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INNOVATIVE FINANCIAL INVESTIGA—
TIONS IN SUFFOLK COUNTY

A vice president of a security
guard firm. . .an unemployed man
with a $29,000 stock
portfolio. . .an owner of three
lucrative corporations, with a
$100,000 beachside home. These
are a few of the absent parents
encountered by the Child Support

Enforcement Bureau in Suffolk
County, New York. "These are
the extreme cases, " admits
County Child Support Director

Bill Morrissey, but there are so
many absent parents with hidden
assets that Morrissey has desig—
nated one enforcement team to

work solely on financial inves—
tigations.

Bill Morrissey

IV-D Director,

Suffolk County
The finnnc ial Invest igat ion
starts with one employee who is
permanentlyv stationed in the
County Clerk"s office. lie
checks all county records begin—
ning with real estate vrecords.
Judgment rolls, Uniform Com—
mercial Code records, and
business records (such as

continued on page 2
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State Spotlight
WISCONSIN

Duane Campbell
Wisconsin 1V-D
Director

Enthusiastic cooperation by ded-—
icated personnel--thatls the key
to Wisconsin®s success in the
Chi Id Support Enforcement pro—
gram, according to Duane
Campbell, Director of Wiscon—
sin®s Bureau of Child Support.

Wisconsin:s
administered
witli the counties.
tioning of the
result of the competence and
close working relationships
among county and State level
personnel.

program is State
through contracts

Smooth func—
system is the

This cooperation has marked the
program since its beginning,

says Campbell. In his experi—
ence, the I1V-D program "has just
about the best relationship

between State and county govern-—
ments in Wisconsin."

This relationship is exemplified
by tho Wisconsin Child Support
Enforcement Association. The
Association is an independent
body drawing on county personnel
which provides a liaison commit—
tee and ad hoc committees as
needed. Those committees
express grass roots concerns and
coordinate program development
witli the State office.

continued on page 2



STATE SPOTLIGHT continued

Another strength of the program
is a mandatory wage assignment
law covering both temporary and
permanent orders of support and
affecting current and future

employers. If the parent de-—

faults on his support payments,
the assignment can be dated and

addressed to the employer imme—

diately. A hearing is held only
if the parent requests one.
Eliminating mandatory hearings
for wage assignments saves about
six weeks in the enforcement
process.

Family Court Commissioners in

Wisconsin occupy a unique posi—

tion in that they act as both

court masters and as prosecu—

tors. Commissioners relieve
judges of some investigative
duties and issue contempt orders
and temporary support orders.
All actions are wunder judicial
revi ew.

Despite Wisconsin®s success with

the Child Support Erforcement

program, the dedicated staff
don"t rest on their laurels.

Under Duane Campbell®s leader—
ship, Sherwood Zink (Legal

Counsel), Betty Massey (PLS
head), Howard Anderson (Chief.

Fiscal and Reporting Section)

and the entire staff constantly
seek new ways to improve the
program.

By the end of 1979, the State
will be ready to implement
Project 419 to determine an

ahsent. parent®s assets using the
Internal Revenue Service. The

State has also developed a major

new data system and is con—
sulting with the Child Support

Association regarding its imple-

mcntat ion.

Wisconsin®s 1V-D staff plan to
continue and intensify their
efforts toward program improve—
ment. Duane Campbell would like
the State"s work to he evaluated

in terms of "how well we have
applied the State and Federal

law within a broad framework of
respect for the rights of human
beings." On these criteria,

Wisconsin rates high.
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SUFFOLK COUNTY continued

partnership agreements or "doing

business as" documents) are also

examined. Evidence obtained

from the investigation is devel —
oped into a financial profile to
be used in court. "County
records are a tremendous tool,

and they"re available to every-—
body,"™ Morrissey says.

Suffolk County’"s creative
approach to financial investiga—
tion has yielded some dramatic
results. One parent, the owner
of a construction company, was
surprised one morning to find
the sheriff hauling away several
large pieces of construction
equipment. At the execution
sale, he hastily paid his entire
arrearage in cash--over $10,000.
Another parent finally paid up
when the 1V-D staff took steps
to seize his sailboat. In still
another case, the investigator
literally used her head to
gather information on the absent
parent--she made an appointment
at his hairdressing salon, and
copied information from his
license as he styled her hair.

Morrissey and Deputy Child
Support Director Tom O"Donnell
keep track of their cases

through a simple yet highly de—
veloped management information

system. Each case 1is assigned
to one of 60 categories, ac—
cording to the type of work to be
done. As cases move through the

system, their categories change.
Each week the computer generates
a report stating the number of
cases, the total arrearage
amount, and other information.
Other reports indicating number
of payments made, number of
cases referred to court, etc.,
aid the case management process.

Suffolk County"s collections
have more than doubled since
January 1977. Says Morrissey,
"The percentage of parents
paying has been rising every
month, and we think we can make
it rise even higher."



REGION VIII: LARGE DISTANCES
AND SMALL POPULATION

Seated: Nancy Laubhan, Garth Youngberg,
Garry Peterson
Standing: Page Brown, Richard Briones

HEW Region VIII is composed of
Colorado, Montana, North Dakota,

South Dakota, Utah, and Wyoming.

The region encompasses about

one-sixth of the continental

i).S. land mass, while its popu-—
lation amounts to only about

2.7°““0of the U.S. total. Many of
these people live 1in rural areas

and small towns separated by
vast distances.

because of the sparse population

within the broad land expanse,

States of Region VIII have had

to be creative in devising ways

to 1implement the Chi Id Support

Enforcement program. In  one

State, telephone interviews and

contracts with private attorneys

are used extensively to minimize

travel. Another State has

created a series or child sup-—
port regional offices by use of

agreements with County Commis—
sioners. Variations of this

kind of regional structure can

lie seen in almost all the States

in the Region.

The American Indian population
of the Region approaches 99,000,
which is about 12.5“ of the
national Indian population.
There are 23 Indian reserva-
tions, or parts of reservations,
in Region VIII.

The significant number of on-
reservation AFDC recipients
poses a particular problem be
cause the States lack jurisdic—
tion for child support purposes
with respect to Indians residing
~n reservations. Devising vol-

starv reciprocal ar rangemcnts
between the tribes and the
States is one of Region VIII
OCSE"s major goals.

Under Garth Youngberg®s direc—
tion as Regional Representative,
responsibility for the States is
divided between the two Progranm
Specialists. Ga»ry Peterson is
assigned Utah, South Dakota and

Colorado, and Page Brown is
assigned Montana, North Dakota
and Wyoming. The Financial Man—
agement Specialist, Richard

Briones, <carries fiscal respon—
sibility for all cix States.

Nancy Laubhan acts as secretary

and administrative assistant to
the Regional Representative and

provides necessary clerical sup-—
port .

Major initiatives within Region

VIII include encouraging greater
use of IRS collection mecha—
nisms, use of “"Phone Power,™
assisting 1in the development of
new State legislation, and de—
vising effective case monitoring
and billing techniques. The

Regional Office staff strongly
believes that their function is
to support progranm improvement
and to foster the interest of
the States in the Child Support
Enforcement program.



hild Support Report

Policy Notes

The United States Congress is
currently considering several
bills which, if passed, would
have a major impact on the Child
Support Enforcement program.

S. 257, introduced by Sen. Long,
H.R.2649 introduced by Congress-
man Gradison, and H.R.3014, in—
troduced by Congressman Lederer
would amend Section 455 (a) of
the Social Security Act to make
FFP available for services to
non-AFDC cases on a permanent
basis, retroactive to
October 1, 1978. All three
bills are now in committee.

Sen. Hatfield introduced S.1396
which would permit a State to
retain the 15% incentive payment
for collections it makes 1in 1its
own behalf. In addition, 1incen—
tive payments would not be made
unless the amount subject to in-—
centive payment exceeded either
(a) the expenditures used to
collect that amount in that
quarter, or (b) 3.5% of the jur—
isdiction"s AFDC payments in
that quarter. This bill also
requires that 50% of the 1incen—
tive payments received be used

to "enhance, improve, or expand
the operation of the State"s
plan."

Title IV of S$.1290 and H.R.4904 ,
the administration®s welfare rc-

form proposal, would make
various changes to the 1V-D pro—
gram. The major ones arc:

IV-D agencies would be re-—
quired to collect spousal
support in certain cases.

A mandatory fee of 10% of
collections for services to
non-AFDC families would be
imposed.

States would be permitted
to keep AFDC families on
the rolls for up to three
months after child support
would otherwise make them
ineligible. States would

also disregard amounts paid
to the family during that
period while retaining
amounts equal to the assis—
tance payment.

Advances of Federal funds
to State 1V-D agencies
would be prohibited wunless
certain collections and ex—
penditure reports are re-—
ceived in a timely fashion.

Certain changes would be
made to distribution and
incentive payment proce —
dures.

The Senate and House bills have

each been referred to the appro-—
priate committee(s). The House

Ways and Means Subcommittee on

Public Assistance held hearings

on H.R. 4904 . The bill was then

sent to the full committee for

markup. Action was not com-—
pleted before the August recess,

but the committee plans to take

up the bill again by
September 15. The section

dealing with <child support was

not changed.

H.R.3491 and H.R.3492, intro—
duced by Congressman Matsui,

would prohibit the discharge in
bankruptcy of any child support

obligation. The House Subcom—
mittee on Civil and Constitu—
tional Rights of the Committee

on the Judiciary held hearings

on H.R.3492, at which 0CSE
Deputy Director Louis 1. Hays

testified in support of the
hills.

H.R.3839, introduced by Con—
gressman Jacobs and referred to
the Committee on the Judiciary,

would westablish in Federal law
tlie right of every unemancipated

child to be supported by his or
her parents and would require
certain State courts to enforce
that right regardless of the
child"s residence.

The next Policy Notes column
will contain an update on other
bills now 1in Congress.



APDNS ALERTS PAYERS IN DISTRICT
OF COLUMBIA

Under the direction of Eugene
Brown, the District of Columbia
Office of Paternity and Child
Support Enforcement 1is using the
Absent Parent Delinquency Notice
Service (APDNS) with success.
The APDNS, operated through a
minicomputer in OCSE head —
quarters, can generate billing
or delinquency notices geared to
the needs of the individual jur-—

isdiction. The service is
available free of charge to
requesting agencies. APDNS, as
used in the District of

Columbia, supplies two letters.
One is a notice to delinquent
parents; the other 1is a monthly
reminder to responsible payers.

Helen Nelson, Acting Assistant. I1V-D
Director; Eugene Drown, 1V-D Director;
Norris Sheppard, Supervisor, Enforce—
ment Unit.

"We are encouraged by the steady
50% response rate, after an ini—
tial 61%, in the three months
we"ve been using the APDNS,"
said Brown. "When a fully auto—
matic system becomes operational
in early 1980, wc"Jl be able to
reduce tlie cost of processing
data. At that time," said
Brown, "we"ll be able to 1input
directly into the system and
eliminate the manpower cost of
hand coding the input forms.

The APDNS is effective, but
unless an agency has an auto-—
matic system, coding costs must
be considered.™

For the interim, the District of
Columbia Office of Paternity and
Child Support Enforcement staff,

using the APDNS, are discovering
cases of parents who are im—
prisoned, or who have died, or
are on public assistance, or are
unemployed. In so doing, they
are purging their records of
these cases. Also, agency
staff, relieved of the burden of
sending monthly reminders to
supporting parents, can concen—
trate on enforcement and remain
on top of their cases. An inter—
esting sidelight, noted by
Norris Sheppard, Supervisor of
the Enforcement Section, 1is that

in the District of Columbia, a
computerized letter apparently

is more effective in drawing a
response from their clients than

the conventional typewritten

inquiry. Sheppard also com—
mented that as a side benefit,

the APDNS identifies addresses

in need of verification.

District workers have verified

new addresses for 15% of the
returned notices.

“For us, in the District of
Columbia,™ said Brown, “the
APDNS has aided the staff in en—
forcing support. The system lias

been tailored to our needs. As
with any innovative process,
however, only through wuse have

we discovered the benefits and
drawbacks of that system."

Update on the States

JIM O"BRIEN is the new 1V-D
Administrator in Hawaii. . .JIM
KIDDER has been namccl Director,

Bureau of Child Support Enforce—
ment in Utah.



The Top Ten

Measuring the percentage of the
absent parents who made payments
in a quarter provides a good in—
dication of the penetration of
the IV-D progranm. The following
table represents the percentage
of the AFDC absent parent case—
load from w.iom collections were
made for the second quarter of
Fiscal Year 1979

Percentage

of AFDC
Absent Parent
Caseload

From Whonm
Collections
Were Made,

Sta te 2nd Qtr FY"79
1. New Hampshire 41
2. Connecticut 34
3. Michigan 26
4. Washington 24
5. Wisconsin 23
6. Rhode Island 23
7. New Jersey 15
8. Utah 14
9. ldaho 10

10. Nevada 8

The percentages are based on
data obtained from the O0CSE-3
Statistical Reporting Form, and

were derived as follows: line
Cl  (number of cases in which a
collection was made in the

second month of this quarter)

divided bv 1line A4 (cases open

on last day of quarter). States

that did not submit an OCSE-3
for the quarter under considera-—
tion and States that provided

incomplete or inconsistent data

were not included in this

analys is.

For a complete ranking of all

available States and jurisdic—
tions on this criterion, contact

the Reference Center.

IRS ASSETS IDENTIFICATION PROGRAM
SHOWS RESULTS

Internal Revenue Service Project
419, the determination of assets
of a responsible parent through
review of 1income tax data, is
being implemented in St. Louis
County, Missouri, by District 11
of the Missouri Child Support
Enforcement Program.

Designated as the 406 Program on
the local Level, St. Louis
County case workers are ob—
taining information from the IRS
that enables them to pursue
delinquent parents claiming 1in—
ability to support.

