Record Social Assistance Other
Full Payments 37.8% 29.3%
Partial Payments 36.4% 55.1%
Ho Payments 25.7% 15.6%
Number of Cases 74 256
chi? = 8.46, 0.01)p

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 14}. Similarly, the residence of the wife was not associ-
ated with the payment record of the huskand.
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Table 14

Relationship Between the Residence of the Spouses at the

Time of Default and Payment of Maintenance Awards

Payment Record Residence of Spouses at Time of Default
Edmonton Other Alberta Other Province
A. Husbands % % %
Full Payments 32.3 42.1 34.6
Partial Payments 47.6 36.8 42.3
No Payments 20.2 21.0 23.1
Number of Cases 124 19 26
R. Wives % % %
Full Payments 3s5.8 28.9 -—-
Partial Payments 43.5 50.0 100.0
No Payments 20.6 21.1 -
Number of Cases 131 38 1
3.2 Marital and Divorce Characteristics

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

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.



Table 15

Relationship Between the Duration of Marriage

and Payment of Maintenance Awards

Duration of Marriage
Payment Record ltob 6 to 15 more than
years years 15 vears
% % %
Full Payments 34.9 37.0 4.4
Partial Payments 3B.6 45.7 38.4
No Payments 26.5 17.3 27.1
Number of Cases B3 127 96
chi? = 3,9, .10 >p

3.2.2 Number of Dependent Children

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

Number of Dependent Children
Payment Record Cne Two- Four or
Three More
% % %
Full Payments 43.0 33.3 31.0
Partial Payments 37.2 44.4 20.
No Payments 19.8 22.2 9.
Number of Cases 86 144 42
Chi2 = 2.9, .10 > p

3.2.3 Age of Children

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 1B) than
for one child families (Table 17). It should be noted that neither

of the two associations were statistically significant at the 5%
level.
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Table 17
Relationship Between Age of Child in One Child

Families and Payment of Maintenance Awards

Payment Record age of Child

0 to 6 years 7 years oY more
% %
Full Payments 41.8 46.2
Partial Payments 41.8 23.1
No Payments l16.4 30.8
Number of Cases 55 26

chi? = 10.2, 0.20 ) p

Table 18
Relationship Between Age of Children in Two Child

Families and Payment of Maintenance Awards

Age of Children
Payment Record Both ne 0-6 and Both
0-6 years lother 7 or more |7 or more

% % %
Full Payments 37.5 39.5 30.8
Partial Paymgnts 27.5 50.0 46.2
No Payments 35.0 10.5 23.1
Number of Cases 40 38 91

chiZ = 10.2, 0.05 D> p

3.2.4 Custody and Access Agreements

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

It was suggested that payment of awards may have been
associated with the duration and amount of the orders. Nc associa-
tion was found in either case.

3.3.1 Duration of the Order

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).
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Table 19
Relationship Between the Duration of the Order at the Time

of the Study and Payment of Maintenance Awards

Duration of Order

Payment Record 1 -2 3 -5 6 — 10 more than

years years years 10 years

% % % %

Full Payments 31.1 37.1 36.0 45.8
Partial Payments 47.5 37.9 44.0 37.5
No Payments 21.3 25.0 20.0 16.7
Number of Cases 122 124 75 24

Cchi2 = 3.9, 0.95>» p

3.3.2 Amount of the Order

Awards of $1-200 per month were nc 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

Amount of Order
Payment Record $1 to $200. $201 to $1,500.
% %
Full Payments 37.9 28.8
Partial Payments 40.9 48.8
No Payments 21.2 22.5
Number of Cases 264 B8O

chi¢ = 2.4, 0.50 > p

3.4 Default Order Characteristics

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 asscciation between these factors and
payment of maintenance is presented below.

3.4.1 Marital Status of Husbands

There was nc association between the marital status of
husbands at the time of default and payment of maintenance.
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Table 21
Relationship Between Marital Status of Husbands

and Payment of Maintenance QOrders

Marital Status

Payment Record Remarried Not Married

% %
Full Payments 36.0 36.8
Partial Payments 46.0 43,2
No Payments 18.0 20.0
Number of Cases 50 95

Chi2 = 6.1, ©0.20 D> p

3.4.2 Time Between Divorce and Filing A Complaint
of Default.

There was no association hetween 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).

Table 22
Relationship Between the Time Taken to File a Complaint

of Default and Payment of Maintenance Awards

Time Between Divorce and Filing a
payment Record Complaint of Default
1l year |2 vears| 3 to 4 5 or more
years years
% % % %
Full Payments 45.3 33.3 57.1 34.8
Partial Payments 5.8 33.3 2l.4 43.5
No Payments 18.9 33.3 21.4 21.7
Number of Cases 53 33 14 23

chi? = 3.0, 0.95 >p
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4, Analysis of Factors that were Associated with the
Amount of the Maintenance Award.

The findings presented in this section concern characteristics
associated with the amount of maintenance cordered by the Edmonton
Family Court. The characteristics identified in the Study's Terms of
Reference included: age and financial characterists of spouses;
duration of marriage and grounds for divorce, the age of the children
and the identity of the presiding judge. The extent of missing data
prevented any analysis of associations between the amount of maintenance
and financial characteristics of spouses, the identity of the presiding
judge or grounds for the divorce,

The amount of maintenance used in this analysis included
the periodic amounts awarded to spouses and children only. These
monthly amounts were weighted to prevent differences attributable to
inflation from affecting the findings.

4.1 Age of Spouses and Duration of Marriage

There was no association between the amount of maintenance
awarded to wives and the age of the husband and wifeor the duration
of the marriage (see Table 23).

Table 23

Relationship Between Age of Spouses,
Duration of Marriage and the Bmount of Maintenance
for Wives.

Characteristic
Measure of

Association | Age of Husband | Age of Wife Duration of Marriage

Number of

Cases 255 128 257

Spearman's

Correlation

Coefficient =-0.08 -0.04 .01

Level of

Significance .09 .27 .428
4.2 Ages of Chjiidren

A comparison of the mean amounts awarded to children of one
child families who were six years or less at the time of application
and those who were more than six years {see Table 24) indicates no
significant association between the age of the child and the amount
of maintenance awarded to the child.
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Table 24

Relationship Between Age of Child in One Child
Families and Amount of Maintenance for the Child

Number of
Age of Child Cases Mean Amount|Standard Derivation
0-6 yrs. 39 114.8 64
7+ 12 113.0 49

Similarly, in families with two children, there was no assoc-
iation between the amount of maintenance awarded to families where
both children were less than 7 years old, one child was less than
seven and the other 7 years or more, or both children were 7 years

Oor more. {Table 25).

Table 25

Relationship Between Age of Children in Two
Child Families and amount of Maintenance for

Number of
Age of Child Cases Mean Amount| Standard Derivation
Both 7 vyears 26 B6.0 40.1
{7 and ] 6 22 98.4 40.6
Both/ 6 19 94.6 31.8
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5. ANALYSIS OF FACTORS ASSOCIATED WITH ENFORCEMENT OF
MATINTENANCE AWARDS

The following analyses present the associations between individual,
marital and maintenance order characteristics and the extent of enforcement
among maintenance order cases from Calgary and Edmonton. The extent of
enforcement was defined as cases without enforcement, those with an
issued summons, those with an issued warrant on cases with a prison
committal order,

5.1 Individual Characteristics of Spouses

The individual characteristics of spouses of interest to the study
were the source of income of the wife and current marital status of the
hushands. Associations between those characteristics and the extent
of enforcement follow.

5.1.1 wWife's Source of Income

Table 26 indicates that in Edmonton, there was no significant
assocliation between the wife's source of income and the extent of
enforcement. In Calgary, it was significant that wives receiving
social assistance were less likely to have their orders enforced than
wives dependent upon other sources for income support. (chi? = 8.2 p<.01)

Table 26

Relationship between Wife's Source of Income and
the Extent of Enforcement

Extent of Source of Income
Enforcement Calgary Edmonton
Social Other Social Other
Assist. Assist.
% % % £
No enforcement 41.9 24,7 11.3 13.3
Summons issued 48.6 58.4 57.5 60.7
Warrant issued 1.4 9.3 17.0 14.7
Prison Commit-
tal Order 8.1 7.6 14.2 11.3
Number of Cases 74 344 106 300
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5.1.2 Husband's Current Family Status

There was no significant relationship found between the current
family status of the husbands at the time of a complaint of default
and the degree of enforcement.

5.2 Marital and Divorce Characteristics

Characteristics upon the marriage or divorce that may have been
associated with the extent of enforcement included; the duration of
the marriage, the number and agesof children, and the terms of access
to the children after the divorce.

5.2.1 Duration of Marriage

The duration of marriage was not significantly associated with
the extent of enforcement in either Calgary of Edmontcn. Longer
marriages in Edmonton appeared to have experienced more rigorous
enforcement than shorter marriages hbut the association was not
statistically significant.

Table 28

Relationship Between the Duration of Marriage
and Extent of Enforcement

Extent of Duration of Marriage
Enforcement Calgary Edmenton
1-5 yrs.,| &-15 yrs.| 16+ yrs., 1-5 yrs,| 6-15 yrs,| 16+ yrs.
% % % % % 3

No enforcement 28.4 23.6 23.6 21.0 17.2 15.9
Summons issued 51.1 55.6 54.2 59.7 56,3 49.6
Warrant issued 12.5 12.3 15.3 9.7 12.5 15.0
Prison Commital

Order 8.0 8.4 6.9 9.7 14.1 19.5
Number of Cases 88 178 72 62 128 113

5.2.2

Number of Children

Table 29 indicates there was no significant association between
the number ¢f children from the marriage and the extent of enforcement
in either Calgary or Edmonton.




Table 29

Relationship Between the Number of Children and Extent
of Enforcement

Extent of Number of Children
Enforcement Calgary Edmonton
Cne 2-3 4 + One 2-3 4 +
% % % % % %
No enforcement | 24.2 |27.6 ] 35.6 9.8 17.6 13.9
Summons issued | 56.3 [57.6| 53.3 59.8 58.8 46.5
Warrant issued 8.6 7.8 6.7 30.4 12.9 11.6
Prison Commit -
tal Order 10.¢9 6.9 4.4 17.6 10.6 27.9
No. of Cases 128 217 45 102 170 43

5.2.3 BAge of Children

In Calgary, there was no significant association between the age
of the oldest child and the extent of enforcement. In Edmonton, when
the eldest child was less than 7 years of age, they were léss likely
to have their maintenance orders enforced than children who were 7 years
or more. (Chi? = 15.2, p .0O1)

Table 30

Relaticnship Between Age of Child in One Child
Families and Extent of Enforcement

Age of Child
Extent of Calgary Edmonton
Enforcement -6 yrs. 7+ 0-6 yrs. 7+
% % % %
No enforcement 26.0 27.9 34.0 14.9
Summons issued 55.0 59.4 43.3 55.2
Warrant issued 8.4 4.8 11.3 12.6
Prison Committal
Order 10.7 7.9 11.3 17.2

No. of Cases 131 165 150 174

5.2.4 Terms of Access

There was no significant association between the terms of access
and extent cof enforcement. Husbands with reascnable access were just
as likely to experience energetic enforcement as husbands with specified
access. The small number of cases in Edmonton prevents a more definite
analysis of this relationship.
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Table 31

Relationship Between Access Arrangements and
the Extent of Enforcement

Extent of Access Arrangements
Enforcement Calgary Edmonton
=) ol
3| 3|23 413 |2
=g | 3% sl g |48
[»] A H O o] - H oM
0 4] ) 0 4} PO
sl 2|3 s |3
m ] " =1 1) m
% % % % % %
No Enforcement 21.2 ] 27.0 33.3 11.1 15.8 06.7
Summons issued 6l.2 | 54.2 50.0 37.5 52.6 16.7
Warrant issued 10.6 6.3 5.6 8.4 10.5 16.7
Prison Commit#al
Crder 6.9 1] 12.5 11.1 9.1 21.1 -
No. of Cases 188 48 18 296 19 6

5.3 Maintenance Order Characteristics

Associations between the amount of awards for children, the total
monthly payments and the extent of enforcement is presented below.

5.3.1 Amount of Award for Children

Table 32 indicates there was no significant association between
the average amount of maintenance per child and the extent of enforcement
in both counts. Awards of less than $100 per month were enforced to the
same extent as awards of more than $101.

Table 32

Relationship Between the Amount of Award for Children
and the Extent of Enforcement

aZmount of Award
Extent of Enforcement Calgary Edmonton
$1=100 $101 + $1-100 5101 +
% ) % %
No enforcement 28.2 30.0 17.9 14.3
Summons issued 56.5 54,2 58.5 52.4
Warrant issued 5.3 11.7 13.8 10.7
Prison Committal Order 9.2 4.2 9.8 17.9
Mumber of Cases 131 120 123 B4
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5.3.2 Total Monthly Payments

When the amount of the total monthly payment was considered,
a significant association between the amcount and extent of enforcement
was found among Edmonton cases (Chi2 = 14.9, p .0l). Cases with total
payments of $1-100 per month were fhore likely to be enforced than cases
with payments of more than $101. The relationship was not significant
for Calgary cases.

Table 33

Relationship Between the Amount of the Total
Monthly Payment and Extent of Enforcement

Total Monthly Payment
Extent of Calgary Edmonton
Enforcement $1-100 $10l + $1-100 S101 +
% E % E
No enforcement 23.0 31.4 12.2 30.9
Summons issued 60.1 53.8 60,3 46.1
Warrant issued 7.3 8.5 15.3 9.1
Prison Committal
Order 9.6 6.4 12.2 13.9
No. of Cases 178 236 131 230
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6. COMPARISON OF SUPREME COURT AND FAMILY COURT MAINTENANCE
AWARDS FOR SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS

This section of the report explores possible differences in
maintenance awards originating from the Supreme Court or Family Court,
and subsequently filed in the Family Court for enforcement. The analysis
was conducted on data collected from the Family Court records located in
Calgary, Edmonton, Lethbridge and Grande Prairie.

The characteristics selected for this analysis included: pattern of
payment, degree of enforcement, recipient of the award, amount of award
for children, the source of income for the wife and whether or not a
complaint of default had been made on the order.

6.1 Pattern of Payment

The pattern of payment for Supreme Court and Family Court awards
was similar in each court except Lethbridge (see Table 34.,1). In Lethbridge,
Family Court awards were more likely to be fully paid whereas Supreme
Court awards were more often partially paid. The findings from Calgary
and Grande Prairie should be considered somewhat tentative because of
the large number of missing cases from these counts.

6.2 Degree of Enforcement

Table 34.2 indicates that Supreme Court and Family Court awards were
similarly enforced in most courts. In Lethbridge there was a tendency for
Supreme Court awards to receive more energetic enforcement, ie. more
Supreme Court awards received warrants or prison cammittal orders than
Family Court awards.

6.3 Recipient of the Award

In Edmonton, Iethbridge and Grande Prairie, there were significantly
more Family Court awards ordered in favor of the children only than
Supreme Court awards. In Calgary, a simjilar trend was observed but the
relationship was not significant (see Table 34.3).

6.4 Amount of Award for Children

There was no significant difference between the amounts of maintenance
ordered for children through the Supreme and Family Courts (see Table 24.4).

6.5 Wives' Source of Income

In Calgary, (see Table 34.5) there was a significant association
between the originating Court of the order and the wive's spurce of income.
Women with Family Court orders were more likely to receive social
assistance than women with Supreme Court orders.

6.6 Filed Complaint of Default

Table 34.6 indicates that in Calgary and Edmonton there was a
significant association between filing a complaint of default and the
originating Court of the order. TFor both courts, Supreme Court awards
were more likely to have a complaint of default filed against them than
Family Court orders.



Table 34

Comparisons of Supreme Court and Family Court Maintenance Awards
by Court for Selected Characteristics
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Originating Court

CHARRCTERISTLCS Calgary Edmonton Lethbridge Grande Prairie
Supreme | Family |[Supreme (Family |Supreme| Family |[Supreme | Family
Court Court Court Court Court Court | Court Court
: % % % % % % % %
34.1 Pattern of (n=114) (n=101) | (n=155) | (n=122)] (n=59) | (n=22) [(n=25) | (n=17)
Payments
Full payments 45.6 37.6 38.7 32.8 32.2 50.0 40.0 17.6
Partial payments 46.5 52.5 41.9 43.4 62.7 36.4 24.0 29.4
No payments 7.9 2.9 19.4 23.8 5.1 13.6 36.0 52.9
34,2 Degree of (n=238) (n=176) | (n=189) | {(n=134)| (n=61) | {n=23) |[{n=40) (n=30)
Enforcement
i No enforcement 23.9 32.4 12.7 17.9 21.3 21.7 42.5 60.0
; Summons issued 56.3 58.0 58.2 56.0 54,1 73.9 42.5 20.0
Warrant issued 10.9 1.4 13.8 11.9 16.4 4.3 10.0 16.7
! Prison Committal
Order 8.8 6.3 15.3 14.2 B.2 - 5.0 3.3
34.3 Recipient of (n=236) (n=175)1 (n=226) (n=177)| (n=61)| ({(n=23)| {(n=39) | (n=30)
Award
Spouse 5.5 6.3 2.7 4.0 4.9 - 2.6 -
Spouse & Children 46.6 35.4 44.7 i 13.0 50.8 8.7 153.9 16.6
Children only 47.9 58.3 52.7 83.0 44,3 91.3 43.6 B83.3
34.4 pmmount of Award (n=177) (n=72) {n=148)' (n=59)
for Children |
$1 - 50 13.0 12.5 9.4 13.6
$51 - 100 36.7 45.8 51.4 42.4
5101 - 200 44 .6 31.9 36.5 40.7
5200 + 5.6 9.7 2.7 3.4
34.5 Wive's Source (n=238) (n=175)| (n=189) (n=133) {n=40) | (n=30)
of Income
Other 92.9 69.1 76.7 67.7 87.5 90.0
Social Assist. 7.1 30.9 23.3 32.3 12.5 10.0
34,6 Complaint of
Default Filed {n=233) {(n=168) | (n=183) |{n=128)] (n=61)| (n=23)| (n=39)} (n=29)
Yes 65.2 36.9 60.7 39,1 3.3 - 15.4 3.4
No 34.8 63.1 39.3 60.9 96.7 100.0 84.6| 96.6
L
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FAMILY COURTS RECORD SCHEDULE FINAL DRAFT - NOVEMBER 20/79
File HUMEEBL - & & « « o+ » 5 5 3« 8 5 v v« e h e e e e s \ 2 , . ; 6
Card + « = & v 4 = 4 kw4 w o= omowa 4w a s aa e N ' ;
COUuTE & v 4 & s x & 5 v & v ow o ax a4 e e Ve e e s "

FROM CENTRAL CAROUSEL LEDGER CARD

Enforceability

BO1

. [
Is there a ledger card? . . . v« « + = v 4w 0 u . Ca e e s .
‘9

tl} Yes {2} wo (9] Kot Applicable

Fayment Record

cal

co2

co3

co4

cos

CO6
cay

Ccoe -

co9

clo

cl}

{1) Original Maintenance Order
{2) Order of Arrears (supercedes Maintenance Qrder)
(3} Yoluntary Award

Has a payment been made during the last six months?

Is the case currently in arrears (mlased one payment)? ,

cr
(1} Yes {2) Mo
‘12

{1} Yes {Maintenance Order)

{2} Yes (Arrears Qrder)

(3} Yea (Both Maintenance and Arrears Orders}
(4] No

[9) Hot stated

What isfwas the amount of the maintenance AYTearsy? . - ]
{Check Order of Arrears/Certificate of Arrears) 3 14 115 |16 117

{0001) Not Applicable (999%) Not Statad

First payment due
{in Alberta) -~ day manth year

How many manthly payments should have been made? &

How many payments were made? #__
[Adjuat for monthly payments]

what percentage of paymenls have beon made? . . .. . . .

CODER: Compute % from C6 and C7 and code;

{1) All the time {(100%}
(2} 75 - 9%% of the time
{3} 50 - 74% Df the time
{4} 25 - 49% of the time
{5} 1 - 24% of the time
{6) No payments (0%}

Rumber of years payments chould have becr rade? ¢

Humber of yearsmaintenance paymentg were made. .., ., . . .
21 22

{39} Nt Stated (00} Wo payments

What percentage of years payments were made?

CODER; Compute % from C% and Cl0 and code;

{1} All the time {(100%)
(2} 15-5%% of the time
£3} 50-74% of the time
(4} 25-49% of the time
{5) 1-24% of the time
{6} HNo payments {(0%)
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clz what is the monthly amount of the initial ordered payment? | ‘ l
{Maintenance Award) 24 | 25 g 27 |
Cl3 what is the monthly amount of the current ordered payment? ha ‘29 10 1 ‘
(Arrears Order) | |
Cla What is the amount of the last payment entry?
{Adjust for double payments)
Cl5 What percentage of the ordered amount is paid? . . . . . .. . - . ﬁ
32|

CODER: Compute % from €13 and Cl4 and code;

{13 Full amount {100%)
{2} 75-99% of the amcunt
£3) 50-74% of the amount
(4} 25=49% of the amount
{51 1-24% of the amount
{61 Mo payment (0%}

Clé How regularly were payments made? . . o . & ¢ v o b 0 0 v e e e .,

{1) Alway9 the date prescribed
{2) Within a week

{3} More than a week late

{d) No payments

cl? Using the last entry, what is the status of the cage?. . . . ..
34
{1} hrrears payment completed
(2) Arrears Order increasing
{3} Arrears Order decreasing
{4) Arrears remain the same
(d'al Maintenance order balance
{6} Malntenance order accumulating arrears.
Cl8 Was a payment made In November 18782 . . . . . . v o 0 v o v v v
35
{1} Yes {2) WO {3) Hot applicable

CODER: RECORD INFORMATION FROM FACESHEET IN CLIENT'S FILE

Petitioner/Respondent Information

al

il

]

iy b.C

{2) Alberta

(3] Saska*chewan
{4) Manitoba

{5) Ontario

01 . . {6} Quehec
o] hpplicant . 5 : {71 K.D
1 i Bs (B) N.5
{1) Husband (2] Wife (9) P.E.I
s (10iNewfoundland
Details on Husband 111 Yukon
ona rlace of Regide Ca e e e e . . (12} &.w.T
esldence L &30 (13) out of country
D03 Date of BIFEN. o v v v v e e e eI month | dTY
(999599} Hot Stated By ;Ao.,_1NM\L42_ﬂL¢3__LAA_J
D04 0COupaBion & v 4 v 4 v s e e e ek s e e e e e e e s ]
Details on Wife s A8
D06  pPlace of ReSIdENCE . . - .« - « & v 4 4 v b v e e e e e e e
47 48
- N 1
DOT  Date OF BITTh- v v v v v v o b v o v e h e r e e yeir mopeh asy
{999999; Not Stated 4% 50 81 52 153 |54
D08 OCoUPAtION & & v v v v e ke e e e e s e e e e e e e s |
55 lSG l
Partigulars of Marriage
| o I . ;
B0l  Date of Marrlage . o v v v v v v v b v e e e e e ey 'mo{kth| a2y
57 (58 59 leo 61 le2
E02 place of Marriage . . . . + . . - o v e e e e e e ;
63 [64
EO3 Is the gouplor - . 0 0 0 0 L L L e e e e e e e
(1) Divorced? {2} Separated?
EO4 Date of ceasing to cohabit . . v v v 0o v v 0 o 0wl e e 0 ey
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ECE Late of separation or 2ivercs (Nisii; . . . . . Fesr m:r\;tth ; dal'y '|
72 413 (74 |38 (15 77|
EDE Grounds for separation or &ivorse . . . . . . . . .\ o. . |
(1) Marital offence (3) Bath e _

{2} Marital Breakcown {¥: Hot stated

FEYPUNCHER: GO TO XNEXT CARD

File Humber . . . + -« & + & 4 = & 4 = 4 4 4 v = s 1 o 2 s+ 2+ u & s

CODER: FIND DOCUMENTS PERTAINING TO ORIGINAL IAINTEHANCE ORDER

Yaintenance Crders/Provigigral Order

1
FOl Is infeormation recorded from: . « « - 4 4 4 4 - e 0w a \8 |
{1) Decree Nisi/Minutes of Settlement :
{2} Original Maintenance Order year month _gay
FO2 pate of original order for maintenance/decree nisi. . .. I; —}
9 18 il 12 13 14
FO3 Divorce Registration Number . . . - .+ - - - - o s 4 s = . s
15 16 |17 |18 |18 {20
FO4 The reguest to initiate the original maintenance hearing [ —
was Made BYI « 4 « 4 4 2 8 o+ s o4 4w 4w e e e e e e e e e e | !
21
(1) wWife -

{2) Third Party (M & R, ASS5CH)
{3) Third Party REMO
{9} Hot stated

FO5  rourt making original erder: . . . + . . 4« v w0+ - - - o4 . , |
2 (1} Anderson
{1) Alberta Supreme Court - {2y Plomp
{2} Alberta Family Court {3} Fitch
{3} Out of Province Supreme Court {4} Moshanski
(4} REMD Family Court {5} &Allard
{5} Voluntary Order/Private Arrangement {6}  Yanosik
{7} Levegue
FOé Act under which original erder magde: . . . . - .+ « + « = » | i {8} Milvaine
23 {95 Farthing
(1) Divorce Act {10} Turcotte
(2] Supreme Court uveing DREA on Judicial Separation {11} Litsky
{3} Family Court usipg DRA (12)
{4) Private Arrangement {13}
: 14}
! ! {15) Tavender
FO7  rdentity of the presiding judge . . . .. .. v o e L Do (16)
. (17)
- | f (18B)
FOB The original order was for . . .« . 4 v 4w s e e - 26

(1) wife (2) Husband (3) Wife and Children
{4) Husband and Children {5} Children Only
{6) Wife and children as s&parate awards

F0O9 Is payment to be made E@ . . - . v v e - e e e w0 s e e e .

(1} Family Court
(2) Other arrangement
{9) Wot stated



Ma.:-.:srue Information

GOl Serms of award . . . - = 4 s s e bt ow e e e = = o w

f1} Interim; specify

(2} Continuing/Final
(%) Not stated

G072  Type of award £or SPOUSE . . . ¢ - o4 r o s oa s e e s w0
{1} %1 or nominal (31 periodic
{2] Lomp sum [9) ot applicable

%03  Amcunt of maintenance awarded for the spouse . . . . . .

123v4%) Mot applicable

CODER: FIND DOCUMENTS PERTAINING 70 ORIGINAL DAINTENANCE ORDER

Maintenance Orders/Provisional Order

FDl I® information recorded from: . . . « v v ¢« 4 4 e e s w0

{1} Decree Wisi/Minutes of Settlement
(2) Original Maintenance Order

FD2 Date of origlnal order for maintenance/decree nisl. . . .
F03 pivorce Registration Number . . . . . . o v v s o ¢ 0 v v 4 o

F04  The request to initiate the original maintenance hearing
was made BY! o . 4 v r s s e f s e e e e e e s e e r e e

(1) Wife

{2) Third Party {M & R, ABSCH}
{3) Third Party REMO

[9) Mot gtated

FO5 court making original order:. . . « v v v « 4 v v -0 an

{1} Alberta Supreme Court

12} Alberta Tamily Court

{3} Out of Province Supreme Court

{4) REMO Family Court

{5} voluntary Order/Private Arrangement

F0& Act under which original order made: « ,» + « + v v v = o « »
{1} Divorce Act
{2} Supreme Court using DRA on Judicial Separatien

{3} Family Court using ORA
{4} Private Arrangement

FO7 Tdentity of the preeiding judge . . . . . « v v v - 0 v v e s

FO3 The original order was £OT . .+ v 0w o v v v v e 0 e e e
{11 wife {2} Husband [3) Wife and Children

{4y Kusband and Children (5} Children Only
{6) Wwife and children as separate awards

F09 I8 payment t0 be mado L0 . . 2 4 . 4 0 s o 0 e e e
{1} Family Courk

127 Other avrangement
{3) Not stated

Maintenance Information

GOl Terms of AWATd . 4 4 4+« s w b 4 s s e e ke hw s e s e e

{1} Interim; specify
{2y Contimving/Final
(8} Mot stated

Goz Type of award fOr SPOURE - 4 4 &« + 4 4 4 o= o4 4= 44w
{1} %1 or nominal (3} periodic
12 Lump sum {9 Hot applicable

[k ) rmount of maintenance awarded for the spouse . . . . . . .

139999) Kot applicable

|

L

k
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. ]
EE“__]3J 3z LEB \34
—
i
year month day
|3 10 \ll 12 |13 14
- - 3 _[ _______
15 |16 .17 lls 19 |20
21
22 {1} Anderson
(2] Plomp
(3} TFiteh
(4} Moshanski
15 Allard
{6} Yanosik
{7} Levegue
{8 Milvaine
23 {9) Farthing
{10} Turcotte
{11} Litsky
[12)
{13y
(143}
j ) 115} Tavender
L i . (16}
a1 - 1173
[_ t18)
|26
27|
28
29
ki_ 3l 3z ‘33 34
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6 |37 IBE

\ B B |
14 |as
.

46 47
-

48

Vg Py ol wvard tee chilecen o000 L. e e e e s
{11 51 or nomipal {3} Periodic
(2] Lump sum {9t Wot applicable
G055 Average amount of maintenance per child per month . . .
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APPENDIX B

Payment Record Data From Calgary and Grande Prairie

The payment record data from 227 Calgary cases and 42 Grande
Prairie cases is presented without comment in Table B.l. The reader
is cautioned that conclusions drawn from this data would be suspect.




Frequency Distributien

Characteristic
Calgary Grande Frairie
!

B.1,1 Type of Award {n= 227 ‘tn= 40}
Original Maintenance 50.6 67.1
Crder
Crder of Arreazs 49.4 32.9

B.1.2 Status of Payment {n= 115} = 15}
on Arreers Orders
Arrears Increasing 15.7 €0.0
Arrears Balance 13.9 -
hrrears Decreasing 232.5 13.3
Arrears Paid up 46.9 26.7
$.1.31 Payments made (n= 217} {n= 42}
during last six
monthe
Yes 55.3
Ha 44.7
B.1.4 Payments made in (n= 189) {nm 42}
November 1979
Yas 460 40.5
<] 50.7 59.5
B.1.5 Amount of {a=85) (n=92) (n=17) {n=25)
November Payment z ¥ z :
5
1 - 75 18.8 27.2 35.3 36.0
76 - 125 jz.9 28.1 23.5 40.0
126_ - 200 j1.a8 30.4 23.5 16.0
200 plus 16.5 16.3 17.7 8.0

B.1.6 % of Fayments (o= 225) (n= 421
made over duraticn .
cf the case
Al) payments [100W) 42.7 33.3
Kalf ar more of the
payments {(S0-99%) 17.8 11l.9
Less than half the
payments { 1-451) 30.7 11.9
Ho Payments (O} 8.9 . 42.%
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Characteristic

Frequency Distributicn

Calgary

Grdnde Prairie

nc payments

B.1.7 Date of first (n= 223} {n= 41)
payment
1979-80 36.3 21.9
1978-75 44 .9 51.3
1974-70 13.8 17.0
.1969—55 4.7 9.8
B.l.g Number of years (n=184} (n= 23}
payments were made,
1 year or less 57.7 -
2-5 years 28.3 26.0
6-10 years 9.7 30.5
11-15 years 4.3 43.5
B.1l.9 Promptness of (n= 199) {n= 24}
payment
Date prescribed 17.6 37.5
Within a Week 30.7 25.0
More than a week 51.7 37.5
late
% cases with 9.0 42.9
no payments
B.1.10 Monthly {n= 220) {n= 42)
"51*75 23.2 35.8
$76-125 129.1 33.3
$126-200 28.7 19.0
$§201-300 8.6 9.5
$301-500 7.7 2.4
5501 Plus 2.7 -
% cases with
47.3

137



138

Frequency Distribution

Characteristic
Calgary Grande Prairie

B.l 11 % of ordered {n= 222) {n= 42)

amount that is

paid

Full Amount 68.9 31.0

(1C0%)

Half or more 6.8 11.9

50-99% '

Less than half

{ 1-49%) 13.5 14.3

No payments {0O%) 10.8 42.9
B.1. 312 Pattern of {n= 172) {n= 42)

Payment

All the time 41.9 31.0

{100%)

.Partial payments 49_3 26.2

{99 -~ 1)

No payments {0%) B.B _ 42.9




139

Frequency Distribution

Characteristic
Calgary Griande Prairie
B.1.1 Type of Award (n= 227) n= 40)
Original Maintenance 50.6 67.1
Order
Order of Arrears 49.4 32.9
B.1l.2 Status of Payment (n= 115) (n= 15)
on Arrears Orders
Arrears Increasing 15.7 60.0
Arrears Balance 13.9 -
Arrears Decreasing 23.5 13.3
Arrears Paid up 46.9 26,7
B.l.3 Payments made {(n= 217) {n= 42)
during last six
months
Yes 55.3 47.6
No 44.7 52.4
B.l.4 Payments made in {n= 189) n= 42)
November 1979
Yes 46.0 40.5
No 50.7 59.5
B.1.5 % of Payments {n= 225) {n= 42)
made over duration )
of the case
211 payments (100%) 42.7 33.3
Half or more of the
payments (50-99% 17.8 11.9
less than half the
payments ( 1-49%) 30.7 11.9
No payments (0%) 8.9 42.9
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Frequency Distribution

Characteristic
Calgary Grdnde Prairie
B.l.6 Date of first {n= 223) {n= 41)
payment
1979-80 36.3 21.9
1978-75 44.9 51.3
1974-70 13.8 17.0
-1969—55 4.7 9.8
B.l.7 HNumber of years (n=184) fn=23)
payments were made|
1 year or less 57.7 -
2-5 years 28.3 26.0
6-10 years 9.7 30.5
11-15 years 4.3 43.5
B.1l Promptness of {n= 199) (n= 24)
payment.
Date prescribed 17.6 37.5
Within a Week 30.7 25.0
More than a week 51.7 37.5
late
% cases with 9.0 42.9
no payments
B.1.9 Monthly (n= 220) (n= 42)
"$1-75 23.2 35.8
$76-125 29.1 33.3
$126~200 28.7 19.0
$201-300 B.6 9.5
$301-500 7.7 2.4
5501 Plus 2.7 -
% cases with
no payments 47.3 -
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Fregquency Distribution
Characteristic
Calgary Grande Prairie

B.1.10 % of ordered (n= 222} n= 42)

amount that is

paid

Full Amount 68.9 31.0

{100%)

Half or more €.8 11.9

50-99% )

Less than half

{ 1-49%) 13.5 14.3

No payments (0%} 10.8 4z.9
B.l.11 Pattern of (n= 172} (n= 42)

Payment

All the time 41 .9 3,0

{100%) ’

Partial payments 49,3 26.2

(99 - 1%)

No payments {0%) 8.8 42.9
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Appendix C

Individual Characteristics of Spouses

The following tables present data concerning individual
characteristics of spouses for which there was a large number
of missing cases. Conclusions drawn from the findings would be
misleading. However, they are presented here to indicate the
extent of missing data for these variables.