In one case, described by super—
visor Bonnie Mosely, a self--

employed parent®"s ability to pay

was confirmed by vreviewing his

IRS tax form, resulting in a
referral to the Prosecuting At—
torney for action. In another

instance, a check of the IRS

data showed that a parent was

not 1irresponsible but wunable to

support his dependents.

To guarantee that the confiden—
tiality of the [IRS information
is not breached, District 11
case workers store tax data
separately from support records
in compliance with 419 regula—
tions. In addition, information
obtained from the tax return is
not disclosed during litigation.

"Federal tax records supply
financial information that is
not available using conventional

methods," said Ms. Mosely, ™"and
we are using Project 419 to help
discover the true financial

status of a responsible parent.”



Law In Brief

CHILD SUPPORT: KANSAS ADOPTS
MINORITY VIEW THAT A PARENT WHO
PAYS SUPPORT PURSUANT TO A LUMP
SUM AWARD SHOULD BE ALLOWED TO
REDUCE SUPPORT PROPORTIONATELY
AS THE CHILDREN BECOME OF AGE
WITHOUT COURT ORDER

The Supreme Court of Kansas
recently adopted the minority
view as to the ability of a
parent to reduce lTump sum
support payments proportionately
as each child attains the age of
majority without a court order.
In this case a mother attempted
to cite her former husband for
contempt for failure to pay $250
child support as directed 1in the
original award contained within
the divorce decree. The former
husband had reduced his ,upport
payments by one-third when his
eldest child reached eighteen
years of age, and similarly
reduced his payments by another
third when the middle child came
to live with him. The facts of
the —case at the trial court
level indicated that there had
been at least an 1implied consent
on the part of the mother with
regard to these actions until
her current petition to the
trial court.

The Kansas Supreme Court stated
that, contrary to the mother"s
contentions, a divorce order
provi ling for child support pay—
ments to continue "until further
order of the court"” does not
give a court the power to order
support beyond the age of
majority. Any order requiring
either parent or both parents to
pay for the support of any child
until the age of majority shall
terminate when such child
ati.ains the age of eighteen
years, unless by prior written

agreement approved by the court
such parent or parents specif—
ically agreed to pay such
support beyond the time such
child attains the age of eigh—
teen. The order terminates
without further order.

Although the court also held

that accrued, unpaid child
support payments cannot be mod—
ified under Kansas law, it
approved trial court action

giving the former husband credit
against the judgment for the
period of time the middle child
lived with the husband through
the age of seventeen. This was
done despite the fact that the
husband had never appealed to
the court for a modification of

the support order. It is also
interesting to note that the
case arose over a dispute
between the parents as to

whether the father should pay
the costs of a college education

for the two older children. It
can be inferred from the ruling
that the Kansas courts will not
sanction such expenditures on
the part of the obligor aside
from a specific agreement

between the parties. Despite
new decisions from other States,

Kansas follows the rule that the
controlling factor will be the
State”s law pertaining to the
age of majority. Education

beyond that age 1is not a "rea-—
sonable expenditure” empowering

a c<- >t to modify a decree which

has picviously been silent as to
this issue.

Brady v. Brady, 592 P.2d 865
(Kan. 1779)

Law in Brief is compiled and
edited by the National District
Attorneys Association



Child Support Report

Conference Calendar

September 9-12 - Minnesota
Family Support and Recovery
Council Training Conference;
Brainerd (contact Daniel Haley,

Program Chairman, 612-296-4699J.

September 12 - 1V-D Conference
for Maryland States Attorneys;
Annapolis (contact John

Williams, 301-383-3501).

September 18-21 - Southeastern
Regional Meeting of American
Public Welfare Association;
Biloxi, Mississippi, IV-D Work—
shop, September 20 (contact

Bruce Gaunt, 404-221-2180).

September 23-26 - Annual Meeting

of Domestic Relations Associa—
tion of Pennsylvania; Philadel —
phia (contact Sterling Wees,

814-355-1272).

September 27-28 - Western

Regional Seminar of the National

Conference of State Legisla—
tures; Denver (contact Deborah

Bennington, 303-623-6600).

October 17-19 - Semi-Annual

Child Support Conference; Ports—
mouth, Rhode Island (contact

Thomas Hughes, 617-223-1138).

SMO71 EMGPCEVENT

REFERENCE
CENTER

Office of Child Support Enforcement
6110 Executive Blvd.
Rockville, Maryland 20852

October 22-23 - Washington

Family Support Council Meeting;

Seattle (contact Washington As—
sociation of Prosecuting Attor—
neys, 206-753-2175).

October 22-23 - Eastern Regional

Seminar of the National Confer—
ence of State Legislatures;

Hartford, Connecticut (contact

Deborah Bennington, 303-623-

6600).

November 11-15 - 28th Annual

Conference on Child Support En-—
forcement; Lake Buena Vista,

Florida (contact Tim Morrison,
515-262-6807).

November 14-17 - 3rd Annual
Title 1V-D Systems Workshop;
Orlando, Florida (contact Horace
Churchman, 301-443-1310).

Child Support Report

Published by:
National Child Support Enforcement
Reference Center
Office of Child Support Enforcement
6110 Executive Bivd.
Rockville, Maryland 20852
Edited by Sue Marlon and Audrey Platt

POSTAGE AND FEES PA
U 9. DEPARTMENT OF
HEW 397 U.S.MAI-



Inforex, Inc.

Is proud to announce

C. A. S E

(The Child, Alimony and Support Enforcement System)



HISTORY OF TITLE 1V-D

Child, Alimony and Support Enforcement (C.A.S.E.) has become a major
undertaking by all states and counties throughout the country. This 1is the
result of increasing concern by public officials over the irresponsibility of
many parents in failing to support their children, and the consequent rise in

the cost of public aid programs.

Congressional attention has focused on this area since 1950 when section
402 (a) (11) was added to the Social Security Act. This required state welfare
agencies to notify law enforcement officials when AFDC was furnished to chil —
dren who had been deserted or abandoned by a parent. However, this rather ob-
sure provision received little attention by social service agencies and law
enforcement officials.

Subsequently, 1in 1965, public law 89-97 was enacted which allowed HEW to
provide social service agencies with the names and places of employment of
absent parents. In 1967 a further amendment to the Social Security Act added
Section 402 (a) (17), (18), (21), (22), which required each state to establish
within their welfare structure a unit to establish paternity and to collect
support money for children receiving public assistance. These amendments
proved to be substantial aids to public officials who had recognised the
problems of non-support and developed support and paternity programs as well as
providing an incentive for other public officials to become involved.

The mechanisms established by Conqress worked with varying degrees of
efficiency. Efforts were hampered by a lack of enthusiasm in many welfare
agencies and a lack of adequate funding for investigation and prosecution.
Increased pressure by prosecutors and welfare agencies recoqnizing the problem
of rapidly rising AFDC caseloads, resulted in Conqress enacting Part D of the
Social Security Act which 1is contained in Public Law 93-647.

This new act seeks to encourage states to develop effective child support
programs through a series of fiscal incentives and the threat of withdrawal of

the federal share of AFDC funds for ineffective state proqgrams. Included as
incentives were federal funds to assist the public official in developing and
staffing collections programs. It also establishes a set of defined enforce—

ment procedures and federal requirements that must he addressed on a statewide
basis in order to take advantage of these incentives. A further examination
of the impact of Title IV-D is warranted.

In light of this background, the- significance of child support programs
to state/county government is apparent as is their importance to the public 1in
terms of shifting the burden of supporting abandoned or deserted children from

the taxpayers to the absent non-supporting parent.



TITLE

IV-D REQUIREMENTS/INCENTIVES

The passage of Title I1V-D presents both additional requirements and a
significant opportunity to every county/state involved in administering child
support enforcement. Although each state has developed its own unique plan and
organization structure to comply to Title IV-D the requirements and incentives

are the same nationwide:

Requirements:

Insure timely response to all requests for support enforcement from

either individual dependents or the state IV-A agency. Maintain
detailed case records and insure proper establishment and execution

of support court orders.

Provide local/state level parent location services required to effec—
tively enforce support programs.

Provide support payment collection services for all state 1V-D cases.
Insure proper accounts receivable control and audit trails.

Provide similar collection services for all 1V-D cases referred from
other states under URESA.

Properly control the disbursement of collected support payments to
appropriate dependent or welfare agency (if AFDC. case).

Identify all delinquent payees within 30 days of delinquency. Take
appropriate steps to rectify the situation.

Maintained sufficient records and audit trails to define cost of pro—
gram administration. Submit supporting documents for federal
participation and incentive payments.

Incentives:

The state/county general fund will be reimbursed for costs related to
IV-D administration for those cases related welfare as follows:

- 75% of the development costs

- 75% of operating/administration costs (direct , > indirect)

The state/county general fund will receive 15% of all support payments
collected in welfare related cases.



The program requirements are relatively well defined. They present a
massive adminstrative challenge for every state/county agency involved. With
literally thousands of cases active at any one time, the process of maintaining
accurate case information and payment histories, tracking delinquent payors and
complying with the federal audit requirements can be overwhelming.

vet, effective compliance with 1V-D will provide significant benefits in
areas such as reduced welfare costs, increased federal incentive payments, and
generally improved services to the community.



Inforex Committment

We, at Inforex, believe that the key to success in effectively meeting the
challenges of Title 1V-D is MAKING INFORMATION WORK FOR Y0"J. A system where
information is not simply collected and filed but is utilized to:

e quickly answer field questions
e automatically highlight exceptional conditions
e coordinate IV-A and IV-D activities

e provide basis of federal audits

Information in a filing cabinet is useless! The key to success in Title
IV-D is developing a system that effectively collects information and is
capable of retreiving that information in a manner that isresponsive to the
needs of you ant your personnel.

Over a year ago Inforex committed itself to develop just such a system.
We dedicated a team of system analysts to the task of learning the requirements
of Title IV-D and building a packaged information system that would meet them.
The team was led by a system analyst who had recently designed a similar system
for a major county in Ohio. For the past year they have worked under H.F..W.
guidelines and in an actual user environment to insure that the system would
meet federal requirements and still be flexible enough to keep pace with your
dynamic requirements. We have committed literally man years of effort and
over a half million dollars to insure success.

Our committment has resulted in the Inforex C.A.S_.E. (Child, Alimony and
Support Enforcement) application package. A system:

a Designed to make information work for you

0 That meets Federal requirements

0 That has been tested in a live environment

0o Designed for easy installation

# Designed in functional modules to insure that it can be flexibly
applied to individual state/county organization structures

e Designed to be used by non-data processing people

Inforex recognizes that each individual installation is somewhat unique
and that information requirements change over time. That is why our commitment
goes beyond the initial program development. We are dedicated to insuring that
C.A.S.E. continues to meet your requirements in the years to come. We have
over 400 field systems and maintenance engineers in more than 30 major cities
available to insure that our information systems and supporting equipment are
tuned to meet your daily requirements. They are professionals. They are
trained and ready to help you make the most of information.



C.A.S.E.

The
tive challenge of Title

- INTRODUCTION

Inforex C.A.S.E. application is a packaged solution to the administra—

Minicomputer

Application Software

Maintenance

Training Support

1V-D.

The solution consists of:

The System 5000 is a versatile piece of equipment
that is designed with simplicity and expandabil-
it; in mind. It can be expanded to 32

terminals and and over a billion bytes of
storige. Typewriter-like keyboards allow your
operators to create, store and retrieve
information records in seconds.

The C.A.S.E. package has been designed to take
advantage of the simplicity of the System 5000.
Your present staff will be able to effectively
operate the system in a matter of days. The
features of the C.A.S.E. package itself are high—
lighted in the next section.

Inforox professionals are trained and equipped to
keep your System 5000 tuned to top performance.

Inforex systems personnel will train your present
staff to use the System 5000 C.A.S_E. applications
and equipment.



C.A.S.E. - APPLICATION DESCRIPTION

Functional Overview

The flow chart on the next page graphically illustrates the functional
flow of the Child Support Enforcement process. At an earlier system develop—
ment workshop conducted by the Federal Department cf Health, Education and

Welfare these functions were grouped into six major categories:

e Case Management

e Parent Locator Services
e Accounts Receivable

e Support Distribution

e Support Enforcement

e Administrative Accounting

The Inforex C.A.S.E. system is a comprehensive package of application
software designed for the System 5000. It is a powerful file management system
that meets federal 1V-D requirements in all these areas. The following section
highlights the C.A.S.E. application features in each category.

Case Management

Defined as activities, information requirements and reports relating to
pstablishing and monitoring IV-D cases, as well as information required to
effectively monitor counselor case loads, case status, etc.

C.A.S.E.:
e Maintains statistical/financial detailed records for each payor, payee

and case. The system easily handles:
- multiple payees per case
- multiple payors per case
- multiple children per payee
e Maintains complete charge, payment and disbursement histories

t Generates "introduction”™ letter to payee and payor detailing:

- how/when to pay
- what _to do in case of questions
- confirmation of address and other data



Functional Process Flow

AEDC Individual
Application Application
(Absent (non-AFDC)
ParentI”C
1V-D
Intake
Legal Parent
Support Location
Obligation Process
URESA Established
Intake
Title 1V-D
Case
Established
Support Support
Payment Enforcement
Collection Process
Support
Distribution
Process
Reimburse Support Support
ment to Returned to
to Dependent Initiating
Welfare Agency (URESAj)

Administra
tive

Accounting

Process-*



t Easily handles court order modifications

4 Pprovides an optional Welfare records interface to allow case worker to
check AFDC status of applicant as well as other pertinent information

» Provides a complete set of statistical and management reports to track
case activity, initiate periodic case reviews, analyze counselor case

loads, etc.

Parent Locator Services

Defined as activities required to initiate and track requests for parent
location services at county, state and federal levels.