D.1.1 Calgary Edmonton Lethbridge Grande Prairie

Age of Spouses Wife Hushand Wife Hushand Wife Husband Wife Huspand

at Time of Study [n=72} (n=]134) in=283) in=231) {n=38) {n=40) {n-14) [n=25}

20-29

[1959-1950) a4 21.6 4.3 22.4 52.7 i3.4 50,0 32.0

0-39

[1345-1940} 47.3 43.5 .1 15.9 31.5% 37.8 21.4 36.0

40-49

[1%35-1930) 15.2 23.8 21,2 25,1 7.9 22.2 14.13 20.0

S0+

(1925 and Before) 11.1 11.1 8.4 12.6 7.9 6.6 14.3 12.0

90 of cases

not stated gz2.m 6B.2 30.3 10.6 35.3 47.1 B0.0 64,13

0l.2

Employment Status Wife Huspand Wife Husband Wife Huskand Wife Husband
n=147 n=138 n=203 n=241 n=50 n=7g n=1% n=40

Full Time 0.6 B3.6 32.8 8.0 20.0 95.7 6.2 95.0

Fart Time 6.5 2.2 B.% 1.3 14.0 - 12.5 -

Seasonal 0.9 4.3 - 1.8 - - - -

Self Employed 0.9 2.9 - 0.4 - 1.4 - 2.%

Full-time

Srudent 5.8 a.7 1.4 0.4 4.0 - - -

Dnemployed 4.6 4.3 40.4 6.7 62.0 2.9 Bl.3 2,5

Other 0.2 - 16.7 1.6 - - - -

%+ of Cases

Not Stared 7z.8 66, B 50.0 40.7 41.2 17.6 77.1 q2.9

D.1.3

Gecupation of Wife Husband wafe Husband Wife Huskhand Hife Husband

Spouse (n=731 {n=130) 1n=229} {n=292} {n=75} (n=87} {o=21) (n=37)

Managerial 1.4 10.5 ] 1.0 1.3 1.3 - 2.7

Sales/Services 23.3 24.2 .2 18.5 17.4 25.9 - 21.6

Technical/

Industrial 2.7 32.6 0.9 3q.32 1.3 10.4 - 24.3

Transportation/

censtruction 1.4 27.9 1.3 33.4 1.3 33.9 4.6 27.1

Clerical 5.0 1.6 17.5 2.7 2.6 2.6 4.8 -

Housewife 3.6 - 52.3 - 6B.1 - o0.4 -

Student B.2 1.0 2.6 0.7 4.0 - -

Other 1.4 2.1 1.7 3.4 4.0 25.¢9 - 4.1

1 of cases

xor Stated gl.8 49.5 37.5 14.0 1l.8 9.4 .C 47.1

D.1.4

Listed Asseta Wife Husband Wife Husband Wife Husband Wife Husband
{n=4186) {r=418} [n=357) {n=400} tn=55) {n=65) in=70} (n=70]

Yes 5.0 5.7 12,8 24.0 i.5 22.4 1.4 10.0

"o 95.0  93.3 B7.2  76.0 95.5 77.6 55.6 0.0

Listed Data Wife Husband Wife Huskand Wife Husband Wife Husband
n=4l6 n=413 n=330 n=401 n==83 n=a5 n=30 n=70

Yes 5.3 8.7 0.7 2.8 2.4 2z2.4 o 10.0

Ro 94.7 931.3 e9.3 7.1 97.8 1.8 100.0 90.0
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SURVEY OF WOMEN INVOLVED WITH MAINTENANCE ORDERS
TECHNTCAL REPORT

1. INTRODUCTION

1.1 Aims of Survey

There were four major areas of the study:

a. To discover the incidence of maintenance payments and
default;
b. to find out the incidence of social assistance as a

result of marriage breakdown;

c. to find cut the financial consequences of marriage
breakdown;
d. to discover the common problems and experiences of

women relating to the payment or non-payment of
maintenance orders.

1.2 Sampling Design

A random cluster sampling technique was used. The clusters
were based upon municipal electoral pells in Edmonton and Calgary,
and were sampled using a table of random numbers. Inter-
viewers were instructed to sample every second household within
their clusters. The decision as to whether to sample the first or
seccnd household in a particular block was made by tossing a coin.

In Edmonton a total of 16 electoral polls were involved in the study;
18 polls in Calgary were sampled.

A two call-back procedure was employed. If a potential
respondent was not at home at the time of the first visit, the
interviewer would call back at least two times before the potential
respondent would be written off as unlocatable.

1.3 Interviewing Procedures

Before visiting a household, interviewers were instructed to
leave a letter which explained the purpose of the survey and asked
the respondent:'® co-operation. {A copy of this letter is included in
Appendix E of this chapter). When the door was answered the inter-
viewer would introduce him or herself in the following manner:

"Hello, my name is - I am helping out with

a survey for the Institute of Law Research and Reform

on the payment of maintenance orders. You should have
recelved a letter a couple of days ago telling you about
the survey. {The interviewer would then hand the
respondent another copy of the letter). We would like
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to know if there is anyone living here who is either
paying on or receiving payment from a maintenance
order.”

1f the respondent said'no'the interviewer marked this down
on the "Interview Sample Sheet" (see aAppendix F), thanked the respondent
and proceeded to visit the next household but one.

If the respondent said'yes'the interviewer would go on to
ask to speak to the person in question. The Interviewer would then
explain:

"I would like you to complete this questionnaire. If you

wish to have me ask you the questions I would be happy to

do so. If you would like to complete it yourself in
private, I will leave it with you and pick it up later.

In any case, your answers to the questions will remain

completely confidential and your name and address will

not appear on the guestionnaire."

In almost all cases, the respondents preferred to complete
the questionnaire themselves.

1.4 Response

The completed Interviewer Sample Sheetsﬁahd verbal reports
of interviewers indicated that the response of the great majority
of people was positive. The women involved appeared, for the most
part, to be eager to express themselves on the subject.

It should be mentioned that the survey procedure could involve
a hidden refusal rate. & person could be involved with a maintenance
order and lie tc the interviewer. Wwhile it is impossible to gain an
exact idea of how serious this problem was, the subjective impression
of the interviewers was that it was not very common among the women
respondents. There was a second source of error in the sampling.
In three instances in Edmonton and three in Calgary, the managers of
large apartment buildings refused to let interviewers into the building
and even to use the intercom system. Despite phone calls from the
survey coordinators to explain in depth the nature and importance of the
study, they continued to refuse,

The effect of this limitation on the survey of women appears
not to have been serious. Very few wamen were found in high rise
apartments near city centres in the buildings that were sampled. 1In
any case, a summary of the information provided by the sample sheets
is listed belew in Table 1.
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Table 1
CITY Households Women's Questionnaire Refusal
Visited Completed Rate *
Edmonton 4940 o1 6.2
Calgary 5980 107 5.0

* This refusal rate ineludes adults who answered the door and were

unwilling to co~operate after the interviewer's introduction.

Given the sampling procedure and the positive feedback from
the interviewers, the results of the survey should be a relatively
accurate reflection of the feelings and experiences of women involved
with maintenance orders in Edmonton and Calgary.
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2.3
EMPLOYMENT STATUS CAILGARY EDMCNTCHN
(n=103) (n=91)
% %
Self-emploved 2.9 3.3
Employed full-time 59,2 50.5
Employed part—time 7.8 19.8
Employed in a seasonal
occupation - 1.1
Full-time student 5.8 2.2
Unemployed 21 .4 15.4
Other 2.9 7.7
No information 3.7 -
2.4
PERCENTAGE OF TIME
. EMPLOYED SINCE DIVORCE (n=104) (n=90)
100% of the time 35.5 25.6
75 = 99% of the time 26.9 20.0
50 ~ 74% of the time B.7 13,3
25 ~ 49% of the time 7.7 . 7.8
1 - 24% of the time 8.7 22.2
Haven't been employed 12.5 11.1
No information 2.8 1.1
2.5
CCCUPATION *
(employed respondents only) (n=79) (n=68)
Managerial &

Administration 11.4 4.4
Professional 7.6 14.7
Professional support 13.9 7.4
Clerical /sales/service 51.8 58.8
Farming 1.3 -
Foreman, cil & gas,

mining - 1.5
Manufacturing/
construction - 1.5
Skilled trades 5.1 4.4
Unskilled labor 1.3 4.4
Student 6.3 1.5
Housewife 1.3 1.5
No information 26,2 25.2

* The occupational categories used by the Alberta Social
Services and Community Health were used to compile this table.
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MAIN SOURCE OF INCOME

EDMONTON
{(n=89]
%

Self-employment
Wages/salary
Investments
Social Assistance
Spouses Income
Maintenance

n

b
B W g W
L
b WMo

No information

LENGTH OF TIME
RESPONDENT HAS
LIVED IN ALEBERTA

{(n=1086)

{n=91)

1 month or less

2 to 3 months

3 to 6 months

& months to a year
1l to 3 years

more than 3 years

No information

NUMBER OF CHILDREN

CLAIMED FOR TAX PURPOSES

{n=107}

None
one
two
three
four
five
eight

No information

——

2.9

NUMBER OF OTHER
DEPENDENTS CLAIMED
FOR TAX PURPOSES

{n=107)}

{n=91)

none
one
two
three
four

95.6

H O woO
[N ]

No information

(=]
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2.1 Age

The mean ages of the respondents in Edmonton and Calgary did
net vary much: 36 and 34 respectively.

2.2 Level of Education

Calgary women were significantly better educated than their
Edmonton counterparts (Chi? = 15.1, .02> p)*. The median level of
education for Edmonton respondents was grade 10 or 1l whereas the

2.3 Employment Status

Fifty-nine percent of the Calgary respondents were employed
full-time as opposed to 51% in Edmonton. However, the difference was
not statistically significant.

2.4 Percentage of Time Employed since Divorce

Edmonton respondents appeared to have had a less stable
employment history than those in Calgary. However, the difference
did not quite reach the level of statistical significance (chi? =
9.54, .09 p). It should be noted that a significant mincrity of
both Calgary and Edmonteon respondents {29% and 41% respectively) had
been employed for less than half of the time since their divorce or
separation.

2.5 Occupatiocn

The majority of the employed respondents in both Calgary and
Edmonton {52% and 59% respectively} were working in the clerical or
sales and service jobs. 1In Calgary, the professional support {14%)
and the managerial and administration (l1%) categories were the second
and third most frequently reported. The corresponding occupational
categories in Edmonton were professicnal (15%) and professional support
{7%).

* In crder to calculate the chi2, the "grade 7 or less" category
was combined with the "grade 8 or 9" category; also both levels
of university education were collapsed.
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2.6 Main Source of Income

The main sources of income reported by Calgary and Edmonton
respondents corresponded very closely. Roughly 60% of all respondents
said that wages or salaries were their major source of income. The
next most important source was soclal assistance; this was reported
by one respondent out of every five.

2.7 Iength of Time Resident in Alberta

ABlmost all of the Edmonton respondents {91%)} said they had been
a resident in Alberta for more than three years. 8lightly fewer (84%)
Calgary respondents were long term residents,

2.8 Number of Children Claimed for Tax Purposes

The majority of respondents in Calgary (71%} and Edmonton {72%}
had one or twc dependent children.

2.9 RNumber of Other Dependents Claimed for Tax Purposes

A very small percentage of both Calgary (9%} and Edmonton (4%)
respondents indicated that they supperted dependents other than their
children. Even though the numbers are small there is good reason to
suspect this data. When this question was cross-tabulated with the
responses to the question on the number of dependent children, the
number of dependents other than children coincided with the number
of dependent children in almost all cases. This suggests that those
who indicated they had dependents cother than children misread the
question,
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3.0 Social Assistance

It has been indicated earlier (see Section 2.6} that about
20% of the total sample named social assistance as their major source
of income. These respondents were questioned further as to: the
amount of social assistance payments, whether they had received social
assistance during their marriage and whether they had applied for
social assistance becuase of marriage breakdown. The results of the
survey are presented in Table 3.

Table 3

Details Concerning Social Assistance

3.1
MONTHLY AMOUNT OF CALGARY EDMONTON
SOCIAL ASSISTANCE (n=22) (n=21)
% %
less than 5300 31.8 14.3
5301 - 5500 22.7 23.8
5501 - 3700 3l.8 33.3
over $700 13.6 28.6
3,2
RECEIVED SOCIAL
ASSISTANCE DURING MARRIAGE {n=23) (n=21)
Yes 26,1 38.1
No 73.9 61.9
Not applicable 77.9 76.9
3.3 . :
SOCIAL ASSISTANCE
APPLIED FOR BECAUSE OF
MARRIAGE BREAKDOWN {n=23) {n=20})
Yes 82.6 85.0
No 17.4 15.0
Not applicable 77.9 77.8
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3.1 Amount of Social Assistance

Thirty-two percent of Calgary women who received social
assistance said that they received less than $300 per month; the
corresponding figure for Edmonton was 14%. The median category
for Calgary (32%) and Edmonton (33%) was between 3500 and $700
per month. The reader should be cautioned that comparison between
the two cities should not be made as the number of respondents
in each case is small.

3.2 Received Social Assistance During Marriage

The majority of respondents in both Calgary {74%) ‘and
Edmonton (62%) said that they had not received social assistance
during their marriage.

3.3 Social Assistance aprlied for Because of
Marriage Breakdown

A big majority of respondents (Calgary: 83% and Edmonton: 85%)
said that they applied for social assistance because of marriage
breakdown. The answers to this question and to the previous gquestion
indicate that marriage breakdown is responsible for relatively large
numbers of divorced and separated women seeking social assistance.
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4.0 FINANCTIAL DETAILS

Respondents were asked to indicate their approximate yearly
gross income, as well as their net monthly income. To gain some
idea of their expenses they were then asked to specify what they paid
for rent and mortgage as well as te indicate what they had to pay
monthly on debts and whether or not they owned a house.

In order to give an approximate idea of the financial situaticen
of the respondents, the net monthly incomes of those who had not formed
a permanent relationship were compared with the amount that they woulad
receive from social assistance, April 1980 figures, using the
following formula:

FINANCIAL SITUATION = NET MONTHLY INCOME

SOCIAL ASSISTANCE RATE

Originally we intended to use the amounts recorded for monthly
payments on debt to calculate this figure. Unfortunately the data on
debt was not very reliable, as it was obvious that some women entered
total debt rather than monthly pavments.

Table 4
4.1
YEARLY INCCME CALGARY EDMONTCN
(n=97) {n=87)

% %
Up to $5000 12.4 14.9
$5001 teo $10,000 30.9 44.8
$10,001 to $15,000 36.1 25.3
515,001 to $20,000 18.6 11.5
520,001 to $25,000 1.0 3.4
525,001 to $30,000 1.0 -
Cver 530,000 - -—
No information 9.3 4.4

4.2

MONTHLY NET INCCME (n=89) {(n=77}
Less than $500 10.1 18.2
5501 to $1000 75.3 71.4
51001 to $1500 12.4 9.1
51501 to $2000 - 1.3
Over 53000 2.2 -—
No information 16.8 15.4
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4.3
MONTHLY PAYMENTS FOR RENT CALGARY EDMONTON
OR MORTGAGE (n=101}) (n=86}
% 3%
Less than $100 3.0 5.8
5101 to $200 15.8 16.3
5201 to $300 24.8 20.9
5301 to $400 32.7 33.7
5401 to 5500 17.8 17.4
Over 5500 €.0 5.8
No information 5.6 5.5
4.4
MCNTHLY PAYMENTS TOWARD DEBT (n=74) (n=58}
Less than 5100 25.6 37.9
$101 to $52Q0 33.7 32.9
5201 to 5300 9.5 10.3
$301 to %400 B.1 10.3
5401 to $5Q0 4.1 1.8
$501 to $600 6.8 3.4
Over $600 12.2 3.4
No information/not applicable 30.8 36.3
4.5
OWN HOME {n=10&} {(n=20}
Yes 42.5 2B.9
Ho 57.5 71.1
No information 0.9 1.0
4.6
INCOME RELATIVE TO SOCIAL
ASSISTANCE RATES (UNATTACHED
RESPONDENTS ONLY) {n=59) {n=53})
Less than current social
assistance payments 16.9 34.0
Between 100% and 150% of
social assistance payments 47.4 47.2
Between 150% and 200% of
social assistance payments 23.7 11.3
Cver 200% of social assistance
payments 11.9 7.5

No information

21.7%




155

4.1 Yearly Income

The modal income for Calgary respondents {36.1%) was
§10,001 to $15,000 whereas the modal incame for the Edmonten
sample (44.8%) was 55,001 to $10,000, Although the Edmonton
respondents indicated a samewhat lower yearly income, the
difference between the two cities did not reach the level of
statistical significance (chi? = 5,05, p .07 p).

4.2 Monthly Net Income

Nearly three-quarters of the respondents (75% in Calgary
and 71% in Edmonton) indicated a monthly inccome of between $501
and 51000.

4.3 Monthly Payments for Rent or Mortgage

The modal category for payments on rent or mortgage was
$301 to $400 {33% in Calgary and 34% in Edmcnton). Twenty-three
percent of the respondents paid more than this amount in both
cities and 51% paid less.

4.4 Monthly Payments towards Debt

The responses to this question are suspect as it is not
clear whether respondents were referring to total debt or to
monthly payments.

4.5 Own Home

It should be noted that the answers to this question
could mean several things:

a) The ownership of the matrimonial home was divided between
the husband and wife as a part of the divorce settlement.
(Two respondents added this qualification to their response
to this question and there may have been more who owned
their home in this sense).

b) The respondent had complete title to the house.

<) The respondent had subsequently formed a new relationship
and the new spouse or common-law partner owned the house
elther exclusively or together with the respondent.

Forty-two per cent of the Calgary respondents said they owned
their house as opposed to 29% in Edmonton. The difference between
the two clties was not statistically significant.
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4.6 Income Relative to Social Assistance Rates

This information applies only to those respondents who did
not have a permanent relationship with another person. Seventeen
percent of the Calgary respondents and 34% of those in Edmonton had
an income which was less rhan the baseline income provided by social
assistance in April 1980. It should be noted that most of the
respondents who were on social assistance would have been collecting
1979 rates as the data collection for the women's survey was completed
for the most part by May 1980. These women would be very likely to
have an income less than current social assistance rates.

Nearly half (47%) of the respondents had an income which
was up to 50% higher than social assistance rates. Thirty-five
percent of Calgary respondents and 19% of the Edmonton respondents
had incomes in excess of 150% of social assistance rates. Readers
are cautioned that comparisons made between the twe cities cannot
be conclusive given the relatively high rate of non-response (22%).
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5.0 DETAILS OF MARRIAGE AND MARRIAGE EREAKDOWN

Respondents were asked when they were married, what their
marital status was at the time of marriage, and the number of
children they had. They were also asked some details concerning
their marriage breakdown. These included whether they were divorced
or separated, when they were divorced or separated, and when this
happened. From this information we were able to calculate the length
of marriage.

Table 5

Details of Marriage and Marriage Breakdown

5.1
MARITAL STATUS AT CATGAFRY EDMONTON
THE TIME OF MARRIAGE (n=106) (n=90)
% %
Never married before 595.4 91.2
Divorced 3.7 7.7
Widowed 0.9 1.1
No information 0.9 1.1
5, 2
WHEN MARRIED (n=103Y) (n=88)
Before 1939 1.0 -
1940 - 1949 4.9 .8.0
1950 - 1959 18.4 15.9
1960 - 1969 37,9 43.2
1970 - 1974 32.0 26.1
After 1974 5.8 6.8
No information 3.7 3.3
5 - 3
CHILDREWN FROM
MARRIAGE (n=107) {n=91)
Yes 99.1 98.9
No 0.9 1.1
No information il -
5 - 4
NUMBER OF CHILDREN
FROM MARRIAGE {n=106) (n=90)
One 31.1 22.2
Two 44.3 44.5
Three 12.3 17.7
Four 6.6 8.9
Five or more . 5.7 6.7
Not applicable ' 0.9 1.1
No information —-— -
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5.5
DIVORCED OR SEPARATED CALGARY EDMONTON
(n=104}) (n=91)
% %
Divorced 80.7 74.7
Separated 13.5 16.5
Formally separated 5.8 8.8
No informatien 2.8 -
5.6
DIVORCED OR SEPARATED
IN ALBERTA {n=104) {n=90)
Alberta B3.6 93.3
Outside Alberta 16.4 6.7
No infeormation 2.8 2.2
5.7
YEAR SEPARATED OR
DIVORCED (n=81) {n=72)
Before 1939 1.2 -
1940 - 1949 - -
1950 -~ 1959 - -
1960 - 1969 7.4 1.4
1970 - 1974 30.9 26.4
1975 or later 60.5 72.2
No information 24.2 20.0
5.8
LENGTH OF TIME MARRRIED {n=88) {n=76)
1l to 2 years 1.1 2,6
2 to 3 years - 5.3
3 to 5 years 17.1 10.5
5 to 10 years 40.9 25.0
10 years or more 40.9 56.6
Mo information 17.8 16.5
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Table 5, cont.

5.9
TIME BETWEEN CEASING TO CAT.GARY EDMONTON
COHABIT AND DIVORCE (n=86) (n=67)
% %
less than 6 months 23.3 32.8
6 months to a year 22.1 23.9
l to 2 years 16.3 20.9
2 to 3 years 15.1 6.0
3 to 5 years 16.3 11.9
5 to 10 years 5.8 3,0
over 10 years 1.2 1.5
No information 19.6 26.3
5.1 Marital Status at Time of Marriage

Almest all of the respendents {in Calgary 95% and Edmonton 90%)
said that they had not been married prior to the marriage in question,

5.2 When Married

Over a third cf the tetal sample (in Calgary 38% and in
Edmonton 33%) were married after 1970. Seventy-six percent of the
Calgary sample were married after 1960 ccmpared to 76% of Edmonton
respondents.

5.3 Children From Marriage

Almost all the respondents had had children from their
marriage {(99% in both cities).

5.4 Number cf Children from Marriage

The modal category for the number of children was twe in
both cities {44% in Calgary and 45% in Edmonton). Edmonton respondents
tended to have larger families although the difference was not
statistically significant.

5.5 Diverced or Separated

Eighty percent of the Calgary sample and 75% of those in
Edmonton were divorced. Most of the rest were separated but this
arrangement had not been formalized in court.

5.6 Divorced or Separated in Alberta

Most respondents were divorced or separated in Alberta
(84% in Calgary and 93% in Edmonton).
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5.7 Year Separated or Divorced

Sixty-one percent of the Calgary respondents and 72% of
those in Edmonton had been separated or divorced in the last five
years. Most of the rest had been separated or divorced after 1970.

5.8 Iength of Time Married

Eighty-two percent of the respondents in both cities had
been married more than five years before their separation or divorce.

5.9 Time Between Ceasing to Cohabit and Divorce

Fifty-six percent of Edmonton respondents as opposed to
45% of those from Calgary said they were divorced within a year of
ceasing to cohabit. The difference between the two cities was not
statistically significant.
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6.0 CUSTODY AND ACCESS ARRANGEMENTS
Respondents were asked: +to whom was custody of the children
awarded, whether access arrangements were specified by the court,

whether access was, in fact, allowed and whether access arrangements
were considered to be satisfactory. The results are given in Table 6.

Table &

Custody and Access Arrangements

6.1
CUSTODY AWARDED TO CAL.GARY EDMONTCN
{n= 106) {n=88)
% %
Wife 9l1.5 98.9
Husband 1.2 -
Joint 2.8 1.1
No award 1.9 -
Children divided 1.9 -
Not applicable 0.9 3.3
6.2
ACCESS ARRANGEMENTS
- SFECIFIED BY COURT (n=105} (n=88)
Yes 59.1 £8.2
No 40.9 31.8
Not applicable 0.9 3.3
L No information 0.9 -
6.3
ACCESS IN FACT
ALLOWED {n=98}) (n=82)
Yes 82.6 84.1
No 17.4 15.9
Not applicable 0.9 3.3
No information 7.5 6.6
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6.4
ACCESS ARRANGEMENTS CALGARY . EDMONTON
SATISFACTORY {n=98) (n=82)
% %
Yes 82.6 a84.1
No 17.4 15.9
Not applicable 0.9 3.3
No information 7.5 6.6

6.1 Almost all of the respondents in Calgary and Edmonton said
that they had been awarded custody of the children.

6.2 Sixty-eight percent of the Edmonton respondents said that
access arrangements were specified by the court,compared
to 59% in Calgary. However, the difference is not
statistically significant.

6.3 Four out of five respondents in the twe cities indicated
that access tco the children was in fact allowed.

6.4 Over 80% of the total sample thought that the access

arrangements were satisfactory.
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7.0 CHARACTERISTICS OF THE MAINTENANCE ORDER

Respondents were asked whether the order coriginated in
the Supreme Court or Family Court or if it was voluntary. They
were asked whether they were represented by a lawyer and whether
the order was made in Alkerta or ocutside of the province. If the
order was made outside of Alberta,respondents were asked if it was
being currently enforced in Alberta.

Table 7

Characteristics of the Maintenance Crder

7.1
SOURCE OF MATNTENANCE CALGARY EDMONTCN
ORDER (n=102) {n=91)
% %
Family Court 26.5 29,7
Supreme Court 44 .2 47.2
Voluntary 25.4 1e.5
Don't know 3.9 6.6
No information 4,7 -
7.2
REFPRESENTATION BY
LAWYER {n=79) {(n=71
Yes 2l.1 g88.3
No 8.9 11.7
No information/ not
applicable 26.1 15.4
7.3
ORIGIN OF MAINTENANCE
ORDER {n=94) (n=87)
Alberta 84.0 94,2
Other province 13.8 4.6
Qutside Canada 2.1 1.2
No information/ not
applicable 12.2 4.4
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Table 7, cont.

7.4
IF CRDER WAS MADE OUTSIDE CALGARY EDMONTON
OF ALBERTA, IS 1T CURRENTLY {n=19} {n=7}
BEING ENFORCED IN AIBERTA? % %
Yes 31.6 28.6
No 68.4 71.4
No information 10.3 4.4
Not applicable : 72.0 87.9
7.1 Source of Maintenance Order

Nearly half of the respondents in Calgary (44%) and Edmonton
(47%} indicated that their order originated from the Supreme Court.
Roughly equal numbers of Calgary respondents said that their orders
originated in Family Court or were voluntary. Slightly more Edmontoen
women said their orders were from Family Court (30%) and fewer said
their orders were wvoluntary {17%). However, the differences between
the two cities were not statistically significant.

7.2 Representation by Lawyer

Almost all of the respondents who answered this question in
both cities (Calgary: 91%, Edmonton: 88%) said that they were
represented by a lawyer,

7.3 Origin of Maintenance QOrder

A somewhat larger number of Calgary respondents {16% as
opposed to 6% in Edmonton) indicated that their maintenance order
originated outside of Alberta.

7.4 {If the Crder was made outside of Alberta)
Is it currently being enforced in Alberta

The number of respondents to whom this question was applicable
was very small so the results may be suspect. Nonetheless, over
two—thirds of both Calgary and Edmonton respondents indicated that
their maintenance orders were not being currently enforced in Alberta.
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8.0 METHOD OF PAYMENT AND OPINIONS CONCERNING PAYMENT

Respondents were asked how the payment was to be made and
whether the arrangements were satisfacteory or not. They were then
asked whether the amount of payment was fair to them, to their
ex-husband and to their children. Finally,they were asked for their
opinions concerning the basis upon which the order was made, and
whether they had approached any agencles to have the amount of the
order altered.

Table 8

Method of Payment and Opinions
Concerning Payment

8.1
METHOD OF PAYMENT CALGARY EDMONTON
(n=106) (n=91)
% %
Direct cheque 51.9 41.7
Depcsited in wife's bank
account 5.7 5.5
Through family court 12.2 12.1
Voluntary payment through
family court - 3.3
Through social services dept. 3.8 12.1
Not specified by court 23.6 23.1
Through lawyer 0.9 -
Don't know 1.9 2.2
Ne information 0.9 --
8.2
PAYMENT ARRANGEMENTS
SATISFACTORY (n=104} (n=91)
Yes 68.3 65.9
No 31.7 34.1
No information 2.8 -
8.3
AMOUNT OF MAINTENANCE FAIR
TO WIFE {(n=107) {n=21}
Yes 38.3 8.3
No 52.4 57.1
Don't know 9,3 3.3
Nc information -- --
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.4
AMOUNT OF MAINTENANCE CALGARY EDMONTON
FAIR TO EX-HUSEAND (n=106} {n=91}
% %
Yes 49.0 39.06
No - too much 3.8 1.1
No - too little 38.7 48,3
Don't know g.5 11.0
No information 0.9 -—
.5
BMOUNT CF MAINTENANCE
FAIR TO CHILDREN (n=92) {n=85}
Yas 40.4 37.6
No 47.5 55.3
Don't know 12.1 7.1
No information/ not
applicable 7.4 6.6
.0
ORDER BASED CN EX-HUSBAND'S
EARNINGS (n=105} {n=90)
Yes 24.8 40.0
HNo 66.6 50.0
Don't know 8.6 10.0
No information 1.9 1.1
.7
ORDER BASED ON WIFE'S NEED (n=103} {n=90)
Yes 25.3 35.6
No 66.9 56.7
Don't Know 7.8 7.7
No information 3.7 1.1
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Table 8, cont.

3.8
AGENCY APPROACHED TO CALGARY EDMONTON
HAVE ORDER ALTERED {n=102) (n=91}
% %
Yes, Supreme Court 7.8 8.8
Yes, Family Court 13.7 1z.1
Yes, Social Assistance 1.0 -—
No 77.5 79.1
No information 4,7 -
3.9
{IF AN AGENCY HAS BEEN
APPROACHED) HAS IT HELPED
THE RESPONDENT? {n=24) {n=21)
Yes 29.2 19.1
No 70.8 80.9
No information/ not
applicable 77.6 76.9
8.1 Method of Payment

Roughly half of the Calgary respondents (52%) were to be paid
by direct cheque, as opposed to 42% of the Edmonton respondents.
Slightly less than a quarter (23%) of the respondents in both cities
stated that the method of payment was not specified by the court.
Twelve percent of the respondents in both cities said that payments
were to be made through Family Court. In Edmonton, 12% said that
their payments were made through the Department of Sccial Services as
opposed to 4% of those from Calgary. It should be noted that the
differences between the two cities are not statistically significant.

8.2 Payment Arrangements Satisfactory **

About twe-thirds of the respondents {68% in Calgary and 66%
in Edmonton} said that the payment arrangements were satisfactory.
It is probable that those who said they were unsatisfactory said so
because of poor payment or non-payment. W

* QOpinions concerning the payment arrangements and whether or not
the payments were up to date were cross-tabulated. The dissatisfied
tended to indicate a poorer payment record.

** Examples of reasons given for unsatisfactory payment arrangements
listed on Appendix A.
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8.3 Amount of Maintenance Fair to Wife

The majority of respondents in both cities (57% in Edmonton
and 52% in Calgary) indicated that the amount of the maintenance was
not fair to them.

8.4 Amount of Maintenance Fair to Ex~Hushand

Forty-nine percent of the respondents in Calgary and 40% of
the respeondents in Edmconton said that the amount was fair to their
ex-husband. HNearly half (48%) of those from Edmonton said that the
amount was too little as opposed to 323% of the Calgary respondents.
Very few, (4% in Calgary and 1% in Edmonton} said that the amount was
too much.

8.5 Emount of Maintenance Fair to Children

About half of the respondents (48% in Calgary and 55% in
Edmonton) indicated that the amount of maintenance was not fair to
their children. A small proportion {(40% in Calgary and 38% in
Edmonton) thought that the amount was fair.,

8.6 Order Based on Ex-husband's Earnings

More Calgary respondents (67%) than Edmonton respondents (50%)
thought that the order was based upon their ex-husband's earnings.
{The difference was statistically significant - chi¢ = 5,32, .05)> p).

8.7 Order Based on Wife's Need

Again more Calgary respcondents (67%) than their Edmonton
counterparts (57%) thought that their order was not based upon their
need. However, the difference was not statistically significant.

8.8 Agency Approached to have Order Altered

Despite the fact that over half of the respondents thought
that the order was unfair to them and their children and most thought
the order was not based upon either their need nor their ex-husband's
earnings, relatively few had approached an agency to have the order
altered. Seventy-eight percent of Calgary respondents and 79% of
these in Edmonton had not taken steps to have their corders altered.
Of those who had approached another agency, more (13%) went to Family
Court than went to the Supreme Court (8%).

8.2 Help Provided by the Agency

This question applied to relatively few respondents. Even
so it is notable that of the 45 people who answered this question,
three—-quarters of them said that the agency did nct help.
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year,together with the amount paid.

AMOUNT OF MAINTENANCE ORDER AND
REGULARITY OF PAYMENT
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Respondents were asked to indicate the total amount of
the monthly payment on their maintenance award, whether their
ex-husband was currently behind in his payments, the number of
months in the past year that the payment had been made, the
amcunt that was paid, and the promptness of payment. The answers
to the number of months for which payment was made and the amount
that was paid were used to create a new variable: payment status.

The new variable of payment status was created by combining
the values of the guestion on the number of months paid in the past

This procedure is surmarized

in the matrix given below which shows how the four payment status

categories:

Payment Status Matrix

excellent, fair, poor and non-payers are derived.

AMOUNT
PATID

NUMBER OF MONTHS PAID IN PAST YEAR

12 10 - 11

8 -9

3

no
-5 1 -2 payment

Always
Full amount

Exzallent

Usually
full amcunt

Usually most
{over 3/4)

Usually 1/2
to 3/4

Usually less
than 1/2

POCR

RN
N
A
RN

No payments

ONONON N e

N

N
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Table 9
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9.1
AMOUNT OF MAINTENANCE CRDER CALGARY EIMONTON
(n=93) (n=69)
% %
Less than $50 12.9 8.7
851 to $100 24.7 23.2
$101 to $200 40.8 50.8
$201 to 500 14.0 10.1
5501 to $1000 6.5 7.2
Over S$1000 1.1 --
No information 13.1 24.2
9.2
EX-HUSBAND BEHIND CN
MATNTENANCE ORDER PAYMENTS {n=104) {n=91)
Yes 51.9 52.7
No 48.1 47.3
No information 2.8 -
2.3
NUMBER OF MONTHS IN THE PAST
YEAR EX—-HUSBAND PAID
MAINTENANCE {n=103) (n=88)
12 months 40.9 35.3
10 to 11 months 6.8 9.0
B to 9 months 4.8 2.3
6 to 7 months 10.8 1.5
3 to 5 months 7.8 10.3
1l to 2 months 5.8 9.0
Hasn't paid 23.1 29.6
No information 2.8 3.3
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9.4
PROPORTION OF MAINTENANCE CALGARY EDMONTON
ORDER PATID (n=104) (n=88)
£ %
Always full amount 52.9 47.8
Usually full amcunt 11.5 10.2
Usually most 2.9 4.5
(Over 3/4) 3.8 1.1
Usually between 1/2 and 3/4 7.7 2.3
No payments 21.2 4.1
No information 2.8 3.3
9.5
PROMPTNESS OF PAYMENT (n=103) {n=82)
Always by date set 29.1 23.6
Usually by date set 13.6 15.7
Usually within a week 7.8 10.1
Usually more than a week late 23.3 16.8
No payments 26.2 33.8
No information 1.7 2.2
9.6
PAYMENT STATUS (n=103) {n=88)
Excellent 33.9 3l1.8
Fair 13.6 14.8
Poor 27.2 19.3
Non-payers 25.3 34.1
No information 3.7 3.3

9.1 Amount of Maintenance Order

The modal category for the amount of maintenance orders in
Edmonton and Calgary was $101 to $200. The mean order for Calgary
was $200 and that for Edmonton was $213. The apparent difference
between the means was not statistically significant.
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9.2 Ex-Husband Behind on Payments

Roughly half of the ex-husbands (52% in Calgary and 53%
in Edmonton) were up=-to=-date with their payments at the time of
the study. This does not necessarily mean that they had always
paid their orders cn time or that they were never in arrears.
Comments on the questionnaire indicated that a proportion of
men fall behind occasionally,or even regularly,but periodically
pay their orders in full,including arrears.

9.3 Number of Months in Past Year Ex-husband
has Paid Maintenance

Forty-one percent of the Calgary sample and 35% of the
Edmcnton sample said that their ex-husbands had paid their
maintenance orders every month in the past year. Twenty-two
percent of Calgary and 16% of Edmonton respondents said that
their orders had been paid between 6 and 1l months in the previocus
year. Thirteen percent of Calgary and 19% of Edmonton respondents
said that payments had been made, but that they were made for
less than six months of the past twelve. The proportion cf
respondents who said that no payments had been made was 23%
in Calgary and 30% in Edmonton. The differences between the
two cities were not statistically significant.

9.4 Proportion of Maintenance QOrder Paid

The majority of respondents who had been paid {(67% in
Calgary and 72% in Edmonton) stated that they had been paid the
full amount when they were paid.

9.5 Promptness of Payment

Among those respondents who indicated that they had been
paid most (68% in Calgary and 75% in Edmonton) said that they
were usually paid within a week of the prescribed date.

9.6 Payment Status

As stated in the introduction of this section, the payment
status of ex-husbands was determined from the number of months
they had paid over the past year together with the amount paid.

Thirty=-four percent of the Calgary sample and 32% of the
Edmonton sample indicated that their ex-husbands were excellent
payers: that is they paid the full amount of the order every
month. Fourteen percent and 15% of the Calgary and Edmcnton
respondents respectively were fair payers: that is either they
paid irregularly or they didn't pay the full amount.



Twenty-seven percent of the Calgary respondents indicated
that their ex-husbands were poor payers compared with 19% of
those in Edmenton: they paid very irregularly and/or they
made partial payments.

Finally, 25% of the Calgary respondents indicated that
their ex-husbands were non-payers compared with 34% of the
Edmonton respondents.
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ex-husbands.

had established a permanent relaticnship with another person, whether

DETATLS CONCERNING EX-HUSBAND
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Respondents were asked for information ceoncerning their
their employment status,
source of income, estimated income, ownership of home, whether he

This information included:

or not there were children from this relationship and how the
respondent felt about the relationship.

Takle 10

Details Concerning Ex-husband

10.1
EX-HUSBAND'S EMPLOYMENT CALGARY EDMONTON
STATUS (n=106) {n=91)
% %
Unemployed 6.6 7.7
Employed full-time B80.3 71.4
Employed part-time 0.9 2.2
Employed in seasonal occupation 1.9 2.2
Full-time student - 1.1
Cther 2.8 3.3
Don't know 7.5 1z2.1
No information 0.9 -
10.2
SOURCE OF EX-HUSBAND'S INCOME (n=104) (n=90)
Self-employment 23.1 23.4
Wages/Salary 69.4 63.4
Investments 1.9 1.1
Unemployment Insurance 0.9 -
Social assistance 0.9 1.1
Other 1.9 4.4
Don't know 1.9 6.6
No information 2.8 1.1
10,3
ESTIMATED AMOUNT OF EX-HUSEBAND'S
INCOME (n=98) (n=87}
Up to $5000 1.0 3.4
$5001 to $%10,000 4.0 5.7
$10,001 to §15,000 8.2 9.2
315,001 to $20,000 11.2 9.2
$20,001 to $25,000 25.6 25.4
$25,001 te 530,000 18.4 6.9
Over 530,001 1%.4 17.3
Don't know 12.2 22.9
Noe information 8.4 4.4
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10.4
CWNERSHIP OF HCME BY CALGARY EDMONTON
EX-HUSBAND (n=102) (n=89)
% %
Yes 52.9 48.3
No 42.2 48.3
Don't know 4,9 3.4
No information 4,7 2,2
10.5
EX-HUSBAND INVOQLVED IN
PERMANENT RELATIONSHIF (n=106) {n=91)
Yes (married) 34.9 30.7
Yes (living together) 29.2 29.7
No 14.2 12.1
Don't know 21.7 27.5
No information 0.9 0
10.6
EX~-HUSBAND HAS CHILDREN
FROM RELATIONSHIP (n=68) (n=55)
Yes 22.1 25.5
No 77.9 74,5
No information 2.9 —
Not applicable 34.6 39.6
10.7
NUMBER OF CHILDREN FROM
NEW RELATIONSHIP (n=13) {n=12)
Cne 76.9 75.0
Two 23.1 16.7
Three -— -
Four - 8.3
No information 13.3 -—
Not applicable 86.0 84.6
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10,
CHILDREN BROUGHT TO NEW CATLGRRY EDMONTON
RELATTONSHIFP BY NEW (n=66) (n=51)
PARTNER % .
Yes 34.8 37.3
No 65.1 62,7
No information 5.7 7.2
Not applicable 34.6 39.6
10.
FEELINGS CONCERNING NEW
RELATIONSHIP {n=68) {n=55)
Good 25.0 27.3
Bad 16.2 10.9
Indifferent 55.9 41.8
Don't know 2.9 20,0
No information 2.9 --
Not applicable 34.6 39.6

10.1 Ex-Husband's Employment Status

Eighty percent of Calgary respondents said that their ex-husband
was employed compared to 71% of Edmonton respondents. Sewven percent
of the Calgary respondents and 8% of those in Edmonton said that their
ex-husbands were unemployed at the time of the study.

10.2 Source of Ex-Husband's Income

Ninety-one percent of the Calgary respcondents and B7% of those
in Edmonton said that their ex-husband's major source of income was
self-employment or wages/salary.

10.3 Estimated Amount of Ex-Husbkand's Income

A guarter of the respondents in each city, who did estimate
their ex-husband's income, thought it was between $20,000 and $25,000
per year. Calgary respondents tended to estimate their ex-~husband's
income at higher levels than did Edmonton respondents, However, such
a comparison is not conclusive given that one of every five respondents
either did not know or did not answer the question.

10.4 Ownership of Home by Ex-Husband

Bbout half of the respondents in each city indicated that their
ex-husbands owned a home, Again the question of home ownership may not
have been straightforward. The ex-husband could own a house jointly with
the respondent as a part of the divorce settlement.



177

10.5 Ex-Husband Inyolyed in A Permanent Relationship

Nearly two-thirds of the sample (64% in Calgary and 60%
in Edmonton) said that their ex-lusbands were involyed in a
permanent relationship with ancther person.

10.6 Ex=-Husband has Children from this Relationship

Of those who reported that their ex-husband had a relationship
with another person, 22% in Calgary and 26% in Edmonton reported that
their ex-husbands had children from this relationship.

10.7 Number of Children from New Relaticnship

Three-quarters of theose who reported that their ex-hushands
had children from a new relationship said that their ex~husbands had
one child.

10.8 Children Brought to New Relationship by New Partner

about one-third of the sample (35% in Calgary and 37% in
Edmonton) who indicated that their ex-husbands were involved in a
new relationship, said that their ex-husband's partner brought
children to the relationship.

10.9 Feelings Concerning New Relationship

The majority of respondents {58% in Calgary and 52% in
Edmonton) were either indifferent or didn't know how they felt about
the new relationship. A minority (16% in Calgary and 11% in Edmonton)
said they felt bad about it.
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11.0 NEW RELATIONSHIP CF RESPCKNDENT

Respondents were asked if they had formed a permanent
relationship with another person and if so, when it began. From this
information the number of months between the divorce and the new
relationship was calculated. Those who had formed a permanent
relationship with another person were asked if there had been any
children, and if so, how many. They were also asked: whether their
partner had brought any children to the relationship, if so, how many,
what their partner's source of income was and to estimate his yearly
income.

Table 11

New Relationships of Respondents

11.1
NEW RELATIONSHIP OF WIFE CALGARY EDMONTCN
{n=105) {n=89)
% %
Yes, married 16.2 7.9
Yes, living together 14.3 17.9
No 69.5 74.2
No information 1.8 2.2
11.2
TIME BETWEEN DIVCRCE AND
NEW RELATICNSHIP {n=31) {n=21)
More than 2 years before divorce 12.9 9.5
1 to 2 years before divorce 3.2 -
1 month to 1 year before divorce 29.1 14.3
Within 1 year of divorce 12.8 28.6
1 to 2 years after divorce 25.9 14.3
More than 2 years after divorce l6.1 33.3
11.3
CHILDREN FROM NEW RELATICONSHIFP (n=31) {n=23)
None 83.9 95.7
One 9.7 4.3
TwWo 6.5 --=
Not applicable/no information 71.0 74.7




Table 11, cont.

11.4
CHILDREN BROUGHT TO CALGARY EDMONTON
RELATIONSHIP BY WIFE'S (n=31) (n=23)
PARTHER % %
None 90.3 B2.6
Cne 1.3 4.3
Two 6.5 13.0
Not applicable/no information 71.0 74.7
11.5
WIFE'S PARTNER'S MAJOR SOURCE
OF INCOME (n=32) {n=24)
Self-employed 18.7 8.3
Wages/Salary 78.2 B7.5
Investments - 4.2
Unemployment Insurance 3.1 -
Not applicable/no information 70.1 73.6
11.6
ESTIMATED INCOME OF WIFE'S
PARTNER {n=31) (n=19)
Up to $5000 3.2 -=
55001 to $10,000 -— 5.3
810,001 to $15,000 12.9 -—
$15,001 to $20,000 25.8 31.5
$20,001 to $25,000 22.6 26.3
$25,001 to $30,000 22.6 15.8
Over $30,000 3.2 5.3
Don't know 9.7 15.8
Not applicable/no information 71.0 79.1
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11.1 New Relationship of Wife

Scmewhat less than a third of the respondents (Calgary:

31% and Edmonton: 26%) indicated that they had formed a permanent
relationship subsequent to their divorce. Roughly half (52%) of
Calgary respondents who had formed a permanent relationship were
married as compared to less than a third of Edmonton respondents
{31l%). However, the differences between the two cities were not
statistically significant.

11.2 Time Between Divorce and New Relationship

Respondents were asked to specify the date which their
new relationship began. Nearly half (45%) of the Calgary
respondents said that their new relationship began before their
divorce was finalirzed. This compares to 24% of the Edmonton
respondents. However, the reader should be cautioned about making
comparisons as the size of this sub-sample is very small.

11.3 Children from New Relationship

Most of the respondents (84% in Calgary and 96% in
Edmonten} said that they had not had any children from their new
relaticnship.

11.4 Children Brought to New Relationship
by Wife's Partner

Again most respondents who answered this question said
that their new partner had not brought any children to the new
relationship (in Calgary 20% and in Edmonton 83%).

11.5 Wife's Partner's Major Source of Income

Almost all of the respondents said that their partner's

major source of income was from wages or salary or earnings from
self-employment.

11.6 Estimated Income of Wife's Partner

The modal income cateqgory for both cities was $15,001 to

$20,000,
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12.0 ACTION TO BE TAKEN IF MAINTENANCE ORDER
WAS NOT PAID REGULARLY

This section of the questicnmnaire applied only to women who
had not received their maintenance order regularly. They were first
asked if they had ever taken their ex-husband to court for non-payment
and if not, why not. If they had, they were asked: if he actually
appeared in court, whether he began to pay his order and whether he
continued to pay.

All the respondents, to whom this section applied, were
asked whether they would be willing to force payment through the
garnisheeing of their ex-husband's wages and whether they would be
willing to have their ex-husband jailed for non-payment.

Table 12

Action To be Taken if Maintenance Order
was not Paid Regularly

12.
ATTEMPTED TCO TAKE EX-HUSBAND CALGARY EDMONTCON
TO COURT FOR NON-PAYMENT (n=67) {n=57)
% %
Yes 53.7 43.8
No 46.3 56.2
Not applicable/no information 37.4 37.4
12,
IF NOT, WHY NOT? {n=30} {n=30)
Don't know where he lives 3.3 6.6
Hasn't missed enough payments 30.0 23.3
Don't know how 3.3 -—
Too much trouble 13.3 16.7
Court won't be able to make
him pay 13.3 26.8
Other 36.8 23.3
Don't know - 3.3
No information/not applicable 72.0 67.0
1z2.
APPEARANCE IN COURT OF HUSBAND
IF WIFE ATTEMPTED TO TAKE HIM
T0O COURT {n=36}) (n=25)
Yes 50.0 56,0
No 47.2 40.0
Don't know 2.8 4.0
Not applicable 66.4 72.5
No information - -
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12.
IF HE APPEARED IN COURT CATGARY EDMONTON
WHETHER OR NOT HE BEGAN (n=18) {n=13}
TO PAY HIS MAINTENANCE ORDER % %
Yes 50.0 61.5
3 No 50.0 38.5
Not applicable 66.4 72.5
No information —_ -
12.
IF HE BEGAN TO PAY WHETHER
OR NOT HE CONTINUED TO PAY
HIS MAINTENANCE ORDER {n=9) {n=8)
Yes 22,2 75.0
No 77.8 25.0
Not applicable/no information - --
12,
RESPONDENT WILLING TO HAVE
MATHTENANCE ORDER DEDUCTED
FROM EX-HUSBAND'S WAGES (n=59) {n=53)
Yes 76,3 60.4
No 23.7 39.06
Not applicable 24.3 28.6
No information 20.6 13.2
12.
BRESPONDENT WILLING TO HAVE
EX-HUSBAND JAILED FOR NON
PAYMENT {n=59) (n=53)
Yes 37.3 35.8
No 62.7 64.2
Not applicable 24.3 13.2
No information 20,6 13.2
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12.1 Attempted to Take Ex-husband to Court if
Maintenance Order was not Paid Regularly

Roughly half of the respondents {(54% in Calgary and 44% in
Edmonton} had attempted to take their ex-huskands to court for non-
payment of the orders.

12.2 If Respondent had not Taken Ex-husband to Court,
Reason for This :

The most common given reason in Calgary {(30%) was that the
ex-husband had not missed enough payments, and the second and third
most common reasons were that it was too much trouble or that the court
would not be able to make him pay (13% each}.

In Edmonton, the most frequently mentioned reascn was that
the court wouldn't be able to make him pay (27%) and the second was
that it was too much trouble (17%).

12.3 Appearance in Court of Ex~husband if Wife
Attempted to Take him to Court

Roughly half of the respondents (50% in Calgary and 40% in
Edmonton) reported that their ex-husband failed to appear in court.

12.4 If he Appeared in Court, Whether or not he
Began to Pay his Maintenance Order

Scmewhat over half of the respondents (50% in Calgary and
62% in Edmonton} reported that their ex-husband did begin to pay his
maintenance order. Caution should be used in generalizing from these
percentages as the number of respondents to which the gquestion was
applicable was very small.

12.5 If he Began to Pay, Whether or WNot he
Continued to Pay his Maintenance Order

Most of the Calgary respondents who answered this question
reported that their ex-husband did not continue to pay, whereas the
opposite was the case in Edmonton. However, the number of valid
cases was too small be draw any inferences from this information.
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13.0 INVESTIGATION OF THE REASONS FOR THE PAYMENT
AND NON-PAYMENT OF MAINTENANCE ORDERS

13.1 Payment Status by Whether or Noit Respondent
Was Involved in a Permanent Relationship

Table 13.1

Payment Status by Permanent Relationship
of Respondent

PAYMENT STATUS WIFE INVOLVED IN PERMANENT RELATIONSHIF
YES % NO %

Excellent 28.3 35.1

Fair 17.0 13.4

Poor 22.6 22.4

Non-payer 32.1 29.1
(n=53) (n=134)

The fact that the wife was involved in a new relationship
{whether remarried or living common-law) seemed to make no difference
in the payment status of the ex-husband.

13,2 Payment Status by Whether or Not Ex-Husband
was Involved in a Permanent Relationship

Table 13.2

Payment Status by Permanent Relationship
of Ex-Husband

PAYMENT STATUS EX-HUSBAND INVOLVED IN PEEMANENT RELATIONSHIP
YES % NO %

Excellent 37.0 28.0

Fair 15.1 12.0

Poor 21.8 32.0

Non-Payer 26.0 28.0
(n=19) {n=25}

hlthough there appears to be a difference between the two groups,
this difference is not significant given the small number of ex-husbands
who had not formed a new relationship.
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13.3 Payment Status by Whether or Neot Ex-Husband
had Children from New Relaticnship

There were too few instances of ex-husbands having children
from a new relationship or of their partners bringing children to
the relationship teo produce a meaningful cross-—tabulation.

13.4 Payment Status by Estimated Income of
Ex—-Husband

Table 13.4

Payment Status by Estimated Income of
Ex-Husband

ESTIMATED INCOME
PAYMENT : -
STATUS lLess than $10,001 +ao Over
510,000 $20,000 $20,000
% % %
Excellent T.7 28.6 3%.6
Fair 23.1 17.1 12.9
Poor 30.8 25.7 25.7
Neon-payers 38.5 28.6 21.8
{n=13) {n=35) (n=101)

There appeared to be some relationship between the incomes of
ex-husbands and their payment status: the more well~to-do tended to
Pa2Y better. MHowever, this relationship was not statistically significant.
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Payment Status by Income of Wife

Table 13.5

Payment Status by Income of Wife
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INCOME OF WIFE

PAYMENT STATUS Under $10,001 to Over
510,000 $20,000 $20,000
% % %
Excellent .28.6 40,2 60.0
Fair 16.5 14.6 -—
Poor 26.4 20.7 -—
Non-payers 28.6 24.4 40.0
{(n=91) {n=82) (n=5)

Again, there was no relationship between the vearly incomes of

the respondents and the payment status of the ex-husbands.

Payment Status by Home Cwnership of

13.
Respondent
Tahle 13.6
Payment Status by Home Ownership of
Respondent
PAYMENT STATUS HOME OWNERSHIP
YES % NO %
Excellent 36.8 31.4
Fair le.2 13.2
Poor 25.0 21.5
Non-payers 22.1 33.9
{n=68) (n=121}

Although it appears that respondents who owned their own homes
were more likely to have their maintenance orders paid, the difference

was not statistically significant.
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Payment Status by the Origin of the Order

Table 13,7

Payment Status by the Origin of the Order
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PAYMENT STATUS

ORIGIN OF ORDER

Family Court Supreme Court Voluntary
Order
% % %
Excellent 26.9 32.1 45.0
Fair 11.5 14.3 12.5
Poor 21.2 25.0 30.0
Non-payers 40.4 28.6 12.5
{n=52) {n-84) {n=40)

Court or voluntary orders.

It appears that maintenance orders originating from Family Court
were less likely to be paid than those originating from the Supreme

significant (chi? =

13.

However, the difference was not statistically
74.2, 12> p).

Payment Status by Ownership of Home by

Ex~-Husband

Table 13.8

Payment Status by Ownership of Home by

Ex-Husbhand

PAYMENT STATUS

OWNERSHIP OF HOME

YES % NO %
Excellent 42.1 22.0
Fair 14.7 14.6
Poor 18.9 30.5
Non-payers 24.2 32,9

{(n=95) (n=82)

home by the ex-husband and his payment status (Chi< = 91,

There was a significant relationship between the ownership of a

.05)> p).

Ex-husbands who owned their home were somewhat better payers than
those who didn't.
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13.9 Payment Status by Incame of Wife's Partner

There were too few cases to allow for a meaningful cross-
tabulation.

13.10 Payment Status by Respondent's Having
Formed a New Relationship prior te Divorce

Again, there were too few cases to allow for a meaningful
cross—-fabulation.

13.11 Payment Status by Amount of Order

The mean amounts ¢of maintenance ordered were compared across
the four categories of payment status. The results are given in
Table 13 .11 below:

Table 13.11

Mean Amcunts of Maintenance Qrders
by Payment Status

PAYMENT MEAN AMCUNT NUMBER STANDARD
STATUS OF AWARDS OF CASES DEVIATION

Excellent 5256 60 $176

Fair les 27 130

Poor 215 43 171

Non-payers 170 51 104

While the non-payers had a significantly lower mean amount of
maintenance awards than the excellent payers {Z=3.19, .Ol(;ﬂ, the
relationship is not consistent across all four categories.



13.12

Payment Status by Monthly Net Income
of Respondent

The mean monthly net income of the respondents was compared

across the payment status categories.

The results are presented in

Table 13.12.
Table 13.12
Mean Monthly Net Income by
Payment Status

PAYMENT MEAN NET NUMBER STANDARD
STATUS IHNCOME OF CASES DEVIATION
Excellent 5784 57 5254
Fair 757 25 204
Poor 779 36 470
Non-payers 940 43 906

Although the average net income of respondents who said that
their ex-husbands were non-payers appears to be higher than the other
categories, there was too much variation to came to a firm conclusion.
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10.

11.

12.

APPENDTIAX nav

Reasons Given for Payment Arrangements Being
Unsatisfactory

Divorce underway

Court did not order payment yet

Not really needed

We made an agreement

He won't work

He could not pay some months

Thrown cut of court

Lawyer investigating now

Afraid he will cause problems with my son.
Cannot afford it

I think it is up to Family Court to go about it

Haven't needed it

190



191

APPENDTIX "B"

Verbatim Answers to Question on Why Respondents
Thought the Payment Arrangements were Unsatisfactory

1.0 INTRODUCTION

None of the respondents interpreted this question in the
way intended. The question concerned the adequacy of the payment
arranged. However, most used the guestion to comment on the payment
and non-payment of maintenance orders and the amount of the awards.
The responses to the question have been grouped into 7 categories:

1. Comments concerning non-payment of orders

2. Comments concerning the courts and maintenance
payments

3. Comments concerning husband's financial situation
as a reason for non-payment

4. Comments concerning the difficulties experienced
in getting husbands to pay

5. Comments concerning difficulty of dealing with
ex—-husbands who leave the province

6. Comments concerning the inadequacy of the amount
of the order.

7. General comments
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APPENDIX B, cont.

1.1 comments Concerning the Non-Payment of Maintenance Order

He never pays.

dements were not made.

The maintenance order was never set and he never made an attempt to pay
anything.

Never received.
Not received, and don‘t know how payments are supposed to be paid,

‘Husband only contributed day care expenses and ceased to make any payment
after one year. Unable to seek legal aid because my earnings {$400.00)
per month exceeded guidelines for free legal help in California, so went
without, '

Becéqse he doesn't pay regularly.

Never received any cheques.,

Beca?se it has never been paid.

I haven't been recelving cheques reqularly or for the total amount.
The payments are either late or they don't arrive at all.

I don't get any of the support payments. I don't esee a red cent of it.

He has never sent a payment since this arrangement was made.

The arrangement isn't satisfactory because I never receive any of the payments
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APPENDIX B, cont.

1.1, cont.

He only paid $5.00, that was all.

I wasn't getting any payment at all.

Because he renegged on his payments, received six months payments out of a
full year.

"It is too easy not to pay. He was always behind in payments although he
has plenty of money.

Because he has never paid a thing. I never wanted anything but the court
said he had to pay.

Because he never pays and most of the time, I don't know where he lives.

His payments that were left to the father to make have been consistently
late or not at all,
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APPENDIX B, cont.

1.2 Comments Concerning the Courts and Maintenance Payments

It is not settled in family court yet, it has been almost two years and
it is terribly difficult to raise 2 children on a very restricted budget,

It was only after I wrote off $1600.00 at court’s request that
Ontario began to monitor the payments carefully without my having to
contact them each time.

Should have been made through the courts.

Before decree nisi, maintenance was set by a Family Court order, The
Family Court structure does not seem to have sufficient teeth to enforce
maintenance order reasonably. As it is, I bave now asked Family Court not

to attempt enforcing the order.

The court and social Services have been unable to get him to pay regularly.

Famiiy Court is too lax in enforcing their laws. Husbands can go to court,
tell lies and walk off scott free $100.00 ($20.00 per child) is not enough
support. The cost of living is so high and clothing and extras can't be

covered properly.

He doesn't pay and I have to go to court, when I go 1 always come out with
less, because of his debts. He can't pay, he says. He is a city bus driver.

Can't see it myself.
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APPENDIX B, cont.

1.3 Comments Concerning Husbands Financial Position fer

Reason for Non-payment

The cheques would bounce.

Either the chegue bounced or never arrived.

Intermittently made sure that there was enough funds in his account to
be transferred to my account.

The cheque always bounced.

Never received more than 4 payments, 2 of which were sent back
insufficient funds.

He stopped paying and had to go on welfare.
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APPENDIX B, cont.

1.4 Comments Concerning the Difficulty Wives have
Getting their Ex-Husbands to Pay

My husband never once paid the full amount, nor_did he ever make monthly
Payments on a regular date, rather, when he felt like it, was hassled into

it or begged to make a partial payment.

He has avoided efforts to get more support.

I have never received a child support payment on time, which was specified
as due on the first of each month, without requests by phone (several) '
cajoling and general harassment.
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APPENDIX B, cont.

1.5 Comments concerning Difficulty of Dealing
With Ex-husbands who leave the Province

No protectlon if father leaves the country.
Mo, it was very hard to track him down.

Husband left town and there didn’t seem to be anyone trying to locate him
and demand this payment and because he was in Sask. seemed almost
impossible to collect or so they say. '
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APPENDIX B, cont,

1.6 Comments Concerning the Inadegquacy of the
Amount of the Order

Can you support someone on $1.00 per year?

Not enough to help support three children.

It was at firSf, but I believe as the years go by, alimony should go up with
inflation and it should not be taxed. '

Not sufficient.
Every time another child came to live with me he cut it down.

I was satisfied with paying through the courts but not with the settlement.

At the time it was O.K., (1976) but now my rent has gone up and it is not
enocugh at all. _

Was adequate in 1975, inflation 1980.

Not enough for three teenage girls.

Insufficient.
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APPENDIX B, cont.

1.7 General Comments

No guarahtee payments will be made.

The man has not since ordered to.

Cheques are received in the mail around the middle of the month always
backdated to the beginning of the month. I can't budget around when, or if,
they arrive. Additionally, we are currently going to court, re: maintenance
arrears, whether or not there are arrears, the amount of arrears, discontinuing
all maintenance, raising maintenance, etc.

I feel that'my husband's support payment is unsatisfactory. I feel you
should be allowed to appeal the payment. I have tried with no success
through a lawyer.

He never paid any child support until after I refused access and he took it
back to court. At that time he was $3,000.00 in arrears which I never did
receive.

Never since deserting the family has he made a complete payment, as ordered
and now after four years in arrears, $6700.00.

Last few months his is in arrears.

He sends money twice a year in one lump sum of $300.00, twice a year.
Would sooner get the money each month,

I feel I was not given the choice whether my spouse had to pay or not, I
was told that I had to ask for some child maintenance or the judge might
throw it out of court or overrule my decision if I asked for nothing.

After about a year of not receiving any maintenance payments, I found that
I didn't want them or need them.

Didn't want any maintenance to begin with. But for visiting rights it was
like an admission fee to visit - the court didn't allow visiting rights for
my ex-husband anyway. So chances are he won't pay the $50.00 per month.
The most he would pay was $50.00 per month.

Due to the fact he never made payments, and s;nce we 've managed financially,
did not miss payment.
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APPENDIX "C"

Verbatim Comments as to Why Ex-Husband
Pays Maintenance Order Regularly

1.0 INTRODUCTION

Near the end of the questionnaire, respondents who said that
their orders were paid regularly were asked to specify,in their own words,
why they thought this was the case. The responses to this question
were grouped into categories:

For the sake of the children.

Fear of legal proceedings

Ex-husband a responsible person.

Fear of visiting privileges being revoked.
Guilt

Because of Court Order

Voluntary payment

General comments.

O ~1 3 ;b w k-
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1.1 For the sake of the Children

Responsibility to the children.

The children.

It is his daughter and he wants to support her.

So he may keep visiting the children.

Good relationship - care for his children.

He realizes the financial obligations of raising these 2 boys should be
shared by himself,

Concern for his child.

He feels it is his responsibility to help to support his children.

Small son who is seven and growing needs a lot of things for school, etc.

Because of the children.

Duty towards me (or a guilty conscience) but mostly his love of the
child, He was always an excellent father and the children always came first.

He is interested in the well-being of his daughter.

He values his relationship with his son and considers it his responsibility
to help support him.,

To help support the kids.

He loves his child and would not jeopardize his relationship or want to
cause him any hardship.

He cares about his son Chris and he wants him to have some financial
help when he needs 1it,

So he can see the kids and he feels responsible for them.

He wants his children to think good of him. He wants to help his children

financially but does not make time .
to be with them
about three years ago. . He moved to Ottawa

He knows he has no choice plus he cares for his children

His desire to provide for the children.
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1.2 Fear of Legal Proceedings

To aveid any embarassment which might result in his being taken to court.
Fear of the law.

Because he is afraid if he doesn’t pay he will go to jail as soon as he finds
out differently, he will stop paying.

Fear of law and my lawyer.
Fear of court action.

Scared of being taken to court and made to pay which would not go over

big with his family who are against him now for his preceding actions
and behavior.

To stay out of jail and also he does want to help me.

I don't know exactly, but I would take him to coﬁrt for non-payment or
garnishee his wages. '

Can't afford to be involved with the law.

Threat of garnishee.

Has been regular since garmnishee put into effect.
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1.3 Ex-Husband a Responsible Person

Because it is a minimal amount and he is basically a law abiding citizen.

He pays directly from pay office to my bank account and never sees the money,
he would pay anyway.

He pays regularly and in full because he is basically an honorable person.
He feels a responsibility to the children and we discussed the amount and
agreed rather than having it imposed.

Very responsible person.

Maturity, sense of responsibility and fairness.
Feels it is his responsibility.

Conscience.

He is a good man, I have always been a good wife, he still feels responsible
for me. Still respect each other.

Is a law abiding citizen and is always very correct in business matters.
Sense of responsikility, cares about children, feels guilty.

We are still affectionate towards each other, and he is an honorable man.
He would not let me down - ever.

Sense of responsibility and the fact that there are no hard feelings on
either side.

Basic integrity, religious beliefs, and our mutual agreement on what was
fair for both of us. '

Re is a responsible adult who is completely capable of acknowledging his
obligations, it is part of his moral code. The figure payable creates

little financial strain. He maintains an interest and concern for the welfare

of our children.
Sense of responsibility.

Good person.

He is a very organized person with a good moral sense who feels he must
honor his obligations without being forced by others.

203
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1.4 Fear of Visiting Privileges Being Revoked

Child visiting privileqges revecked.

He knows I would not allow him to see the children if he did not pay.
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1.5 Guilt

He feels it was his fault the marriage broke up so I guess it eases his
conscience. HAS no one else now it seems so he clings to our son.

Guilty censcience.

He has guilt feelings over the divorce and makes up by paying his payments.
He feels responsible for children financially.

Guilt, and "playing the father" role,
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1.6 Because of Court Order
Just the fact that he was ordered by the Court.

Because he knows I would take him to court if he didn't.

Because he was ordered by the Supreme Court to do so, though I don't think
it will continue for much longer as he is moving to Spain {hopefully at will).

The reason he pays regularly is that the Famlly Court will take it back
to court.

Court order.

Supreme Court Order 1979.

He was ordered by welfare court, or else they will take action against him.

Because he agreea to pay it regularly when getting separation in front of
the lawyer.

I will take him to court.
Court order.

Court order, dces not want to jeopardize his position at work.

I believe since Family Court tock him to court he was informed that he should
pay monthly. '

Because I .think he realizes that in not doing so I would take legal action
against him and go back to court.
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1.7 Voluntary Payment

There is no maintenance order, ex-husband pays voluntarily. Since the
arrangement this only been in effect a couple of months, I cannot give
a definite answer. If the voluntary payments are not regular, I will
apply to the court for a maintenance order.
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1.8 General Comments
It was one item agreed to before the separation and it does not hurt
him financially. Separation papers have been signed and he feels legally

bound to do so.

I am very fortunate with maintenance {so far) as he always gives me
post-dated cheques for the year and he is out of town so much,

Payments are made through post dated cheques which I am not even sure he
knows about. If indeed he does, it would ke his way of acknowledging his
duty as a father. '

I do nct know.

Wife's insistence.

He has a government job and it certainly wouldn’'t look good if he lapsed
and I had to "start up” with him.

Because we are not yet divorced and he does not want to have the court
against him when our case comes up.

I don't know what it is. He is paying now, but he sure didn't before.
Because he could lose his job, because he works for the city.

When he was paying regularly it was because his second wife handled their
finances.

As I am just starting to receive maintenance I can't answer this other than
to say that I don*t think I will run into any problems as far as not
receiving my maintenance regularly.

Don't know.

Peaceful relationship with me and having access to children whenever he
desires.

The fact he is fairly up-to-date is because of harassment on my part.
So far, it works.

He has to, I suppose. He can certainly afford it and more.



APPENDTIX "D"

Verbatim Comments Concerning the Reasons for
Ex-Husband's Irregular or Non-Payment of
Maintenance Order

Respondents who reported that their ex-husbands were in arrears
were asked to amplify as to why they thought this was the case.
The comments have been categorized in the following way:

Ex-husband's attitude
Hostility towards wife
Irresponsibility

Courts and laws

Second marriage of ex~husband
Lack of money

Lack of care towards children
General comments

M~ LNk W oba
L]
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1.1 Comments concerning Ex-Husband's Attitude
as Reason for Non-payment '

He doesn't feel like it.

He does not want me to have any money and has never given me any support,
I had to go on social assistance to feed my children as they were all small

when we separated.

He says I’'don't deserve further monies since I never contributed anything to
the marriage financially.

Just stingy. He doesn't want to give it to me. I am too proud to ask.
My lawyer thinks I should,

First husband - we had moved from the Province for a year and he thought
he could get away with it as he felt it he didn't see the kids he didn't have

to pay.

He pays when it suits him and also I think he feels he shouldn't have to pay.

He is in Ottawa, Doesn't see the children and thinkd he does not have to
pay. BHe resents it.

Stubborness.

German background, doesn't feel hé has to pay.

He feels the divorce is my fault, and he feels he shouldn’t have to
pay anything.

Just hoped he could get away with it.
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1.2 Comments concerning Ex-Husband's Hostility
to Wife as Reason for Non-payment

Not from lack of funds, hé is totally hostile to myself, mind you I'm no rose,

Wishing poor luck to me.

To make it hard for me.

He has never been able to handle money, always required large guantities:of

cash in pocket to spend on himself and being free to be an individual, No

obligations however are ever met. Additionally, it is a matter of pure

vindictive revenge directed toward myself,

He pfobably thinks T aﬁ'stupid.

He believegs once I remarried, he should not pay support. He has no
explanation for not paying while I was single.

Because I'm living comon-law.
One episode, I was “punished" for having a male friend.

It isn't that he deoesn't have the money, he just uses money as a whip. But
I don't really need it anymore, thank God.

Spite.
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1.3 Comments concerning Ex-Husband's Irresponsibility
as Reason for Non-Fayment

Because he has always evaded his respon51billtles and always comes off

scott free.

Selfishness, and not enough concern for his children.

I feel he sees the payments as a favor he 1s doing for me and not as
maintenance for the children's needs.

—

" He felt he should not be responsible for our children's maintenance if
he did not have custody.

My ex-husband is irresponsible and doesn't consider these matters as
important. Refuses to understand why and how payments will be used.

He just didn't want to make the effort.

Same reason’'for which we were divorced - iriesponsibility.

He could never hold responsibility. He doesn't even support the
family he has got. .

He is compleFely irresponsible.

Selfish.

Just selfish and not thinking of how we are doing financially.
He is very irresponsible and drinks too muchf

Lack of responsibility.

He has said that he wants to be a Playboy. He feeds his raceharses and
said he will not feed his children as if there is nothing wrong with cur
retarded daughters,
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1.4 Comments Concerning the Courts and Laws as

Reasons for Ex-huasbands wNon-payment

Anyone could avoid paying it in this country and get away with it no matter
what the law states, '

He knew no one would really push the issue and So really dldan‘*t care.
He is an alcoholic also.

The law is so slow he knows he has more time than I do when it comes to
waiting games. He starves us out.

 Because he is in Ontario and I am in Alberta, he has deducted payments to
have me pay for all travelling on his access order. He is $1000.00 in arrears
now.

Just didn’t think he should have to pay and when he never paid he knew
nothing would be done about it.

Cheap, plus he can®t be forced to pay.

The laws are not strong enough making him pay, and it is not easy to go
about trying to get it re-opened in court.
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Comments Concerning Ex-Husband's Second Marriage

1.5
as Reasonsfor Non—-Payment

Remarried, may not have the money.

Most separated people get re-married or live with someone and can't keep

two families going.

Started new life for himself, stable relationship with two children, new
obligations and responsibllities.

Not enough extra money - has three children to look after in the new
relationship and knows I accept that he will pay me what he can when he can.

He has overextended himself in his present marriage and support for his
child seems to be on the bottom of hils list of priorities.
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1.6 Comments Concerning Ex-husband's Lack of Money
as Reason for Non-Payment

Declared bankruptcy.

Stubborn, in debt up to his ears always.

His debt comes before mine, that is what he said.

Not working too steady and has to pay his Master Charge that cost him $1300.00
for one week. I guess that he thought he was in love, ha ha. He does pay when
- he has the money.

Unemployment - if he is working full time he pays me on time, if unemployed
I don't expect it on time. He makes up for it when he is working.

He is a seasonal worker, we have an agreement that hé maj lapse 1 or 2
months between payments.

He hasn't been working for a long time, and I don't think anyone tried to
make him paY maintenance or take to court for that matter.

He doesn't work that much.

According to him, he does not have the money, I honestly do not know.

His other flnancial responsibilities at times leave little left for support
payments and I don't force the issue as he does pay when he has the money.

Unemployed part of the time and just unable to pay due to only receiving a

draw on his comissions for some months. I fully expect he will pay -
eventually.

Hae no income, he hates to work, call him a bum.

]
a stone. You can't get blood from

Seasonal work.
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1.6 cont.

He wants a higher standard of living, than paying maintenance allows.

Lives high, has housetrailer, has boat, is always in debt.

Has too many bills.
He was laid off from work, his other payments are too high,

Gambling debts.

His attitude when I phone to see where it is, is you will get it when its
there, he never has given me a reason on why it is late. ‘

His main reason was didn't stay on job, and went from one to another job all
his life.

He only seems to work now and then, and when he was living with a woman,
she had two kids at home, which probably toock most of his money.
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1.7 Comments concerning Ex-husbands Not Caring About
Children as Reason for Non-Payment

My ex~husband couldn't care less if our child starved to death! He has
no interest in seeing him or helping me to support him.

Doesn't care about the child, doesn't want to help in any way.

He does not have any sense of responsibility nor has he ever ‘had any nofmal
parental feelings. As indicated above, his mother makes the payments.

My husband never cared about his son. He wanted a girl, and because he
didn't have his way, he never gave a damn.

Indifference. If he feels like it he pays, if he doesn't feel like it,
he doesn't pay.

Same reason as the marriage breakdown, the welfare of his children and/ox
family is not a priority item.

He sincerely belleves because we are not together it is not hils responsibility
My (common-law) boyfriend does not support my children (i.e. he does not pay
my babysitters), '

He does not care about the child, and thinks she is my responsibility.
He doesn't like me. He doesn't feel any responsibility to us.

He doesn't care, never 4aid.

Can't afford it and doesn't care.

Feels no obligation toward our son.

His lifestyle is too high and he is losing interest in his son.

He doesn't think he should have to because he no longer lives with me.

Not interested. Teoo cheap.
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1.7 cont.