C.A.S_E.:
e Maintains information to aid in location process.

e Provides a weekly report of all parent locator requests sorted by
individual parent locator

Accounts Receivable

Defined as activities related to payment collection, cash control,
arrearage control, deposit/reconcilation of monies as well as the generally
accepted accounting standards of batch balancing and audit trails.

C.A.S.E.:

Easily handles payments made by mail or in person.

- Mailed payments are processed in a batch with full batch balance
control and tracking

- Payments made 1in person are posted immediately and a receipt
acknowledgement 1is immediately generated for the payor.

e Processes pre-payments and tracks them on a per case basis

e Monitors "bounced checks™ performance of payor and disallows
personal checks based on past performance.

e Maintains a complete detailed payment history

e Provides daily and monthly payment registers



Support Distribution

Defined as activities required to disburse collected support payments to
the appropriate parties. Including eligibility determination, incentive
tracking, check writing, etc.

C

.A.S_E.

Provides a flexible hierarchy of distribution to allow disbursement of
support in accordance with I1V-D regulations.

Generates detailed distribution registers

Automatically handles collection fee calculation/deduction
(it selected)

Assigns support for AFDC receipients to the local Welfare agency

Distributes payments in accordance with due dates established
in each court order.

Provides information needed to track incentive reimbursements.

In addition, the following types of receipt and disbursement situations
are handled automatically by C.A.S.E.:

Various payment frequencies (i.e. weekly, bi-weekly, semi-monthly, and
monthly)

Specified pre-payments (i.e., payments made by a payor for an entire
year to be disbursed according to court ordered due dates for payee)

Payments made by a payor both of a continuing nature and with regard
to paying off a fixed obligation.

Printing of checks to payees on a due date basis as well as complete
check reconcilation processes and reports.

Generation of a single disbursement check for multiple payments to the
local Welfare Agency along with a detailed listing of the payments
included within this single check



Support Enforcement

Defined as activities and information requirements associated with
identifying delinquent payors and enforcing compliance with court orders.

C.A.S.E.:

e Monitors case status and generates exception reports/forms:

- Late payment notices
- 5, 10, 30 day default listings

- Form letters to payee explaining default
enforcement rights and remedies

- Counseling notices and reports

Administrative Accounting

Defined as all activities required to track program cost (direct and i
direct) and all federal reporting and audit requirements.

C.A.S.E.:

e Provides valuable management information including:

- Case status and activity
- Fiscal status and activity

- Enforcement work load analysis

e Maintains complete accounting controls

- Batch balanced payment posting procedures
- Detailed payment registers

- Complete check creation

- Detailed disbursement register

e Detailed check register

- Check reconciliation procedures



System

C.AS.E.

Summary of CAS.E.

Subsystem/Applications

Collection and attribu-

tion of Child Suprort

and Alimony Payments.

Parent Location.
Counciling.
Cashiering.
Finance.

Benefits

Tangibles

Reduce non-com-
pliance with court
ordered payments.
Prevent possible
public assistance.
Better cash
management.
Better collections.
Assure accurate
accounting pfocc-
duies.

Increase Title IV D
incentives to
county.

Increase compli
ance by monitor
ing and issuing o*
late payments.
Centralize coliec-
tion and distribu
tion ol payment:'..
Reduce collection
costs and increase
collection revenues.
Fncourago payment
tltiu location and
follow-up council
ing.

Ability to attach
and monitoi wages.
Reduce filings of
non-support thus
reducing docket.
Professional/Man

aycmr.Mit Productivity.

i

Intangibles

e Decrease errors.
¢ Increase delivery
of payments.

« Better control of

revenue.

* More accurate.
timely and com-
plete informa-
tion.

e Auditing tool.

* Increase response
to judicial and
customer in-
quiry.

» Standardize

judgements (all

pay thru court).

Belter Manage-

ment of county

funds.

<« Leadership
shown to other
counties.

<

A

® Generate respect
for court orders.

o Keep paient
responsible ior
suppoit instead
of public sector.

0 Increase flexibil-
ity of staffing.

® Improve plan-
ning. *

o Improve resource
utilization.

® Improve tax
payer scrviccs.



National Conference of State Legislatures
October 1979

Guide to Handout Materials
Seminar Agenda
List of Seminar Participants and Faculty
Designation of Participants into Groups for Workshops
Concurrent Session-Guidelines for Discussion Groups
Seminar Evaluation Form
Technical Assistance Request Form
NCSL Child Support Enforcement Project Announcement
National Institute for Child Support Enforcement Brochure
Child Support Enforcement Resources
Office of Child Support Enforcement Program Description
National Child Support Enforcement Reference Center Information

Offi~rv> of Child Support Enforcement Newsletter "Child Support Report”
August, 1979

Infocmation Sharing Index, OCSE Reference Center
Third Annual Report to Congress, September 30, 1978, HEW f OCSE
Demographic Factors in Child Support Enforcement

Discussion Papers, prepared by Robert E. Keith for the NCSL
Child Support Enforcement Seminar

"The New Clout in Child Support Enforcement,” Dennis C. Cooper and
Mary Volgyes, State Legislatures, October 1979

"Men Who Know They Are Watched: Some Benefits and Costs of
Jailing for Nonpayment of Support,™ David L. Chambers, Michigan
Law Review, April-May, 1977
Uniform Marriage and Divorce Act
Uniform Parentage Act
Revised Uniform Reciprocal Enforcement of Support Act

Uniform Child Custody Jurisdication Act

Tourist Information



CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT RESOURCES

National District Attorneys Association, Child Support Enforcement Project,

666 North Lake Shore Drive

Suite 1432

Chicago, Illinois 6Q611

312/944-4610

a. Newsletter, terminated - back issues available

b. Legal Clearinghouse - Extensive bibliography, Case Law Index and Several
Other Resources

National Reciprocal and Family

Support Enforcsnent Association
503 East Fifteenth Street

Des Moines, lowa 50316

a. Newsletter

b. Annual Conference

Office of Child Suf* t Enforcement

Reference Center

6110 Executive Blvd.

9th Floor

Rockville, iferyland 20852

301/443-5106

a. Index of government publications and
reprints of relevant publications

b. Newsletter

c. Bibliography in topical areas of
child support enforcement

National Institute for Child Support Enforcement

1601 North Kent Street

Suite 1101

Arlington, Virginia 22209

703/522-3010

a. Technical Assistance for IV-D agencies
b. Training courses for 1V-D personnel

Child Support. Enforcement Project

National Conference of State Legislatures

1405 Curtis Street

Suite 2300

Denver, Colorado 80202

303/623-6600

a. Legislative Seminars

b. Technical assistance, state workshops

c. Information Clearinghouse for legislators and staff
d. Legislator®s Guide to Child Support Enforcement



DEMOGRAPHIC FACTORS
IN CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT

Family Characteristics

8 The average family size has decreased frcm 3.67 persons in 1940 to

2.81 in 1978, while the fertility rate has fallen to near the replace—
ment level.

The divorce rate is the highest among those of industrialized countries,
at 5.1 per thousand. (The U.S. is followed by Australia (4.3), U.S.S.R.
(3.4), and Sweden (2.7). 38 percent of all marriages in the U.S. will
end in divorce. 56 percent of these divorces involve children.

One-parent households now comprise 14.4 percent of all families. Of
one-parent families, 85 percent are headed by a woman. While employ—
ment of such women has increased from 45 percent in 1960 to 53 percent
in 1978, 65 percent of those who are employed hold low-paying clerical,
blue-collar, or service-type jobsl

The proportion of children living with both of their natural parents
to the total child population has decreased frcm 75 percent in 1960

to 63 percent today. Further, by 1990 only one-half of all children
will be living with their natural parents! (These families include

one-parent households, families in which there is a step-parent, and
other custodial arrangements.)

The illegitimate birth rate has increased. 500,000 children were
bom out of wedlock in 197F, accounting for 15 percent of all births.

AFDC Caseload Characteristics

Children in families receiving AFDC comprised 11.5 percent of the
child population in 1978, down slightly from 12 percent in 1975.

Within the AFDC population, the number of families “deceiving assistance
because of the father"s absence from the home (as opposed to other
reasons) decreased frcm 6.7 million in 1976 to 6.2 million in 1978,
after a 30-year long rise.

The proportion of \FDC cases involving children of unwed parents has
increased greatly, frcm 22.6 percent of AFDC cases involving children
living with one parent in 1970 to 33.8 percent of such cases in 1978.

(Statistics ocmpiied frcm: Bureau of Labor Statistics Monthly Labor Review
Census Bureau Population Bulletin Vo. 32 No. 5
Monthly Vital Statistics Report PHS Vol. 27 No.

5



DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE
OFFICE OF CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT -
ROCKVILLE, MARYLAND 20852

T0

SUBJECT

ATTACHMENT

SUPERSEDED
MATERITAL

INQUIRIES TO

INFORMATION MEMORANDUM
0CSE-1M-7979
May 8, 1979

STATE AGENCIES ADMINISTERING CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT
PLANS APPROVED UNDER TITLE I1V-D OF THE SOCIAL SECURITY
ACT AND OTHER INTERESTED INDIVIDUALS

The National Child Support Enforcement Reference Center”s
Information Sharing Index

Attached 1is the Information Sharing Index prepared by
the National Child Support Enforcement Reference Center.
The Index enumerates materials available from the
Reference Center and describes other materials pertinent
to the Child Support Enforcement program.

OCSE-IM-79-2 dated January 17, 1979 and OCSE-IM-78-24
dated September 26, 7978

The Nation;* Child Support Enforcement Reference Center



NATIONAL CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT REFERENCE
INFORMATION SHARING INDEX

Department of Health, Education and Welfare
Office of Child Support Enforcement

6110 Executive Boulevard - 9th Floor
Rockville, Maryland 20852

May 1979

CENTER



1v.

VI.

VII.

VIII.

TABLE OF CONTENTS

INTRODUCTION

State Plans

State Operating Procedural Manuals

Office of Child Support Enforcement ActionTransmittals

Office of Child Support Enforcementinformation Memoranda

Research, Demonstration and Model Products

Management/Training

Systems

Legislation/Regulations

Page

12

14

15

7



INTRODUCT ION

The Information Sharing Index is prepared quarterly by the National Ch"1d
Support Enforcement Reference Center. The Index enumerates materials
available from the Reference Center and describes other materials pertinent
to the child support enforcement program.

To request materials from the Center, please forward the following
information:

The topic area (example: case prioritization, fee schedules).
Title of specific publication and quantity desired.

The address to which the Center 1is to send the material.

The name and telephone number of an individual who may be
contacted for clarification or follow-up.

A WN R

IT you would like to contribute materials or have specific materials

added to the Reference Center, please contact Mrs. Barbara Olivere.
The address of the Center is:

The National Child Support Enforcement Reference Center
6110 Executive Boulevard - 9th Floor

Rockville, Maryland 20852

(301) 443-5106



STATE PLANS

The Reference Center has copies of each State"s plan - The plan is
a description of how each ""ate will operate the 1V-D program in
accordance with existing federal regulations.

STATE OPERATING PROCEDURAL MANUALS

The Reference Center has copiesof the following procedural manuals.
These manuals providea somewhat detailed description of how the
functions inherent in the operation of the 1V-D program are conducted.
The manuals are intended as resource materials and copies are not
available through the Center.

Alabama Operational Manual

Alaska Child Support Enforcement Procedures

Arizona Child Support Enforcement Procedures

Arkansas Child Support Enforcement Manual

California Parent Locator Service Investigative Resources Manual
Florida Child SupportEnforcement Manual

Georgia Child SupportEnforcement Manual

Hawaii Child Support Enforcement Manual

Idaho Procedures Manual

I1linois Child Support Enforcement Handbook

Indiana Child SupportManual for Circuit Clerks

Indiana Child SupportManual for County Welfare Directors
Indiana Child SupportManual for Prosecuting Attorneys
Kansas Location and Support Manual

Louisiana Support Enforcement Manual

Maryland Child Support Enforcement Manual

Minnesota Child Support Enforcement Title IV-D Manual
Mississippi Manual of Policies and Procedures

Missouri Support Enforcement Manual

Montana Child Support Enforcement Manual

Nebraska Child Support Materials

New Hampshire Child Support Enforcement Manual

New York Administrative Directives

North Dakota Child Support Enforcement Program Procedures Manual
Oklahoma Child Support Enforcement Internal Procedures Manual
Oregon Manuals of Procedures

Puerto Rico Operation Manuals of 1V-D Units

Rhode Island Bureau of Family Support Operational Manual
South Dakota Operations and Procedures Manual

Texas Child Support Handbook

Utah Office of Recovery Services Manual



11A.