He says he no longer has the kids living with him so why should he take
care of them.

Feels no responsibility and doesn't feel he has to, ignorance and selfishness.

Prohably figures I don't need or deserve it though it would help as I was
left with a lot of debts, like bank locans I had signed for and decided to
pay because I wanted a good credit rating.

He is not responsible, likes to do a lot of drinking in the bars, always

likes to go out and have 2 good time without Paying his bills. Doesn't
really care. '

He simply cannot be bothered.

Lack of interest.

boesn't care.
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1.8 General Comments Concerning Why Ex-Husbands do
not Pay their Maintenance Orders

The influence of the whore he is living with.

Prinking problem,

His wife influences his decisions. He is now not going to pay for one
the court ordered him to pay for unless I pay the income tax.

His second marriage has recently broken up. The relationship with the
women he 1éft his wife for has broken up and he probably has reverted
to drinking.

I really can’t say, I don't know.
I will take him to court again.

Unknown.

I don't know if he is working or not,
Can’t be bothered geing to Family Court to pay.
I think he thought there was nothing I could do,

His unemployment and mental problem,
I don't know.

Buys too much dope.

He always pays in full even if he has been two weeks or up to 3 months
late. Usually late due to money shortage that I don't understand.

I am sure he feels payments are adequate at this time.
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1.8 cont.

Just willing to abide court's decision.

I have no idea whether he is paying or not. I get the basic rate from welfare.

Because we both decided it was totally unnecessary. He supports the children
when they visit him, why should he pay for them when I have them?

Never on time, twice a year, would sconer receive it each month.
Because heé :is an alcoholic.

He is conveniently forgetful and an excellent procrastinator.

It has not been ordered by the court as yet. I have just started divorce
Proceedings.

I don't know where he lives.
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Copy of the Letter from the Institute
Of Law Research and Reform explaining
the purpose of the survey.
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More and more marriages in Alberta end up in separation or divorce.
Generally, the court requires one partner to make payments for the suppoert
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 lLaw Research anéd 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 youy 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 AFPPEAR

ON THE QUESTIONNAIRE AND WHAT YOU SAY WILL BE KEPT STRICTLY CONFIDENTIAL.

If you have any gquestions, please feel free to phone Roberta Davis

or Rick Powell of CIR at 282-9401.

Your help in this important survey is greatly appreciated.

/jh

Yours sincerely,

ety

Vijay K. Bhardwaj
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Copy of a Completed Interviewer’'s
Sample Sheet
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APPENDTIX "G"

Copy of "The Incidence of Payment/Non-Payment
of Maintenance Orders Questionnaire for Women
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~ CANADIAN INSTITUTE FOR RESEARCH
IN THE BEHAORAL AND SOCIAL SCENCES

109 Brentwood Professional Building, 3501 Charieswood Drive N.W.
Calgary, Alberta T2L 2C2 Phone: (403) 282-0401

THE INCIDENCE OF PAYMENT/RONPAYMENT OF MAINTENANCE ORDERS

QUESTIONNAIRE FOR WOMEN

Dear Respondent:
Thank you very much for your help in answering this questionnaire.

Most of the questions simply require you to circle the number
beside the answer you wish to make. For example:

How long have you lived in Alberta?

one month or less ---—=---c-crcvcmrrmmmcenmncmrn e 1
one to two months ---=~=---v-o---o-—c-—o—ooooonoowoo 2
three to six months -—--—--=—--c---omeme—mrc e m e

seven months to a year ------——---—-=--—-—————~-——- -—é
one to three years -----—-—=--—---s+r-—-c-e——o—nooo~ 5
more than three years ----=c==—c--c-cscemc—ccnccccn- 6

If you have lived in Alberta for, say, ten months, you would
circle the number b as In the example.

There are a few questions which ask you to write in your answer.
There is space provided for this,

There are some questions for which you may not know the exact
answer. For example: :

When did you cease to live together?

month year
If you do not remember the exact month, a goad guess will do.

Please note the instructions which are underlined or put in boxes
like this:

18. Did you have any children from this marriage?

IF YOU DOK*T HAVE ANY CHILDREN, GO TO QUESTION 2&
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(1) (5)

()

(for office use only)

1. How long have you lived in Alberta?

One month or less --=---->~---r-m--ommooomm oo 1
One to two months --==~---==-=--c—meoso— oo mnmm e 2
Three to six months ------------emmmmeommcmmmn e 3
Six months to a year -=-=~-—c-------cocm—momooooo- 4
One to three years --==---r------cecc—ocmoo——ooo-oo 5
More than three years --~----e-------—comecomnooooo 6

2. How far did you go in school/university/college?

Grade 7 or less --=--==-c-=-c-- 1 College certificate or diploma ------=----- 5
Grade 8 or 9 ---------emoomcem- 2 Some university COUrses —----------cooo--- 6
Grade 10 or 1t - -——---—-=—-——=—- 3 Bachelor's degree -=e-=---e-crmcmmcmccca-- 7
High school graduate -----~---- L Professional degree, MA or PhD ——-——-—---- 8

3. ¥hat is your age?

4, what is your job status at present?

Self-employed -==-----v-emmcemcer e e 1
Employed full time --=-=-e---e--—emccacccnconnnena- 2
Employed part time -~-------------tommmcemmmecnmoo 3
Employed in a seasonal occupation ==--=--------e--- L
Fuli-time student -=--=---------cccmmcmocacca- 5
Unemployed =-==---=-=--ccmcmem oo 6
Other (specify} == ~em=m---- 7

5. IF YOU ARE EMPLOYED, what is your job?

6. What percentage of the time since your separation/divorce have you been employed
on a full-time basis?

1003 —---m=m--=mmmmmmmmmemeoooeooo 1
75-99% ~--m=mmmm oo 2
50-7H ----orommmmmommmmeooomeooooe 3
25-49% -o-mmmooo oo 4
1-25% —=mm-mmmmomo—meoeooeomeeee 5
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10.

1.

12.

13.
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What is your major source of income?

Earnings from self-employment ----------ca-- 1
Wages/salary ------=-mccmcemmmmm e e o 2
investments --=--------craccccccccmae e 3
Unemployment iInsurance ------e-----ecccac—aa- 4
Soclal assistance ---r--ec-ecermmacccmcccan- 5
Other (specify) = aceaa-o 6

IF YOU ARE NOT RECEIVING SOCIAL ASSISTANCE, GO TO QUESTION 8.

(a) How much was your social assistance payment last month: §

{b) During your marriage, did you receive social assistance payments?

what do you estimate your income, before taxes, from January 1, 1979 to
December 31, 1979 to be? (lInclude all sources)

Up to $5,000 ~=eccr-eeuomcaan- 1 520,001 to 525,000 -===mee-ccmacacmmacaaa-
$5,001 to $10,000 -----------=- 2 525,001 to $30,000 =====----ccemmaeceaaao
$10,001 to $15,000 ~----~------ 3  Over $30,000 —-—----mrmmmmm e e
$15,001 to 520,000 ------------ 4
What |s your average take-home Income per month?

3

Do you own your own home?

What do you pay per month In mortgage or rent? §

About what are your average monthly payments for outstanding debt, including

loans from banks or loan companies, credit cards, department store accounts,
and so on?
$

How many children do you claim as deductions for tax purposes?
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15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21,

22,

23.
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How many other dependents can you claim for tax purposes?

Are you divorced, formally separated or just separated? .
(To be formally separated, you would have had to have registered the separation
in court.)

Divorced ==--===--------mwe—m—e—oo- 1
Separated -~-~------------------eo- 2
Formally separated -----<---=--==-=- 3

wWhen were you married?

month year

When did you cease to live together?

month year

When were you divorced or formally separated?

month ear

T
T 1

Were you divorced or separated in Alberta or outside the province?

Alberta -—---------—--—----cema - 1
ODutside ~----=-==-----—oo—coeo 2

Did you have any children from this marriage?

IF YOU DIDN'T HAVE ANY CHiLDREN, GO TO QUESTION 26

How many children did you have?

Who was awarded custody of your children?

You ==ossssssssessssosssosomooes 1 Social agency -—-=-=--==—--mmmmmmmmme oo 4
Your husband -------=--c-c--cce- 2 Both you and your husband —=====mceeaa- 5
Cther family relation ---------- 3

Were access arrangements specified by the court?
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2. Do you allow, or are you in fact allowed, access to your children?

25. Are you satisfied with the access arrangements for your children?

26. What was your marital status at the time of your marriage to your ex-husband?

Never married before ----------e--- 1
Divorced -=-=-=--ecvmemmmmmee o 2
Widower ---------c-ce-—cmcmmane- 3

27. |s your maintenance order from the Family Court, the Supreme Court,
or is It voluntary?

Family Court -----~--c-o=-cuoomc—o- 1
Supreme Court ------=--c-=--=------ 2
Voluntary ------=-=-=-~-e---c-coo—m- 3
Don't know --=--=----ee-cc--c-ece-- b

28. ) IF IT WAS FROM FAMILY COURT OR SUPREME COURT |, were you represented by a

lawyer?

29. Was your maintenance order made in Alberta or outside of Alberta?

in Alberta —--=---------c-mc-ono—ao 1
in another province =-==--=-=cccc-- 2

Qutside of Canada --~-=--==--oo---- 3

30. | IF YOUR MAINTENANCE ORDER WAS MADE -QUTSIDE OF ALBERTA |, is the order currently

being enforced by a court in Alberta?

3!. VWhat is the monthly payment on your maintenance order7? $
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33.

34.

Is your ex-husband currently behind in his payments of the maintenance order?

{a) How were the payments to be made?

Direct cheque --=-=----------cc--cr e cmmm e m e
Deposited in your bank atcount ------ ===------------
Through Family Court - ordered payment --------~----
Through Family Court - voluntary payment -----------
Through Social Services Department -------=----=-----
Not specified by court -----------~-ccccc-r-——cmnno—
Oon't know ------=----—-----r-ecsccesc e ——s e — e

{b) Was this arrangement satisfactory?

{c) IF NO, why not?

{a) Do you think this amount is fair to you?

Yes ---------memmmmesmmemme oo 1
NO -~ e 2
Don't know ---------=e-veeccccoao_- 3

{b) Do you think this amount is fair to your ex-husband?

Ye§ —----c----o-oo-occcccccccccocceo 1
No (too much) ----------ceomemaeemo 2
No {too little) --------c-ccmeceeo 3
Don't know ----------------cmememeo b

{c) Do you think that the order was fair to your children?

Yes —-----ec-mccmmcmcccecrocoo s 1
No --=-------cc-mmmccmmcceccnccc e 2
Not applicable -=-----------ccou-o 3

Don't know - --------ccccwcccereeeo b
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35.

36.

(d) Do you think that the order was based on your ex-husband's earnings?

Yes —-=--es--s—esemecmccemmcmaaman 1
NO ===—mmmcemms e c e e 2
Don't know ~-===-=-mcecmaao—coan_aa 3

Yes ----------------mecemmm e eo 1
NO =-====m=resmcmcmccm e cmm e 2
Don't know -==-=-—=-cce—ca———wacaoo 3

(f) Have you approached any agency to have the payments increased or

decreased?
Yes (Supreme Court} -—=----==-——-v-- 1
Yes (Family Court} -==--==----=-=-- 2
No ====-=----smccooomemmscmennn e 3

(g} |F YES: Do you feel that the agency helped you?

How many months in the past year has your ex-husband paid his maintenance order?

12 months ------=c----c-momeoo- 1 3 to S months ~-———-e-mmccacmaean 5
10 to 11 months -=-==--=~co-cwu- 2 1 to 2 monthsg —-weccacccmccacanan 6
8 or 9 months ----=-==c--mm-ome 3 Haven't paid --------------cmmne 7
6 or 8 months ----=-=c-cceac--o A

How much of the maintenance order does he pay?

Always pay the full amount ----------c--cooommmmm v e e e e e L
Usually pay the full amount ---------—c--ccmmm oo 2
Usually pay most {over three-quarters) of the amount -========ce===-- 3
Usually pay between half and three-quarters of the amount --=--------- 4
Usually pay something but less than half of the amount ---=----coee-- 5
No payments ---=----c-emccmm e m e cm e e meeee=

37. How regularly does he pay?

Always by the date prescribed —-----=-=--vuu-- 1
Usually by the date prescribed ----====-=--=-- 2
Usually within a week ------—---mmmcccmena-- 3
Usually more than a week late ----v--cecee-- 4

No payments ---------------e--ccccec e ——— e~ 5
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45. How do you feel about your ex-husband's marriage/relationship?

Good -==----semmmmmmemee oo 1
Bad ------=-cm-roccemeo e oo 2
Indifferent ------ceeomc—rmemeann o 3
Don't kNow —-===——m=-m—mem oo 4

i6. Do you now have a permanent relationship with another person?

Yes (married) --=---------commmmmmmrce 1
Yes (unmarried but living together) -------- 2
NO ===-=mc=mccceccecccmccccm oo oo oo nnmnn o 3

IF YOU DO NOT HAVE A PERMANENT RELATIONSHIP,
GO TO QUESTION 51,

47. When did the relationship begin?

month year

48. Do you have any children from this relationship?

(a) IF YES: How many? (specify)
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49. Are you supporting any children from your partner's previous relationship?

(a) VF YES: How many? (specify)

50. What is your partner's major source of income?

Earnings from self-employment =-~---c--=-=== 1
Wages/salary —=---=--cmrmcmr e ncaan 2
INVESEMENES =====mmmmmececenr e — e ermn————— 3
Unemployment Insurance —---=-====c-v-c==ae-o L
Social assistance ~-=—--—-—=——emmmmccmmmma——-a 5
Other (specify) = —=--- 6

51. What do you estimate your partner's income to be in 19797

#o income ------mem-memeomoooo 1 $20,001 to $25,000 -----=--=----
Up to $5,000 —----==ccmmmoamm- 2 $25,001 to $30,000 --=---~--=au-
$5,001 to $10,000 ~~---=-=-un- 3 Over $30,000 ~~----==-mmcmmmeum-
$10,001 to $15,000 --===--=n-- b Don't KNOW ==--=====-----ceeeean

$15,001 to $20,000 ===~--=c--- 5



52.

53.

54.

55.

!F YOUR MAINTENANCE ORDER HAS ALWAYS BEEN PAID IN FULL AND ON TIME,
GO TO QUESTION 57.

Have you ever tried to take your ex-husband to court for not paying his

maintenance order?

{a)

IF NO: Why not?

I don't know where he lives ------------c-—-oooo 1
He has not missed enough payments -~--=--=-=----c--o- 2
| don't know how to go about it ----===-==---c--w-u-o 3
Too much trouble ---------=s------mcmmmnmnmmm e o b
The court will never be able to get him to pay ------ 5
Other (specify) _ ~ =-==-- 6
Don't kNOw —-==-==-=====—r=----—-e-—cecmmmsseceeo—o—a- 7

{b) IF YOU HAVE TRIED: Did your ex~husband actually appear in court?

{c)

Yes —----r=---e---e-s-—m—ceccenooooo- i
NO --------mccocmmmmccmcmmm e o 2
Don't know ----------------—-c====- 3

IF HE DID APPEAR: Did he begin to pay his maintenance order?

Would you be willing to force your ex-husband to pay by having the
maintenance order deducted directly from his wages/salary?

Would you be willing to have your ex-husband jailed for not paying his
maintenance order?
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56. What do you think is the main reason for your ex-husband's not paying his
maintenance order in full or on time?

GO TO QUESTION 58,

57. What do you think is the main reason for your ex-husband's paying his
maintenance order regularly?

58. |If you have anything further you would like to bring to our attention, please
write it in the space provided.

THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR YOUR HELP!



APPENDTIZX "H"

1.0 GENERAL COMMENTS

at the end of the questionnaire, respondents were asked to
add any general comments that they wished to make. They have not
been cateqorized as many of them are long and deal with a number of
issyes. Collectively they provide a good insight into the thoughts,
cpinions and experiences of women who are receiving or should receive
maintenance orders.
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In order for a woman to take her husband to court, in the case of default

on maintenance payment expecially where the woman is dependent on these payments
to a large extent, legal costs tend to be prohibitive, Especially where the
amount involved in the default is small. Extra costs incurred in normal

living can be difficult when the husband and wife are not on good terms for
special things which are important to the children's development.

All answers pertain to when ex-husband was alive. All is now taken care of
by estate left to my children.

If the court says he doesn't have to pay his maintenance order, I do not
want him to see my daughter.

I wish the child did not have to see the other parent, he should have a choice.

I do not feel most women are aware of their rights in a separation and
consequently they and their children suffer a much lower standard cof living
than they should. I also feel the laws are sorely lacking the ability to
deal with hushands who are delinquent in their payments,

When the court order was set down I had the two children. He has never
made one payment which was to have been $50.00 per child. As of August
1979 he has the oldest child living with him.

Question 41 cannot be answered with a yes or no — we are joint owners of the
family home where I and the children are residing.

Maintenance was paid for a period of three years. The final year I agreed

to resolving our agreement if my husband would allow the children to be adopted
by my fiancé after we were married. He agreed and the children were adopted
in 1978 (May}.
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I don't feel adequate weight was given to our financial situation on a day

to day basis when the support payments were agreed upon but that is the amount
he was willing to pay, could do so with relative ease and also sign the house
{debt) over to me. I am unable to assume the second mortgage in my name alone
because my income is too low to qualify in spite of the fact I have been paying
it since my husband left. I am angry with and frustrated by an economic
system which allows a person to work full time and make less than enough to
maintain a family. I am working in a position which pays less than the cne
for which I was initially tralned, but this job allows me to be accessible

and available to my children and does not carry an undue amount of
responsibility which would not allow me to carry my home responsipbility as
readily. I have approached the Social Services, Alberta Housing Corporation
for additional support as 'a supplement and have been refused. It is
frightening and frustrating to be part of the working poor. My children

and I feel we have been relegated to the status of 10th class citizens while
their Dad's standard of living and lifestyle has improved. Our house is

30 years old and furnishings are in need of repair (or replacement) which we
are unable to provide. I don't know the answers but I certainly do see the
inequities and have altered my perspective.

I feel it would be a good idea to have a general public assembly for people
in my position where our opinions and problems can be expressed to the
proper agencies. Lawyers, etc. could advise and counsel.

when I sued for divorce I did not request any support or alimony. The lawyer
advised me to at least sue for $50.00 per child because he said if I didn't
now my chance of ever getting anything would be minimal. The court reserved
my right to alimony since I was on assistance at the time, and in case my
future marriage didn't occur, I would be able to fall back on the alimony.
The reascn why my incame is so low is I am currently separated from my

second husband and boarding at my Mom's.

Voluntary payments are not regular, I will apply to the court for a maintenance
order.

Provision for payment of 1/2 dental, orthopedic services, etc. are impossible
to collect.

His income over $20,000. My income approx. $15,000. He pays $200.00 a month,
no responsibility. Pretty cheap for maintenance on his daughter. I can't
answer questions about whether he will pay or not, but if he shouldn't with
the technicalities involved, I wouldn't even be bothered to try and get the
money.
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I would like to say that the courts are far too easy on ex—husbands
when it comes to maintenance orders. There really should be something done
about pointing out that these men should be made somehow to make these
maintenance payments, especially if they don't at all make an effort to try
to make some payments. Many times the fight for maintenance goes on and on
and seems to hit a brick wall. Going to court over and over gets to be
pretty tiresome when nothing gets accamplished.

I have a lot to say but I don't think you would want my opinion. But I

will say $160.00 per month for 4 kids just will not do, because I can't provide
for them on my own without help from social assistance and $160.00 per month
just isn't enough help from someone who is partly responsible for them being
here.

although a woman needs child support, she is often penalized through
taxation because it often puts her into a different income tax bracket

so one wonders if it is really to one's benefit to receive it. It should
not be classified as income. It should be for the sole purpose of the
children and their care.

We have not been in contact with my ex-husbhand for five years or more.
My children are all self-supporting now so much of the information is
irrelevant to my situation.

Alimony should be given when the one who has the children, but if the one
who has the chjildren is making enough to support them completely, then
I think they should support with no alimony.

I feel the cost of raising children is awfully high and of course the monthly
child support [is not always encugh to meet these needs, With the rising
prices of food, clothing, etc. it should be a must that the amount of the
child support go up accordingly without myself having to approach a lawyer
and go through all the proceedings tec have your allowance raised.

Reasonably unsatisfied with the arrangement.
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I married a second time in 1974, This ended in divorce in 1977. There

were no children from this marriage. I am not receiving any financial

suppert from him. For the purpose e¢f this questionnaire, I have not included
the second marriage. It seems very unfair to have to list money received as
child support as income and get taxed on it while the person glving it gets

& tax break. This is better now than it was five years ago, due to equivalent
to married exemption being increased.

He only pays support for one child. The other is 4 months old and that
case has not been taken to court.

Most women are not aggressive enough and don't want to appear nasty.
Consequently, they all get screwed.

I've known him since he was 13 and I was 12, He only went to her because
of sex, but I don't think he really loves her. He knows that I'd never
hurt him, that is why we don't divorce. He raised me from $500 to $600
to $700 to $800. He knows his own shame but he would never let me down,
I have muscle deterioration in my legs and they don't work.

I took my ex~husband to court in the fall of 1978 as payments were only
$100 per month and my partner was living elsewhere with his children.
It took me six months and a painful "examination of discovery”. Also,
he perjured himself and I felt impelled to prove it.

I have not been to court for the divorce as of yet but I had a lot of trouble
and 6 months of waiting before I at least got interim maintenance for the
children. BAlthough I have the grounds for divorce, it took a great deal of
time and I had to settle for only maintenance payments for the children
although I am entitled to maintenance payments for myself alsp., I am concerned
that I will not receive the child support payments after the divorce is final
and I have been advised by my lawyer that the payments will undoubtedly stop
after one year and I have also been advised it costs a great deal to force

such payments after they have stopped.
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In a fortunate position of holding a well paying job and making out well.

I feel that page 9 is impossible for me to answer as I always get my money
but never know when. I also feel the questionnaire is ambiguous in a lot
of places.

As far as maintaining the standard of living that I am used te I now
realize that I am going to have a difficult time.

Survey is a good idea, but I really have not had too many problems, I
am mainly satisfied with the arrangement worked out between my ex-husband
and I.

My ex-husband is great with having payments on time but avoids all contact
with his boys.

I feel that the results of my divorce were unsatisfactory due to the
negligence and lack of communication on the part of my lawyer. It is
unfortunate that "little" people like myself who are not fully aware
of legal procedures etc. have to suffer in the long run. I try to provide
a good hame for my children but with what I earn and receive from my ex -
it is a little tough. The only way I can receive more money from him
is to have the divorce decree changed, and I can't be bothered to go
through all that hassle again. So I am stuck!

I think a law should be passed which makes g man sign an agreement to not
have any more children in other marriages if he cannot support children
from the first. He should be then made by the judge to have a vasectomy
so he can't have any more children whom social services have to support.

The only problems I encountered regarding maintenance heing withheld
were a result of him trying to punish me for one reasen or another.
This occurred primarily in the first year of our divorce and my lawyer
would threaten court action.
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I have a retarded daughter at home, My husband refuses to provide any
support as he can*t afford it on his take hpome pay of $25,000, a year.
His way of life is one big party and he has seldom visited with his
children, no ¥mas or birthday gifts, etc. No help putting our son
through exchange school but was able to own 5 racehorses drive a
Chrysler car and is well dressed. We have just had a "Discovery
Hearing”. My husband was finally served a summons as he failed to show
up at many other court hearings. Something needs to be done regarding
the legal system as I have been trying for 6 years toc enforce the court
order for support payment which has made me ill.

At the time of our divorce, my ex was serving time in jail, Because of
this maintenance was set at $1.00 per year. He has made it clear that
as long as I have a relationship with someone else he won*t pay support.
Because I am living common-law I refuse to have my partner pay for any
expense to look into maintenance payments. Also I was told by a lawyer
that I couldn't ask for child support because I am living commcn law.

I feel that is very unfair.

The only thing that really bothers me is how he takes everything out on the
kids. I think the courts should specify scome sort of counselling for the
parents. The kids are only 8 and 6 and sometimes it is a real burden

for them. My ex-husband tells the kids it is my fault and I am taking all
his money.

I think the courts should be more strict, with husbands who fail to pay.
My husband is $2200. behind and we keep going to court about once a month
and nothing is done.

I don't think it is fair that the husband just takes off and has

no responsibility. I went to Family Court and they can't do anything
until I find an address on him, I think that husbands should pay for

some of the things that kids need. I think the law is not right., I should
get support payments.

Harassment from ex-husband and his wife. Ex-in-law's rights to see children.
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Although it is not pggsible for the court to force my ex-husband to maintain
his respons;bll;t;es toward his childyen (eyexytlme we get close to court

re: maintenance, he loses his job] the court s still quite akle to see to

it that he can take the children away twice & month and enjoy their company.
These two issues are very close together and should not be dealt with separately
by the court. My ex~husband and T jointly share a large commercial investment
{this was backed by my father to get us started) he has managed to team

up with a small third partner to take over the company and exclude me from any
and all knowledge therecf. Additionally, since my perscnal net worth takes
into consideration ownership of these shares, which are totally out of my
reach and controlled by my ex-husband, I am not even able to obtain Sccial
Assistance to alleviate this two year long financial crisis, In summary,

my situation is this: what maintenance payments are made are not on

time, and far too low, Any attempt on my part tc collect the maintenance
arrears results in my ex-husband simply becoming unemployed and I then receive
Bg_maintenance payments at all. My ex-husband could become employed again,
but short of hiring a private detective to determine this, I have no way of
finding out when this occurs, I would additionally note that my ex-husbhand's
visiting rights make my life and our family life a "display window" to my
ex-husband, yet I have no knowledge at all of his activities other than that
accidently revealed from time to time. Eg. he has a girlfriend, possibly is
living with her. Says he has noc money at all, and can't make ends meet, but
wears expensive new clothing constantly, drives a fancy luxury car of his own
in addition to a brand new company car when working.

I have been told by both lawyers I have had tc represent myself that the
court will allow cnly a maximum of $100 per child. Although in my cade it
was settled out of court, I received 35150 for my child {with a lot of

hassle from my husband). 95% of the time the woman is awarded custody of

the child or children and I strongly believe that the maximum payment

ordered by a judge as above is absolutely unfalr. For example, as in

my case my husband’s take home pay is twice as much as mine plus he is by

no means heavily in debt although I refused to go out and work myself but

my daughter is also my husband's responsibility and I feel fathers are let off
too easily. My husband has only himself to be responsible for. I have a
dependent ,besides rent and groceries then are clothes, daycare, babysitters,
and especially entertainment for my little girl. My husband has generous
access to cur child which is a vital concern to children but he has also
refused to help in cost other than maintenance should anything ever arise.

So I feel very strongly that if a man®s income is very good he should be made

to stand up to his responsibilities and pay a proper and fair amount for
his child.

See you have a homestead for sale. But I will not sign. Because he is
cheating on the money, I would like half but he is not for it. So if he
does agree then he will be paid up on his maintenance, from July in 1979
and 6 months in 1980. But if this keeps I will put him in jail for a while
so he can't say I am stupid about it.
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I do think the government should go after those men who do not keep up with
their payments every month. This is the second time T have been separated
from my husband. The first time was in Saskatchewan and I had two young
children to look after. He did not support them and I had the responsibility
of keeping them and he took off out of the province. We got back together
but the same old problems arose. It was women in my case, but I had no

money from him hardly at all in the two years we were apart. It is unfair

on the mother having all the headaches wondering where the next few dollars
are coming from. Stronger laws should be made for suppeort and for collecting.

We are going to court under the new Matrimonial Property Act.

It has been a pretty tough road, but we are better off now, thank goodness.

The costs of maintaining all my orders have keen heavy and I have gained
nothing at all. My custody and maintenance orders beth are the two ocrders

he has taken advantage of. Because of the two provinces and distance,

my ex-husband has made use of his spite and I have paid the bhills, My first
maintenance payment came 4 months late because the court asked him to pay the
$300 for our divorce so he stalled my payments to equal the amount. He helped
my son run away supplying him money and plane ticket and then hid him for 3 days
only for me to find out at the age my son was (13) I could do nothing if the
boy wanted to be with his father. When the children visited him for 2 weeks

in the summer he kept them for 2 months and his mother and father locked after
them and he visited when he felt like it. So I have had to since chosen the
last 2 weeks in the summer. So my gaining custody or maintenance orders have
only meant grief and heavy costs to me. There is a terrible lack of information
that can only be gained by paying a heavy cost to a lawyer that should be
available to any individual that can use it,.

He is plenty depressed about the way he has treated us, but that is his
problem. We are doing just fine without him, don't want his crummy money.

Tt is not fair for a man to only pay $50 a month for the children.

Maintenance order is for CHILD support only, NOT for my maintenance
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In my case I can't complain as my situaticn turned cut pretty good. The first

six years he completely refused child support then things were straightened
out in court and that is the reason the oldest never received child support

as he turned 18 before my divorce. I never received alimony but received
property settlements.

Last year my husband paid me only $1800 in 6 months so, desparate, I toock
the children to live with him. The court was so slow about ordering

payments, we had absolutely no money at all. He has since paid me no money

and I am proceeding in a dragged divorce case {2 years) in which I hope to
regain custody and some reasonable money settlement.

I had to pay off all of his debts. I couldn't live on $75.00 a month for
alimony. I supported his son from his first wife.

Can't see any good in Family Court. When I go I get less money, I am the
one with the children not him,

I don‘t feel husbands should have visiting rights without paying their
support payments,

I think the fathers should be forced to pay because like my husband, he
cculd be making godd money and have enough for himself and for us, but
as things are now he works for a while and loafs around the rest.
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I have been divorced twice, both times I footed the bill because the courts
were unable or unwilling to go after court costs which I had been awarded.

I never received support payments regularly, nor did I when I was on welfare
74 mid 75 {they did nothing to enforce reqular payments)}. The constant
bickering and hassling over support that was justifiably my right was not
worth the mental torment so I went back to court in 1977 (May} for a cash
settlement which I was awarded and which was finally paid by putting a lien
on his property. Note: Courts do not like to "deal away maintenance rights
of children”" but due to my medical condition and financial position (kidney
transplant and going to University) they did so. Also, I could always re-apply
for maintenance but would not do so because I value my freedom.

The time has come when childrens' rights must be protected., Both parents’
circumstances must be considered and a far fairer share of monetary support
must be provided. A child, if both or either parent is financially able,
should be allowed to realize his/her educational ambitions and or abilities.
And last, but certainly not least, any person not meeting a financial court
order should autamatically be faced with an indictable offence that would

be proceeded with immediately on behalf of the child by the child's own
counseller, To date, under the present child support conditions, the

child is shortchanged. When divorce occurs, the marriage ends, not each
parents' obligation te the child. BAnd why must children pay such a high price?

He gives 2 times a year lump sum. Would sooner need it each month to

help with the utilities., Taxes should be paid by him. Alberta Health Care,
today my bill is $205.95 not paid. He averaged 5200,000 income in 1971.
Entitled to more maintenance to today's incame. He had signed 99% share to

his wife and 1% for himself. Reason for lump sum he doesn't want to be bothered
with the small amcunt I get. To me it would help expenses of upkeep of home.

So there is no justice at the Supreme Court.

I feel it is my ex-husbands responsibility to pay for the babysitter (at least)
I am paying $315.00 per month for a sitter. If this expense was at least shared
it would be a great help. I don't feel my boyfriend should be responsible for
my ex-~husbands responsibility. He pays bills and food. I am also paying for
loan payments for my ex!
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My husband stated that when be left the law could not force him to meet

his obligatiens for his gamily, He has moyed many times and changed jjobs
in order to aveid paying, Unless I find out where he is and where he works
the family services can do nothing for me, I would suggest the best method
would be to open the income tax and unemployment files in order to assist
the families withcout cost to collect the monies awarded them by the courts,
Have the money deducted from their pay direct.

I am given to understand that my ex-husband will have legal access to his
child even if he makes no effort to support him. I find this most unjust as it is
an emotional, financial and social strain to raise a child and I don't see why
he should have the pleasures that come with a child when he is not prepared

to take any responsibility. My financial situation is much better now than
when I originally was divorced and I will not take him to court again as I
don't know where he is currently. Family Court will enforce my maintenance
order if I find him. As he is not hassling me, I will willingly feorego the
5100 for the peace of mind. Had T more than one child I couldn't afford the
luxury. I think all of the Provinces should have a legal agreement to

enforce maintenance orders within Canada like we do with California and some
other states., It is ridiculous that they can change Provinces and get away
with it.

When maintenance order was to come into effect, my ex-husband purposely
went to his place of employment drunk, was subsequently fired, and stayed
unemplcyed and on unemployment or welfare until he was sure I was not
chasing him for money. The courts could do nothing to make him pay under
these clrcumstances and I realized it. Jailing him of course would not have
assisted me financially.

I would like to see child support increased but in order to do that I must
lose time from work and it is highly unlikely he would pay anyway unless
forced toe. I don't feel he should have access because it has been detrimental
to the children's development. Because of jealously he has warped the
children's minds and tried to make my life miserable still. I feel there
should be some power behind the law in order to force all or either partners
to support their children, especially when they are well able to. I also

feel he should be denied access because I have had all the problems and he
tries to reap the gravy.
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I haye a lot to say, but will it do any good. I am tired of fighting and

being harassed and striked gut. Just now I have lost my job at the Pecst

Cffice processing plant, railrcaded is the word, I have worked for 10 years

at two jobs to support my five children in a decent way and stay off of

welfare. I am no criminal, have been decent and honest and all I have

received is dirt and rumors. I am very sick of this social structure and tired.
Maybe welfare is the answer.

Income tax laws regarding child support, maintenance are stupid and outdated.
If a2 husband pays alimony on moral grounds he should be able to deduct it

{my new husband paid for 12 years but couldn’t deduct it as the lawyer didn’t
put it in the divorce). The father of the child here should support him and
I should not have to pay income tax. He will be staying with his brother
but his father won't pay unless I pay the tax on it. The income tax agrees!

I attempted to enforce the maintenance through Family Court one and a half
years ago here in Alberta. This is possible with the reciprocal laws between
California and Alberta in regards to maintenance orders. Nething has been
done, this man now owes me over $12,000 in back support. I am told even if
he was ordered to pay I would be lucky to receive the last five years worth.
Unable to afford legal counsel either in 1970 or now in 1280 it is unlikely
I*'11l ever receive anything. Very depressing as the man owns two houses
sports cars and a boat and dangles it all in front of his children, what
happened teo justice for all?

Actually in my opinion I feel that these maintenance orders are a farce.
The court may say a specific amount but most mothers never receive any .
There should be firmer laws regarding this matter. The fathers just walk
out scott free with no obligations whatsoever. Plus most mothers are
unfit to face all the creditors re: debts. They seem to feel I guess the
mother is easier to nab.

I have answered all these questions as though they related to my life
before I remarried and my husband adopted my children.

I don't need the maintenance, but why do they take the troukle to make a
Supreme Court order and not enforce it. I feel very sorry for these young
women with a couple of children who cannct collect their maintenance.
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It is my personal opinion that the court has entirely too much say in
payment amounts. I feel that it should be totally up to the petitioner
and respondent in a diveorce action as to whether maintenance payments be
made.

The house I own is still in both my husband's and my names. The papers are
signed at the lawyers office but it cannot be transferred to me. This is
because of a lien of my husband's for a debt incurred before our marriage.
This condo had one payment made on it at the time of separation. We each
had a child previous to our marriage and one of our marriage. He is living
in the same apartment we used to live in; and Darlene has two sons. So his
situation is the same as during cur marriage. Except that now he receives a
pension from the Canadian Army. This would cover his child support. 1In the
matter of jailing for non-payment I would have to take my step-sen into
consideration., My income is about $800 a month. Tt costs 5400 a month for
a roof over our heads and utilities. A car payment of $120. plus groceries
and child care. This is a bit below welfare standards. This I know because
I was on social assistance for partial income because of health until Dec. 79.
And vet I am above the income for legal aid or guidance. Social services
tock my husband to court once with no results. I cannot afford to when I
know maintenance still won't be paid.

In my opinion there does not seem to be enocugh support from the agencies

in the Family Court for people who are having difficulty collecting
maintenance. Especially when my ex-husband has only himself to support and is
making three times as much as I am. The court only seems to take action

when the woman is in danger of having to receive government support.

I am not sure what standard maintenance is presently in Alberta but it
should be 575.00 to $100.00 per child. I was much too lenient. I even
transferred my interest in our home to him because he was in financial
difficulty. There should be more garnishees against salary.

Fortunately I now no longer need the maintenance. 1Initally, supporting a
child who had food allergies on 3300 net/month was very difficult, and
every penny of the $50 was needed. Receiving it 6 weeks to 3 months late
did not help. There should be readily available help to other mothers in
the same predicament.

It is too bad mencan't read this. Every man can father a child, but not
every man can be a father. They might think a bit.
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People who separated or divorced should pay their own way just as if they
were alcne because 3/4 never stay alone,. They either get remarried or

go and live with scmeone and the wheel keeps going on., The ex pays the
wife and the wife's new husband pays his ex-wife and so on and so on.

Try to make it when you have to support two families. Because the
ex~husband never pays his part and your husband has a steady job so he
has to pay.

Maintenance should rise with the age of the children. I would like an
increase however legal fees frighten me. I now receive $75.00 per month
for a 14 year old girl. Her braces alone were $1875. I pay §50. per
month to the dentist. $4. bus pass, medical insurance, school fees etc.
make $75.00 per month look a little ill.

I am thankful that I was able to bring in a wage that was better than the
average woman's. I dread ever thinking what life would have been like for

my children had I not been a R.N. The laws for women who are deserted not only
by their husbands but by humanity and society are deplorable to say the

least., ©Only their love for their offspring somehow manages to pull them
through with next to nothing for food, clothing, and shelter. Where is
justice?

I feel the courts should be more stern and they should be the same with everyone
that has toc pay support. Others pay through the nose if they miss one payment
they are threatened jail, while other men will hardly pay anything, and the
courts will issue no threats or anything against them.

I feel the laws regarding maintenance orders must be changed. My husband

is in a supervisory position and makes more than encugh income to help

support his daughter. $25.00 a month is not engugh for a teenager. I feel
that after a certain age, 10 or 11, it should automatically go up. But that
should be set up in the original maintenance order. My maintenance order was
set up in Supreme Court, but I had to deal with Family Court when he refused
to pay- All they told me was that he had to be behind at least 3 months before
they will do anything. All they would do is send him a letter. That doesn't
help much because they do not make him pay the back payments he has missed.
Thank you for letting me express my opinion.

I feel persons on welfare should get at least half maintenance order so it
could be used for the children like it was meant to be.
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I feel the law structure is set up very poorly. When the support payments are
late or don't shew up at all it is hard to raise two children. If I want to
do something about them being late I have to hire a lawyer. On my wages T
don't have two or three hundred dollars kicking around to take him to court.
If T did T still wouldn't have any guarantee he would pay on a regular basis,

It was very hard to cbtain some maintenance the first 5 months, somewhat like
catch 22. My ex-husband makes a lot of money therefore any assistance there
is is not available to me - for they just go to him for support - but that
meant putting a hold on his wages and that his employers would not stand for
{too much P.R. involved) and he would have been fired - it was a see-saw back
and forth until HE decided HE wanted to pay. So I can see if a spouse 1is not
co-operative in any way it may be almost impossible to obtain support.
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SURVEY OF MEN INVOLVED WITH MAINTENANCE ORDERS

TECHNICAL REPORT

1. INTRODUCTION

1.1 Aims of Study

There were three major aims of the study:

a. to discover the incidence of payment and non-payment of
maintenance orders;

b. to outline the problems and experience of men in paying
maintenance orders;

€. to gain insight into the reasons for payment and non-payment.

1.2 Sampling Design

In the first instance the survey of men was done in conjunction with
the survey of women. A random cluster sampling technigque was used. The clusters
were based upon municipal electoral polls in Edmonteon and Calgary. The clusters
were sampled using a table of random numbers. Interviewers were instructed to
sample every second household within their cluster. The decision as to whether
to sample the first or second household in a particular block was made by
tossing a coin. In Edmonton, a totalof 20 electoral polls were invelved in
the study; 22 polls in Calgary were sampled.

A two call-back procedure was employed. If a potential respondent was
not at home at the time of the first visit, the interviewer would call back at
least twice before the potential respondent would be written off as unlocatable.

While this procedure appeared to work quite well for women respondents,
the refusal rate was much higher for men, In theory, the proportion of house-
helds with men paying maintenance orders should be about equal to the propcrtion
with women receiving maintenance. However, by May 30, twice the number of
questicnnaires for wamen had been collected as for men.

In addition to this, over the life of the entire survey, about 500
men had been, in fact, located, however, only 268 questionnaires were completed.
In these cases the men initially agreed to complete the questicnnaire only to
refuse later when the interviewers called back to pick it up.

The high rate of non-co-operation among the men preciuded the possibility
of obtaining a random sample. In addition, the time taken to do the survey was
putting severe pressure on the deadline for completing the study. BAs a result of
these two circumstances it was recommended by the researchersrand agreed to by
the Steering Committee, that the sampling procedure be changed. After May 31,
interviewers were instructed to visit every household in an area and not to use
call-backs.



1.3 Interviewing Procedures

Before visiting a household, interviewers were instructed to leave a
letter which explained the purpose of the survey and asked the respondent's
co-operation. (A copy of this letter is included in Appendix A of the Survey
of Women.) When the door was answered, the interviewer would introduce him

or herself in the following manner:
Y

"Hello, my name is . I am helping ocut with a survey for

the Institute of Law Research and Reform on the payment of maintenance
orders. You should have received a letter a couple of days ago telling
you about the survey. {The interviewer would then hand the respondent
another copy of the letter). We would like to know if there is anyocne
living here who is either paying on, or receiving payment from, a
maintenance order."

If the respondent said "no", the interviewer marked this down on the
"Interview Sample Sheet" (see Appendix B of the Survey of Women), thanked the
respondent and proceeded to visit the next household, but one.

If the respondent said "yes", the interviewer would go on to ask to
speak to the person in question. The interviewer would then explain:

"I would like you to complete this questionnaire, If you wish
to have me ask you the guestions, I would be happy to do so. If
you would like to complete it yourself in private, I will leave
it with you and pick it up later. 1In any case, your answers to
the questions will remain completely confidential and your name
and address will not appear on the questionnaire.”

In almost all cases, the respondents preferred to complete the
questionnaire themselves.

1.4 Quality of the Sample

As has been stated, the resulting sample is not a random sample: the
very high rate of refusal together with the change in the sampling desiqgn pre-
cluded any assumptions of randomness. Nonetheless, there remained the possibility
of cobtaining a representative cross~section of men providing that the biases
implicit in the rate of refusal were not too severe. Fortunately, the women's
survey was probably a random sample and as such provides an opportunity of
estimating the degree and direction of bias in the men's sample. This is done
in Section 2 of the report.

1.5 DPresentation of Results

The results of the Calgary and Edmonton samples have been presented
together. Given the nature of the sampling procedure and its lack of randomness
a comparison of the Edmonton and Calgary samples was considered to be of limited
utility and to be statistically questionable.
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2.0 REPRESENTATIVENESS OF THE SAMPLE

In order to determine the representativeness of the sample, the
resylts have been compared to the sample of women along certain variables
which afford compariscn. As the Wamen's Survey followed strict randam
sampling techniques and the rate of refusal was much smaller, the sample
of women provides a better representation of the population. The reader
should note that comparison with the survey of women are not conclusive:
the differences between the two samples may be explained by factors other
t+han biases in the sample,

2.1 Oriqin of Order

Table 1
Comparison between Men's and Women's Survey on
the Origin of the Order

ORIGIN OF CRDER MENS SURVEY WOMENS SURVEY
% %
Alberta 77.1 B89.0
Cther Province 22.1 9.4
Cutside Canada 0.8 1.6
(n=240) (n=181}
t Chi2 = 12.4, 01> p

The survey of men included a disproportionate number of people who said that
their maintenance order originated cutside of the province as compared to -
the survey cof women.

2.2 ' Source of Order

Table 1.2
Comparison between Men's and Women's Survey
on the Scurce of Order

SCURCE OF ORDER MENS SURVEY WOMENS SURVEY
% %
Family Court 44.5 28.0
Supreme Court 22.4 45.6
Voluntary 30.4 21.2
Don't know 2.7 5.2
{n=263) | (n=193
chi? = 32.8, .01 > p
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2.3 Status of Marriage

Table 1.3
Comparison between Men's and Women's Surveys
of Status of Marriage

STATUS OF MARRTIAGE MENS SURVEY WOMENS SURVEY
% %
Divorced 65.5 77.5
Separated 24.5 14.9
Formally separated 10.0 7.2
(n=261} (n=195}
chi? = 8.5, .05 > p.

The sample of men appeared to be slightly over-represented in the category
of separated and,correspondingly ,under-represented in the divorced category.
This distribution may be reflective of the heavy bias towards maintenance
orders originating from Family Court.

2.4 Year Married

Table 1,4
Comparison between Men's and Wamen's Surveys
on Year of Marriage

YEAR OF MARRIAGE MENS SURVEY WOMENS SURVEY
% %
Before 1939 2.3 0.5
1940 - 1949 4.7 6.3
1950 - 1959 11.6 17.2
1960 — 1969 30.6 40.3
1970 - 1974 30.6 29.3
After 1974 20.2 6.3

(n=258) (n=191)

chi? = 20.7, .01>p.

The samples were fairly evenly matched except for a serious over~representation
of men who reported having married after 1974.



Year Divorced

Table 1.5

Comparison of Men's and Women's Survey

on the

of the Divorce

YEAR OF DIVORCE

MENS SURVEY

WOMENS SURVEY

% %
Before 1939 0.4 0.6
1940 - 1949 - -
1950 - 1959 0.8 -
1960 - 1969 6.2 4.6
1970 - 1974 18.9 28.8
1975 or later 73.7 66.0
{(n=243) {n=153)
Chi? = 5.4, .10) p.

257

Again, the men's sample was slightly over-represented in recent separations

or divorces.

statistically significant.

2.6

Payment Status

Comparison between Men's and Women's
Survey on Payment Status

Table 1.6

However, the difference between the two samples was not

PAYMENT 'STATUS *

MENS SURVEY

WOMENS SURVEY

% %
Excellent 51.5 32.9
Fair 15.3 14.2
Poor 21.0 23.6
Non—-payers 12.2 29.4
(n=262) (n=191)

2
Chi“ = 25.8, .0l>p.

Payment status is the most crucial dependent variable in the study.

who did not pay was disproportiocnately high.

* See Section 9.0

created.

; page 282 for a description of how this variable was

As can
be seen in Table 1.6, the proportions of excellent payers and non-payers
found in the survey of men were quite different than the survey of women.
It may be that one or both sets of respondents were not telling the truth.
However, the more likely explanation is that the refusal rate among men
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2.7 Conclusions Concerning the Representativeness
of the Sample

The very high rate of refusal experienced in the survey of men had its
effect on the sample. A disproportionate number of men who claimed to
pay their maintenance orders regularly was encountered. In addition, the
men's sample was over-represented among cases originating from
Court. Also, the sample of men included a significantly greater number of
recent separatlions and divorces and more separations than the sample of
women.

This evidence strongly indlcates that the proportions contained in
the sample should not be used to estimate population parameters. Although,
for example, the numbers of men indicating they were non-payers were under-
represented, this does not mean that the sample of non—payers 1s unrepresent-
ative of the population of non-payers. In this sense, meaningful comparlsons
among groups within the sample can be made and willl be able to throw light
upon the reasons for payment and non-payment of maintenance orders.
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3.0 DEMOGRAPHTC CHARACTERISTICS OF THE SAMPLE

Respondents were asked to give infermation cencerning the
following characteristics: age, education, present employment status,
the type of job, percentage of time employed since the time of divorce
or separation, the source of income, and the length of time they have
lived in Alberta. In addition, they were asked to specify the number of
dependent children , (expressed as the number of children claimed for the
purpeoses) and the number of dependents other than children. The results
are given in Table 2.

It sheould be noted that the percentages have been calculated
from bases that exclude missing cases and cases which were not applicable,
However, the proportion of cases which fell under these twe categeries are
noted at the beottom of each table.

Table 2
2.1 Age (n=257)
21 - 25 years 10.1
26 - 30 years 24,1
31 - 35 years 25.7
36 - 40 years 14.0
41 - 50 vyears 15.6
Over 50 years 10.5
No information 4.1
2.2 LEVEL OF EDUCATION {n=267)
Grade 7 or less 3.7
Grade 8 or 9 12.4
Grade 10 or 11 26.6
High School Graduate 24.4
College Certificate/Diploma 9.4
Soma University 10.9
B.A. 4.5
Professional Degree, M.A. or Ph.D. a.2
No information 0.4
23
EMPLOYMENT STATUS (n=264)
Self~employed 17.4
Empleyed full-time 66.7
Employed part-time 1.9
Employed in a seasonal occupation 4.2
Full~-time student 3.0
Unemployed 4.2
Other 2.7
No information 1.5
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2.4

PERCENTAGE OF TIME EMFLOYED
SINCE DIVORCE

100% of the time

75 - 997 of the time
50 -~ 74% of the time
25 - 49% of the time
1 -~ 24% of the time
Haven't been employed

No information

.5

OCCUPATION *
(employed respondents only)

Managerial & Administrative
Professional

Professional support
Clerical/sales/service
Farming

Foreman, oil & gas, mining
Manufacturing/construction
Skilled trades

Unskilled labor

Student

[ p—

—

—
WhN oW oo o O

WA O D

No information

2.6

MAIN SOURCE OF INCOME

Self-employment
Wages/Salary
Investments
Inemployment Insurance
Social Assistance
Other

No information

LENGTH OF TIME RESPONDENT
HAS LIVED IN ALBERTA

1 month or less

2 to 3 months

3 to 6 months

6 months to a year
l to 3 years

more than 3 years

No information

* The occupational categories used by the Alberta Department of Social
Services and Community Health were used.
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2.8 NUMBER OF CHILDEEN CLATIMED (a=265)
FOR TAX PURPOSES
None 56'7
Orle 14.6
Two 16.4
Three B.2
Four 2.2
Five 0.7
No information 1.1
2.9 NUMBER OF OTHER DEPENDENTS (n=264)
CLAIMED FOR TAX PURPOSES
None B6.0
One 11.4
Two 1.5
Three 0.8
Four 0.4
No information 1.5
3.1 Age

The median age category of the sample was 31 to 35 years. The
mean age was 35.5 (standard deviatiom: 9.7).

3.2 Level of Education

The median level of education for the sample was grade 10 or grade
11. About a third of the sample (33%) was educated beyond the level of
secondary school.

3.3 Employment Status

Two-thirds of the sample (67%) were emploved full-time at the
time of the study and another 17% were self-employed. About 4% of the
sample said they were unemployed.

3.4 Percentage of Time Employed since Divorce

Sixty-one percent of the sample had been employed continucusly
since the time of divorce/separation, and another 20% had been employed
more than three-quarters of the time. Only 8% of the sample had been employed
less than half of the time.

3.5 Occupation

The largest occupational group was skilled trades (19%}.followed
by clerical/sales/service (also 19%). Twelve percent were employed in the
unskilled labour category. Twenty-one percent were in the professional/
managerial categories.
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3.6 Main Scurce of Income

Three—quarters of the sample reported that their main source
of income was wages/salary and another 18% reported income from self-
employment. Less than 2% reported social assistance as a main source
of income.

3.7 Length of Time Respondents have Lived in Alberta

Over three—quarters {78%) of the respondents reported that they
have lived in Alberta for more than three years. Eight percent had lived
in the province for less than a year.

3.8 Number of Children Claimed for Tax Purposes

The majority cof respondents (57%) reported that they had no
dependent children. Sixteen percent reported two dependent children and
15% reported one dependent child. Eleven percent of the respondents Te-
ported four or more dependent children.

3.9 Number of other Dependents Claimed for Tax Purposes

Fourteen percent of the sample claimed to support one or more
other dependents for tax purposes; most of these reported one
dependent.
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4.0 Financial Details

Respondents were asked to specify their approximate
yearly gross income as well as their net monthly income. To gain some
idea of their expenses , they were asked what they had to pay monthly
on debts, what they paid for rent or mortgages and whether or not they
ownad a house.

In order to obtain a rough estimate of the disposable
income of the respondents, a new variable was created. This index
was based on the social assistance payments the respondent and
his new family, if any, would qualify for. As such,social assistance
rates were used as a minimal baseline flgure from which the relative
affluence of the respondent could be calculated.

In practice, the index was created by adding together
the net monthly incomes of the respondent and his partner (if any)#*
and subtracting from this total, the respondent's maintenance order
obligation. This total was then divided by the amount the family
unit would receive from social assistance on the basis of April 1980
long term rates.

Qriginally we intended to use the amounts recorded for
monthly payments on debt to refine this index further. Unfortunately,
the data on debt was not very reliable, as it was evident that some
men reported total debt rather than monthly payments.

It should be emphasized that this index is a very rough
calculation and that it does not make any provisions for rents in
excess of what would be paid in subsidized housing or for the
repayment of debt.

In addition, another index was used to estimate how
well the respondents could afford to pay their maintenance orders.
In this case appropriate sccial assistance rates were subtracted from
total net monthly income and maintenance obligations were expressed
as a percentage of this figure.

#* Legally,it is not clear whether in the case of a common-law
relationship, the incomes of both the man and woman should be
treated as one. However, it is the practice of several
government agencles, for example, Workman's Compensation and
Social Services and Community Health,do this.
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3.1 YEARLY INCOME (n=261)
Up to § 5,000 5.7
5 5,001 to $10,000 12.6
$10,001 to $15,000 17.2
$15,001 to $20,000 22.2
$20,001 to $25,000 17.6
525,001 to $30,000 11.1
S0ver 530,000 13,4
No information 2.6
3.9 MONTHLY TAKE-HOME PAY -
OF RESPONDENT (n=242)
Less than $ 500 3.3
$ 501 to $1,000 31.8
$1,001 to $1,500 35.5
$1,501 to 52,000 14,9
b 82,001 to $2,500 8.3
$2,500 to $3,000 1.7
$Over $3,000 4,5
No information 9.7
3.3 MONTHLY PAYMENTS FOR (=
RENT OR MORTGAGE n=233)
Less than §100 1.7
$101 to $200 15.2
$201 to 5300 26.6
$301 to $400 22.8
$401 to 8$500 19.0
Over 5500 14.8
No information 11.6
3.4 MONTHLY PAYMENTS
TOWARD DEBT (n=200)
Less than $100 19.0
$101 to $200 20.0
$201 to 5300 17.0
$301 to $400 12.0
$401 to $500 10.0
5501 to 5600 7.0
Over $600 15.0
No information/Not applicahble 25.4
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33 omy HoME (n=262)
Yes 32.4
No 67.6
3.6
INCOME RELATIVE TOQ SOCIAL (232)
ASSISTANCE
Less than current sccial
assistance payments 5.6
Between 100% and 150% of
social assistance payments 7.8
Between 150%Z and 200% of
social assistance payments 15.9
Over 200% of social assistance
payments 70.7
No information 13.4
3.7 MAINTENANCE PAYMENT AS A
PROPORTION OF TOTAL NET INCOME (229)
LESS SOCIAL ASSISTANCE RATES
Less than 5% 21.0
5% to 10% 18.8
10% to 207 26.6
20% to 30% 15.7
307 to 50% 11.4
50% to 100% 3.4
Over 100% 3.1
Ne informaticn 14.6
4,1 Yearly Income

The median yearly income category for the sample was $15,001 to
$20,000 per year {(22%). Roughly equal numbers of respondents {17% and 18%
respectively) reported yearly incomes of $10,001 to $15,000 and $20,000 to
$25,000.

4.2 Menthly Take-home Pay of Respondents

The median category for net inceme was $1001 to $1,500 per month
(35%). The second category was $501 te $1,000 per month (32%). About 15%
of the sample reported monthly net incomes in excess of $2,000. The mean net
income for the sample was $1,505 (standard deviationm: $1,091).

4.3 Monthly Payments for Rent or Mortgage Payments

The median category for payments for rent or mortgage was $201
te $300 (27%). The second most commenly mentioned category was $301 te
$400 per month.
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4.4 Monthly Payments for Debt

Thirty-nine percent of the respondents reported monthly payments
on debt of less than $200 per month., However these flgures may be unreliable
as many respondents recorded extremely large amounts which probably reflect
total debt rather than monthly payments.
4.5 Own Home

Roughly a third (32%) of the sample owned their own home.

4.6 Income Relative to Social Assistance

Nearly three-quarters of the respondents (71%) had a monthly
income which was at least twice the amount of social assistance payments.

4.7 Maintenance Payment as a Froportion of Total Net Income less
Social Assistance Rates

I4i order to obtaln some idea of the relative finmancial hardship
caused by payments on maintenance orders,the amount of the maintenance order
payment was expressed as a proportion of the total net income of the husband
{(and his partner, if applicable), less what they would have received from
social assistance payments. Two-thirds of the sample (66%) would pay less
than 20%Z of their disposable income,as calculated in this way for their
maintenance order, About 18% of the sample would pay more than 30% of their
disposable income.



5.0

DETAILS OF MARRIAGE BREAKDOWN

Respendents were asked when they were married, what their

267

marital status was at the time of marriage and the number of children

they had.

marriage breakdowm.

They were also asked for some details concerning their
These included whether they were divorced or
separated, and when they were divorced or separated.

From these

details we were able to calculate the length of marriage.

Table &

Details of Marrlage Breakdown

Five or more

4.1
MARITAIL STATUS AT THE TIME OF MARRIAGE (n=262)
Never married before 88.2
Divorced 10,7
Widowed 1.1
No information 2.2
4,2
WHEN MARRIED (n=258)
Before 1939 2.3
1940 -~ 1949 4.7
1950 - 1959 l1.6
1960 - 1969 30.6
1970 - 1974 30.6
After 1974 20.2
No information 3.7
4.3
CHILDREN FROM MARRIAGE (n=266)
Yes 89.5
No 10.5
No information 0.7
.4 NUMBER OF CHILDREN FROM MARRIAGE (n=240)
One 36.7
Two 38.8
Three 14.2
Four 6.7

3.8
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Not applicable 10.4

No information -
4.5 DIVORCED OR SEPARATED (n=261)

Divorced 65.5

Separated 24,5

Formally separated 10.0

No information 2.6
4.6 DIVORCED OR SEPARATED IN ALBERTA (n=254)

Alberta 76.4

Outside Alberta 23.4

No information 5.2
4.7

YEAR SEPARATED OR DIVORCED {(n=243)

Before 1939 0.4

1940 - 1949 _

1950 - 1959 0.8

1960 - 1969 6.2

1970 - 1974 18.9

1975 or later 73.7

Wo information 9.3
4.8 LENGTH OF TIME MARRIED (n=218)

1l to 2 years 11.5

2 to 3 years 8.3

3 to 5 years 16.5

5 to 10 years 32.6

10 years or more 31.2

No information 18.7
4.9

TIME BETWEEN CEASING TO (n=187)

COHABIT AND DIVORCE

Less than 6 months 20.9

6 months to a vear 30.5

l to 2 years 21.9

2 to 3 years 9.6

3 to 5 years 9.1

5 to 10 years 8.0

No information
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5.1 Marital Status at the Time of Marriage

Most respondents (88%) had never been married at the time of
the marriage in question. Eleven percent were divorced and 10% were
widowers.

5.2 When Married

Roughly half of the sample {51%) were married in the past ten
years. And most of the rest {(42%) were married between 1950 and 1969.

5.3 Children from Marriage

Ninety percent of the sample reported that there had been
children from the marriage.

5.4 Number of Children from Marriage

The modal number of children from the marriage was two (39% of
the sample). WNearly as many (37%) reported ome child. Twenty-two percent
of the respondents reported four or more children.

5.5 Divorced or Separated

Roughly two-thirds {(66%) of the sample sald they were divorced.
A quarter of the respondents said they were separated and 10%7 reported that
they were legally separated.

3.6 Divorced or Separated in Alberta

Over three—quarters of the respondents (77%) reported that they
had been divorced or separated in Alberta.

5.7 Year Separated or Divorced

Most of the sample (747%) reported that they had been divorced
or separated in the past five years. Another 19% said that they had been
divorced or separated between 1970 and 1974.

5.8 Length of Time Married

The modal category (33%) for length of time married was five to
ten years. However, nearly as many respondents {(31%) reported that they
had been married for 10 years or more. A small proportion (12%Z) of the
sample said that they had been married for two years or less. The mean
length of marriage was 9.2 years (standard deviation:9.0 years).



5.9 Time between Ceasing to Cohabit and Divorce

The majority of the sample (51%) reported that they were
divorced within a year of ceasing to cohabit. Seventeen percent of the
respondents said that the time lapse was more than three years. The
mean number of months and the date of ceasing to cohabit and divorce
was 21.2 (standard deviation:24 .3 months).
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6.0 CUSTODY AND ACCESS ARRANGEMENTS
Respondents were asked: to whom was custody of the children
awarded, whether access arrangements were specified by the court,

whether access was, in fact, allowed and whether access arrangements
were considered to be satisfactory. The results are presented in Table 5.

Table 5

Custody and Access Arrangements

5.1
CUSTODY AWARDED TO (n=235)
Wife 85.9
Husband 3.9
Joint 7.4
Both 1.7
Other ——
Not applicable * 12,7
No information -=

3.2 ACCESS ARRANGEMENTS SPECIFIED BY COURT (n=229)
Yes 53.3
No 46.7
Not applicable 12.3
No information 2.3

5.3
ACCESS IN FACT ALLOWED {n=234)
Yes 88.0
No 12.0
Not applicable 12.3
No information 0.4

3.4 ACCESS ARRANGEMENTS SATISFACTORY (n=233)
Yes 71.7
No 28.3
Not applicable 12,3
No information 0.8

* Includes those with no children and those whose children were af

legal age.
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6.1 Custody Awarded To

Most (87%) of the respondents said that custody was awarded to
the wife, Seven percent said that custody was joint or split, and four
percent said that they were awarded custody.

6.2 Access Arrangements Specified by Court

Roughly half of the respondents (53%) said that access arange-—
ments were specified by the court.

6.3 Access in Fact Allowed

Eighty-eight percent of the sample said that access was in fact
allowed.

6.4 Access Arrangements Satisfactory

Most (72%) of the respondents reported that access arrangements
were satisfactory. However, a substantial minority (287%) indicated that
they were not satisfied with the access arrangements.
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7.0 CHARACTERISTICS QF THE MAINTENANCE ORDER

Respondents were asked whether the order criginated in the
Supreme Court or Family Court or 1If 1t was voluntary. They were asked
wvhether they were represented by a lawyer and whether the order originated
in Alberta or outside of the province, If the order was made outside of
Alberta, respondents were asked if it was being currently enforced in
Alberta.

Table 6

Characteristics of the Maintenance Order

6-1 SOURCE OF MAINTENANCE ORDER (n=263)
Family Court 43.7
Supreme Court 22,0
Voluntary 29.9
Don't know 2.6
No information 1.9

6.2 REPRESENTATION BY LAWYER (u=201)
Yes 64.2
No 35.8
No information/not applicable 25.0

6.3 ORIGIN OF MAINTENANCE ORDER (n=240)
Alberta 77.1
Other Province 22.1
Qutside Canada 0.8
No information/not applicable 10.4

6.4 IF ORDER WAS MADE OUTSIDE OF ALBERTA, (n=70)
IS IT CURRENTLY BEING ENFORCED IN
ALBERTA?
Yes 42.9
No 57.1
No information/mnot applicable 73.9

7.1 Source of Maintenance Order

Forty-four percent of the sample said that their order originated
in Family Court. The next largest group {307%) reported that their order was
voluntary. Twenty-two percent said that their order came from the Supreme
Court.
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7.2 Representaticn by a Lawyer

Roughly two-thirds (64%Z) of the men said that they were
represented by a lawyer.

7.3 Origin of Maintenance Order

Three—quarters of the sample (77%) reported that their order was
made in Alberta. Almost all of the rest (22%) said that their order was made
in another part of Canada.

7.4 Enforcement of Order in Alberta

Respondents who reported that their orders were made cutside of
Alberta were asked whether the order was currently being enforced in the
province. The majority (57%) sald no.
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8.0 METHOD OF PAYMENT AND OPINTONS CONCERNING PAYMENT

Respondents were asked how the payment was to be made and whether
the arrangements were satisfactory or not. They were then asked whether the
amount of payment was failr to them, to their ex—wife and to their children.
Finally,they were asked for their opinions concerning the basis upon which
the order was to be made, and whether they had approached any agencies to
have the amount of the order altered.

Table 7

Method of Payment and Opinions Concerning Payment

7.1 METHOD OF PAYMENT (n=262)
Direct cheque 36.3
Deposited in wife's bank account 5.7
Through Family Court 30.5
Voluntary payment threugh Family Court 6.9
Through social services department 0.8
Not specified by court 16,0
Threugh lawyer 3.7
No information 2.2

7.2
PAYMENT ARRANGEMENTS SATISFACTORY (n=260)
Yes 74.2
No 25.0
No information 3.0

7.3 AMOUNT OF MAINTENANCE FAIR TO RESPONDENT (n=264)
Yes 64.0
No 31.8
Don't know 4.2
No information 1.5

7.4
AMOUNT OF MAINTENANCE FAIR TO WIFE (n=262)
Yes 55.3
No - too much 24.0
No - too 1little 6.1
Don't know 14.5
No information _ 2.2
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—
7.3 AMOUNT OF MATINTENANCE FAIR TO CHILDREN (n=218)
Yes 66.9
No '18.3
Don't know 14.7
No information/not applicable 18.7
7.6 ORDER BASED ON EX-HUSBAND'S EARNINGS (n=260)
Yes 41.4
No 42.2
Don't know 13.4
No information 3.0
7.7 .
ORDER BASED ON WIFE'S NEED (n=260)
Yes 35.1
No 49.3
Don't know 12.7
No information 3.0
/-8 AGENCY APPROACHED TO HAVE ORDER ALTERED (n=264)
Yes, Supreme Court 2.3
Yes, Family Court 8.3
Yes, Social Assistance 89.4
No -
No information 1.5
7.9 {IF AN AGENCY HAS BEEN APPROACHED) (n=37)
HAS IT HELPED THE RESPONDENT?
Yes 32.4
No 67.6
No information/mot applicable 86.2
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8.1 Method of Payment

The largest group of respondents (36%) reported that they paid
or were to pay by direct cheque. A somewhat smaller number (31%) said
that they paid through Family Court. The third largest category (16%Z)
was through a lawyer.

8.2 Payment Arrangements Satisfactory

Roughly two-thirds (64%) of the sample said that the arrangments
were satisfactory. Thirty-one percent reported that they weren't satisfied
with the arrangements. When asked to specify why the arrangements weren't
satisfactory, most wrote down teasons that related to their feelings con-
cerning the order itself and not the arrangements for payment. (See
Appendix A)

8.3 Amount of Maintenance Fair to Respondent

Nearly two-thirds of the sample thought that the amount of
maintenance was fair to them.

8.4 Amount of Maintenance Fair to Ex-wife

Over half (557%) of the sample thought that the amcunt of
maintenance was fair to their ex-wife. Nearly a quarter (24%) of the
respondents thought that it was too much, and 6% thought it was too llttle
A substantial minority {15%) did not know.

8.5 Amount of Maintenance Fair to Children

Two—thirds (67%) of the sample thought that the maintenance
payments were fair to their children. Eighteen percent thought that they
weren't and 15% reported that they did not know.

8.6 Order Based on Ex-husband's Earnings

Rough equal percentages of respondents thought that the order was
and was not based on their earnings (41% and 42% respectively). Thirteen
percent did not know.

8.7 Order Based on Wife's Need

Nearly half of the sample (49%) thought that the order was not based
on their ex-wife's need as compared to 35%, who thought it was. Again, 13%
reported that they didn't know the answer to this question,

8.8 Agency Approached to have the Order Altered

Eleven percent of the respondents reported that they had approached
an agency to have their maintenance order altered. Most of these (or 8% of
the total sample) reported that they had approached Family Court.
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8.9 (If an Agency had been Approached) Had it Helped the Respondent?

Two-thirds of those who had approached another agency (68%)
reported that the agency did not help.

9.0 AMOUNT OF MAINTENANCE ORDER AND REGULARITY OF PAYMENTS

Respondents were asked to indicate the total amount of the
monthly payment on their maintenance award, whether they were
currently behind in their payments, the number of months in the past year
that the payment had been made, the amount that was paid, and the prompt-
ness of payment. The answers to the number of months for which payment
was made and the amount that was paid were used to create a new variable:
payment status.

The new variable of payment status was created by combining
the values of the question on the number of months paid in the past year
together with the amount paid. This procedure is summarized in the matrix
given below which shows how the four payment status categories: excellent,
fair, poor and non-payers are derived.

Payment Status Matrix

AMOUNT NUMBER OF MONTHS PAID IN PAST YEAR

PATID

no
12 10 - 11 8§ -9 6 - 7 3 -5 1 - 2 | payment

Always *
Full amount

Full amount — ———

Usually most FAILIR
{over 3/4) —

Usually 1/2

to 3/4 P00 R

Usually less
than 1/2

Ne payments

\ \ \
\\\ \_ \R\

* EXCELLENT
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8.1 AMOUNT OF MAINTENANCE ORDER (n=250)
$50 or less 10.0
8§51 to $100 25.6
$101 - $200 39.6
$201 - $300 14.0
$301 - $500 6.8
$500 - $1000 3.6
Over $1000 0.4
No information 6.7
8.2 EX-HUSBAND BEHIND ON MAINTENANCE (a=259)
ORDER PAYMENTS
Yes 29.3
No 70.7
No information 3.4
8.3 NUMBER OF MONTHS IN PAST YEAR (n=262)
EX-HUSBAND PAID MATNTENANCE
12 months 57.6
10 to 11 months 4.6
8 to 9 months 5.3
6 to 7 months 6.9
3 to S months 9.2
1l te 2 months 5.0
Hasn't paid 11.5
No informaticn 2.2
8.4 PROPORTLON OF MAINTENANCE ORDER PALD (n=264) T

Always full amount

Usually full amount
Usually most (over 3/4)
Usually between 1/2 and 3/4
No payments

—t

O = WO
| RV RV T S R L

No information
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8.5 PROMPTINESS OF PAYMENT {n=261)
Always by date set 42.9
Usually by date set 24.9
Usually within a week 13.4
Usually more than a week late 7.7
No payments 11.1
No information 2.6

8.6 =
PAYMENT STATUS (n=262)
Excellent 5L.5
Fair 15.3
Poor 22.0
Non-payers 12,2
No information 2.2
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9.1 Amount of Maintenance Qrder

The median category for the amount of the maintenance order
was 5101 to $200 (40%). The mext most common category was $51 to $100
(26%) followed by 5201 to $300 (14.0%). The mean maintenance order payment
was 5190 (standard deviation: $164)., This amount compares closely to the
mean reported in the survey of women which was §206,

9.2 Ex-husband Behind on Maintenance Order Payments

Twenty-nine percent of those surveyed reported that they were
behind on thelr maintenance order payments at the time of the survey.

9.3 Number of Months in Past Year Ex-husband Paid Maintenance

Over half of the respondents (55%) said they paid every month
of the past twelve. An additional 177 reported that they paid between
six and eleven months of the past year. Tourteen percent paid something,
but paid for five months or fewer. Twelve percent said that they hadn't
paid.

9.4 Proportion of Maintenance Order Paid

Over two-thirds {(69%) of the sample said that they always paid
the full amount of the order when they paid, and 15% said they usually
paid the full amount.

9.5 Promptness of Payment

Two-thirds of the sample (68%) reported that they always or usually
paid by the date set. Eight percent said that they were usually more than a
week late.

9.6 Payment Status

According to the model outlined in Section 9.0sover half of the
sample (52%) could be considered to be excellent payers. A further 15%
were fair payers. Twenty-two percent were poor payers, and 127 were non-
payers.