Virgin Islands 1V-D Manual

Virginia Support Enforcement Manual of Policy and Procedure
Washington Support Enforcement Manual

West Virginia Policy and Procedural Manual

Wisconsin Child Support Enforcement Manual

Wyoming Child Support Enforcement Manual

OTHER OPERATING PROCEDURAL MANUALS

Family Support and Welfare Fraud Forms Manual for Fresno County,
California

Paternity and Child Support Procedures for the Juvenile Court of
Memphis and Shelby County, Tennessee



OFFICE OF CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT ACTION TRANSMITTALS (currently in
effect)

1975
Title 1V-D of the Social Security Act: OCSE-AT-75-2
Child Support Enforcement Program 6/26/75

(State plan)*

Quarterly Statement of Financial Plan OCSE-AT-75-4
8/8/75

Incentive Payments to Political O0CSE-AT-75-5

Subdivisions under Section 458(a) 1072775

of the Act and 45 CFR 302.52

Guidelines for costing Title I1V-D OCSE-AT-75-6

services purchased from public 9/26/75

agencies or obtained through cooperative

agreements

Payments to States for expenses incurred OCSE-AT-75-7

during July 1975 11712775

Safeguarding Information and Operation OCSE-AT-75-9

of the Child Support Enforcement Program 11/10/75

in the Absence of an Assignment (plan

preprint)*

Cost Allocation-Child Support Enforcement OCSE-AT-75-11

Program under Title 1V-D of the Social 12/12/75

Security Act (Plan preprint)*

1976

Applications for Certification for OCSE-AT-76-2
Collection of Child Support by the 2/11/76
Internal Revenue Service

Requests to the Federal Parent Locator OCSE-AT-76-3
Service for Information as to the 2/13/76

Whereabouts of Absent Parents



Continued
1976

Instructions for the Distribution of
Child Support Collections and the
Payment of Incentives to States and
Political Subdivisions Making Child
Support Collections

Payment of Internal Revenue Service
Collections and Fees

Application by States to use the
Courts of the U.S. to Enforce Child
Support Orders

(Revision to Page 3)

Applications for Child Support
Services ly Individuals not
Otherwise Eligible

First Annual Report to Congress on
the Child Support Enforcement Program

Eligibility Determination in Cases of

Continued Absence: Agency Responsibility

and Federal Matching Rate

Exchange of Successful Program
and Administrative Practices

Incentive Payments to Political
Subdivisions Under Section 458(a)

Instructions for Allocation of
Incentive Payments Among Jurisdictions
Pursuant to Section 458(b) of the Act

1977

Proposed Instructions for Interstate
Collections and Incentive Payments
Under Title 1V-D of the Social
Security Act

State Employment Offices to Supply
Data to Assist in the Administration
of the Child Support Enforcement
Program

OCSE-AT-76-5
3/11/76

OCSE-AT-76-7
5/24/76

OCSE-AT-76-8
5/24/76

OCSE-AT-76-9
6/09/76

OCSE-AT-76-10
7/1/76
OCSE-AT-76-14
9/13/76
OCSE-AT-76-18
11/9/76

O0CSE-AT-76-22
12/21/76

OCSE-AT-76-23
12/21/76

OCSE-AT-77-1
1/3/77

OCSE-AT-77-2
174777



Continued
1977

Documentation Required to Support
Claims for Federal Financial
Participation Made Pursuant to
Cooperative Agreements

Instructions for Allocation of Incentive
Payments Among Jurisdictions Pursuant to
Section 458(b) of the Act (revised page 3)

Restriction on FFP for Publicly
Owned Buildings

Affirmation of Continuing Reporting
Requirement for Quarterly Statements
of Financial Plan (0OCSE-0A-25)

Requests to the FPLS for Address
Information on Absent Parents

Instruction for Preparation of
Quarterly Statement of Expenditures
for the CSE Program Approved under
Title 1V-D of the SSA

Tax Reform Act of 1976

Availability of Federal
Financial Participation (FFP)
for the Reimbursement of State
Agencies Providing Address
Information

Federal Parent Locator Service
Implementation of an Automated
Search for Absent Parent Social
Security Numbers

Incentive Payment Under Title 1V-D
of the Social Security Act*

OCSE-AT-77-3
1/28/77

OCSE-AT-77-5
3/71/77

OCSE-AT-77-8
7/28/77
OCSE-AT-77-9
8/3/77
O0CSE-AT-77-10
9/9/77

OCSE-AT-77-11
10714777

OCSE-AT-77-13
10/27/777

OCSE-AT-77-14
1173777

OCSE-AT-77-15
11/30/77

OCSE-AT-77-16
12/79/77



Continued

Preparation of Requests for Proposals/
Support Services for the Procurement
of Automated Child Support Enforcement
Information Systems

1978

Revised Instructions for
Form SRS-0A-41, Quarterly
Statement of Expenditures
Summary Sheet

Federal Parent Locator Service
Implementation of an Automated
Address Information Exchange
with the National Personnel
Records Center

Submittal Procedures for
Financial Reports

Statistical Report on Child Support
Activities and Staff, Form OCSE-3

Reconsideration of Disallowances
Under the Public Assistance
Programs

Good Cause for Refusing to
Cooperate (Program Instruction)

Affirmation of Continuing Reporting
Requirements for Quarterly Statements
of Financial Plan (OCSE-0A-25)

Bonding of Employees and Handling
of Cash Receipts in the Child
Support Enforcement Program

OCSE-AT-77-17
1279777

OCSE-AT-78-2
1/25/78

OCSE-AT-78-3
2/14/78

OCSE-AT-78-5
3/7/78

OCSE-AT-78-6
3/15/78

OCSE-AT-78-7
3/28/78
OCSE-AT-78-8
4/5/78
OCSE-AT-78-9

4/13/78

OCSE-AT-78-10
4/13/78



Continued
1978
Administration of Grants

Notice of Proposed Rule Making-
Implementation of Section 11 of
Public Law 95-142-Medical Support
Enforcement

General Policies and Procedures
on Grants to States for the Child
Support Enforcement Program

Procedures for Implementing Changes
to 45 CFR 302.35, 302.70, and
303.3, Affecting Access to the
Federal Parent Locator Service

State Plan Preprint Amendments
Parent Locator Service*

Changes in Submitting Requests
for Address Information to

the Federal Parent Locator
Service (PLS)

State Plan Preprint Amendments-
Good Cause for Refusing to
Cooperate*

Introduction of Form OCSE-4134, the
Quarterly Statement of Total AFDC

and Non-AFDC Child Support Collections
Under Title I1V-D of the Social Security

Act

Conditions for Federal Financial

Participation in the Costs of Automatic
Data Processing Under Medical and Public

Assistance Programs
1979

FY 1979 Matching Payments to States
for Non-AFDC Families

Affirmation of Continuing Reporting

Requirements for Quarterly Statements

of Financial Plan (0OCSE-0A-25)

*State Plan Materials - available only for the State

OCSE-AT-78-13

OCSE-AT-78-14
9/12/78

OCSE-AT-78-15
10/3/78

OCSE-AT-78-16
10/16/78

OCSE-AT-78-17
10/16/78

OCSE-AT-78-18
10/27/78

0CSE-AT-78-20
10/31/78

OCSE-AT-78-21
11/8/78

OCSE-AT-78-22
11/17/78

OCSE-AT-79-1
4/6/79

0CSE-AT-79-2
4/13/79

IV-D Agency



OFFICE OF CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT INFORMATION MEMORANDA (currently

in effect)
1975

Accounting for the Child Support
Enforcement Program (Title 1V-D)

1976

Accounting for the Child Support
Enforcement Program (Title 1V-D)

Accounting fcr the Child Support
Enforcement Program (Title 1V-D)

Federal Parent Locator Service Terminal
Interface Instructions

1977

Exchange of Successful Program
and Administrative Practices

Child Support Enforcement Collections
and Expenditures During FV76

Use of Revenue Sharings Funds as
the Non-Federal Share

Research Report on "Techniques and
Procedures to Establish the Paternity
of Children Born Out of Wedlock™"

Compilation of Child Support and
Related Regulations 45CFR Chapter 300
and Selected Regs from Chapter 200

Title 1V-D, Social Security Act:
Nondiscrimination Against the
Handicapped

Amendments to Title IV-D of the
Social Security Act

Research Report on "Using Blood
Tests to Establish Paternity”

OCSE-IM-75-3
12/1/75

OCSE -IM-76-6
4/2/76

OCSE-IM-76 -10
10/1/76

OCSE-IM-76 -11
10/4/76

OCSE-IM-77 -1
1/5/77

OCSE-IM-77 -4
3/31/77

OCSE-IM-77-5
4/6/77

OCSE-IM-77-6
4/19/77

OCSE-IM-77-7
5/19/77

OCSE-IM-77-8
5/19/77

0CSE-IM-77 -10

6/15/77

OCSE-IM-77 -11
6/27/77



V.

Continued

"Guide for Determining the Ability
of an Absent Parent to Pay Child
Support"

Continuation of FFP for Child Support
Activities for Non-AFDC

Supplemental Report to Congress
on the Child Support enforcement
Program

IV-D Technology Transfer Model

Massachuset.to Phone Power Project

Collections and Expenditure Tables,
August 1, 1975

HR3 - Medicare-Medicaid Anti-Fraud and
Abuse Amendments

Garnishment of Executive Branch
(including the government of the
District of Columbia) Pay for Child
Support

Compilation of Child Support and
Related Regulations

1978

Second Annual Report to Congress on
the Child Support Enforcement Program

The Texas Training Film and Manual
for the Trial of Contested Paternity
Proceedings

Article by David L. Chambers Entitled
"Men Who Know They are Watched: Some
Benefits and Costs of Jailing for
Non-Payment of Support"

Paternity Case Processing Handbook

OCSE-IM-77-12
5/29/77

OCSE -IM-77-13
7/12/77
OCSE-IM-77-15
7/25/77
OCSE-IM-77-16
8/18/77

OCSE-IM-77-17
9/9/77

OCSE-IM-77-18
10/5/77

OCSE-IM-77-19
10/28/77

OCSE-IM-77-20
1174777

OCSE-IM-77-21
11/9/77

OCSE-IM-78-1
1/17/,8

OCSE-IM-78-2
1/17/78

OCSE-IM-78-3
1/31/78

OCSE-IM-78-4
2/9/78



Continued
FY77 Collections and Expenditures

Compilation of Child SuoDort and
Related Requlations

Federal Parent Locator Services -
Schedule for Internal Revenue
Service Processing of Address Requests

Second Annual Report to the Conqress for
the Period Ending September 30, 1977

Amendments to Title 1V-D of the Social
Security Act

Paternity Claims and Adoption Proceedings

Involving Members and Former Members of the

Armed Forces

Collecting on Child Support Arrearages
by Intercepting Tax Refunds

Michigan®s Support Specialist Training
Manual

Procedures for Intervention in Divorce
Cases

Beneficial Modifications to Wisconsin's
Divorce Laws

Federal Parent Locator Service State
History Data and Statistics

Requests for Address Information from the
Immigration and Naturalization Service

Guidelines on Software Development
Management for State Title 1V-D Systems

10

OCSE-IM-78-5

OCSE-IM-78-6
2/22/78

OCSE-IM-78-7
2/22/78
0CSE-IM-78-10

4/25/78

OCSE-IM-78-11
4/25/78

OCSE-IM-78-12
J/17/78
OCSE-IM-78-13

5/17/78

OCSE-IM-78-14
6/6/78

OCSE-IM-78-15
6/7/78

OCSE-IM-78-16
6/14/78

OCSE-IM-78-18
7/14/78

OCSE-IM-78-19
7/14/78

OCSE-IM-78-21
7/17/78



Continued

Compilation of Child Support and Related

Regulations

Relocation of Headquarters Staff

of the Office of Child Support
Enforcement, HEW

URESA Agents in Canada

Indicators or Program Effectiveness

for First Half of FY 1978

Use of the "Team Approach"™ in
Management

1979

Washington®s Telephone Referral
Collection of Child Support Obligations
Annual Report to the Congress for the

Period Ending September 30, 1978
Sampling Manual for OCSE Statistical
Reporting Requirements

Restriction on Garnishment

State I1V-D Agency Listing

Annual Report to the Congress for the

Period Ending September 30, 1978-Reprinting

OCSE-IM-78-23
9/6/78

OCSE-IM-78-25
11/14/78
OCSE-IM-78-27

11/20/78

OCSE-IM-78-29
12/5/78

O0CSE-IM-78-30
12/13/78

0CSE-IM-79-1
1/9/79

OCSE-IM-79-3
1/22/79

OCSE-IM-79-4
1/23/79

OCSE-IM-79-5
2/16/79

OCSE-IM-79-6
3/71/79

OCSE-IM-79-7
4/4/79

OCSE-IM-79-8
4/10/79
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RESEARCH, DEMONSTRATION AND OTHER MODEL PRODUCTS

Absent Parent Child Support Cost -- Benefit Analysis
2 Volumes: Volume 1 - Program Analysis
Volume Il - Process Analysis

A study prepared by the Arthur Young and Company, under contract
number SRS-74-56. The purpose of the study was to develop a cost-
benefit model which can be used to help State and local governments
structure an efficient and effective program to collect child
support payments from absent parents. The Executive Summary and
the Detailed Summary of findings are available through the
Reference Center.

IV-D Technology Transfer Model

Report prepared by the National Reciprocal Family Support Enforce—
ment Association which includes a list of recommendations critical
to the operation of an effective and efficient program.
OCSE-IM-77-16 August 18, 1977

Guide for Determining the Ability of an Absent Parent to Pa.y Child
Support

Prepared by the Community Council of Greater New York, the guide
offers a well-defined list of considerations that may be used in
determining the amount of a support obligation.

OCSE-IM-77-12 June 29, 1977

Model Administrative and Reporting System

Arthur Young®s State 1V-D Model Administrative and Reporting System
for 1V-D Collections and Expenditures. The model consolidates
successful features from several existing programs in the areas

of financial and case management. OCSE-IM-78-17 June 14, 1978

Office of Child Support Enforcement Warrant Unit Project Manual
June~1"978"——-———-———-

A project manual provided by New York for the demonstration project
"The Cost Effectiveness of Enforcing Title I1V-D Re "ated Family

Court Support Warrants.™ The manual includes pro/ect procedures,
evaluation procedures, forms, the work flow chart, a fully executed
agreement between the Department of Social Services and the New York
Police Department, and Welfare Research Incorporated®s Technical

and Business Proposals.

Paternity Case Processing Handbook

A handbook developed by the University of Southern California®s
Center for Health Services Research. It contains a detailed
description of effective methods for processing apaternitycase
through its various possible phases, includingsuggestions on when
and how to proceed from one phase to another.