10.0 DETAILS CONCERNING EX-WIFE

Respondents were asked for information concerning their ex~wives.
This information included: their employment status, scurce of income,
estimated income, cwnership of home, whether she had established a permanent
relationship with another person, whether or not there were children from
this relationship, and how the respondent felt about the relationship.
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3.1
EX-WIFE'S EMPLOYMENT STATUS {(n=267)
Unemployed 21.3
Employed full-time 44 4
Employed part-time 8.2
Employed in seasonal occupation 1.5
Other 7.1
Don't Know 17.2
Ne informatien 0.4
9,2 .
SOURCE OF EX-WIFE'S INCOME (n=264)
Maintenance 3.8
Wages/Salary 50.8
Spouse's Income 11.0
Social Asslstance 14.4
Other 4.5
Don't know 15.5
No information 1.5
9.3 ESTIMATED AMOUNT OF EX-WIFE'S INCOME {n=190)
Up to $ 5,000 13.2
$ 5,001 to $10,000 33.2
$10,001 to %15,000 33.7
$15,00] to $20,000 14.7
$20,001 to §25,000 3.7
$25,001 to #30,000 1.1
Over $30,001 0.5
No information 29.1
9.4
OWNERSHIP OF HOME BY EX-WIFE (n=246)
Yes 30.9
No 69.1

Don't know

No information

8.2
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9.5 EX-WIFE INVOLVED IN A
PERMANENT RELATTONSHIP (n=265)
Yes married 17.4
Yes, living together 21.9
No 24.5
Don't know 36.2
Neo information 1.1
.5.6 EX-WIFE HAS CHILDREN FROM
RELATIONSHIP (n=97)
Yes 29.9
Yo 70.1
Noe information 2.6
Not applicable 60.7
9.7 NUMBER OF CHILDREN FROM (2=29)
NEW RELATIONSHIP
One 79.3
Two 10.3
Three 6.9
Four or more 3.4
No information —-—
Not applicable 89.2
9.8 CHILDREN BROUGHT TO NEW (0=87)
RELATIONSHIP? BY NEW PARTNER
Yes 20.7
No 79.3
No information 6.8
Not applicable 60.7
9.9 FFELINGS CONCERNING NEW (n=94)
REALTIONSHIP
Good 26.6
Bad 13.8
Indifferent 53.2
Don't kmow 6.4

No information
Not applicable

o
2w
~
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10.1 Ex-wife's Employment Status

Seventeen percent of those surveyed did not know their ex-
wife's employment status, Of those who did report an employment status,
over half (54%) said thelr ex-wives were employed full-time. A further
20% said they were employed part-time, seasonally or "other'. About a
guarter (26%) said their ex-wives were not employed,

10.2 Source of Ex~wife's Income

Sixteen percent of the sample did not know their ex—wives' source
of income. Of those who did, 60% reported income from wages and salary.
The next most common response was social assistance (177%), followed by
spouse's income (13%).

10.3 Estimated Amount of Ex-wife's Income

The modal category {347) was 51,001 to §$15,000 followed closely
by the $5,001 to $10,000 category (33%). Only about 5% of the respondents
thought their ex-wives' incomes were above $20,000 per year,

10.4 Ownership of Home by Ex-wife

Slightly less than a third (31%) of the sample who answered this
question said that their ex-wives owned their home.

10,5 Ex-wife Involved in a Permanent Relationship

Over a third of the sample {36%Z) did not know whether or not
their ex-wives were Inveolved in a permanent relationship. Of those who
knew, 38% said that thelr ex-wives were unattached. Thirty-four percent
said they were involved in a common-law relationship and 27% said that
their ex-wives had re-married.

10.6 Ex-wife has Children from New Relationship

Of those who reported that their ex—wife was involved with a new
relationship, 30% said that they had children from this relationship.

10.7 Number of Children from New Relationship

Most (79%) of those who answered this question said that their
ex-wives had had one child from their new relationship.

10.8 Children Brought to New Relationship by Partmer

Over three-quarters (79%) of those answering this gquestion said
that the partner to this new relatlonship did net bring any children.

10.9 Feelings Concerning New Relationship

Over half of the sub-sample in question (60%) were either in-
different or didn't know how they felt about the new relationship.
Thirteen percent sald they felt badly about it.
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11.0 NEW RELATTONSHIPS OF RESPONDENTS

Respondents were asked whether or not they were involved in a new,
permanent relationship and the status of this relationship, when this relation-
ship began (from which we computed the time between the divorce and the new
relationship), whether there were children from this relationship, and
whether the partner brought children to the relationship. Details concerning
the new partner's income were asked. These included the source of income,
the estimated annual income of the partner and the net monthly income.
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10.1
NEW RELATIONSHIP CF HUSBAND (n=250)
Yes, married 24.8
Yes, living together 24 .4
No 50.8
No information 6.7
l0.2.
TIME BETWEEN DIVORCE AND (n=96)
NEW RELATIONSHIP
More than 2 years before divorce 10.4
l to 2 years before divorce 10.4
1 month to 1 year before divorce 20.8
Within 1 year of divorce 32.3
1 to 2 years after divorce 11.5
More than 2 years after divorce 14.6
No information/Not applicable 64,2 '
10.3
CHILDREN FROM NEW RELATIONSHLP (n=129)
None 69.0
One 15.4
Two 13.2
Three 2.3
No information/Not appllcable 51.9
10.4 CHILDREN BROUGHT TO RELATIONSHIP (n=124)
BY HUSBAND'S PARTNER
None 74,2
One 9.7
Two 12.1
Three or motre 4.0
No information/Not applicable 53.7
10.5 HUSBAND'S PARTNER'S MAJOR SOURCE (n=115)
OF TNCOME
Self-employed 10.4
Wages/Salary 62.6
Supported by Respondent 21.7
Unemployment Insurance 1.7
Other 3.5
No information/Not applicable 57.1
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10.6 ESTIMATED INCOME OF HUSBAND's _
PARTNER (n=109)
Up to $5,000 12.8
$ 5,001 to 810,000 13.8
$10,001 to $15,000 23.9
$15,001 to $20,000 25.7
$20,001 to $25,000 12.8
$25,001 to $30,000 6.4
Over §30,000 4.6
No information 67.0

10.7 NET MONTHLY INCOME OF HUSBAND'S (a=87)
PARTNER
Less than $500 25.3
$ 501 to $1000 51.7
$§1001 to 31500 14.9
$1501 to $2000 3.4
§2501 to $3000 1.1
Over $3000 3.4
No information/Not applicable 67.4

11.1 New Relationship of Husband

Half of the sample (49.27%) indicated that they were involved in

a new permanent relationship. Of those who were,roughly half (or 25% of the

total sample) had re-married and half were living common-law (24%),

11.2 Time between Divorce and New Relationship

Forty—two percent of those who answered this question had been
involved in the new relatiomnship prior to their divorce.

involved within a year following their divorce.

11.3 Children from MNew Belationship

Another 32% became

Two~thirds of those involved in a new relationship had not had any
children from it. Most of those who had had children (29% of the sub-sample)

had one or two.

11.4 Children Brought to New Relationship by Partner

About three—quarters (74%) of those answering this question said
that their partners did not bring any children to the relationship.

11.5 Husband's Partner's Major Source of Income

Nearly two-thirds (63%) of those answering this question said that

their partners were employed. Twenty-two percent said that they supported

thelr partners.
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11.6 Estimated Income of Husband's Partner

The median category for this question was $15,001 to
$20,000 (26%),followed closely by $10,000 to $15,000. Some caution
should be used in interpreting these figures as it was very likely
that some respondents added their own incomes to come up with their
answers. Certainly, the net monthly incomes described in the next
section (11.7) do not compare well with these answers.

11.7 Net Monthly Income of Husband's Partner

Over half (52%) of those answering this question reported
that their partner's net monthly income was between $501 and $1,000.
A quarter of this sub-sample indicated that their partner's net monthly
income was less than $500.

12, OPIN1ONS CONCERNING PAYMENT OF MAINTENANCE ORDERS

Respondents were asked who they thought should be
responsible for the support of their ex~wife, and the children.
Respondents were then asked to indicate whether they agreed or
disagreed with a series of statements which related to the reasons
for payment and non-payment of maintenance orders.

Respondents who had always paid their maintenance orders
were introduced te the series of statements in the following way:

"The following statements are reasons people have given for paying
their maintenance orders. Based on your feelings or experlence, say
whether you agree or disagree with the statement as it applies to you.
If you are not sure, or the statement does not apply to you, please
circle the appropriate number."

Respondents who had not always been regular in their
payments were asked to complete another set of statements headed by
the following introduction:

"The fellowing statements are reasons people have given for not

paving their maintenance orders regularly or promptly. Based on your
feelings and experience, say whether you agree or disagree with each
statement as it applies to you. If you are not sure, or the statement
dces not apply to you, please circle the appropriate number."
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11.1 OPINIONS CONCERNING WHO SHOULD (n=261)
SUPPORT EX-WIFE n
Husband 7.3
Wife 82.0
Her new Spouse 0.8
Government 4.6
Don't know 5.4
No information 2.6

11.2 OPINIONS CONCERNING WHO SHOULD
SUPPORT CHILDREN (n=245)
Husband 23.3
Wife 13.9
Both 56.3
Government 1.2
Don't know 5.3

No information
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11.3 WHY MAINTENANCE
ORDERS ARE PAID

AGREE

DISAGREE

DON'T
KNOW

NOT

APPLICABLE

NOT

STATED

a) T still feel
responsible for my
ex-wife

b} T still feel
responsible for my
children

¢) I still feel clese
to my children

d) My ex-wife's standard
of living 1s lower
than mine

e) Legal proceeding might
force me to pay

f) T feel responsible
for the marriage
breakdown

g) I would not like to

see my ex-wife being
supperted by social

assistance

h} A court order might
force deduction of
maintenance ordetr
payments from my
wages/salary

i} I may be impriscned
for non-payment of
a maintenance order

i) My ex-wife is always
after me to pay

k) I do not want to
damage the remaining
family goodwill

18.1

75.1

75.9

25.4

23.2

20.0

47.0

19,2

18.3

18.5

60.0

73.0

1.4

10.6

47.8

30.8

63.9

21.8

35.0

39.6

56.5

10.5

3.4

3.0

23.4

14.6

11.2

15.8

6.0

5.4

10,4

8.5

3.4

31.3

4.9

15.3

31.0

27.2

22.0

23.5

2.9

2.9

2.9

3.4

1.5

1.0

1.5

2.4

2.4

{n=199)

{(n=199)

(n=199)

{(n=205)

(n=198)

{n=205)

{(n=202)

{n=203)

(n=202)

(n=200)

{(n=200)
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11.4 WHY ORDERS ARE NOT PAID AGREE DISAGREE DON'T NOT NOT n
PROMPTLY ARD REGULARLY KNOW APPLICABLE STATED =

a) Can't afford to pay the

maintenance order 45.6 29,4 7.4 17.6 2.9 (n=68)
b) I feel that the money paid

for my children goes te my

ex-wife 44.1 19.1 17.6 19.1 2.9 (n=68)
c) My ex-wife spends the

maintenance money foolishly 33.8 20.6 29.4 16.2 2.9 (n=68)
d)} My ex-wife has enough money

to support herself and her

children 33.8 26.5 25.0 14.7 2.9 (n=68)
e} My standard of living is

lower than my ex-wife's 41,2 32.4 19,1 7.4 2.9 (n=68)
f) T never get to see my

children 30.41 49.3 - 20.3 1.4 (n=69)
g) T no longer feel close to

my children 27.9 45.6 8.8 17.6 2.9 (n=68)
h} I previde for my children

in other ways 31.8 30.3 1.5 36.4 5.7 (n=66)
i) My ex-wife has enough money

to support herself 63.2 11.8 20.6 4.4 2.9 (n=68)
i)} My ex—wife was responsible

for the marriage breakdown 44.3 25.7 21.4 8.6 - - (n=70)
k) My ex-wife agrees that she

no longer needs maintenance

order payments 15.2 40.9 31.8 12.1 5.7 (n=66)
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11.

5 RESPONDENT WOULD
PAY OF

AGREE

DISAGREE

DON'T
KHNOW

NOT
APPLIACABLE

ROT
STATED

=

a)

b)

c)

d)

e)

T would pay if I were
reminded immediately
after missing a payment

I would pay if there were
legal proceeding to force
me to pay

T would pay if the amount
of the maintenance order
were deducted from my
wages/salary by court
order

I would pay if I were
sure that the money went
to my children and not
my ex—-wife

I would pay 1f were
threatened by
imprisonment

18.8

32.9

21.4

55.1

34.3

53.6

34.3

52.9

5.8

41.4

10.1

14.3

8.6

10.1

B.6

17.4

18.6

17.1

29.0

15.7

1.4

1.4

(n=69)

(n=70)

(n=70)

(n=69)

(n=7Q0)

12,

1 Opinions Concerning who Should Support Ex-wife

Most (82%) of the respondents thought that their ex—wife

should suppert

herself. A small minority {7%) thought that they should support thelr ex-wives.

12,2

support the children.

Cpinicns Concerning who Should Support Children

Over half (56%) thought that both themselves and their ex-wives should

responsible and 14% thought that their ex-wlves should be responsible.

Nearly a gquarter (23%) thought that they should be
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Why Maintenance Orders were Paid

way of summary:

PERCENTAGE

AGREEING

76
75
6G
47

25
23
20
19
19
18
18

Close to Children

Responsibility for Children

Preserve Goodwill

Doesn't like wife on social assistance

Ex-wife's standard of living lower
Fear of Legal Proceedings
Responsible for marriage breakdown
Fear of Garnishee

Wife always after him to pay

Fear of Imprisonment
Responsibility for ex-wife

The reasons for paying maintenance orders are ranked below by

PERCENTAGE

DISAGREEING

11
11
11
22

48
31
64
35
57
40
73

Continued feelings of responsibility and affection for children

were by far the most commonly mentioned reasons for payment. These

reasons were followed by the desire to preserve any remaining goodwill
Slightly less than half of the respondents agreed that
their not wanting their ex-wife to go on social assistance was a reason

in the family.

for paying their orders.

reasons offered applied to them.

with this.

a minority of the sample.

that the reasons applied to them than agreed.

12.4

More respondents disagreed than agreed that the remaining
A quarter of the respondents agreed

that the standard of living of their ex—wives being lower than theirs

was a reason for paying; however nearly half of the respondents disagreed
Potential legal sanctions were seen as reasons for payment by
However, substantially more respondents disagreed

Why Maintenance QOrders were not Pdid Regularly and Promptly

paying orders regularly are ranked below:

PERCENTAGE

AGREETNG

63

46
4l
bt

41
34
34

32
30
28
15

Ex-wife has enough money to support
herself

Can't afford to pay the Otrder

Money paild for children goes to ex-wife
Ex-wife was responsible for marriage
breakdown

Standard of living lower than ex-wife's
Ex-wife spends money foolishly

Ex-wife has enough money to support
herself and children

Provides for children in other ways
Never gets to see children

No longer feels close to children

Agaln, to summarize the feelings briefly, the reasons for not

PERCENTAGE

DISAGREETING

12

29
19
26

32
21
27

30
49
46

Ex-wife agrees thar she no longer needs money 41
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12.4 cont. - 294

Nearly two-~thirds of the respondents agreed that their ex-
wife having enough money to support herself was a reason for their not
paying thelr orders regularly. Less than half(46%) indicated that their
not being able to afford the order was a reason for not paying. This reason
was closely followed by feelings that the ex-wife was responsible for the
marriage breakdown and that the money meant for the children went instead
to the ex-wife.

Roughly a third of the respondents agreed that the ex-wife
spending money foolishly, the ex—wife having enough money to support
herself and the children and providing for the children for other ways,
were reasons for them not paying regularly.

More respondents disagreed than agreed that the final three
reasons for non-payment applied to them, Nonetheless, never being able
to see the children and no longer feeling close to them were given as
reasons by a substantial wminority of respondents (30% and 2B%Z respectively).

A few respondents (15%) gave thelr ex—wife agreeing that she
no longer needed the money as a reason for non-payment.

12,5 Respondents would Pay 1f:

The majority {(55%) agreed that they would pay if they were sure
that the money went to thelr children. Roughly a third agreed that they
would pay 1f legal proceedings forced them (33%) or 1f they were threatened
with imprisonment (34%). However, in these two cases more respondents
disagreed than agreed. A minority agreed that threat of garnishee (21%)
or being reminded immediately after a missed payment (19%) would cause
them to pay.
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13.0 FACTORS RELATING TO THE PAYMENT AND NON-PAYMENT OF
MAINTENANCE ORDERS

The major dependent variable for this study was payment
status. Respondents were categorized into four categories:
excellent, fair and poor payers and non-payers. This variable was
cross-tabulated with a number of independent variables {(i.e. variables
that may explain the payment status) to explore the factors relating
to payment and non-payment of maintenance orders. In cases where the
independent variable was scaled at an interval level, difference of
means tests and analysis of variance techniques have been used.

13.1 PAYMENT STATUS BY AGE
Table 12.1

Payment Status by Age

PAYMENT STATUS MEAN AGE STANDARD DEVIATION NUMBER OF CASES
Excellent 39.0 10.2 125
Fair 32.8 6.1 40
Poor 30.8 8.3 55
Non~pavers 33.0 8.1 32

F = 13.26, .0001%p

Excellent payers were significantly older than the other three
categories of payers. However, the relationship between payment status
and age was not linear as there was little difference among the fair, poor
and non-payers.

13.2 PAYMENT STATUS BY LENGTH OF MARRIAGE
Table 12.2

Payment Status by Length of Marriage

PAYMENT MEAN NUMBER OF STANDARD NUMBER QF
STATUS MONTHS MARRIED DEVIATION CASES
Excellent 143.0 125.1 119
Fair . 71.0 40,9 31
Poor 86.4 83.7 45
Non~payers I 79.8 74.5 24

F=6.76, .0002%p

Again,excellent payers were married for a significantly longer
time than the other three categories. There was little difference among
fair, poor and non-payers. that could not be explained by small sample
sizas and large standard deviations.
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13.3 PAYMENT STATUS BY SATISFACTION WITH ACCESS TC CHILDREN

Table 12.3

Payment Status by Satisfaction with Access
to Children

PAYMENT STATUS SATISFACTION WITH ACCESS
F YES NO
Excellent 53.7 50.0
Fair 15.9 12.5
Poor 18.9 23.4
Non-payers 11.6 14,1
No. of Cases (164) (64)

Chi® = 1.16, .775p

There was no relationship between the expressed satisfaction with
access by the respondent and his payment status.

13.4 PAYMENT STATUS BY SOURCE OF ORDER
Table 12.4

Payment Status by Source of Order

F

PAYMENT STATUS SOURCE OF ORDER

Family Court Supreme Court Voluntary
Excellent 52.6 62.7 42,1
Fair 13.8 18.6 15.8
Poor 19,0 8.5 32.9
Non - payers 14.7 10.2 9.2
No. of Cases {116) (59 (76)

Orders that were voluntary or originated from Family Court appeared
to have a greater number of poor and ncn-payers than orders from the Supreme
Court. However, the difference was not statistically significant.
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13.5 PAYMENT STATUS BY ORIGIN OF ORDER
Table 12.5

Payment Status by Origin of Order

PAYMENT STATUS CRIGIN OF CGRDER
Alberta Other
Excellent 57.4 40.0
Fair 14.8 14.5
Poor 18.6 18.2
Non-payets 9.3 27.3
No. of Cases (183) {(55)

Orders that originated in Alberta tended to be paid significantly
better than orders originating outside of the province.

13.6 PAYMENT STATUS BY ENFORCEMENT OF ORDER IN ALBERTA
Table 12.6

Payment Status by Enforcement

PAYMENT STATUS ENFORCEMENT OF ORDER IN ALBERTA
Yes No

Excellent/Fair B3.4 42.5

Poor/Non-payers 16.6 57.5

No. of Cases (30) (40)

Despite the small number of cases there was a significant relation-
ship between the enforcement of the maintenance order in Alberta and the
payment status of the individual.

13.7 PAYMENT STATUS BY THE AMOUNT OF ORDER
Table 12.7

Payment Status by the Amount of Order

PAYMENT MEAN AMOUNT STANDARD NUMBER OF
STATUS OF ORDER DEVIATION CASES
Excellent 202.59 192.0C1 133

Fair 171.00 94 .49 38

Poor 194,81 143.02 52
|Non—payers 143.28 119.47 25

F=1.12, 0.35>p _J




There was no relationship between the amount of the order
and the payment status of the respondent.

13.8 PAYMENT STATUS BY SATISFACTION WITH ARRANGEMENTS FOR PAYMENT

Table 12.8

Payment Status by Satisfaction with
Arrangements for Payment

[PAYMENT SATISFIED WITH ARRANGEMENTS
STATUS FOR PAYMENT
Yes No

Excellent 57.0 35.4

Fair 14.0 18.5

Poor 21.2 20.0
Non-pavyers 7.8 26,2

No. of Cases (167) (84)

Chi® = 18.3, .001%p

There was a highly significant relationship between the expressed
satsifaction with the arrangements for payment and payment status.
this relationship should not be taken at face value.
not to be dissatisfied with the arrangements but with the malntenance order

per se,

However,
Most respondents appeared
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13.9 PAYMENT STATUS BY OPINION CONCERNING FAIRNESS OF ORDER TO
RESPONDENT

Table 12.9

Payment Status by Opinion Concerning Falrness
of Order to Respondent

299

PAYMENT STATUS FAIBRNESS OF ORDER TO RESPONDENT
Yes No
Excellent 58.7 52.9
Fair 14,4 14.3
Poor 20,4 20.2
Non-payers 6.6 22.6
No. of Cases {1l67) (84)
Chi’ = 14.3, L01D>p

Thos

e who considered the order to be fair to them were

significantly more likely to pay than those who didn't.
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13.10 Payment Status by Opinion Concerning Failrmess of Order to ,
Ex-wife '

Table 12,10
Opinion Concerning Fairness of Order to Ex-wife

13.10
PAYMENT STATUS Fair/Too little Too much Don't know
Excellent 58.2 46,0 28.9
Fair 17.6 14.3 21,1
Poor 21.6 20.6 23.7
Nonpavers 6.3 19.0 26.3
{158) (63) (38)
Chi’ = 8.41 .053p |

Those who thought the payments were fair to their ex-wives or too
little, were significantly more likely to pay thelr maintenance crders
than those who thought the order was too much or than who didn't know.



301

13.11 Payment Status by Opinion Concerning Fairness of Order to Children

Table 12.11

Opinion Concerning Fairness of Order to Children

13.11

PAYMENT STATUS YES NO/DON'T KNOW

Excellent 60.7 38.9

Fair 14.5 19.4

Poor 17.2 25,0

Non~payers 7.6 16.7
{145) (72)

chi = 10.3, .02%p

Those who thought that the maintenance order payments were fair
to their children were significantly more likely to be good payers than
those who didn't or didn't know.

13.12 Payment Status by Opinion Concerning Whether the Order was Based on
Husband's Earnings

Table 12.12

Opinion Concerning Whether the Order
was Based on Husband's Earnings

13.12

PAYMENT STATUS YES NG
Excellent 59.1 42.9
Fair ' 13.6 17.9
Poor 15.5 27.7
Non-pavers 11.8 11.6
No, of Cases {110) {112)

chi’ = 11.8, .01

Men who thought that the order was based on their earnings did
differ significantly from those who did nmot think this was so.
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Table 12.13
Payment Status by New Relationship of Wife

PAYMENT STATUS YES NO

Excellent 52.9 50.0

Fair 10.8 14,1

Poor 18.6 31.3

Non-payers 17.7 4.7

No. of Cases (102) {(64)
cht® = 10.3, .02%p

) Men whose wives were involved in a new relationshi
less likely to pay their orders than men w
biggest difference occurred in the poor an

p were significantly
hose ex-wives remained single. The
d non-payer categories,.

13.14 Payment Status by Yearly Income

Tahle 12,14

Payment Status by Yearly Incone

r UNDER 10,000 20,000 OVER
PAYMENT STATUS 10,000 20,000 30,000 30,000
Excellent 25.0 47.5 66.2 65.7
Fair 14.6 18.2 12.2 17.1
Poor 37.5 23.2 13.5 B.6
Non-payers 22.9 11.1 8.1 8.6
No. of Cases 43y (99) (74) (35)
Ch12 =27.9, L.001>rp

Income was significantly correlated with payment status:
the higher the income, the more likely the person was to be a good payer.
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13.15 Payment Status by Net Monthly Income

Table 12.15

Payment Status by Net Monthly Income

MEAN NET STANDARD NUMBER
PAYMENT STATUS MONTHLY INCOME DEVIATION OF CASES
Excellent 51,676 1240 122
Fair 51,316 525 38
Poor $1,181 453 50
Non-payers $1,593 1573 27
F = 2.98, 0.05%p

As expected from section 13.1l4,there was a significant difference
among the falr payment status groups as to their net monthly income.
It is interesting to note that non-payers had nearly as high a net income as
excellent payers. This suggests that low income is associated with irregular
payment, but it is not that highly associated with complete non-payment.

13.16 Payment Status by New Relationship of Husband

Table 12.16

Payment Status by Hew Relationship of Husband

NEW RELATIONSHIP OF HUSBAND
PAYMENT STATUS VES NO
Excellent 57.9 47.2
Fair 18.2 13.0
Poor 14.0 26.8
Non-payers 10.0 13.0
No. of Cases (121) (123)
-
Chi® =7.8 , .06%p

From 13.16 it appears that men who are involved in a new relation-
ship tend to be better payers than those who are not. However, the reader
is cautioned that this tendancy is slight and does not reach the .05
critereon of statistical significance.
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13.17 Payment Status by Ownership of Home by Husband

Table 12.17

Payment Status by Ownership of Home by Ex~husband

OWNERSHIP OF HOME
PAYMENT STATUS YES NO
Excellent 67.5 43.4
Fair 18.1 14,5
Poor 10.8 26.6
ion~payers 3.6 15,6
No. of Cases (83) (173)
Chi2 = 20.2, L0018 p

There was a highly significant relationship between ownership of
a home by the husband and payment status. Those who owned homes tended to
be better payers than those who didn't,

13,18 Payment Status by Estimated Income of Ex-wife

Table 12.18

Payment Status by Estimated Income cf Ex-wife

ESTIMATED INCOME QOF EX-WIFE
PAYMENT STATUS LESS THAN 1000 1001 te 1500 MORE THAN 1500
Excellent 40.2 51.6 60.5
Fair 16.1 14,1 18.4
Poor 34.5 21.9 5.3
Non-payers 9.2 i2.5 i5.8
No. of Cases (87) {(64) (38)
2

Chi = 13.5, .02>p

Although the estimated income of the ex—wife was significantly
related to payment status, this relationship was not linear. The proportion
of excellent payers and non-payers both rose as the estimated income of the
ex-wife rose.
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13.19 Payment Status by Employment Status of Ex-wife

Table 12.19

Payment Status by Employment Status of Ex-wife

EMPLOYMENT STATUS OF EX-WIFE

PAYMENT STATUS EMPLCYED FULL-TIME UNEMPLOYED
Excellent 54.6 45.5
Fair 15.1 18.2
Poor 20,2 25.5
Hgon—payers 10.1 10.9

o, of Cases {(119) {55)

Ch:i.2 = 1.3, 6% p

There was no significant relationship between the employment status
of the ex-wife and the payment status of the husband.

13.20 Payment Status by Income Relative to Soc¢ial Assistance Rates

Table 12.20

Payment Status by Income Relatlve to Socilal Assistance Rates

PAYMENT MEAN RELATIVE STANDARD NUMBER OF
INCCME DEVIATION CASES

Excellent 3.37 1.76 117

Failr 2.73 1.09 37

Poor 2.71 1.34 48

Non-payers 3.22 1,72 24

F=2.,8, .045p

Income relative te social assistance rates was used as an index of the
degree to which respondents aould afford to pay their orders. It was developed
by adding together the respondents' net money income to that of his partner {(if
applicable) and dividing this total by the amount he would receive from social
assistance.

There was a statistically significant difference among the four payment
status categories as to their mean relative incomes. Excellent payers had
higher relative incomes than did fair and poor payers. However, non-payers had
nearly as high a mean income as did excellent payers. This pattern repeats the
one found in Section 13.15 which dealt with net income alone.
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13.21 Payment Status by the Amount of the Maintenance Order Expressed

as a Proportion of Disposable Income

Table 12.21

Payment Status by Amount of Order Expressed as a Proportion cof
Disposable Income

PAYMENT MEAN STANDARD NUMBER OF

STATUS PROPORTION DEVTATION CASES

Excellent 0.21 0.21 121

Fair 0.39 0.93 37

Poor 0.36 0.48 48

Non-payers 0.17 0.21 21
F=2.5 .06>p

A rough estimate
what the respondents would
total net meonthly income.

expressed as a proportion of disposable income.
Although the relationship did not quite reach the 0,05 level of
significance, the same pattern as seen in Sections 13,15 and 13.20 was

reproduced.

of disposable income was computed by subtracting
have recelved from social assistance from their
The amount of the maintenance order could then be
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APPENDIX A

Reasonsg Given Why Payment Arrangement
Unsatisfactory



It was toc much then. Now it 1s better because I am here in Alberta
with a better joh.

I haven't always been working. When I dropped behind in payments I
was picked up by the police. It teook nearly every cent I had.

Her lawyer had payments deducted from my service pay. Could not
afford it at time had to retire from service then it was deducted
from my pension. It became a legal hassle again to have amount
reduced,

The method of payment was satisfactory, however, although the payments

were not high at this time, my ex-wife is going to constantly apply
for mere, of which her last affidavit is asking for $900 per month,
I also gave her the house, which has $15,000 equity.

Payments too high.

At the time the arrangement was made I was only clearing around $B800
a month with a trailer (home) payment at $500 per month and living
and loans expenses left me with virtually nothing for quite a long
time.

I can't afford it. This is killing mel!!

Can't afford to pay $25.00 for a kid.

Going to school, can't afford payments.
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I did not have an address for my ex-wife, If I had I would have paid
her directly.

I feel that since cne 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 1s 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.
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Topo much money and was not working.

Division of property was markedly in my ex-wife's favor, plus having
no children she can afford to support herself.

She works and can afford to support herself and child.
He is a student, can't pay now.
Had a lot of debts,

They were informed I only work part-time as I am in a nursing
program in University at the present time.

Can't afford it.
Can't always pay.

I am obligated to pay for my children but I feel I shouldn't be
supporting my ex-wife.

Do not feel that I should have to pay any support.

Before Family Gourt ordered me to pay $100 per month to them, I had
to pay her $50 per month. They doubled my payments because I was
behind. Alsc, I had owned my ownt business and lost it and was
paying everyone off. They knew that.

Not enough income,

It was satisfactory when I was making more money. But since I changed
jobs I am having a hard time keeping up. Since then my wife has left
my daughter with her sister.

It was too much for me at the time for me to rent a place and paying

a few bills, I barely made 1t. I am the one who did without and I

was the one werking. Great, isn't it,

Too much.
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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 T 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 de 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 for Regular
Payment of awards

Respondents who paid their orders regularly and promptly
were asked to write down thelr main reason for payment,
(occasionally this was done for them by the interviewer).

Their responses have been transcribed verbatim in this appendix.

Of the 192 who answered this question, 84 or 44% said they
pald because of responsibility towards their children. And
another 33 (or 17%) mentioned responsibility in general.

Legal requirements were mentioned by only 12% cf the respondents
and only six actually expressed fear of legal sanctions.
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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 menth. This
is high by comparison, but I do agree with the order itself.

Court ordered.
Possibility of gecing to court again, I got fucked good encugh 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
tock it to court.
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I feel T was judged wrong.

Doesn't mind paying, doesn't agree with military taking money
directly.

They could take cheques.

At this time, it would be easier to pay my ex-wife directly or by
cheque. It would be less trouble and would avoid gourt costs.

Payments took too long to come from family court.

These demands were forced upon me,

Would rather be making the payments through the courts.
Because I was not allowed to say anything on my behalf.

No possibility of contact.

Never send money to court, give to the ex.

My wife got everything, I had a lousy lawyer.

The Family Court is in Grande Prairie although my ex-wife and I bcth
live in Edmonton now, Poor communication channels. BAlso, the
worker in Family Court was extremely inefficient in his job.

Nc one asked me about it to start with. Also, I don't agree with
this particular form of oppression and blackmail. I would not work
if forced to do anything by anyone.

when informed of date to start payments, I received this notice

2 months in arrears and 10 days. I had two weeks to come up
with 3 months maintenance. WNot practical. I was also informed
the following day that I was late 2 months and 10 days and should
inform a judge why.
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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.
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COMMENTS RELATING TO FEAR OF THE LAW AND/OR JAIL

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 REARSON FOR PAYMENT

I 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 te 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.

Tor 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.
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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.

Te 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 somn.

So that my children will be well provided for,

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.

clothing, food,

aetc.
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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.

I 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.
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My child.

I don't want my children to suffer.

The child.

The biggest reason would be that I love my girls and care for them,

Because I love them other than that the court would not get nothing,
I would go to jail first,

To help my children all I can.

To ensure food, clothing and education for the one child remaining at home.

Tec the benefit of my child.

For my children to have what they need and deserve.

My child ~ the more money the easier things go.

He said he loves his kids and she has been fair about seeing them whenever
he wants so he feels he wants to make sure he pays. His wife looks after
them well,

Want to make sure the children are well taken care of.

My children not my ex-wife. She is the one who went and told me to get out.

The money is Eor the kids, clothes, food and to have fun, summer camp,
Girl Guides etc.

Love my child.
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COMMENTS RELATING TO VISITING PRIVILEGES

So I can see my children.

So I can see my child.

So I have the right to see my children,

To be able to see the children.

So that I have access to my children.

To keep family happy and to have access to child,



323

COMMENTS RELATING TQO 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.

T 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 responsgibility, 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.
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Recognition of responsibilities.

FPeels 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,

I 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.
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It is my responsibility to help feed and support my son as my wife
would have difficulty deing it alone.

He feels responsibility for his children but since she is living

with another man, he should also support the children.
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GENERAL COMMENTS
I can afford it.

Wife is ill.

Can afford it.

My wife raises children and keeps the house, so I pay every month.
Ex-wife needs its.

She needs it.

He feels that because of his job the marriage broke down so he pays
because he feels bad about the situation. '

So she can live. So she can manage, she can’'t work because she is sick.
Wife and child needed support.
Feel obligated to my wife, still married, and my daughter.

I love my family and still care a lot for my ex~wife, neither her nor I
were responsible for the reason for breakdown, however, being together
24 hours a day would still not work.

She did help him for two years going to school so he is willing to pay
her back but wonders if he will have to pay her forever.

Benefits are part of disability pension.
Guilt.
I agree to pay child support as an integral part of our settlement.

He can pay and wants to be sure his wife gets the 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 T bought a house I had it
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

I feel it I keep paying support my ex-wife and her
to adopt my child.

Free conscience,

Conscience.

Religious belief.

Conscience.

Because I want to.

in my name and hers

not in a foszster home.

husband will not try
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Natural thing to do.

Hopefully my wife has set up a savings account for my daughter, got
her new clothes and "makes" sure she 1Is fed properly. WNo garbage [ood.

Not te have any involvement or anything te do with her unless absolutely
necessary.

Agreement with ex-wife to pay on time.



APPENDIX "'C"

Major Reasons for Non-payment of Awards

Respondents who were not paying their maintenance orders were asked to

write down their main reason for not paying. Their responses were transcribed
verbatim in this appendix.

Of the 69 who answered this question, 24 cited financial reasons as their
reason for non-payment.Twenty-three respondents cited reasons relating to their

ex-wife as their reason for non-payment. The remaining 19 gave a variety of
different reasons.
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COMMENTS RELATING TQ HUSBAND'S FINANCIAL SITUATICN AS REASON
FOR HON-PAYMENT

My current situation has changed and I am now more able tc make the payments.
At the time when I was not paying I simply could not afford it as I was
left with the financial burdens of the marriage.

No money.

I have not paid child support in the last 18 months as I suffer from a
chronic illness which has not permitted me to be employed full-time until
recently., I will resume payments when I am again financially stable.

I would always pay on time if I could affert it. Any payment T have missed
has been due tc a lack of funds.

Sometimes I just can't make ends meets.

Lack of funds.

I have enough trouble getting myslef through the month let alone paying my
maintenance order.

T missed several payments due to not having money at that time, however,
things have improved since then.

Non-sufficient funds. My work is intermittent. My cars cost money. My
wife and children are making it and I help when I can.

Can't afford it.

I don't have the money.

Because my job is seascnal, I am late once in a while. This doces not
seem to cause any problems however, my ex-wife is good about it.

Sometimes temporarily broke - sometimes neglect. Paid immediately if
asks because ex was going tc need it.
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COMMENTS RELATING TC WIFE'S NEED AS REASON FOR NON-PAYMENT

Ex-wife left me and took all the money, etc., committed adultery, etc.
and doesn't deserve any.

Prior to December 1979 she was making more money than I. She quit her
job and expected me to support her and the kids. I refused and missed the
last two payments in 1979 out of spite.

I am getting ripped off. I won't pay unless I see where the money is going.

The payment as ordered was a token one. My divorce was a little strange.

I made regular maintenance payments for the first 3 % years of separation
until shortly after her remarriage. I also provided considerable extras.
Other than making the children accessible during one or two occecasions
throughout the year, my ex-wife has completely ignored the provisions of
the divorce agreement,

Not getting to see the kids and no co-operation from the ex-wife.

The children were from my wife's first marriage and her ex-husband refused
to leave us alone. So after 5 years I left her to him.

Never know where to find the new address.

My ex has never done a bit of work to try to support herself or the children.
She would rather collect welfare. I don't thing this is a fair situation.

Originally because of outstanding debts of my ex-wife's which I had to pay.
Then, because she cleaned me out of all my personal effects I had to go into
debt to purchase new furniture, clothing, etec.

My former family are well provided for by marriage. I must care for my
present family, I don't have the income to do both.
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She got half the housge money. She bought another house and had money from
welfare. I paid all the bills.

Because my ex-wife left the children with me for holidays, moved and changed
her phone. After six months, welfare found her and asked her to sign over
custody which she refused to do. So she was forced to take the children
back. She never paid me support while I supported the kids. She wouldn't
even tell me where she lived. I had to leave the children at her mothers.

No money and she spends all the money for clothes on herself and the child
is at a babysitter all day and all night.

Court ordered but ex didn't need, want or ask for. Personal agreement
that there was to be none,

Ex-wife has three sources of funds, her standard is visibly higher. The
court took nothing more than tradition into account in awarding maintenance

to her. ©8She got two children as did I. She was remarried at the time of
the order.

First my son would not receive jit. My wife now doesn't take care of him.
It is in the courts for custody, in my favor,

My ex—wife remarried a millionaire who spends lavishly on her. 1In addition,
she was awarded (or given) our house and contents, my car and prior to her
second marriage, 50% of my salary. She doesn't need it.

Wife renegged on perscnal effects agreement and refused to let me see the
children so I refused to pay.

Because my children are not being looked after in the right way for their
ages.

She spends the money on herself - fur coats, jewellry, ctc.
Ex-wifes mismanagement of money.

Feel my wife doesn't need it and spends it frivolously.
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GENERAL CCMMENTS RELATING TO NON-PAYMENT

Because I want my kids back.

Wife doesn't always reguest 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.

Mo access to child,

Spite, on occasion.

Busy with my job which is much more important. I travel constantly.

Being self-employed, collections.
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Not having my visitation rights allowed my ex-wife has an excuse every
time I make plans to see my child.

Not being able to see children on a regular basis.

Lack of access to children.

Didn't give a damn.
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APPENDIX *'D¥

General Comments made by the Respondents including both
Payers and Non-payers of their Maintenance Orders
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GENERAL COMMENTS

I had a permanent relationship and a child from the relationship
but we are not living tegether now.

Support to be paid until age 21 which was age of majority at time
of divorce - lowered in meantime toc 18. Why dc I still have to
pay till the child is 21.

I was poorly represented by my lawyer. The divorce petition was
"instigated by me. The grounds were conclusive. However, I was
under considerable stress and duress and my lawyer was clearly
intimidated by her lawyer. I was told to be content with giwving
her whatever her lawyer demanded of me, My despair cover leaving

my children was such that I did not want to see their home dismantled
so I gave it to her, intact. A few months after the formal divorce
she remarried, moved into her new home, and moved her mother and
step~father into what had been cur home. I know, but can't prove
that the payments I make go toward maintenance of her parents in
our former home. Meantime, I am forced to live from payday to
payday with little oppeortunity to récover financially. HNaturally,
I am filled with resentment., I think this is an excellent and
much needed survey. I hope you achieve the desired results.

Many of my friends and co-workers believe my relationship is strange
however, it may be described by me as honest as I can make it and
comfortable., Maturity on my part has helped and I realize now things
may have changed if I understood at the time but only by about 10%.
It won't work now but is petter on this level cutside of my feeling
of being an absentee parent. Nobody with human feelings can enijoy
being away from their children.

I feel strongly that a wife (or rather ex) is entitled to that
portion of one families holdings that she has contributed to. If
one enters marriage wealthy then it follows that the spouse should
not be permitted to rape the partner financially.

Besides monthly support payments, I'm also responsible for “reascnable"
medical expenses. So far this has included dental appointments every

4 months, eye examinations and if she iz sick she is always taken to
the emergency rocm, rather than to a family docter. O0f course, it

is much more expensive for an emergency call and I assume this is why
the ex does it. I have also been back to court once in order to get

the bitch forced to adhere to “reasonable" visiting privileges.
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On two occasions throughout the year, my ex~wife has completely
ignored the provisions of the divorce agreement. 1In fact, both
children were enrolled in school under her new married name. She
has made so much trouble for my parents {(who live approximately

40 miles from where her residence 1s) that they no longer have

any desire to see their grandchildren, I intend to see to it that
I provide for the children's education. I will assist them to
whatever extent possible with their careers. It costs me approx.
$200 - 250 per visit for travelling costs, etc. This certainly

is not taken into account by the Family Court in making its decision.
I found several representatives of the Family Court to be most
unco-operative and vicious in their attitudes toward separated men.
Several other divorced men with who I have had contact since my
experience have indicated that they suffered similar treatment.
Both the separation and divorce were extremely detrimental to

any career I might have had. I found many employers (potential)
indicated considerable reluctance at the prospect of an employee
whose personal life was unsettled.

My marriage was something that was very worthwhile, but now that I

have survived the breakup, I can see that both of us had to separate,

I feel very well about her but her behavior re: my daughker is questionable.
I hope that I have helped and I really appreciate that some work is

being done in this area.

He feels that any woman who forces a husband out of the matrimonial

home with the aid of the legal system whould not be entitled to support.
In his case and here was a restraining order and he feels that this was
a great injustice., He knows about 10 cases where there has been such an
injustice where in one case the man committed suicide. He found out
that legal aid was only available for the petitioner and not for the
respondent.

I can't understand how the law will permit a married woman to live
camon-law, especially when there are children inveolved. The environ-
ment in a younger child's life is so confusing and applies earlier
pressures on the child, especially in my case my wife tells my 5 year
old daughter to call her boyfriend "Daddy". These are pressures which
damage the kids today, and ruins any hope for a better future for all
of society. For 3 years I have been trying for ijeint cor full custody.
I love my daughter too much to give up. I have to get her cut of that
commen—~law environment. The love between my daughter and I is greater
than her mother's leve. It is gad but my daughkter is with the wrong
parent. Thank you.
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From my experience with other males who were forced to pay, I have
found same similarities; feeling of powerlessness, no explanation

of legal rights {many men are totally ignorant of the law, cannot
afford a lawyer, especially if cannot afford the payments), and

are in fear of the law. WNo legal services for men. Family Court

gives no explanation of rights, men are assumed to be the "bad guys:

No explanation is given to where men can seek legal aid, not to mention
that they usually are not entitled to free legal representation as

the women are who are on public assistance,

If I could pay $50 a month directly to my daughter or put $50 a month
in a trust fund for her until she was 18 I would never miss a payment.
I feel it is useless paying to welfare. It hurts me and does nothing
for my daughter.

I feel the Family Court had very little consideration for me in regards
to why my wife retained custody of the children and what my visiting
rights were. In fact, I felt almost as if I were belng treated as a
common criminal (guilty before proven innocent) my wife deserted me

I never deserted her., This is partially what made me take the case
to Supreme Court to sue for divorce to get the truth down in black
and white and declare my innocence., More consideration should be
given to the truth in these matters. I never had one call or one
visit fram any social worker in regards to my feelings. Furthermore,
when I called upon a social worker in regards to this I was again
given a pat on the back and some phoney excuses not to make an
appaintment and a “"we're right and you're wrong" attitude from a
person who I am sure wasn't as spiritually well equipped as I am
because I know he didn't believe in a word he was telling me over
the phone. And what he did tell me was wrong because now I have my
own proof.

There 1s no maintenance payments to be made to my ex-wife as she
adulterated. However, I do have payments through Family Court for
maintenance of a child by an unmarried mother and all questions
pertaining to this have been answered with reference to this unmarried
mother and not my ex-wife.

When my marriage broke down, I owed 54500. to the bank for a car and
motorcycle, 54500 to a holdings company for a half-acre of land and

$500 for an encyclopedia. Since then I haven't been able to pay for
them., I lost the land, T am trying to sell the encyclopedia. My wife
got the car under the condition she would make the payments. She

hasn't made one payment. I am trying to sell the motorcycle. The

bank has been very gocd about it, but I am sure it will be a considerable
length of time before I could secure another loan.
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Why was I and my lawyer given the wrong court date, I had to
return with a better lawyer.

As far as I am concerned that doesn't make any difference, The woman
has all the rights and they know it. The next thing you know,

they throw the men out of the house and the next couple days or weeks
they are staying with somebedy and the next thing you know you line up
in court and the men do not have any say and so they just throw the
pill at you and it is the end. For the support money, most of the
time that goes on booze and dope and nobody seems to care.

I feel that the courts do not adequately support the ex-husband in

any supportive method. Family Court appears to be only concerned

with the financial aspect of the divorce. I have not seen two of

my children for two years even though I have the legal rights to visit
them every twe weeks. I had custody of my oldest scn for one year

and still have custody of him, however, he was encocuraged by the

ex-wife to return to her and he is now presently back living with his
mother. My other child, I saw approximately 4 times before her mother
put a stop to the visits, Since my marriage to my current wife, my
ex-wife has done everything in her power to discourage and influence
the children against me. I have been in constant contact with my
lawyer for the past 2 1/2 years in attempts to gain some visiting
rights to my children to no avail. The legal system's attitude

appears to deny a father any rights to maintain a relationship with

his children. However, they do not allow him to forget his financial
obligation. No person can tolerate the loss of somecone dear to him
without a fight, but if everyone (including our legal system) tells

him he should no longer have a right to that part of him, he loses

his desire to care. He then begins to create a new atmosphere for

his hopes and desires. He returns to being "one", to caring for
himself and then if his life brings new feelings, he begins to build

on that. He develops a desire to work only for what he has, and not
for what he has lest. During my marriage, my wife was supported,

often encouraged, to leave the marriage and take the children, by social
service agencies. Each time this ‘happened, I was not given any
information as to my children or my ex~wife's whereabouts. In my case,
I feel society helped bring about the demise of my marriage. It is
because of this that I feel I don't feel a strong sense of responsibility
to the support of these children. I feel that I should be compensated
by society for the four lives they have stolen from me. It appears too
easy for women to say "I want a father for my children, but not the
father they have". They also find it easy to get doctor's certificates,
lawyers, legal aid and economic aid to help them in this situation. All
this is basically denied to the man. It is our society statement that
we must work for what we get. It is only normal for a person to expect
this to be upheld. When a person pays maintenance, he would like to see
his children. We are soon going to have a society created sclely of
mothers and children - no fathers. With 3 cut of 5 marriages breaking
up and society asking nothing more of men than financial support, it
seems that the breakup of marriages will increase more. Girls will see
no men influencing their lives and boys will decide to opt out of any
permanent relationship. OCur hope for these 4 children is to see them

continued
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grow and mature into stable, healthy, contented adults who live up

to their responsibilities and find happiness., We want them to have

the opportunities afforded those with a stable environment, and the
self assurance given to those with a happy and united home. There is
not a child who does not need the reassurance of knowing he has caring
parents, Moreover, it is becoming more obvious that all children yearn
to know their father and mother. BAlthough it is an uphill battle to
convince the courts to do something concrete regarding the custody and
visitation rights, I have not given up. Hopefully, my case will go

to the Supreme Court once again and something positive will result.

It is my hope that the court will make a positive move towards allowing
me to see my children without fear that my ex-wife can influence the
children against seeing me. They must make her agree to allowing these
visits. At present, I have the legal right to visit the children but
to do so puts much emotional strain on the children. Because I love
them, I will not force any such wvisits on them. This form has been
delayed because of the amount of emotions involved. I feel very
frustrated and depressed about the situation and it is very hard to
discuss it,.

I have contradicted myself in a couple of spots. This is due to my
moving to a different province (3) last year and my salary varied from
$1300, down to $800. a month. When we separated I 4id the best I could
to make my payments to her and pay the outstanding bills but could

not always make it.

Divorce courts and Social Services should be shoved up somecne's
rectum,

I feel all men get the bad end of all court cases or at least 98%.
I alse think the system should be changed to make it fair for both
sides not just the females of our society.

My ex-wife remarried 8 years ago, I cannot see my kid, her new husband
gets too mad, they changed her name (not legally). My ex-wife went
to court in 1977 and I was not made aware of this, for further time
extension.

I think the law should lecok into the side of the man. Because a lot
of the time the wife is responsible for the breakdown, like it was
with me.

Nothing I have to say would change your fancy rules and systems.
It has not always been this way and I feel assured that it will not
always remain this way.
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I paid my maintenance order while my wife was single but I feel
her spouse is making enough to support hex and I don*t know if it
would go to the kids or even if I'm still supposed tc be paying.

My ex-wife is also responsible for the marriage breakdown.

I wasn't prepared to get married.

Although my wife and I are presently separated we agreed cn the
financial arrangements amicably and without the help of lawyers
or the courts. We may eventually get back teogether.

I think that the legal proceedings for my divorce were very fair
but very expensive and time consuming.

I feel that she and her common-law husband should support the
children. If I were to get custody, I would fully support and care
for them. Her common-law is fully employed .and is able to support
them. I alsc feel I pay enough income tax to support them. 2As I am
unable to claim my present spouse.

Not compatible with wife.

Ex—wife has full capacity for self employment but remains on welfare.

We just couldn't get alcng and live together. Hope this helps. If you
live with someone for as long as I did (married 40 years} you have to
take care of them, I feel it is my responsibility and I intend to do
what is fair.

My wife abandoned my son and I feel I should have immediate custody.
It has been over a year and the courts and lawyers keep delaying the
proceedings. I feel this is not fair and also hard on my son. During
separation you are unable to charge your own wife for in my experience
these items: breaking and entering, forging of a chegue and theft.

Maintenance should not be paid te a spouse who is in good health,
Should always pay for the children. Too long for decree nisi to be

varied.



I feel like I was writing a test and not answering a questionnaire.

Feel that I should not have to support my wife since it was her
decision to separate.

Would like to see my children more often. Get to see children only
about three times a year. Children in Grande Prairie.

Question 53 is discriminating by insinuating that the man always
supports the new partner and her dependents which is not always
necessarily true. The Bar Association should clamp down on lawyers
that do not fully explain all the alternatives to the respondent
and what would happen if such an alternative course of action

was taken.

I think it would be better {although difficult to accomplish) to
allow not only for financial responsibility but also for involvement
in the upbringing of the children in any agreements.

I would like to know a few details pertaining to visiting rights.

In some cases payment to mothers is not enough.

It is felt that the courts are very lenient with the females. Marriage

is a two way street not one. The courts are geared only to look at

one scale including children, payments to them and almost anything they
want. It should be a 50-50, as usually it takes two to make or break it.

Divorce proceedings move too fast in ARlberta. Settlements as a result
may be "volunteered” by the "guilty" party or the one leaving the
marriage. They may be based on a guilt debt to be paid, is based on
emctions and not too businesslike. Longer pericd of time would result
in much more reasonable settlements in my estimation.

We are happy with the arrangements we have worked out.

I would like to know why when a woman leaves a man with children she
is not obligated to pay any menies towards support of children left

behind.

342



343

I feel that since my wife earned ten thousand dollars in the
year previous to our separation, that she should be able to
support herself and the children without my assistance on a
forced court order., This does not mean that I would not help
in this matter, but I feel forced and therefore disagree with
the present system.

I am willing to take custedy of the child, but am also aware that

the court would be more in favor or my ex—wife's custody although

I am once again in a family situation, I have a child in my new
relationship since my divorce. I feel that since my ex-wife wants

the custody and responsibility of the child, that she should then

let me make a new life for myself and my new family. I love my son,
but also for this reason, do not want to be pulling him back and forth
from one parent to another. This questionnaire is too general to
really express all my views.

There does not appear tc be fairness or reasoning in the way lawyers
or judges or even the agencies involved in divorce cases, treat the
man involved. This includes custody, property ownership, blame for
the break-up, anything.

Ex-wife was capable of working at time of legal separation to support
herself. I feel that I should not have to pay any maintenance or
support.

The $300 I pay each is for my children. My wife is bright and
capable and has a good job. She does not expect me to support her.

I have had bad trouble with my ex-wife about visiting privileges.

When we separated I gave everythingto her in support of children.

She had a good job. I left her with 53000 left on a mobile hame.

I tock aver all bills and she was to refinance trailer for $75.00

per month. She had own car plus property. She sold it all and
bought a new town house which she upgraded and a new car. I feel

that with careful management she should have been in a good position
to maintain herself and the kids. I know at times as we all do, we
hit hard times due to illness or mismanagement, but she has never

let me know if she is having trouble. She is a proud woman. Currently
she has made herself a basement suite in her mother's home in Kelowna
B.C, We do not communicate that much so do not know how she or kids
are. I feel at times that the $150.00 per month is required and

other times not, in other words my feelings are mixed. I realize that
to a degree I have a responsibility but also realize that I have a

right to live.
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I was sympathetic towards my wife's feminist interests. We split

the household chores 50:50 I took as much care for one child as she
did. sSo far so good, Then, however, I was outmancevered in my efforts
to work out a co-parenting scheme ({50:50}, My wife simply knew what
courts are blased towards women when it comes to custody. Typically
Albertan (esp. Calgarian). This questionnaire addresses money matters
o.k. When comes the reform of custody matters.

Some of the questions are not pertinent for me because we have

no maintenance problems. B&Also, our children are young adults., The

terms of our divorce were agreed to by me and my wife without any lawyers
assistance. The court approved our terms and granted the divorce.

Because my kids are mine not theirs. I raised them from 2 weeks
0ld by myself until they were 2 vears old. I also don't see why

I can't raise them myself for the rest of their lives. Bt least

I love them as my own kids. That is one hell of a lot more than

I can say for my ex-wife. She doesn't love them at all, she never
did.

Stick it.

I have had 4 foster children under my care for 9 years. I treated
them as if they were my own. Since we are divorced I still love
them the same. That includes my own kids from my first marriage.

I would like to see the law changed so that a father could keep his
children instead of the mother in this case tlhe mother did not

care for her kids.

If my ex-wife were to remarry, I would cease maintenance payments
but I would still want to see them and take them out occasionally.

I'm for equal rights for women, therefore, I feel I should be receiving
maintenance,

I feel everything is too easy and the law enforcement of payments
is a joke.
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Mutually agreeable payments. Both have a reasonahle standard of
living.

As mentioned in Question 56, I feel my child maintenance order is
too high. 1In comparison, I f£ind most are paying anywher from
$75.00 to $125.00 per month per child. In an effort to terminate
the marriage gquickly, I offered all the assets of 10 years of
marriage to my wife. After all liabilities were taken care of,
those assets amounted to approximately $45,000.00., House, car,
furniture, etc., My ex-wife is a trained bookkeeper with a gross
yearly income of approximately $15,000. All this being

taken into account, I feel the court ordered child maintenance was
a bit too high.

I do not feel that women should have the corner on children's
custody. Nor do I feel that they should automatically get the
house and furnishings because of the above and maintenance to
them personally if they are employed full time.

If I decided not to pay maintenance I feel I coculd get away with
not paying and no one (not even the law) could force me to pay.

I feel it is easy to get around laws that are intended to make me
pay maintenance.

I was in a car accident Sept. 7/77 and have been unable to work
since, BSocial Service is paying my medicare and gives me a monthly
cheque for $169.00 to help pay for my necessities. My ex-wife has
agreed out of court that I would pay her 5100 per month if and when
I have it,

Contrary to the comments commonly seen in the press, it would seem
to me that the female is most often given all or almost all of the
assets accumulated by the separating couple. This area particularly
when the female is, or is capable of, supporting herself should be
reviewed.

I feel that the money that is paid to my ex—wife each month does

not go to upkeep of the children's lifestyle. They are never dressed
decently and they seem to be left to their own devices quite often.
The children are 11 and 9.

This gets a little personal where it is not necessary.
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I would like to see an open agency for information on marriage
break-up. Either free or inexpensive. This agency should include
marriage counsellers and legal counsellers.

It would ke interesting to know what she does with her money.

This guestionnaire does not really apply to me as I am required
to make only child support payments and not maintenance support
for my wife.

The one that wanted the divorce should pay for it and no subsistance
should have been forced on me.

Both my ex-wife and myself as far as I know are in agreement with
our divorce. She does not value property much and was guite happy
to sign over her share to the children. I paid her about $2000

to tide her over till she got a job. She is a near Ph.D. with lots
of earning potential and now makes about $800 per month teaching
English as a foreign language part-time plus $400 per month from
other sources.

That a woman under the circumstances of the divorce be given
custody of the children without much or little concern for myself,
I have not seen the children since last Xmas. I made the mistake
of admitting I was solvent financially however, it took just this
amount to get out of this nightmare. A lot of this money I had set
aside for their university education but it took it all,

Initally maintenance amounted to half of my take home pay - really
barely enough for the children although their mother had a mortgage
free hame., At that time left me in near poverty while I still needed
to maintain myself re employment etc. There was a "ransom" factor
ie. custody, was to my ex-wife since "the children always go to the
mother" and I therefore really had no option but to pay maintenance
to her.

Over and above support payments I paid $450 a month until her present
marriage to cover mortgage payments. I also signed over 100% title
of the $95,000 home and accepted 100% responsibility for payment of
more than $12,000 of her personal debts. These debts have now all
been paid.
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I had a restraining order put on me and ex-wife moved out of bhase
accamaedation. I continually tried through lawyer to get my personal
belongings to no avail. I ended up with just my uniforms, not even
my civilian clothing. Certainly depressing when you lose all

your momentos from your service life plus all the sports trophies
during your younger life. One should receive personal belongings
whether separation is friendly or unfriendly.

B spouse should not be forced to pay full maintenance if his ex-wife
is fully capable of supperting herself if she chose tc do so, She
shared in the benefits of the marriage and therefore should share in
the liabilities as well,

I think the judicial system sucks. The one who works through the
whole marriage gets nothing, The only thing I got from my first
marriage was my clothes and z lot of bad debts. She got the house,
furniture, and everything else I had paid for. Totally unfair.

B parent who can walk out on the children should never be awarded
their custody. Social services have too much authority not enough
ability or consideration for the children.

The court hearing as they called was to sentence me irreqgardless
of anything that they did not let me say and they arrange the laws
to suit them and not the people.

I do not agree with the legal system forcing the paying of maintenance
because: I gave her my share of the $75,000 equity (house), I need to
start a new life based on my ability to perform financially, I am

wide open to constant increases skimming off any extra cash I might
have of which an affidavit for a request of $900 is pending (per month),
She literally kicked me out, I do not feel she made a sincere effort to
make the marriage work, therefore I think it is up to her to make her
own life financially and emotionally, because of the children only, I
would like to help out but I do not think it should be legally binding.

There should he better access laws for visiting rights to see the children
and a stronger hand in their upbringing. Division of property should be
50/50 no matter who has custody of the kids. Child support should be
based on a percentage of your earnings so that you can be able to start

a new life with sameone else.
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I feel that the laws of Alberta find that the male party is solely
responsible for marriage breakup. Thus, the male party gets the

short end of the rope in court every time. The courts only lock at one
side of a marriage. Wwhen you walk into a marriage it was a partnership

but when you walk out of marriage the male is at fault. When I walked

into court I felt my hands were tied. I haven't the money to carry

on my new family and give her $75 a month as well., 1If she hasn't the monay
to keep our child, I will give him a good home for less than $75 a month.

The amount of maintenance should be based on what a person can afford
instead of having set prices for everybody. The wife should have to
pay for her own legal fees. Then maybe she would think twice before
walking away from a marriage. The laws are too good to the women as
they are.

The child is now 19 years, and resides in my home, so I no longer
pay maintenance.

I think the question of present day salary when compared to support
payments of today doesn't give a true picture of the financial
hardship which was endured back 10 to 15 years agc. &t the present
time I am still making regular monthly payments and intend to continue
until December of 1980. All three of my children from my marriage are
over 18 vears of age and are working.

I feel that the government should do something to force the ex-wives
to get a job and support themselves., The total support of children
is to be split between ex-partners. Social assistance does nothing
to instill desire to work, when they take most of the money the
person is recejving, when trying to get back into the work force.

I never did get my decree nisi when property is divided equally T
do not think the ex-wife should be given a lump sum of money. It
should be given to the court and awarded as needed.

I think marriage is bullshit,

I now have my own family to take care of and am living a decent life.

I would like to be left alone regarding maintenance payments as she
left on her own accord and the kids weren't mine to begin with and the
real fathers aren't paying. So as I said beafore, I feel the whole thing
is a rip-off.

I was not very wise in taking the marriage step at this point in my
life.
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I still feel that I am partly responsible for the support of my

two children. However, I should not be responsible for the
support of my ex-wife since I am now married. Due to a third child
inveolved from my ex-wife and a relationship she has had with another
man, I strongly feel the child should not carry my surname.

Poor impersonal system dealing with poor personal person with Harley
Davidson motorcycle., Maintenance is high.

I have revised some of my answers to be more realistic of the situation.
When I was divorced the court ordered me to pay $150.00 per month
maintenance. At that time I was only taking home $375.00 which

allowed me very little teo live on. This I thought was unfair. The

man my wife is living with could provide a very good standard of

living for my ex-family, and does, but only for my ex-wife. 1In the
past few months, my ex=-wife has been badgering me for the money, which
I always pay.

It is too late for me now. But in the future time the court should
not reject either the mother or father to see their children.

He doesn't feel there is enough information given at the time of
his divorce {(about legal proceedings) and felt it was a very
impersonal process.

As I grow older, and become unable to work or fall in ill-health,
what would happen to the court order as I don't have any money saved
for retirement.

My son has lived with his maternal grandparents since our separation

in 1969. His grandmother called me on three different occasions to
complain that she was not receiving any of the money I was sending

my ex~-wife for my son's support. My ex-wife's boyfriend also called

me cnce complaining that my cheque was late, and that they had been
planning on it to go away for the weekend. I tock my case to the
Supreme Court to have my support payments sent directly to my ex-mother-
in-law, but lost.

I feel that the courts are unfair with their judgements -
inasmuch as they don't analyze the facts before making their
judgements.

I am not the blood father of the children. I am forced by a court
order to support.
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It has only been recently that my situation has improved to the

point that I can make my support payments generally on time and

for the full amount. I was for a time, 1n arrears and taken to court.
I was amazed at that time of the attitude of the court. They felt
that we should basically liguidate anything we had to make the arrears
up, and that my wife should get a better job. Nothing was ever

said about the possibility of my ex-wife and her partner possibly
trying to improve their lot so they wouldn't be in such a poor
position and dependent so much on my payments. The whole system

is somewhat ridiculous. The fact that a divorce takes place in

a criminal court suggests that it is a crime that two people make

a mistake and one or the other decides to try and change things.

I wish that both partners receive half and half of everything. I
didn't get it.

Since my original divorce I have not failed in my maintenance
payments nor alimeny since June 1966. I am now paying back into
pension fund, back time on pensionable military and govermment
service to bring my pension up to a reasonable living amount.
And, also just recently suffered a massive cerebral.

My wife will not communicate with myself and has moved to Vancouver,
therefore, I cannot see my children as often as I would like due to
the expenses of travel.

I do sincerely believe that the children of a marriage should not be

the suffering victims following a separation or divorce and that it
should be the responsibility of both parents to provide for their
welfare. I alsco feel that the courts or special agencies should strictly
enforce the support from either or both parents to provide the best
possible living conditions for the wvictimized children.

Cn separation, decided together how much partner needed to keep up
and that is what we did as to financial arrangements. Then
progressively withdrew support, as pretty well mutually agreed.

Maintenance payments were mutually agreed to by myself and ex-wife

and were simply ratified and not determined by the Court. I feel it

is my responsibility to support my children until they become adults
however, I don't feel it my responsibility to make payments to ex-~wife
after children have reached majority. I believe payments to wife should
be time limited and of sufficient deviation to allow wife to get trained
(or retrained) if she has been out of the job market for some time.

This questionnaire does not investigate division of property issues

as part of maintenance/settlement. For example, in my case my wife was
given the house.

I would like to see equality.
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I don't want the govermment to fully support my ex-family. When
my scn is of age, I would contest any further payments in court.
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CANADIAN INSTITUTE FOR  RESEARCH
IN THE BEHAMORAL AND SOCIAL SCIENCES

109 Brentwood Professional Bullding, 3501 Charteswood Drive N.W.
Calgary, Alberta T2L 2C2 Phone: (403) 282-9401

THE INCIDENCE OF PAYMENT/NONPAYMENT OF MAINTENANCE ORDERS

QUESTIONNAIRE FOR MEN

Dear Respondent:
Thank you very much for your help in answering this questionnaire.

Most of the questions simply require you to circle the number
beside the answer you wish to make. For example:

How long have you lived in Alberta?

one month or less ----~-c-r-eremmeemmcnrm e mm e e 1
one to two months --=---------------------—a-—coo-ooo 2
three to six months -=-==~=cemmcemmoemmomermmmm e e m

seven months to a year ---------------------c--oo--o éb
one to three years ------=---------c-rscoo——omcooo-— 5
more than three years -------------c----cmmorocooooo 6

If you have lived in Alberta for, say, ten months, you would
circle the number 4 as in the example.

There are a few questions which ask you to write in your answer.
There is space provided for this.

There are some questions for which you may not know the exact
answer. For example:

wWhen did you cease to live together?

month year
1f you do not remember the exact month, a good guess will do.

Please note the instructions which are underlined or put in boxes
like this:

18. Did you have any children from this marriage?

IF YOU DON'T HAVE ANY CHILDREN, GO TO QUESTION 24




[D) (5)
1
(6)
(for office use only)
1. How long have you lived in Alberta?
One month or less SO R
One to two months ———re-creccm e e e
Three to six months ---=——=-cmmmumm e e e =
Six months to @ year -w-=----mmeeeccu cmmmm—a—e -
One to three years =-----—-—---m——mceommmrcmm e cum
More than three years --=----mesioccmmmmmm e
2. How far did you go in school/university/college?
Grade 7 or less ----vw---wowoes 1 College certificate or diploma -----------
Grade 8 or 9 —=------—e---moo- 2 Some university COUrses ---=--—---—wc-eo-nx
Grade 10 or 11 -----===r=====-- 3  Bachelor's degree —-—-=----~=--~cmcuaom—n-
High school graduate ---=------- b Professional degree, MA or PhD --~---cee-wo

3. What is your age?

4. What is your job status at present?

Self-employed -=-=--c--omeomro e e
Employed full time =-e---mmecmme oo
Employed part time =w-=—-----mccccamm e
Employed in a seasonal occupation --------~-emeeeoo
Full-time student =-+=--+=------cmmmmr e mmcmm—— e m—e
" Unemployed ~====r=== oo e
Other (specify)  ceeeeaeas

5. |F YQU ARE EMPLOYED, what is your job?

6. What percentage of the time since your separation/divorce have you been employed

on a full-time basis?

100% == ===~==-=momomommmeaaaeoeoos 1
75-99% = -=s-mmmmmmmemee oo 2
50=7HE = =~m oo em oo 3
25-498 - oo k
1=25% = === =cmmormmmmamomecan e 5
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(1)

(9,10)

(11)

(12,13)

(14]
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11.

12.

13.
14,

15.

16.
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What is your major source of income?

Earnings from self-employment ~----------~~-- 1
Wages/salary ------=-----=-------e--o--oo--- 2
Investments --=~==--------—-m—m—o—ec—— oo 3
Unemployment Insurance -—-------==-==-=c------ h (15)
Social assistance =--==-v-===r---c-cc-m-oaa-on 5
Other {specify) = wee-a- 6
wWhat do you estimate your jncome, before taxes, from January 1, 1979 to
December 31, 1979 to be? (Include all sources)
Up to $5,000 ---==---------——- 1 520,001 to $25,000 -----memmmmmem e 5
$5 001 to $10,000 -===--=--u=-- 2 $25,001 to $30,000 ——---cevmmmmemeomoeeoo 6
$10,001 to $35,000 ------------ 3 Over $30,000 -=co-mmrmcmemem e eae s 7
$15,001 to $20,000 ------------ 4
What is your average take-home income ‘per month?
$ (17, 18, 19, 20)
Do you own your own home?
Yes === m-mecmmmererem e — e — - 1
NO ==mm—mmrmmmm—emcme e m————————— 2 (21)
What do you pay per month in mdrtgage or rent? $ (22, 23, 24)
About what are your average monthly payments for outstanding debt, including
loans from banks or loan companies, credit cards, department store accounts,
and so on?
% (25, 26, 27)
How many children do you claim as deductions for tax purposes? (28)
How many other dependents can you claim for tax purposes? {29}
(30,31
Are you divorced, formally separated or just separated?
(To be formally separated, you would have had to have registered the separation
in court.)
Divorced ==-==-crmemeacmmc e 1
Separated ------------cc—rrrmr—en- 2 {32)
Formally separated ----=-rrecececan 3

When were you married?

mont h year



17.

13.

20.

21,

22,

23,

24,

25.

26.

when did you cease to live together?

month year

when were you divorced or formally separated?
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month year

Were you divorced or separated in Alberta or outside the province?

Alberta -—————rreemmmme e m e —————_—— = 1
Outside —————==cmm e e 2

Did you have any children from this marriage?

iF YOU DIDN'T HAVE ANY CHILDREN, GO TO QUESTION 26

How many children did you have?

Who was awarded custody of your children?

You --=~-==emsmmmse—mo o —ee e 1 Social agency ---~--==---==--cmmcoo-oo-
Your wife -=--=w-c--—eoomeaomonn 2 Both you and your wife =--==--==---c----
Other family relation ---------- 3

Were access arrangements specified by the court?

what was your marital status at the time of your marriage to your ex-wife?

Never married before ~------------- 1
Divorced =-===--woc-mccmne e 2
Widower ----==-====-c--eommoomoooooo 3

(33, 34,35)
(36,37,38)

(39)

Go)

(1)

{h2)

h3)

b4)

(45 )

(46 )
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28.

29.

30.

.

32.

33.
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|'s your maintenance order from the Family Court, the Supreme Court,
or is It voluntary?
Family Court --====---s---o—-co—ca- 1 {47
Supreme Court -------~-------- ———— 2
Voluntary --==---=c--e-comer-cman-- 3
Don't know ===-===c-—mem——eo-ooao—o 4
IF IT WAS FROM FAMILY COURT QR SUPREME COURT |, were you represented by a
lawyer?
Yes —-=-sc--sres e eeemce—oomcme—ee 1
NS I ) (48)
Was your maintenance order made in Alberta or outside of Alberta?
In Alberta ---~-=---=---erocra-—u- 1 { 49)
In another province --------------- 2
OQutside of Canada ----==-w--=w-m-—- 3
IF YOUR MAINTENANCE ORDER WAS MADE QUTSIDE OF ALBERTA |, is the order currently
being enforced by a court in Alberta?
Yes =----smmcmerem e 1
ves I ] (50)
What is the monthly payment on your maintenance order? §
(51,52,53,54)
Are you currently behind in your payments of the maintenance order?
Yes —-----m-o-mme e mmm oo 1 : (55)
NO -=-m--mmmmmes e e e e 2
{a) How were the payments to be made?
Direct cheque -=======<e-mrooomumee e 1
Deposited in ex-wife's bank account -=-==-ccceeaaaaa 2
Through Family Court - ordered payment -~—------=---- 3 (c6)
Through Family Court - voluntary payment ----------- 4 56
Through Social Services Department =----===--c-—aa-——- g
Not specified by court ----~--=—mcmcccmcmmcacaa - 6

Don't know ----=---c-mmer e e - s--=-- 7
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34,

(b) Was this arrangement satisfactory?

(c} IF NO, why not?
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{a) Do you

{b} Do you

(c) Do you

(d) Do you

(e} Do you

think

think

think

think

think

this amount s fair to you?

Yeg —=----msmmesemmms—cccmmesomemes i
No -----=-----mmmmmmmmc e 2
Don't know =-=-===-------mccocooo--o 3

this amount is fair to your ex-wife?

Yes ---emsm=sms-emsemssmm—e—ccono—ne- 1
No (too much) ----- R Lt DLt 2
No (too little) --=--------memoouna- 3
Don't know =----==-==-=====---—------ b

that the order was fair to vour children?

Yes ---—----------w--mmmeme oo i
NO -==-m-omomcmm e cmm e mmmmmm e 2
Not applicable ---===----cmceoon——- 3
Don't know -=----=-----c-c-o-cceomno- 4

that the order was based on your earnings?

Ye§ mmmmmmmmmmm e m oo e e 1
HO =—=-=-r-o—meem e e ccmcmm e 2
Don't know -------------—cccccmco—- 3

NO ==mm=mm=-mm—memmmmmemm—mmm—aeeoo 2

(57)

(58)

(59}

(60)

(61)

(62)

{63}
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35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

(f) Have you approached any agency to have the payments increased or

decreased?

Yes (Supreme Court)
Yes {Family Court)

No

(g) IF YES: Do you feel that the agency helped you?

Wwho do you think should be responsible for the support of your ex-wifel

Yourself ---=----c-cmme-—mr e e 1
Your ex-wife should support herself --- 2
The government --======r--=--~-oco---o- 3
Don't Know ~=--=-m—sc—-e-roceam e L
Who do you think should be responsible for the support of your chiidren?
Yourself —-=----momemem oo 1
Your ex-wife should support the children -----~-- 2
Both yourself and your ex-wife -------=--u--n--o 3
The government ~--------~-——--=-—--m—comaaa h
Don't Know ~=—=-——=- e e e 5

How many months in the past year have ycu paid your maintenance order?