0CSE-IM-7C-4 February 9, 1978
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Continued

Sampling Manual for OCSE Statistical Reporting Requirements

A sampling manual prepared under contract by JWK International
Corporation intended for use by States that choose to provide
sampling estimates rather than actual data when completing the
OCSE-3 statistical reporting form. Several sampling plans are
explained along with guidelines for choosing a sampling plan that
is appropriate for a particular organizational situation. The
manual also describes procedures for constructing a sample,
collecting data, estimating the desired items, and determining
the precision of estimates.

Techniques and Procedures to Establish the Paternity of Children
Born Out of Wedlock

A report preoared by the University of Southern California Center
for Health Services Research. It includes discussions of paternity
case processing systems, the use of blood testing and polygraph
testing as paternity establishment techniques, the judicial
acceptability of blood and polygraph test resuits and uniform laws
concerning paternity establishment. These discussions offer
potentially useful information to jurisdictions that are currently
developing, or intend to develop, more effective procedures for
the establishment of paternity.

OCSE-IM-77-6 April 6, 1977

Using Blood Tests to Establish Paternity

A report prepared by the University of Southern California®s Center
for Health Services Research describing the results of a study in
which laboratories throughout the nation were surveyed to ascertain
the existing capacity and capability for blood testing to determine
paternity. The study includes considerations of the various blood
factor systems and their usefulness in paternity determination.
OCSE-IM-77-11 June 27, 1977



Management/Training Materials

Collecting Overdue Accounts

An instructional booklet on Phone Power. It describes the steps involved
in making a collection call, including pre call planning, the call itself,
and the follow-up. Practice exercises are included.

Massachusetts Phone Power Project

An information memorandum describing the use of established telephone
collection procedures for locating absent parents.

OCSE-IM-77-17 September 9, 1977

Michigan®s Support Specialist Training Manual

A comprehensive training manual developed by Michigan®s Department

of Social Services in 1973 for training new child support enforcement
personnel .

OCSE-IM-78-14 June 6, 1978

The Texas Training Film and Manual for the Trial of Contested
Paternity Proceedings

The Texas Department of Human Resources has developed a training
film and manual for the trial of contested paternity proceedings.
The film outlines the basic steps in the paternity determination
process including interviewing the client, jury selection, examining
witnesses and making the closing statement. While both the film

and manual emphasize prosecutorial strategy, the manual also
stresses anticipated approaches by respondent®s counsel and suggests
tactics for countering thorn. A copy of the film and the manual can
be borrowed from the Reference Center or from the appropriate
Regional Office.

OCSE-IM-78-2 January 17, 1978

Model Administrative and Reporting System

A State 1V-D Model Administrative and Reporting System for 1V-D
collections and Expenditures has been developed by Arthur Young
and Company. The model consolidates successful features from
several existing programs in the areas of financial and case
management.

Use of the "Team Approach™ In Management

A description of Utah®"s approach to case management-the team
approach. It involves breaking down local office personnel into
small work units, each of which has complete responsibility

for the management of a set of cases from beginning to end.

The team approach combines maximum control over cases with
maximum flexibility in case handling.

OCSE-1M-78-30 December 13, 1978



VII,

Systems

Conditions for Federal Financial Particpation in the Costs of
Automated Data Processing Under Medical and Public Assistance
Programs
Regulations which consolidate and codify in a single part the
Department®s procedures in claiming Federal financial particpation
for the acquisition and use of automatic data processing equipment
and services.

Guidelines for Documentation of Computer Programs and Automated

Data Systems
Prepared by the National Bureau of Standards, these guidelines are
intended to be a basic reference and checklist in planning and
evaluating documentation practices.
U.S. Department of Commerce/National Bureau of Standards. Federal
Information Processing Standards Publication. February 15, 1976

Guidelines on Software Development Management for State IV-D

Systems
Guidelines prepared to assist State and local I1V-D Administrators
in planning, controlling and managing the development and operation
of their computerized 1V-D systems. It outlines the system deve—
lopment process, required documentation and the roles and respon—
sibilities of program and technical staff.
OCSE-1IM-78-21 July 17, 1978

Information Systems Workshop
Proceedings from the First Annual Information Systems Workshop held
in Orlando, Florida in April, 1977. Workgroup topics were:
- data elements and file structures
- flow and processing of payments
- modules comprising a IV-D system
- IV-A/1V-D interface
- distribution of support payments
interstate transactions

Information Systems Workshop
Proceedings from the Second Annual Information Systems Workshop held
in Berkley, California in June, 1978. Workgroup topics were:
- program management
- best systems practices and techniques
- computer processing requirements of a IV-D System
- interstate payments and incentive processing.
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Lessons Learned About .. Acquiring Financial Management and Other
Information Systems
Booklet prepared by the Comptroller General of the United States
"to disseminate the lessons learned by many Federal agencies and
contractors ir. designing, developing, and implementing management
information systems." August 1976

OCSE Model Child Support Enforcement System

- Requirements Document presents the required features for a Child
Support Enforcement System for the State of New Mexico. In
addition, the System is to be designed with the ability to be used
in other States, specifically Nevada and Hawaii.

- General System Design presents the functional design specifications
of a Child Support Enforcement System for implementation in New Mexico,
Nevada and Hawaii.

- Detail System Design presents a detailed discussion of the design
methodology and incorporated system features of the Model.

- Discription Module Description presents to potential users of the
model design philosophy and operating methodology incorporated within
the Distribution Module. It is prepared for the system user rather
than data processing personnel in that it discusses the distribution
process in terms of I1V-D functions and requirements rather than in
terms of file and data manipulation methods.
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Legislation/Regulations

Child Support - Data and Materials
Background information prepared by the staft for the use of the
Committee on Finance. November 10, 1975

Child Support - lita and Materials
Information prepa.-ed by the staff for the use of the Committee
on Finance. March 19, 1979

Compilation of Child Support Regulations
Regulations governing the child support program.

OCSE-IM-77-7 5/19/77
OCSE-IM-77-21  (revisions) 11/9/77
OCSE-IM-78-6 (revisions) 2/22/78
OCSE-IM-78-23 (revisions) 9/6/78

Good Cause Regulations - Public Hearings
Transcript of public hearings held on May 5, 1978 and additional
statements and letters submitted for the hearing record.

1979 Suggested State Legislation (Volume 38)

Proposals for legislation prepared by the Council of State
Governments. Included for 1979 1is a suggested "State Parent
Locator Act...designed to aid in the effective operation of
State child support programs by enabling local social service
districts to more readily recover child support payments.”

Uniform Parentage Act
Legislation providing appropriate procedures and legal rules
to establish paternity uniformly between the States.

Wage Garnishment, Attachment and Assignment, and Establishment of
Paternity

Babkground information prepared by the staff for the use of the
Committee on Finance. October 1975



THE REVISED UNIFORM RECIPROCAL ENFORCEMENT OF SUPPORT. ACT
(URESA)

The table which follows is intended to assist the investigator

in identifying the remedies available under the URESA laws of the
other states. To interpret the tal"e correctly, the responses
therein are to the following questions:

1. Paternity - Is there a prevision in the state®"s URESA law unde
which paternity can be adjudicated?

2. Civil - 1s there a civil proceeding in the URESA law?
3. Criminal - Is there a criminal proceeding in the UF.ESA law?
L- S"joo-rt, Custody, Visitation - Is there a provision in the

URESA law which makes it clear that disagrements between the
natural parents concerning custody or visitation may not be
claimed as defenses to the duty of support?

5. Recistration - Does the URESA law contain a provision for regi
traticr. cf prior court orders?

6. Information Aeencv - What agency is designated as the State
Information Agent to which petitions shoul be sent when the
court with jurisdiction over URESA petitions is unknown?

7. Citation to Act - What is the statutory reference in the laws
of the responding state containing the uniform reciprocal

support laws?

6. Court of Jurisdiction - What court 1is designated under the
URESA law to handle reciprocal support cases?

"Developed by the Virginia Department of Welfare"



STATE
ALABAMA

1977

ALASKA

1977

AMERICAN

SAMOA

ARICONA

1977

ARKANSAS

1977

CALIFORNIA

1977

COI/OAADO

1976

PATERNITY
NO

YES
J5.25.170

NO

YES
12-1676

YES
‘M-2427

ES

%
1695

YES
14-5-120

CIVIL

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES
1670, ct
?cq.

YES

CRIMINAL

YES
30-4-06 6
30-4-07

YES

'25.25.040

25.20.050

YES
951 ( 952

YES
12-1654 6
12-1655

YES
34-2405
34-2406

YES
1660-61

YES
14-5 106
14-5-10/

StJITOHT
CUSTODY
VISITATION

NO

NO

NO

YES.
12-16/2

YES
14-2423

YES
(694

YES
(4-5-124

REGISTRATION

NO

YES
25.20.254
25.25.250

YES
1071-107J

YES
(2-1604
12-1609

YES
34-2415
34-2440

YES
1697-1690.3

YES
14-5-1 16
14-5-141

INIORMATION

A<;i NCY
or
I'cirsinnij mil
‘Ti-nii il icr.
10-4-P1

i/lil Ml Support En-
A'jcncy

forcemeat
25.25.150

Al lonipy Goneral
1/-906

Attorney General

12-1566

St Ate fc'ell.ir;o
Hrp.ir 1:ni>nt s
Attorney Olflco

Attorney General
16/9

lirpnrtrient of
ori.il Service!)
11-5-110

Art.

Ftll.L
CITATION
10 ACT

['rule of Alabama
iil.ln 10. CI*. 4
io-4-no
10-4-90

/ilnr.ka Statute);

Cltic 25, Chap.
25 25.25.010-
25.25.2/0

Coile oT An.erlca i
Samoa,

Title
901-1075

Arizona Rcvlineil
StaUilen Ann.

I1le 12, Ch. 9
10 12-1651
-12-16/9

Arkannas Stat-
litea, Title 34

<h. 24 34-2401
-J4-244)

ilrnt'n Atii».

«al 11. Cmlen,
Clvl 1 I'hhnhirr
litln 1Illn 1t,50-
1699

uloi.vin Rcvloe 1

‘etalUileo, Title
14, Aillclca
14-5-101 thru
14-5-14.1

COI1P.T or
JUR151)1CTJON

Juvenlle Ct.
30-4 -80 (a)

Superior Ct.

Illgh Court
of American
Samoa

Superior
17-1659

Chancery Ct
34-2410

Superior Ct

Mletrlet
four ta
14-5-111



STATE

CONNECTICUT
197U

DELAWARE
1977

DISTRICT or
COIl.UMUIA
1975

TLONiIOA
1977

CEORCIA
1977

GUAM
1971

HAWAII
1976

MATERNITY

NO

YES
630

YUS
30-370

NO

YES
99-972 a.l

HO

NO

ClviC

YES

YUS
620

YUS

YUS

YUS

YES
1306, et
cecj,

YES

576 - 21.

ft Seq.

cnrrtiNAi.
NO
YUS
Clo
NO
.. YUS
00-061 |
cn-oli
YUS
99-900 (it)
YES
1304 | 1301
YI'.S
576-11 |
576-12

SUI'I’ORT
CUSTODY
VISITATION

NO

NO

NO

NO

NO

NO

NO

REGISTRATION

NO

YES
639

NO

YES

00-321-1lil- 371

NO

NO

NO

INEONNATIPM
At 1°ICY

Exi'CUl 1vt* Sen-.

Atnlle 1l fvpl.
11 EHNI

Dept, of lionHit
6 Sou. Serviet**!

Corporal lon
Count!!*1 10-311

DOpnrlwent of
I.fpi 1 Al 1,i1lr:i
110-1 71

Department of
IIniian Mi**io»ti:oa

Al 1l» in*y Cnnnrnl
1515

Litil 141t Ive
il 1>miin e Imr.
576- 10

rtiLL
CITATION
10 ACT

Con.. . Si'noral
Sl.ilnC tl Ann.
17 327-17-155

Orlownre Coda
Ann. Title 11,
Hi. 6. (.01-6*0

District of
Co luntilia Code

CmtyclnpO'liii
Title JO. Cli.J
10- 101 - 1mM- 12

1*lor lda Stat-
ulr.t Ann.,

Tlllo VI C.88
00-011 tnru
- 171

Code of Georql.
Ann. Tltlo 99,
', 99-9A,
'*J-901(a) -
'.is-n 12 1n)

Civil [I'rnutnliiri
Cmln of On.mi
1500 - 1511

Ilitunll llovineil
Stilt ulen, TIIIi
11, til. 571.,
576-1 tlnu
576-71

covet Ofr
JURISDICTION

Court of
Coininon Ploaa
17-112

ramily Court
11-622

Domestic Rilla-
tions Couit
10-1116

Circuit Court
BB-101

Superior Ct.
99-901(a)

Island Ct.

Circuit Ct.
571.- 1(11



STATE

I0AIIO
1$77
/7

/

/
' IliiINOI5

INDIANA
1977

IOWA
1977

EAIISA9
1977

KENTUCKY
1977

LOUISIANA
1977

IL

KANEWUTY Cclv
VIS
7-1074 YES
YES YES
(e-127
NO VIS
NO YES
YES YES
21-476 23-457
ct nch.
NO yes
467.410
NO yes
1661,

no«l.

ct

CRIMINAL

YES
7-1052 L
7-105J

YES
G8-105 |
60-106

Yi.S
31-2-1-5 6
31-2-1-6

1/6

YES
21-455 t
23-456

YES
407.130

YES

1631 L 1652

nurroirr
CUSTODY
VISITATION

YES
7-1070

YES
123

NO

HtT ™

YES
21-472

YES

110

REOISTRATION

NO
(Rrovloic;
li'pp.i Inl)

Section

YES
m0-136 lltrti

.0-140

VEH
11-2-1-12
11-2-1-J37

thru

Nfl

YES
23-402
21-4011

thru

NO

YIS
1691-11.96

IHIORMATION
AOi.ECY

Cnmroi'tr.loner ol
Ciililit; A'it.
7- »0f. 4

Elnl » Uepnr lnent
01 ' ie Ail
i.0- 11/

Stale Department

I"UEL
CITATION
TO ACT

ldaho Code,
Title 7, C. 10,
7 1040 -

7-ion)
111linol» Stat-
ulei Ann. Eh.