12 months ==-===-=--
10 to 1! months -=--~-
B or 9 months =====-
6 or B monthg ------

How much of the maintenance order do you pay?

Always pay the full amount

Usually pay the full amount -=-=--=--c-ceeua-- Lt
Usually pay most {over three-quarters) of the amount --=--==----=co--
Usually pay between half and three-quarters of the anount =-----------
Usually pay something but less than half of the amount ----------—=w-
No payments =-=—-=—------—-mmo e mem e mm oo R katatutet b
How promptly do you pay?

Always by the date prescribed -~-=-=-==-----

Usually by the date prescribed ==-------=---
Usually within a week =-=-===-==c-—-o--uumueo
Usually more than a week late =------=r-==-=

No payments

e . .k e —

----------- 1 3 to 5 months -----------omo -
----------- 2 1 to 2 months —-=-—-=-—-=vv—wow-
----------- 3 Haven't paid -------=---cc----om-
- —————— 4 :

. T Tk e w  —
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)

(65)

(66)

(&7)

(68)

(69)

(70,7V)
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b1,

h2.

43.

Kk,

45,

bg.

What is your ex-wife's current employment status?

359

Not working --=-=--r=-----e—m—m-emmmmmmmmm e ee 1
Employed full time -------------ooccocmoan—o 2
Employed part time --~-------s-seomwo—uoo——o 3
Employed in a seasonal job ------------c---- 4 (72
Other (specify) = =-=--- 5
DON’t KnOW ========-m=m=mmmm oo mo—momoome 6
What is her major source of income?
Employment ====-------eomeam s —m e 1
Maintenance award -------===---o--moo——ocooo- 2 {73)
Unemployment Insurance -==-==--m-=-=---wo-==-- 3
Social assistance --=-m==-==--comoceanmono—o h
Present spouse's income -—-=---====------w-- 5
Other {specify)  ee-e- 6
Don't know ==--s==~w=-scs-wome—cooo—coooooo——o 7
About how much do you think your ex-wife's income, before taxes, will be
in 197972 '
Up to $5,000 ---=~---=-mmmome—me 1 $20,001 to $25,000 -----------——-- 5
$5,001 to $10,000 —--=-========- 2 $25,001 to $30,000 ----------—--- 6 {74
$10,001 to $15,000 -------===--- 3 Over $30,000 ----=--=-mcemommemnes 7
$15,001 to $20,000 ------------- 4
Does she own a home?
Yes ==----m-mmmmmm e 1 (7%
NO --===v---mmmmtemm e e mm e oo - 2
Does your ex-wife currently have a permanent relationship with another person?
Yes {married} ------------c---c-omcoeno 1
Yes (unmarried but living together) ---- 2
NS lunmarried Dut llving together) 1T : (76)
Don’t know -----------c----ccccmmmeeeaes ]
iF YOUR EX-WIFE DOES NOT HAVE A PERMANENT RELATIONSHIP,
OR (F YOU DON'T KNOW, GO TO QUESTION 49.
When did that relationship begin? (77,78
' month year
Has she had any children from this relationship?
L T e 1 (79)
No ==-==-m-mrmmmmm e e 2
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50.

o1.

52.

53.
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{a) IF YES: How many? (specify) (80)

Did your ex-wife's partner bring any children to the relationship?

L D e 1 {1 to 6)
NO —=rm=r===m e s e m oo 2 (7)

Good --—------mmem et e e e 1 (&)
Y R 2
Indifferent —===---er-mcccoccaaanaa 3
Don't know -------==-c-ccmmccanraax 4

Do you now have a permanent relationship with another person?

Yes (married) -==--=----w---mmmoememaooo 1 (9)
Yes {unmarried but living together) -------- 2
No m==r=m— s e o m e e mm e m e cm e 3

{F YOU DO NOT HAVE A PERMANENT RELATIONSH{P,
60 TO QUESTION 56,

When did the relationship begin? (10,17
month year

Do you have any children from this relationship?

Yes +--mmmvemmrm s m e e e n e 1
No -=--==-----emmmmm e 2 {12)
(a) IF YES: How many? (specify) | (13)

Are you supporting any children from your partner's previous relationship?

Yes —====---ememcememnee e e 1 (14)
NO =—-====----o-cmc—mwcccce o n e 2
(a) IF YES: How many? (specify) {15)

What is your partner's major source of income other than the support you
provide?

Earnings from self-employment --------c-eo-- 1
Wages/salary -=-=--=--=--comcmmmcme oo 2 (16)
Investments =—-———=-mcm e reeme - 3
Unemployment Insurance -=--~====-m=--ecoocon 4
Socia) assistance ==———--—ccmmmmmmeme—e—a 2
None excepting my support -===-==--=-c-—--_- 6

Other {specify) ----7
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54. What do you estimate your partner's income to be in 19797

No income ---=--=---------=====- 1 $20,001 to $25,000 -----=--cvoscmono- 6
Up to $5,000 --=--==-=====--m=--- 2 $25,001 to $30,000 --=---==c-wre-=m-- 7
$5,001 to $10,000 ---==-=-=-===-- 3 Over $30,000 ~=-r=-vmoceemeecazaoooon 8
$10,001 to $15,000 -====-=-===-= 4 Don't know -=----=-=-==--c-ceommcoomoo- 9 (17)
$15,001 to %20,000 ----=-==--- 5
55. What is your partner's monthly take-home pay? $§ (18,19,20,21)

THIS SECTION ONLY APPLIES TO THOSE WHO HAVE ALWAYS PAID THEIR MAINTENANCE ORDERS IN
FULL WITHIN A WEEK OF THE DATE PRESCRIBED. |IF YOU HAVEN'T, GO TO QUESTION 57 ON
THE NEXT PAGE.

The following statements are reasons pecople have given for paying their maintenance
orders. Based on your feelings or experience, say whether you agree or disagree with
the statement as it applies to you. 1f you are not sure, or the statement does not
apply to you, please circle the appropriate number.

Don't Doesn't

Agree Disagree Know Apply
56. f{a) | still feel responsible for my ex-wife. | 2 3 4 "~ {22)

(b) 1 still feel responsible for my children. 1 2 3 4 (23)
(c} 1 still feel close to my children. 1 2 3 4 (24)
{d) My ex-wife's standard of living is

lower than mine. 1 2 3 4 {25}
(e} Legal proceedings might force me to pay. 1 2 3 4 (26
(f} | feel responsible for the marriage

breakdown. 1 2 3 4 (27
{g) | would not like to see my ex-wife being

supported by social assistance. _ 1 2 3 4 (28)
(h) A court order might force deduction

of maintenance payments from my (29)

wages/salary. 1 2 3 b
(i} 1 may be imprisoned for nonpayment of a

maintenance order. 1 2 3 4 {30)
(j) My ex-wife is always after me to pay. 1 2 3 4 (31}

(k) ) do not want to damage the remaining .
family goodwill. 1 2 3 4 (32



56.

(1) Would you please write down in the space provided the most important
reason for paying your maintenance order.

10

THIS SECTION ONLY APPLIES TO THOSE WHO HAVE NOT PAID THEER MAINTENANCE ORDERS ON

OCCASION OR NOT AT ALL. |IF YOU HAVE ALWAYS PAID ON TIME, GO TO QUESTION 58 ON

THE NEXT PAGE.

The following statements are reasons people have given for not paying their
maintenance orders requlary or promptly.

say whether you agree or disagree with the statement as it applies to you.

you are not sure, or the statement does not apply to you, please circle the

appropriate number.

27.

{a}

(b)

{c)

(d)

(e)

(f)

(g)

(h)
(i)
(j)

| can't afford to pay the maintenance
order.

| feel that the money paid for my
children just goes to my ex-wife,

My ex-wife spends the maintenance
money foolishly.

My ex-wife has enough money to support
hersel f.

My ex-wife has enough money to support
herself and the children,

My standard of living is lower than my
ex-wife's,

Hy ex-wife agrees that she no longer
needs maintenance order payments.

| never get to see my children.
I no longer feel close to my children.
| provide for my children in other ways

{e.g., holidays, special lessons,
caring for them a lot of the time).

Based on your feelings and experience,

I f
Don't Doesn't
Agree Disagree - Know Apply
1 2 3 b
1 2 3 b
1 Y 3 et
1 2 3 4
1 2 3 4
1 2 3 b
1 2 3 b
! 2 3 4
1 2 .3 4
| 2 .3 4
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(33)

(34)

(35}

(36)

(373

(38)

(39)

(40)
(1)
(2)

(43)



57.

57.

58.

{k}

{0}

(p)

{q}

1

My ex-wife was responsible for the
marriage breakdown.

| would pay if | were reminded

immediately after missing a payment.

| would pay if there were legal
proceedings to force me to pay.

| would pay if the amount of the
maintenance order were deducted

from my wages/salary by court order.

} would pay if | were threatened
with imprisonment,

| would pay if | were sure that the
money went to my children and not
my ex-wife,

Agree

1

363

Don't Doesn't

Disagree  Know Apply
2 3 L
2 3 4
2 3 4
2 3 4
2 3 4
2 3 4

Would you please write down in the space provided the most important reason
for your not paying your maintenance order every month.

i f you have anything further you would like to bring to our attention, please
write it in the space provided.

THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR YOUR HELP!

(51,52,53,54)

(44)

(45)

(46)

(47)

(48)

(49)

(50"



364

STUDY OF DEFAULTERS

TECHNICAL REPORT
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STUDY OF DEFAULTERS

Technical Report

1.¢ Introduction

Accerding to the Steering Committee, one of the contentions
of the court system in Alberta is that defaulters are very difficult
to trace as a group. As effective enforcement by the courts of
maintenance orders is predicated upon locating the defaulters, the
issue was of central concern to the Committee.

The study of defaulters is divided into two parts: (1} an
effort to trace a random sample of defaulters in Calgary and Edmonton
and (2) a small scale survey of the opinions and experiences of
defaulters which had been traced.

2.0 Objectives

There were three objectives to this study:

(1) to determine the proportion of defaulters
who could be located; (a) by standard means
(e.g. telephone directories, Henderson's
Directory, Meotor Vehicle Licensing Branch),
(b) by the tracing facilities of the Department
of Social Services and Community Health and,
{¢) by a professional tracing agency

(2) to determine the level of difficulty experienced
by the tracing agency in its effort to laocate
the defaulters

(3) to collect data on the experience and opinions of
of located defaulters. This data was meant to
compliment data collected in the Survey of Men.

3.0 Methodology
3.1 Sampling
3. 1.1 Original Sample of Defaulters

The population of defaulters was defined as all cases in the
Calgary and Edmonton Family Courts which showed no evidence of
payment from November 1979 until March 1980. In Edmonton 150
cases and in Calgary 136 cases were sampled randomly; the sampling
was concerned with the sampling for the Family Court Records Study.
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3.1.2 Sample of Defaulters Surveyed

A total of 103 defaulrters were traced by C.I1.R. researchers
and contacted by telephone. They were asked if they would be willing
to co-operate by filling out a questionnaire. Thirty-eight questionnaires
were received giving a response rate of 42%.

3.2 Research Procedures

3.2.1 Tracing Procedures

There were three basic steps followed in the tracing:

(1) C.1.R. researchers used the names and addresses gained from
Family Court files to start. They first attempted to find
the men using telephone directories, directory assistance and
Henderson's Directory. Names which could not be traced using
these methods were referred to the Motor Vehicles Licensing
Branch. If the M.V.L.B. addresses were different from the
Family Court files,a second attempt was made to locate the
person using telephone and Henderson's directories. A person
was only considered to be traced if the researcher actually
talked to him.

(2) Names that were not definately traced by C.I.R. were submitted
to the Missing Persons Branch of the Department of Social
Services and Community Health. The Branch then attempted
to trace these people, although constraints on time and staff
did not allow them to work on about half of the, at that time,
untraced Calgary sample.

(3) A random sample of 100 names which had not been traced in the
first two steps were then submitted to a professional tracing
agency.

3.2.2. Procedures Used in the Survey of Defaulters

As stated previously, the people who were traced by C.I.R.
researchers were asked to complete questionnaires. They were mailed
questionnaires together with postage-paid return envelopes. After a
two week period the men who had not returned a questionnaire were
contacted again by telephone.

3.3 The Questionnaire

The questionnaire developed for the survey of men was used
in this survey.
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4.0 Results

4.1 Results of the Tracing Effort

The results of the tracing effort are presented in Table 1.

TABLE 1 ‘

Results of the Tracing Exercise [

Tracing Agency Calgary Edmonton Total
% % 2
Traced by CIR 27.2 44,0 36.0
Traced by S5 & CH 1.5 20.7 11.5
Traced by Prof. Agency 50.7 17.3 33.2
Untraceable 20.6 18.0 19.2
No. of Cases 136 150 286

The professional tracing agency was asked to indicate
the level of difficulty they experienced in tracing the names
submitted to them. The results are presented in Table 2.

TABLE 2

Difficulty Experienced by
Tracing Agency

Level of Difficulcty Calgary Edmonton Total
Experienced in Z % %
Tracing

Lasy 65.3 70.0 66.7
Fairly Difficult 15:4 30.0 19.4
Difficult 3.8 - 2.8

Not Stated 15.4 - 11.1

No. of Cases 45 45 90 ﬂ

Before interpreting Tables 1 and 2, a number of factors
must be kept in mind:
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(1) There is an evident discrepancy between the success rate
of the Missing Persons Branch of the Department of S§.8.
and C.H. in tracing Edmonton and Calgary cases. There is
also a corresponding discrepancy of the rate of success of
the private tracing agency. The first can be explained by
the timing of the submission of names to §5.5. and C.H. The
names of Edmonton cases which were not traced by C.I.R. were
submitted first and those from Calgary, second. Given a
shortage of staff in the summer and a heavy workload the Missing
Persons Branch was able to do a more thorough search of the
Edmonton sample than the Calgary sample. This situaticn had
an effect upon the success rate of the private tracing agency.
The Edmonton names tended to be more difficult to locate.*

(2) Both the Calgary and Edmonton lists of names submitted to the
private tracing agency were in effect sub-samples of samples.
In Calgary the sub-sample was 50.5% of the total number of
untraceable people. In Edmonton, the percentage was 84.7%.

(3) There were a number of instances where contact was made with
a relative of the person in question (4.4% of the Calgary
cases and 2.6% of the Edmonton cases}, who said that he
had moved out of the country or that he had moved ocut of the
province and his present address was unknown. These cases
have not been included among the located cases.

(4) There were a2 fair number of cases both in Calgary zand Edmonton
for which the addresses obtained from Family Court files or
from the Vehicle Licensing Branch were correct but which C.I.R,
researchers could not confirm. These addresses were confirmed
by S8 & CH or by the private tracing agency. In other words,
the person in question either was not at home at the time the
researcher telephoned (fair attempts were made), or the person
answering the telephone lied, by saying that the person in
question had moved.

Given these factors, the evidence of the tracing exercise
indicates that nearly three-quarters of defaulters are relatively
easy to trace. This percentage is broken down as follows:

36% located using Family Court addresses or Motor
Vehicles Licensing Branch addresses

11.5% located by SS and CH

22.2% termed as 'easy' traces by the private

tracing agency

TOTAL 69.7%

*# In addition, the Tracing agency maintained that tracing in
Calgary was easier because of the greater precision of lists
of residences.
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4.,2.1.1 Length of Time Resident in Alberta

Almest all of the respondents (97%) had been resident
in Alberta for more than three years.

4,2,1.2 Education

The modal category for level of education (307%) was grade
10 or 11. The same number of respondents had less educaticn and
40% had high school education or better. This distribution matched
the Survey of Men sample closely.

4,2.1.3 Age

The median age category was 41 to 50 and the mean age was
36.8 vears (standard duration: 9.0). This again was not much
different than the Survey of Men.

4.2.1.4 Job Status at Present

Over 80% of the sample was employed full-time or self-
employed. However, 14% of the sample indicated that they were
unemployed; this compares to only 4% of the Survey of Men.

4,2.1.5 Occupation

The most common occupational categories were skilled trades
(27%), clerical sales and service (14%) and professional (11%).

4,2.1.6 Percentage of Time Employed since Divorce

Thirty-five percent of the sample indicated that they had
been employed continuously since their divorce: this was only about
half the proportion found in the Survey of Men.

Nearly a quarter of the sample said that they had been employed
for less than half of the time,

4.2.1.7 Net Monthly Income

Over half of the sample reported net monthly incomes of
between $500 and $1000. The mean for the sample who reported this
figure was $1127 (standard deviation: 489) as compared to $1505 for
the Survey of Men.



TABLE 3

Persomnal Characteristics of the Sample

3.1 Length of time resident {n=37)
in Alberta
one to three years 2.7
more than three years 97.3
3.2 Education
Grade 7 or less 5.4
Grade 8 or 9 24.3
Grade 10 or 11 29.7
High School Graduate 16.2
College Certificate or
Diplema 13.5
Some University 8.1
B.A. 2.7
3.3 Age (n=36)
21 to 25 years 8.3
26 to 30 19.4
31 to 35 22.2
36 to 40 16.7
41 to 50 25.0
over 50 8.3
No information 2.8
3.4 Job status at present (n=37)
Self-employed 16.2
Employed full-time 64.9
Seasonally employed 5.4
Unemployed 13.5
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3.5 Occupation¥* (n=37)
Managerial/Administrative 5.4
Professional - 10.8
Professional Support 2.7
Clerical Sales and Service 13.5
Farming 8.1
Foreman/oil & gas/mining 5.4
Manufacturing/construction 2.7
Skilled trades 27.0
Unskilled trades 8.1
Unemployed 16.2

3.6 Percentage of time employed

full-time since divorce (n=37)
100% 35.1
75 to 99% 40.5
50 to 74% 18.9
26 to 49% 2.7
1 to 25% 2.7
3.7 Net Monthly Income {n=33)
less than $500 6.1
$501 to 1000 51.5
$1001 to 1500 27.3
$1501 to 2000 12.1
No information 10.8

3.8 HNew Relationship of

Respondent (n=37)
Yes (married) 45.9
Yes (living together) 24.3
No 29.7

3.9 Children from New Relationship

Yes 42.3
No 57.7
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 Relationship of Respondent

Seventy percent of the respondents reported that they had
formed a new relationship since their divorce. Two-thirds of
these had re-married and the remainder were living common-law.

4.2.1.9 Children from Relationship

Forty—three percent of those who had formed a new
relationship said that they had children from this relationship.

4.2.2. Characteristics Previous Marriage, Divorce
and Access to Children

4,2.2.1 Divorced, Separated or Formally Separated

Most {(84%) of the sample were divorced.

4.2.2.2 Divorced/Separated in Alberta

Eightv—three percent of the sample were divorced eor
separated in Alberta.

4.2.2.3 Children from Marriage

A1l the respondents reported children from the
marriage.

4,2.2.4 Access to Children Allowed

Nearly three-quarters {71%) indicated that access to their
children was, in fact, allowed.

4.2.2.5 Satisfaction with Access Arrangements

Despite the fact that three-quarters of the sample
indicated that access was allowed, half of the respondents
indicated that they were disatisfied with the access arrangements.



TABLE 4

Characteristics of Previous Marriage, Divorce

and Access to Children

4.1 Divorced, Separated or
Formally Separated (n=37)
Divorced 83.8
Separated 13.5
Formally Separated 2.7
4.2  Divorced/Separated in
Alberta or Outside of Province (n=36)
Alberta 83.3
Outside 16.7
No information 2.7
4.3 Children from Marriage (n=37)
Yas 100
No -
4.4 Access to Children Allowed (n=35)
Yes 71.4
No 28.8
No information 5.4
4.5 Satisfaction with Access
Arrangements {(n=36)
Yes 50.0
No 50.0

No information

2.7
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4.2.3 Amount of Maintenance Order and Payment Record

4.2.3.1 Amount of Order

The mean amount of maintenance orders was $170 (standard
deviation: 113). Thirty-four percent of the sample recorded orders
of between $101 and $200 per menth; 41% recorded orders of less than
%100 per month and 25% indicated that their orders were over $200,

4.2.3.2 Number of Months in Past Year that Order was Paid

It should be noted that the original sample was selected on the
basis that they had not paid between November 1979 and March 1980.
Even allowing for a time lag between the payment of an order and the
payment being recorded, none of the sample could have paid their order
for more than eight months of the year preceding the survey.

Nonethless,46% of the sample said they had paid far more than
eight months of the year. Another 35% said that they had paid their
order from one to seven months of the previous year, and 19% said that
they hadn't paid.

4,2.3.3 Amount of Order Usually Paid

The majority (60%) said that they always paid the full amount
and all of the rest who paid something said that they usually paid
the full amount.

4.2.3.4 Promptness of Payment

Fifty-nine percent of the sample said they usually or always
paid on the date prescribed. Only 11% said they usually were more
than a week late in paying their order.

4.2.3.5 Payment Status

According to Family Court records the entire sample should
be either poor payers or non-payers. HNonethless, according to the
respense 36%Z of the sample were excellent or good payvers. Another
35% were poor payers and only 197 were non-pavers.



TABLE 5
Amount of Maintenance Order and Payment
Record 9
5.1 Amount of Order (n=32)
$50 or less 9.4
$51  to 100 31.3
5101 to 200 34.3
$201 to 300 12.5
$301 to 500 12.5
No information 13.5
5.2 Number of Months in
Past Year Order Paid {(n=37)
12 months 27.0
10 to 11 months 8.1
8 to 9 months 10.8
& to 7 months 18.9
3 to 5 mwonths 13.5
1 to 2 months 2.7
Non—-payers 18.9
5.3 Amount of Order Usually Paid {n=37)
Always full amount 59.5
Usually full amount 21.6
No payments 18.9
5.4 TPromptness of Payment (n=37)
Always by Date Prescribed 5.1
Usually by Date Prescribed 24,13
Usually within a week 13.5
Usually more than a week late 10.7
No Payments 16.2
5.5 Payment Status (n=37)
Excellent 16.2
Fair 29.7
Poor 35.1
Non-Payers 18.9
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4,.2.4 Opinions Concerning Maintenance Order Payments

4.2.4.1 Payment Fair to Husband

The majority (60%)} of the sample thoupht that the
maintenance order payment was fair rto them.

4.2.4.2 Payment Fair to Ex-Wife

Again, the majority (59%) felt that the amount of the award
was fair to their ex-wives. Thirty-eipht percent felt it was too
much and 22% reported that they didn't know.

4.2.4,3 Payment Fair to Children

Fifty-five percent of the respondents reported that they felt
that the payment was fair to their children and 29% felt that it
wasn't fair.

4.2.4.4 Order Based on Earnings

Fifty-seven percent reported that they thought the order
was based on their earnings and 30% indicated that they didn't
think this was the case.

4.2.4.5 Order Based on Wife's Need for Support

The majority (57%) thought that the order was not based on
their wife's need for support.

4.2.4.,6 Responsibility for Support of Ex-Wife

The respondents were unanimous in their feeling that their
ex—wives were responsible for their own support.

4.2.4.7 Responsibility for Support of Children

Nearly two-thirds (65%) of the sample thought that both they
and their ex-wives were jointly responsible for the children. Another
24% felt that their ex-wives should be solely responsible for the
children.



TABLE 6

Opinions Concerning Maintenance Order Payments

%

6.1 Payment Fair to Respondent {n=37)
Yes 59.5
No 40.5
6.2 Payment Fair to Ex-Wife {n=37)
Yes 58.6
No (too much) 37.9
No (too little) 3.4
Don't know 21.6
6.3 Payment Fair to Children {n=37)
Yea 54.8
No 29.0
Don't know 16.1
Not applicable 16.2
6.4  Order Based on Earnings (n=37)
Yes 56.8
No 29.7
Don't Know 13.5
6.5 Order Based on Wife's Need for
Support {(n=37)
Yes 27.0
Ko 56.8
Don 't Know 16.2
6.6 Responsibility for Support of
Ex-wife {(n=37)
Wife herself 100.0
6.7 Responsibility for Support of
Children £n=37)
Husband 10.8
Ex-wife 24.3

Husband and Ex-wife

64.9
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4.2.5 Reasons for the Non-Payment of Maintenance
Orders and Potentlal Reasons for Payment

Respondents who had not always been regular in their payment
were asked whether they agreed or disagreed with a number of
statements concerning reasons for not paying orders as they
applied to them. Based on Family Court records all the respondents
should have been in this category; however, only 21 respondents
or 57% of the sample considered that they were irregular payers.
The results are given in Table 7.

4.2.5.1 Reasons for the Non-Payment of Maintenance Orders

Three of the four most commonly mentioned reasons for non-
payment related to feelings concerning ex-wives. HNearly two-thirds
(62%) of the respondents agreed that the responsibility of their
ex-wife for the marriage breakdown and that the money meant for their
children went instead to their ex-wife were reasons for irregular
payment. In additien,the epinion that their ex-wives spend the
noney foolishly was given as a reason by nearly half (48%) of the
sample.

The third most common reason (mentioned by half of the sample)
was that they never saw the children. Inability to afford the
payments was ranked fifth (43%),followed by the feeling that the
ex—wives had encugh money to support both herself and the children
(38%) and the opinion that the respondent provides for the children
in other ways.

About a quarter of the sample agreed that their no longer
feeling close to their children (28%) or that their standard of
living was lower than that of their ex-wives (24%) were reasons
for non-payment. Fourteen percent maintained that they did not pay
because their ex-wife agreed that she no longer needed the money.
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Why Orders Are Not Paid Promptly and Regularly

TABLE 7

Why Orders are not
Paid Promptly and
Regularly

Ex-wife responsible for
marriage breakdown

Money paid for children
goes to ex-wife

Never sees children

Ex-wife spends money
foolishly

Can't afford to pay
the order

Ex-wife has enough
money to support
herself and
children

Ex-wife has enough
money to support
herself

Provide for my
children in other
ways

No longer feel
close to
children

Standard of living
is lower than ex-
wives'

Ex-wife agrees that
she no longer needs
the payments

Agree

61.9

61.9
50.0

47.6

42.8

38.1

38.1

35.0

28.6

23.8

14.3

Disagree

(n=21)
p 4

23.8

9.5
35.0

9.5

28.6

19.0

9.5

25,0

57.1

19.6

38.1

Don't
Know

4.8

4.8

23.8

4.8

42.8

42.9

4.8

52.4

28.6

Not
Applicable

9.5

23.8
15.0

19.0

23.8

9.5

40.0

9.5

4.8

19.0

No
Information

4.8
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APPENDIX A

Reasons given for Dissatisfaction with Payment
Arrangements



381

Not enough income for the amount of payment

Ex-wife would not let me see the children when I
wanted to see them

Agreement was that support would be paid, voluntarily,
ex-wife completed her degree at university (B. Music).

Wife's income exceeds my own

Wife did not request financial assistance from me. The
government would have refused her social assistance
if she did not press for support.

I don't think a man should have to support his ex-wife when

she is shacked up with other males. It isn't much fun to go and
pick up your son and he doesn't know for sure to call you Dad

or by your first name.

The only thing missing in court was the kangaroo suit. Too
many details to explain.

Because I feel I worked hard for what I had, and she was the
blame I had to sell my land and it left me in a very sad
position, no home, nothing. Now I had to start all over and
still pay.

Paying out too much money. Wife left me. Do not want to pay.

If T could afford to it would be alright but I can't. There
was no mention about being able to see my kids in court. 1
could see them if my wife is present or parents. DBut never
do I get to take them out. It's not fair.

Making payments through Family Court was satisfactory. However,
no satisfaction was received from Family Court re: problems
of access to our child.
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APPENDIX B

Reasons Given for Paylng Maintenance Order
Regularly
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The fact that it was the amount set by the Divorce Court
at the time of divorce, for my ex—wife and five year old
daughter.

If our marriage had not ended in divorce my ex-~wife and my son
would have been completely financially dependent on me.

Wife applied for divorce and her lawyer asked for it.
I am their father.

Have to.

I love my children and don't want them to do without.
Proper welfare of my daughter.

For the children's benefit.

Because the courts cordered me to; as she is living in
California.

I was ordered to pay.
Don't want to give up 15 years of career in R.C.M. Police.

Did not want to go to jail. But 1f they try to make me pay
now I will go to jail, no more money not even in the bank.

Just for the kids.
I love my children very much and also they are very close to
me. My boys listen to me very closely and they always say

mother always get mad, smockes and drimks too much.

The welfare of my children if the money is put towards the
children.

For the children.

If T know that my child gains from it. It would be sec she
could have a better life.

Order by court.

If I don't she will take another trip from Europe to Canada
and go to court.

To help to support child.
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APPENDIX C

Reasons Given for Not Paying Maintenance Orders Regularly
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I have paid for her house! 1 assumed all our debts.
I have one of the children living with me.

Couldn't afford it/Mutual agreement with ex-wife.

The money doesn't go towards the children's welfare
its goes to her bank account.

I was left with all bills from this marriage, she has

had two inheritances since. She was the cause of marriage
breakdown.

My ex-wife had agreed to terms with me as stated on petitionm,
but she neglected the most important one to me! My access to
my son. She has remarried, moved out of the province somewhere
and refuses to even tell me her new name, let alone see or even
let me know how my son is.

Wife does not receive the money I pay the court nor does she
want it.

Due to lack of funds, My financial responsibilities are to my
present family and not to my ex-wife.

Because she has been living with other males at different times
and I don't believe I should have to support them.

She took off out of the province and I don't know where my child
is.

Not allowed to see children.

Refer to 33 alsoc never see children as to involvement causes

never ending problems within me, her, her husband, her mother etc.
I'm going to stay away and I'm not paying a dime.

I feel my ex-wife got more than her share and she was always
working full time, now she only works part time because she no

longer needs more.

My wife walked out on me. I did not force to leave so I will
not pay support.

Not interested.

Have not been working and if I was I probably could not afford to
pay the full $200 every month plus can't see my kids,

In 1970~71 the above questions only applies because I was un-
employed from 1970-71.

Illness and/or lack of work. Attended Sait two months per year
to complete Journeymans Carpenter program.
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Maintenance payents were suspended by me for a brief period

when my ex-wife denied me access to my daughter. They resumed
again after a Family Court hearing.

Not allowed to know where my kids are. Even while I was paying
so that's why T quit.

All children no longer live at home and all are working, etc.

The payment of money may fall upon a period in which there is
an increase of cash pay outs.
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APPENDIX D

General Comments
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My ex-wife has only one child, a daughter in her custody. This

daughter was five years of age at the time of divorce. I have three
sons in my custody, ages at time of divorce were 14, 13 and 10. There
was also an older son in our family, age 15. At age 16 he was permitted
to leave home.

At the time of our separation my wife was having
relationship with another man. At the divorce trial she admitted
adultery.

It is my persomnal belief {at that time) that this was
unfergivable and in fact I still believe so. My belief followed the
train of a family unit without any variance whatsoever. There is not
a trauma as demoralizing to anyone as the disintegration of a family,

My wife in our 16} years of marriage never worked outside
the home with the exception of the last three or four months. Our
communications eroded to nil in theose last three eor four months. In
today's world it cannot be said, 'Home is where the mother is at",

The successful woman today is not looked at as a wifie, a homemaker or

a mother, but as a competitor in some other walk of life. The mother
and housewife of the past was more a professional than any other
possible position today. In fact, they were professionals in a

great number of fields. They were cooks, seamstresses, homemakers,
gardeners, cleaning ladies, nurses, counsellors and on and on. However,
todays world has taken this away from women and the result shows up

in broken families and divorce courts. There remains no pride nor
satisfaction in being professicmnals in the home.

It is my perscnal feeling also, I will not ever marry
again., In July of 1961 we were married simply by having a few blood
tests and buying a marriage licence. In 1978 the court of the nation
bears down on us, shreading every possible gain we could have made,
It seems utterly ridiculeous the church marries them or the J.P.
and the courts divorce them.

Trusting this will be of some value in your study and
research, Thanking you.

I hope that this is the last I see of this type of questionnaire.

Since ex-wife is remarried, not feel she needs the child support.
I think her present husband should be responsible.

The children were abandoned by their mother to the care cof their
maternal grandmother. Since then I have taken and lost two custody
proceedings. I have been denied access to the children in the past
and particularly since 1973. Since the death of my mother in 1975,
the three children inherited over $100,000.00 between them. There
are two payments remaining on the youngest child before he reaches
the age of majority. I may not be able to recognize him because I
have not seen him since 1974.
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As I stated, my ex-wife was three months pregnant when I first met

her, we had the child and the child and myself became very close
through the three vears we lived together. That final year we lived
together my ex-wife had left me two previous times, staying away

for as long as a week at a time. The third time she left I was working
on the oil rigs and sent to northern Alberta before she returned.

I agreed to send support money for the child voluntary, and did send
850 to $100 a month. When the rig shut down and I returned to visit
the child, I was totally upset. The ¢hild was stuck out on the farm
with its grandparents wearing hardly nothing more than rags, running
nose and about as dirty as one of the pigs in the pen. My ex-wiie

was in town sitting in the local hotel having a good time. At that
time I refused to pay support money voluntary, as I believed the child
was receiving none of it for its needs. I visited the child fairly
regular for a couple of months after that, but the partings extremely
difficult for both of us. I decided then that it might be better to cut
out all visiting, rather than have the child getting its hopes up of
when I could return (working on the rigs you have no regular days off)},
and the breaking up when I had to leave. As for maintenance payments

I don't really know, when my ex-wife left me we were about $5000 in
debt and nothing to show for it. It took close to two years for me
and my present wife to pay the debts off. Sometimes I feel maintenance
payments - if too high are worse than a jail sentence. If you remarry
and are struggling to support one family and have to pay support money
for another family, this is doing nothing but making your present wife
and family ay for a mistake you made in the past.

My lawyer Linda Gaudet in Calgary is in the process of trying to get
my ex-wife to sign to sell the house or go to court to see 1f the Judge
will say to sell the house. All the kids are married or common law.

Most of the maintenance questions do not apply to me - bacause I
bought half ¢f our business from her, and thus am paying her
that way.

More time should be spent as to who I should get custody of the
children also visiting rights should be enforced the same as
payments.

I feel courts don't take the time to ensure proper orders are issued
satisfactory to both parties. Should she refuse to comply with order

I should not have to pay for those dates access was refused. Persons
with far greater incomes than mine pay less. No maintenance should

be made to her when house and belongings turned over to her. Orders

are difficult for police to act on without further documentation causing
lengthy delays in obtaining custody for period prescribed - by then

its too late. I feel court took advantage of my position.

I believe the partner being sued for divorce should be informed of
the court date and child custody hearings by the lawyer or by the
courts.

My present wife's ex-spouse has not made any maintenance payments
for some time. The courts should be more strict on the matter of
delinquent payments i.e. contempt of court charges.
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My wife has been pushing for an increase in my payments.
My payments would be on time and in full if T could afford
it and were able to live my life without her persistance
of money.

Currently making up to date payments including arrears on a
monthly basis (since Feb/79 to now). Have not seen children
since divorce based on agreement with ex~wife (verbal) that
if I didn't use visiting privileges then she wouldn't press
to enforce maintenance order. Agreed upon but she didn't
keep her end of bargain,

My ex—wife wants to have her cake and eat it. I feel I have
a right to a house and home for my family. I built my house
with own hands because I could not afford to buy one.

I think the laws need a lot of correcting as to who is left
with bills, not signed by wife. But she is still able to
receive half of all you have this cost me my home and dignity
as she caused the bankruptey with the law on her side.

The Alberta Welfare Department should ensure that an ex-spouse

is doing everything within capability to support themselves rather than
depend on Government funds. There is no difference from them and

a married couple trying to make ends meet. It is codd that

women do not ask for "equal rights" when it comes to Divorce Court.

What for? WNothing helps.

The courts should take time to find out why payments are not
made, before making judgment and court orders. The defendant
may have very good reason for nmot paying, but can't explain in
court because their mind has already been made up, that person is
guilty.

If I were to start paying my wife would not. let me see my children
anyway and when I do get to see them its always on her terms. I
never get to take them by myself after all they are half mine.

I know I wasn't in the wrong and she turned on me and had

me thrown out. But I did have a few chances to throw her out
when she was running around. But I'm not that sort of a person.
S0 her lawyer helped her out well, and I foot the bill. That is
justice!

Three out of the four children are married and the youngest is grown.
She is supported by welfare and common law husband therefore I see
no reason why I should still pay. She is a hairdresser and could
make a fair living, but would rather sit and cellect the money.

I feel 1 have not defaulted in any way and nobody seems to care
about how T justify why I don't make my maintenance payments. My
redson is simple and very important to me. No access, no payment!
At such time I regain access I would gladly resume my payments. T
have thought about a trust account in my sons name to possibly pay
my payments into it in the meantime, thils way I know he will receive
it someday. I was ordered to pay maintenance for my child I don’'t
know where he is! DO YOoUu??
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