(1), 101-16U

Indiana Slal-

oT I'nliljc Wo1ll t. Ulen Ann.

31-2-1-1/

I»'|>I .ol '.OCiA1l
S.tv. Uiv. of
Cliil.lrni' n and
family Services
252.A 12

Secretary ol Soo
i, liehatil1l1l1ltat 1lve
Services

21-46 7

lie[.ar Inenl of
f. nn<.nlc Sec.
40 7 240

Mate Department
ol rili11l: Keliar
uU.6'1

Title 31. Art.
7, 31-2-1-1
thru 11-2-1-37
t'ode (>l lovi.l
Ch. 2J7A1 | hru
25A.12

Kamnn Slat ute-
Ann., Ch. 23,
Art. 23.4
23-451 - 23-40
KentucKy llev.
NiIinlulnn, Till.
JOL\v, Ch. 40/
117.1)10 -
407.440
l.oulnian.i Slot
e utcu Ann.,
Title 11, Ch.6

1641-1699

COURT or
JURISDICTION

County Dlst.

four In

7-1057
circuit. Court
60-102(a)
Circuit Court
31-2-1-10
Any loufl ol
Eijul ly

County Dint.
Court
21-460

Circuit or
Di'itl il I Ct.
407-100(4)

Juvenile Ct,
1642.4



STATE

MAINE
1977

MAINLAND
1977

MASSACHUSETTS
1977

H1CMIGAN

MINNESOTA
1978

MISSISSIPPI
1977

Missoum
1970

PATEIINITY

YES
411

NO

NO

NO

NO

NO

NO

CIVIL

YES
39J, ct

YES
89C-7, et
nog.

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

cmniNAI.

YES

3C1 t 3G2

YES
DOC- D IG

NO

< YES
700.15G t
700.157

YES
518.51

YES
93-11-11
thru
93-11-13

SUPI'OPT
CUSTODY
VISITATION

YES
402-C

NO

NO

NO

NO

NO

NO

9EGTSTIIATIOM

YES
413-419
YI.S
31-36
NO
NO
YE.S
518-419
NO
YI'S
154-290 thru
154.340

INEOIU1ATIOM
ACENCY

Degnrimrnt of
llc.illh T Welfare
-100

Division ot
riil 1d Suppott En
foto-Ku-nL ol

Sl.. .So-:. Si-rv.
Adnt. 11
Emir providi-d in

tin* Act

State Department
of Social Weir.
7110. 151 -

7110. 114

Not specl tl ed

Al torni-y General
93-11-33

Division oT
We li ai i?
45-1. 1/1)

IULL
CITATION
TO ACT

Mnlno lievised
Still ule-1" Alin.
Title 19, fh.7
3)1-120

Ann. Coilo of
M.iryl.md, Art.
119C 1-39

Annotated [NWS
ol |M—Ij- Part
IV. Tltlo 1,
Ch. 2MA 1-17

Michigan Com-
plied l.awj Ann
Ch. 7HO
7110.151 -

7U0. 174

IHInn.
Ann.
51N
5in.41 -
51 (.51

Statutes
Choplor

Mil.s. Code
Tillu 91 Ch.
11

0j-11-1 thru
9J-11-r,5
AniioGal oil
MiSla>il!l jitot-
Ul»f 3, Ch. 454
154.010 -

+154. 3Gi)

COVPT OE
JunisnicnoN

Superior or

District Court
3J2.1

Circuit Court
09C 10
OTslrlct CdliH
373 A 6
Circuit Court
in Chancery
7HO0.1GO

District or
County Court
510.42(5)

Chancery Ct.
93-11-19

Circuit Court

454-100



STATE PATERNITY CIVIL
MONTANA YES YES
1977 93-3001-67 . 93-3001-

47, ct
pc_<l.
NEOtIASKA YES YES
1977 43-768 42-760, ei
acrj.
NEVADA YES YES
1976 130.345 130.090 -
130-315
NrM namisinire YES YES
6:36(a) 546.7 thri
546.33(a)
new_jersey NO YES
1977 3Ai4-30.7
ct ccq.
NEW MEXICO YES YES
1975 32-19-53
NEW YOItK NO YES
1977

CRIMINAL
YES-
93-2001-45

yi:s
42-700 |
42-707

YES
130.070 6

130.000

YES
546.5 1

540.6

YES
2Ai4-30.5 |
2Ai4-30.6

YES
21-19-32
233

NO

suitort
CUSTODY
VISITATION

93-2601-63

VEL

<2-/04

YES
133-210

YES
546:73

NO

YES
22-19-49

NO

REGISTRATION
YES

93-2601-75

93.2601-00

thru

\

YES
42-796 lliru
42-7101

YES
130. 370, ct

YES

.46:30

NO

YES
27-19-61
22-19-66

lilt 1

NO

sc”h.

INFORMATION
am <y
Slat.* 1 | ili-'cnt
1 slci 11 111
ItitHilii 1, t.1t i vi*

v VI

'*3-3601-57

Di-p.irt mrnt of
I'uNlic Wnl fat a
47- 1HI

Attorney General
130.106

Nlvis 1)1 o
We 1f ari*
546. 11

/iilminlr.lratlvo
liiri‘i'tiir of
Cum | -
7A:4-.10.23

Yr-llemtini'Ht nl

Himll It .mil Stic.
Si*rvi I'nn
77-19-41

None speci lll’ll

MILL

C11AT ION COURT 0
10 ACT _ JNIIISD1CTJIONJ
lirvI'.r'l loilo Ol 01stilei. Court
limit .ni.i 93-2601-50
9j-7i.nl-41 thu
33-2601-112
P.viroil sintull i District Ct.
nl Ni'lira-.k.i Clt <2-771

42, Art. 7
47-762 thru
42-7104

Revised
Tilli

NfV.nlj
Stallllos,
11. C. 130
1J0.010 -
130.310

130.115

New IlIniip’ili 1re Superior Ot.

llnvir.eil Stat-
utes Ann., Ch.
546

546.1-546.41

N.J. Statutes County Juventli
Ann. ami Domestic
7A:4-30.1 thru Relations Ct.
2A:4-J0.22 2A:4-J30.2(il)

New Mexico Stnt - District Ct.

tiles Atm., Ch. 22-19-3/
22, Art. 19

72-19-20

77-19-(l

eK | nii>*v ' o I'ar.iily Court
I on*;itl ill.lied 14-31

lawft of Non

miirk, EIl. 14,

FNTRNE

10-4 3

District Court



STATE

N. cAROLINA
1977

PATERNITY

CIVIL

NORTH DAKOTA
1977

OREGON
1975

PENNSYLVANIA
1977

YES
62-2043.29

PUERTO RICO
1976

r.ui'rniiT
CUSTODY

CRIMINAL VI SI TAT KIN

YES
2043.7 f©
2-4).B

YE
3317 f©
JJi2(a)

REGISTRATJPN
yl

52A-25 thru
5/A- 10

thru

2041.37
201141

thru

IKION.M.VITOH
AGENCY

tini | h Dakota

ic Wellarc
Runi =
14 17.1-17

R

um

tto
1L,

r

15

y General

I'epnrlwent of

Rnhlli: lie 1fare
104 1.19
nl llre nl Coint

Ailmiii 1 ¥1matnr

run,
CITATION
TO ACT

StalUlC i)f Il
Car. Hi. J2A
[?7A-1 Him
1A -J2

North Dakota
'mle Title 14
ih., 11-17.1
14-12.1 -nl -
14-12.1-4)

Ohio Revi veil

Cncle, Tltlu 31
ch. 711j
3110.01 -
3115.11
li.o. 1 -
moo. 29
i> e-Rn'i” Revi*.oJ
Slatulce;. Till.
lalutri
Title 62
Laws of Rucrlo
IHco, Tltlu 12
Ch. 262

1111-3113 u

COJI'T OF
jurisdiction
Any Court ol
llocnr*)

District Ct
14-12.1-10

Any trial
ot Record
3110 . Gil (V)

Ct

District Court
12. KiOO. 10

Plicult Court

110.091

Court of
Common Pleas
(.2-2041-12

Superior Court
3111 (a)



8TATE

IUIOUt: ISLAND
19/7

S. CAROLINA

s. DAKOTA
1977

TUNNLSSLU
1977

TIWAS
1978

UTAH
1977

VWIKONTf
1977

PATEIINIfY

NO

NO

NO

NO

NO

NO

ULt
15-415

civtt.

vus

YUS

YUS

YUS

YUS

YUS

YUS
15-195
el

CRIMINAL
vi.:;
15-11-10
thru
15-11-12

YUS
20-7-370

YUS
25-9-24
25-9-20

thru

YI.S
36-905 1
30-906

YUS
21.21 ot aeq

YUS
77-61.1-9

YUS
15-391

SINTONT

CUSTODY
V'SITATION I.UC.tSTRATION
NO Yl.S
[1tol LilnlilCj)
['.-f 14 11.iu
15-11-J7
NO YUS
20-7-110 thru
70-7-460
NO NO
1.0 YUS
36-929
NO. YUS
71.61-21 .66
NO YUS
.1-6-11 Him
.1-9-37
vi.s YI.S
15-411 15-421 Him
15-4/0

INIOIiKiVriGN
AM IN'Y
K'dii.' 10 .t..J iii
Ul ill 111 Cl.

»‘[.jrVi:eiit ot
Si.il.l1 Services
20-/ HU

Allutnoy General
25-'/- 3

ilel.<tI'llIMenl o
lhi."i.in 1'uiioutccu
16-9'o

Slum Department
ot l'ubl le Ueliar

I1lL.iiiin.tn ol
111 liellaro
I (muil t... mu
/1+01-9 1/

I> |...rli... 11 ol
S.)p1.1 i llall

*ii 5

FULL

CITATION

TO ACT
(i.'n."iil law of
Rhode lala.nl
Title 15, |
11. 15-11-1 -
15-11- 17

[.'0.le ol s.cC.
Title 20, th.
7, AiL. 3
211-7- 100 thru
20-7-4/0

S. HIL.Ol.i e-r-
1l1loil lawi.,
Title 24. CII.
25-9-1 lluu
25-9-31

Toiiiitjuuu Codo
Ann. Tltlu 36,
', 9

36-901-36-1001

Texas Family
Code, TlItlu 2,
Cli. 21
21.01-21.66

Utah Co.lu
Title 66, Ch.
1.1 a
7/-01u- 39

Vi.uKint Slal-
iii 1 - Ann.
Till.. 15, Hi.
/

305-420

COuUI'.T or
JURISDICTION
Fanily Court
15-11-15

Any court liov-
liej Jurlsdlc-
lion lo dotur-
i»i.iu ol.11U
support

20-7-130(4)

Cirouit Court
25-9-2

Circuit Court
J6-902
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MEN WHO KNOW THEY ARE WATCHED:
SOME BENEFITS AND COSTS OF JAILING
FOR NONPAYMENT OF SUPPORT

David L. Chambers«s

Suppose that by some mysterious process the police in your town
received each Monday a list of all the robberies and burglaries com-
mitted during the preceding week and the names of the persons who
committed them. Suppose further that the list itself was admissible
in evidence at trial and generally led to conviction. And suppose
finally that persons considering committing offenses knew that the
police had such a list and used it, relentlessly tracking down the mis-
creants named on it. Under such circumstances, me would probably
expect that many potential offenders in the town with the magical
list would resist the temptation to rob or burgle stores.

For one offense, such a list does exist. For over fifty years, each
county government in Michigan has maintained an agency called the
Friend of the Court that is responsible for receiving all child-support
payments from parents under orders of support after a divorce or
adjudication of paternity. The agency knows on Monday if the
parent under an order of support failed to make a payment the pre-
ceding Friday, and the parent under an order of support, almost
always the father, knows that the agency knows. He is also aware

~* Professor of Law, The University of Michigan. A.B. 1962, Princeton Univer-
sity; LL.B. 1965, Harvard University.— Ed.

t © David L Chambers 1977. This article reports part of the findings of a stud,x
of child su? ort conducted over a five-year period. The full results should be avail-
able in 1978. A grant from the Nationa. Science Foundation provided funds for
several stages of the study, including the stage reported here. Additional funds were
provided by the Center for Studies In Criminal Justice at The University of Chicago
gnﬂ tt|1e William W. Cook Research Funds of The University of Michigan Law

chool.

_The study would have been impossible without the active cooperation of the
Friends of the Court in the 28 counties we examined. To them, und especially to
Robert Standal of Genesee County and Richard Benedck of Washtenaw County,
| am immensely grateful. | am also gratefu; to the "-core of persons who have
worked on the project at various times. Three require special mention here: Ray M.
Shortridge, who served as my research associate from 1974 to 1976, and who shaped
and oversaw the execution of much of the 28 county phase of the study; Terry K.
Adams, who served as research associate in earlier phases and lias advised me
‘hroughout; and Priscilla Cheever, who has Ferformed nearly all of the computer
work for the last seveial phases of the prokec. William Birdsall, economist on the
faculty of The University of Michigan School of Social Work, assisted me greatly
by his comments on the drafts of this article.
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that, if he does not make the payment, he stands a risk of being
arrested, by the agency’s own deputized officers and sentenced to jail
by a judge for civil contempt for failing to obey the court order.
Each year Michigan judges sentence thousands of men for nonsup-
port—in 1974 around 4000, and probably more today. On any giver,
day in several Michigan counties, the number of men in the locai
jail under sentence for nonsupport commonly exceeds the number
under sentence for all other jailable offenses combined.

How do fathers behave in places with such a list and an ardent
enforcement staff? If all fathers who can pay do so without prod-
ding because of their affection for their children, even an omniscient
and industrious police force would have no effect on payments. Nor
would the police have an effect if those men who do not pay are
men so angry or bitter that even fear of jailing would serve as an
inadequate prod.1 Unless love or anger is so powerful, however, one
would expect that knowledge that an agency is aware of their non-
payment would cause some fathers to pay who otherwise would
not, and the additional knowledge that the agency acts forcefully
against nonpayment would lead even more to pay. The system
should have effects.

For five years, a number of associates and | have been recording
and analyzing data from the files of Michigan’s Friends of the Court.
We find, sad to say, that love alone fails to propel most parents into
regular payment. On the other hand, we find that a well-oiled en-
forcement process capped by a substantial reliance on jail seems to
lead significant numbers of men to pay who otherwise would not,
although we cannot say with certainty whether the link between pay-
ments and jail is through fear of being jailed or some more subtle pro-
cess of conveying through the use of jail the seriousness of a social
obligation.

How we reached our conclusions about jail’s effects on payments
is the subject of this essay. For readeis unfamiliar with research
on deterrence, | hope the study can serve, as it has for the author,
as a palatable introduction to a form of inquiry often reported in
unnecessarily obscure terms. For those familar with such research,
the study may still have value, for the nature of the offense and the

1L The angriest . ount of the divorce process from a male perspective that |
have read is M. Franks, How To Avoid Alimonv (1975), an altogether nasty booh
A fine, tempered book is J. Epstein, Divorced in America (1974). An early stud
of women after divorce that remains impressive and timely de\?vplte its age is W.
Goode, Women in Divorce (1965), originally published "as W. Goode, After
Divorce (1956).
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thoroughness of the public records have permitted us to measure the
effects of a jailing policy with considerably greater precision than is
usually possible. For both groups, the study may reveal a process—
the enforcement of child support—about which most people know
very little.

Many states are moving swiftly to improve their systems for col-
lecting child support in welfare cases. They are doing so to con-
form to recent federal legislation that conditions full reimbursement
of welfare costs to the states on their making much more organized
efforts than in the past ‘o secure and enforce support orders against
absent fathers.- Our findings, if read too hastily, might lead some
people to conclude that payment levels can be improved simply by
jailing a large number of nonpayers. Our findings do not support
this conclusion; rather, they suggest that jailing makes a significant
difference in collections if, but only if, it is coupled with a well-
organized and visible system of other efforts to collect. There are no
easy shortcuts.

More than money is at stake when we jail people. After report-
ing our findings on the deterrent effects of jailing, we will share some
of our doubts about the wisdom of relying heavily on jail even if
it does yield more dollars than it costs. We will then examine briefly
an alternative to the use of jail that may be more effective even when
measured solely by the return in dollars collected.

I. The Nature of the Research

Research on deterrence often focuses on persons on whom a
particular sanction has been imposed to learn whether they commit
the same acts again. Parts of our research included such an inquiry,
but in this article we do not report on these men. Here we will
deal with the effects of the use and threat of jail on the whole popu-
lation who may commit an offense, the so-called “general deterrent"
or “general preventive" effects. We will look, that is, at how the
punishment of some fathers affects the behavior of all fathers, in-
cluding those who are never arrested or jailed. Measuring these ef-
fects is a vexing task.3 When large numbers of-men who have been

2. See Title lV(D? of the Social Security Act, 42 U.S.C. 8§ 651-6 1 (SuRp.
V 1975). Throughout this article, the term “welfare" refers to (he program of Aid
ko Families wiih Dependent Children established by Tide IV of the Social Security
ct.

3. Among lawyers and social scientists, three persons have been largely responsi-
ble for Prowdlng a theoretical foundation (or deterrent research and for cataloguing
its pitfalls. The first is Johannes Amlenaes of the University ol Oslo. Sec, e%
Andenacs, General Prevention—lllusion or Reality, 43 J. Chim. L.C. & P.S. 176
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jailed make lump-sum payments immediately preceding their release
and immediately after release begin a period of reqgular payments for
the first time in years, we can be fairly confident in most cases of a
causal link between the jailing and the payments. When we look,
however, at the records of men never jailed and find steady payments
year after year, we cannot say anything about whether fear of jalil,
rather than affection for the child or something else, produced their
payments.

To look for such “general deterrent” effects of jailing on the be-
havior of a group who might commit an offense, social scientists
typically use either of two risky methods of inquiry.4 Under one
method, a single place—a state, a county—is followed through
time to examine the relationship between changes in the incidence
of the undesired behavior and changes in the rates of imposing cer-
tain sanctions. As the jail rate or hanging rate increases, does the
crime rate decline? This was the method employed by Isaac Ehrlich
in his recent and much-discussed study of the general deterrent ef-
fects of the death penalty.5 Under the other model, several nlaces—
several states or counties— are examined, typically during a common
period of time, in an effort to see whether the places that jail or
execute more offenders have a lower incidence of the undes:red be-
havior. Thorsten Sellin employed this method in an earlier and no
less celebrated study of the death penalty.n It is also the method
used in the study reported here.

That the two death penalty studies reached opposite conclusions
on the same issue suggests the difficulties deterrence research en-

é1952); Andcnaes, General Deterrence Revisited: Research and Policy Implications.
6J. Crim. L. & C. 338 (1975). The other two arc Franklin Zlmrmg and Gordon
Hawkins, authors of F. Zimring & G. Hawkins, Deterrence—The Legal Threat
in Crime Control E1973). F.conomists have also become intercsicd in deterrence
research. See, e.g., Becker, Crime and Punishment: An Economic Approach. 76 J.
Pol. Econ. 160 (1968); American Enterprise Institute “or Pudlic Policy
Research, Economics of Crime and Punishment (Rothenberg ed. 1973).

4, See F. Zimring £ G. Hawkins, supra note 3, at 249-93.

5. Ehrlich. The Deterrent Effect of Capital Punishment: A Question of Life
and Death, 65 Am. Econ. Rev. 397 (1975). A series of responses and comments
to Ehrlich have been published recently in the Yale Law Journal. See Baldus &
Cole, A Comparison of the Work of Thorsten Sellin and Isaac Ehrlich on the Deter-
rent Effect of Capital Punishment, 85 Yale LJ. 170 (1975); Bowers & Pierce, The
llusion of Deterrence in Isaac Ehrlich's Research on Capital Punishment, 85 Yale
L.J. 187 (1975); Ehrlich, Deterrence: Evidence and Inference, 85 Yale LJ. 209
(1975); Ehrlich, Rejoinder, 85 Yale L.J. 368 (1976); Peck, The Deterrent Effect
of Capital Punishment; Ehrlich and His Critics, 85 Yale L.J. 359 (19767). See also
Zelsel,ngYhe Deterrent Effects of the Death Penalty: Facts v. Faiths, 1976 Sup. Ct.
Rev. 317,

6. T. Shilin, The Death Penalty (1959).
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counters. AH such research depends upon accurate counts of com-
parable data. It must begin with reasonably precise figures, either
across locations or through time, of the incidence of the undesired
behavior and of the sanction the impact of which one is seeking to
gauge. Usually the frequency of imposing a certain sanction can be
counted by poring through court records, but for many offenses,
such as drug sales or larceny, it is much more difficult to determine
the actual incidence of the undesired behavior. Figures on citizen
complaints or police arrests may reflect quite unevenly across time
or locations the actual incidence of the behavior.

After obtaining accurate information about the crime and the
punishment, one can see whether there is less of the undesired be-
havior in places that make substantial use of penal sanctions. Half
the job remains, however, for one must then determine whether the
relation between sanction and conduct is actualUy a mirage:7
whether, that is, some aspect of the enforcement process other than
the incidence of sentences to jail—for example, the swiftness in
sending reminders that payments are due—more adequately or
wholly explains the relation between punishment and crime. Or,
apart from any aspects of the enforcement process, perhaps what ap-
pear to be the effects of enforcement are properly attributable to
differences in the characteristics of the population or to changes in
the same population over time, differences that might affect attitudes
toward the conduct or responsiveness to the same enforcement ef-
forts. It is this latter pait of the undertaking that has most bedeviled
researchers into deterrence and has most bedeviled us.

[I. The Twenty-Eight County Study

A. ML..igan'sFriends of the Court and the
Enforcement of Support

Among American jurisdictions, Michigan’s F.*icnd-of-the-Court
system is quite unusual. In most states, if a parent under an order
of support fails to make payments, the custodial parent discovers
that, unless she is a recipient of welfare benefits, there is no agency
comparable to the Friend of the Court to which she can turn for
assistance in enforcing the order. She must hire her own attorney
to search for the father and bring him to court by civil processes.
In Michigan, by contrast, a Friend of the Court in each county over
sees all aspects of the child-support process in divorce, separate

7. The opposite phenomenon can also occur: a relationship between crime and
punishment does not appear initially but emerges after controlling for other variables.
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maintenance,, and paternity cases.8 The agency begins each case by
gathering financial information from the parents and advising the
judge on the appropriate siz: of the support order. After an order
is entered, it collects all payments and forwards them to the appropri-
ate receiver, either the custodial parent or the welfare department.
Finally, it pursues the parents who fail to pay. In nearly all cases
in which a support order is entered, payments are handled through
the agency. Its responsibilities extend equally to welfare and non-
welfare cases.

To carry out these tasks, a few small counties have only one or
two full-time employees. By contrast, the Friend of the Court in
Wayne County, the core of the Detroit metropolitan area, has a staff
of over three hundred. Most agencies of any size have computer-
ized payment records and full-time enforcing officers, many of them
deputized by the county sheriff, who go into the field to arrest men
who have not paid.

Jailing plays a part in this process because the willful or negligent
failure to make payments ordered by the court is treated as a form
of contempt that by special state statute, can lead to a sentence in
jail of up to one year, subject to earlier release upon the defendant's
paying his full arrearage or working out some lesser arrangement
satisL ;tory to the court® Most men jailed do in fact purchase their
early release by paying an amount less than full arrearage.

The steps taken before jailing and the extent of reliance on jail
vary from county to county, but in every county the agency mails
warning letters to delinquent fathers, and nearly all agencies issue
orders to show cause directing the men to appear in court to explain
their delinquency. Even in the counties that rely most upon jailing,
the number of collection efforts short of jail dwarfs the number of
sentences; in one that we examined particularly closely, for example,
warnings mailed to men in the caseload exceeded jail sentences im-
posed hy twenty-five fold. For men who fail to appear in response
to warnings and orders to show cause, the agency staff secures and,
in many counties, serves arrest warrants and then acts as prosecutor
before the courts in delinquency hearings. After a hearing, if the
man is sentenced, the same staff arranges deals with jailed men who
wish to secure their early release from jail on payment of less than
the full arrearage.

8. Michigan's legislature authorized the creation of Friends of the Court in 1919,
1919 Mich. Pub._Acts 412, and then made them mandatory in 1921, 1921 Mich,

Pub Acts 147. The provisions of current law that provide for Friends of the Court
and fix their duties are lound in Mich. Comp. Laws S 552.251- 255 (1970).

9. Sec Mich. Comp. Laws 5552.201 (1970),
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Our study of jailing for nonsupport was undertaken because we
found that rather like the biologist’s fruitfly or guinea pig, non-
support lends itself to closer inquiry than is possible with most
other forms of behavior treated as criminal. As watchdogs r fer
custody and support, the agencies maintain records of every' aspect
of the process: their files include information on family character-
istics, weekly payments, and enforcement efforts. Their records and
their cooperation made our inquiry possible.

B. The Research Design and Findings

As our first step, we drew a random sample of divorce cases in
each of twenty-eight Michigan counties. The counties we picked
were those in the southern half of Michigan that had reported case-
loads of at least 1.000 in 1973." Stretching from the eastern to
western edges of the state, the counties contained all the cities in the
state with 1970 populations of more than 50,000 and included all but
one of the counties with populations of more than 100,000. On the
other hand, four of the counties had populations under 50,000 and
ten had populations under 80,000. Our research thus examined data
sources ranging from the intensely urban southeastern comer through
counties of farms and small towns.

The samples we drew in each county averaged 430 cases, for
a total across the twenty-eight counties of about 12,000 cases. In
each county, we drew a random™ selection of all cases in which a final
decree of divorce had been entered and an order of support had
been in effect during the entire period we measured. Thus men pay-
ing every week were included, as well as men whose cases had been
open for many years but who had never paid anything. For each case
in each county, we recorded only a few pieces of information: the
amount each person paid, the total amount he was under an order
to pay during a fixed period, and whether the children covered by the
support order were currently receiving welfare benefits. In most

10. The counties studied were Allegan. Barr%. Bay, Berrien. Branch, Calhoun.
Cass. Eaton, Genesee, Gratiot. Ingham, Jackson, Kalamazoo. Kent. Lapeer. Lenawee,
Livingston. Macomb, Midland, Monroe, Oakland, Saginaw, St. Clair, St. Joseph. Shia-
wassee, Van Burcn, Washtenaw, and Wayne. Two other counties, Muskegon and
Ottawa, had caseloads meeting the numerical criterion we set. However, scheduling
difficulties prevented our studying their files. o ,

11 In all but a few counties, paYment records were maintained :n alphabetical
order. To produce our random samples for these counties, we sintpl) i = ned the
size of the caseload and selected an interval Sc.#?., every seventh case or ' -y twelfth
c|ashe)bt¥1at would permit us to cull about 450 cases by moving once through the
alphabet.



counties the period we used was calendar 1974 or a one-year period
including some months in 1974, depending on the way the counties’
bookkeeping records were kept. From this information, we computed
how much each man had paid of all that he was supposed to have paid
during the period— his batting average, so to speak.*

We then computed three payment figures for each county: the
overall average of the individual payment rates within the county,
a figure that is close, though not identical, to the portion collected
by the county of all the dollars it was supposed to collect;13 the por-
tion of men in the county paying nearly nothing during the period
(we put into this group men paying 10% or less of the ordered
amount); and the portion of men paying everything due or close to
everything due (we put into this group men paying 80% or more of
everything due).

Checking the records of a county for any given one-year period,
one would probably expect to find that most men either paid nothing
or paid regularly, leaving few men in the middle. And in fact that
is what we did find. The striking differences among our counties
were in the portions of payers at the bottom and the top. Across
the counties, the proportion of men in the high-paying bracket varied
from one-third to two-thirds of the caseload; the proportion in the
low-paying bracket ranged from one-tenth to one-half. Accordingly,
across the counties the average portion paid by men of their.amounts
due varied widely—from a low in two counties of only 45% and

d
12. In most counties, wc used the following formula: R where d = dollais

Paid durin%lPe[iod, t = number of weeks i_né)eriod, and w = weekly order in dollars.
n some counties, where the records provided only a running total of the arrearalge
and no total of the dollars paid during a- period, wc used a different formufa:
tw— (a.i—a,)

where 3, = arrearage at end of period, a, = arrearage at beginning

of pergtg_\(’yt and t and w represent the same values as above. So long as there were
no artificial adjustments in the arrearage during the period, the two formulae yield
identical results. Because there were in fact some such alterations in the arrearage
not reflecting actual payments, usually to the payer's advantaﬁe (for example, when
a_credit was glven because_the noncustodial parent kept the children for an extended
visit), we made a small adjustment downward in the payment figures for the counties
in which we had to use the second formula. The adjustment was based on our
experience in two counties, Washtenaw and Genesee, in which we had computed
individual payment records by both formulae.

13. The fig'ires would be identical if all orders were of the same size. Within
our samples in Genesee and Washtenaw, there were, of course, variations in the size
of orders, and there was in fact a very sll%ht positive correlation between order size
and payment rate, so that it is probablé that the figure we use, the mean of individual
parment iates. is quite close to (but slightly lower than) the portion the agency
collected of everything due under all its orders.
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46% of the ordered amounts to a high in two other counties of 85%
and 87% of everything due. Nearly half the counties collected he-
tween 61% and 70% of the amounts due. Table 1 reveals the
distribution of collections in the counties. We found that the portion
at the bottom and the top correlated so overwhelmingly with the
mean level of payments that we have used the county’s mean for
reporting almost all of our findings.11

TABLE 1

Mean Portions Collected of Everything Due from
Divorced Persons Under Orders of Support
in Twenty-Eight Michigan Counties
During Survey Period, 1974-1975

% of % of
, . %of Fathers Fathers
Counties Collecting No.of  Counties in Paglng 10% Paallnl\%SO%
Counties th|s7F§/ange 4rWess rgz(yore
41-50% of amount dque 2 f 0 0
LEAD of amaunt due ; 180 380 10
AT S T
. 0 ] 0
81-600% of amount due 2 % 8% 720
28 100% 25% (mean) 51% (mean)

When we speak, as wc will shortly, of some counties as high-
collecting, we need to remember that, even in the two counties with
the highest mean payments, nearly 30% of the men paid less than
80% of the total amount due.l4 Thus, even in the high-collecting
counties, many women and children already in precarious financial
conditionlu went without needed income. Throughout, when we
speak of high collections, we intend solely to convey relative levels
of payment.

After determining the levels of collections for each county, our
goal was to determine why some counties collected so much more

14, The product-moment correlation between the overall mean and the portion
of the caseload paying less than 10% of everything due was —.935. The product-
momcnt correlation between the mean and the portion of the caseload paying more
than 80% was +.899.

15. In 1974, unemployment was at disastrously high levels throughout Michiﬂan.
Qur findings suggest that ‘nearly all the counties would have somewhat higher collec-
tion rates during periods of lower unemployment. See note 25 irt/ra.

16. See generally W. Goode, supra note 1, H. Ross & I. Sawmill. Women in
Transition %1975).
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than others, despite the fact that all counties had Friends of the
Court charged with enforcing orders. We were primarily interested
in measuring the impact of the use of jailing as a technique of en-
forcement. To this end, we counted for each county the number
of persons sentenced to jail during calendar year 1974. A few
Friends of the Court maintained their own logs ci all persons sen-
tenced; more frequently we were forced to turn to the logs of the
judges of each Circuit Court and scour the year’s records of all court
business for postings of sentences for nonsupport.

We found, as we had expected, a range of reliance on jail in
1974 from almost no jailings in a few counties up through several
hundred jailings in a few others. Table 2 reveals the frequency
of sentences to jail in absolute numbers and in terms of the rate of
jailing for every 10,000 persons in the county (a figure that closely
parallels the number of jailings as a portion of the Friend of the
Court caseload).I7 Nearly all the Friends of the Court reported that
the numbers jailed in 1974 had been much the same in the immedi-
ately preceding year or two.

TABLE 2

Incidence in Twenty-Eight Michigan Counties of
Sentences to Jail for Contempt of Court
for Failure To Pay Support in 1974

Number of Men Sentenced to Jail Number of Per cent of
for Nonpayment in 1974 Counties Counties
Un Br 10 men 8 21%
11-30 men 32%
31-100 men I f,S%
100-300 men 3 1%
Over 300 men 3 11%
28 100%
Number of Sentences to Jail for
Nonsugport in 1974 Per 10,000
Persons'in County* (1970 census)
0-1 per 10,000 8 29%
2-3 per 10,000 8 29%
4-6 per 10,000 b 21%
7-10 %er 10,000 3 11%
11 or more per 10,000 > 3 11%
28 101%
Total Sentences to Jail in 28 Counties (1974)— F04dﬁs rPen LOf a total case-
oad of around 290,000

®Roughly equivalent to the number of jailings for every 250 persons in the
Fricnd-of-ﬂquC()ﬂrt caseload in 1974. See noteJ 1'?, Y P

17. The size of the caseloads of the Friends ofghe Courtand the populations
of the counties correlate very highly, largely because thedivorce rate varies remark-
ably little among the Michigan counties in"our sample. In fact, (he correlation is
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We found a substantial positive correlation (+0.492) between
the counties’ rates of jailings and their rates of collections: in gen-
eral, the more they jailed, the more they collected.,s But this find-
ing, though striking, was the merest beginning. Our task then was
to develop measures of all the other factors that might also affect
performance and then learn whether the apparent relationship be-
tween jailing and collections still held.

As a starting point, it was possible that jailing had a relation to
collections through a more subtle link than the bare jail rate alone.
For example, men might have been affected not by the mere in-
cidence of jailing but rather by the sentencing rate among those sum-
moned to appear at a hearing for nonpayment, or they might have
been affected by some combination of the sentencing rate and the
length of sentences commonly imposed. We accordingly developed
indices to test for these possible causal links.

It was also possible that the jailing rate had nothing directly to
do with payment rates at all. Counties that jailed more might well
have had enforcement agencies that tried harder in other respects—
sent more warnings, held more hearings, used larger enforcement
staffs—and one or more of th'se other factors and not the jailing
rate might actually best explain variations in performance. Accord-
ingly, we gathered as much information as we could about all aspects
of the counties' collections and enforcement systems— staff-caseload
ratios, the use of computerized records, the rate of use of orders to
show cause, and so forth.

S0 hl%h that wc were unable to lest whether awareness of the possibility of jail,
and thus_ the deterrent effect, depends on the size of the caseload or on the popula-
tion.  Within the counties in our study, the ratio wf the cquntf/'SfopuIat|on i 197(2)
to number ot men tor families) making up the caseload (in 1974) ranged from about
35:t to 40:1. Thus our figure of the "number of jailings per 10.000° population ' is
roughly equivalent to the "number ofrjallmgs per 250 ‘men in the caseload." We
have consistently used the population figure as the denominator because in a few
counties we were never confident that we had a precise count of the caseload of
orders still in effect.

_ 'I'lK' Here is another view of the relationship between collections and the rate of
jailing:

Relation of Jailing to Collections in
wenty-Eight Michigan Counties
Mﬁan rate of

" c? ections: Sm,ean
Number of Jailings 0 Fveraﬂge nion
per_10.000 persoris Number of collecte (?f
in Countv: Counties: amounts due)
0-1 per 10,000 8 60
2-3 per 10.000 8 63
4-6 per 10,000 0 07
7 or'more per 10,000 b 15

28 655 (meanl
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Additional factors had to be taken into account. Payment per-
formance could be affected by factors that varied from county to
county but had no direct connection with the enforcement system.
More fathers might have paid in County A than in County B—and
a higher proportion of nonpayers jailed—because the people in
County A felt more strongly about obligations of support or about
their general obligations to obey the law or to adhere to social con-
vention. Lacking county-by-county polls of citizen attitudes, we
coded a wide range of possible, but quite indirect, indicators of at-
titude, such as the portion of county population living in a rural set-
ting, total population and population density, conservative voting pat-
terns, general crime rates, and formal church membership. We also
recorded the results of our own survey of the attitudes of each
county's Friend of the Court toward the functions of the enforcement
process and toward possible legislative changes in the enforcement
system.

We lastly coded information about income and unemployment
rates because it was plausible, indeed likely, that men in all counties
were not equally able to pay. For this we drew on 1970 census
information about median incomes and portions of the population
above and below various income levels and on census and Michigan
Employment Security Commission figures regarding levels of unem-
ployment.

It was during the phase of the study that we sought to control for
the multitude of factors apart from jailing that might have affected
payments that we skated on thinnest ice. We ourselves had com-
puted parents’ payment rates and developed confidence in our ac-
curacy. We had similarly counted with care the exact number of
men sentenced to jail during a common time period. But for the
remaining factors other than the incidence of jailing that might have
affected payment rates, we encountered the problems that have
plagued all social scientists performing research on deterrence.l’

Certain problems stood out above the others. First, for ma ly
plausible factors that might have affected payments— especially, is
we have said, those bearing on people’s attitudes toward their obliga-
tions—we often had to resort to the most oblique sorts of evidence.
Even unemployment data was available only for residents of each
county as a whole and so may not have accurately reflected actual
rates of unemployment among men under orders of support.

19, Set F. Zimring & G. Hawkins, supra note 3, at 264-66, 269; Baldus & Cole,
supra note S, ut 177-83.
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Secondly, when there was information that we could code, we had
to worry about the comparability of the information across counties.
For example, the seemingly simple task of counting the size of
county “enforcement staffs” forced us to grapple with many different
definitions given the term “enforcement” by the agency heads we
interviewed and with multiple uses of individual staff members.

Finally, some sorts of information that were available and re-
liable displayed so little variation among the counties that we were
unable to assess the significance of certain elements of the enforce-
ment process or of the demography of the population of supporting
fathers. For example, in setting orders, the counties made use of
quite similar schedules that took into account men’s earnings and the
number of dependent children. (In nearly all, for example, the size
of the support order for a family with two children was about one-
third of the father’s take-home earnings.) Because of the similarity
across counties, we were unable to test for differences in collec-
tions that might have accrued from larger or smaller orders in re-
lation to incomes..

After gathering all the relevant information that we could, we used
multiple regression analysis to determine which factors best ac-
counted for the differences in collections among the counties. Re-
gression analysis is a technique used by social scientists and others
to estimate the relationship between factors through the use of
numerical data.20 Complex in formula, yet readily accessible
through computer programs, it permits one to estimate the relation
between some phenomenon one wishes to understand (here, the
level of payments across counties) and other measured factors that
might have a bearing on that phenomenon (jailings, median in-
comes, and so forth). It permits learning the direction and strength
of the relationships among the factors used in the analysis.

When we completed a long series of analyses of our own data,
three factors stood out among all others as powerfully related to the
levels of collections of support. The first was an aspect of the en-
forcement process: fourteen aggressive Friends of the Court, which
we will call “self-starting,” watched for a few weeks of missed pay-
ments or the accumulation of an arrearage of a certain number of
dollars (say $100) and then sent a warning notice to the nonpaying
parent. These counties that had a practice in nonwelfare cases of
initiating enforcement efforts without waiting for complaints from

20 An explanation of regression analysis readily accessible to most lawyers is
Finkelstein, RePressmnModeIs in"Adminisirailve Proceedings, 86 Harv. L. Rev. 1442
(1973). A helpful basic text is H. Blalock, Social Statistics (1960).
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the mothers collected more than those that relied on complaints.3l
The second significant factor was the rate of jailing. Even after con-
trolling for other factors, counties that jailed more men in relation to
their population still collected more. The third factor was popula-
tion—the larger the county, the lower the collections. For example,
none of the seven highest collecting counties had populations greater
than 70,000. Nine of the ten lowest collecting counties had popula-
tions greater than 10Q,000.2 Table 3 summarizes our findings with
regard to these three factors, doing so at the cost of simplifying for
display the true variations in population and rates of jailing.

These three factors were interrelated to some degree. T'e self-
starting enforcement policy brings more men into the enforcement sys-
tem, which in turn brings more men before judges for possible sen-
tencing; similarly, large counties were somewhat less likely to be self-
starters.  Nonetheless, each of the three factors had independent
explanatory importance. The three principal factors alone account
for about 60% of the variation in payment rates among the coun-
ties.21 Put another way, if you knew any Michigan county’s popula-
tion, whether its agency was self-starting, and its frequency of jailing,
you could within our sample predict, typically within a few percentage
points, how much the county actually collected of the total amount
owed. 2

21. In the regression anagsm wc used a simple binury variable that captured
whether or not the a?ency had an established practice in nonwclfarc cases of Initial-
ing enforcement efforts without awaiting complaints.

22. Not _surprlsmPIy, the relation between population and collections is not what
social scientists would” call "linear." A rise In county population from 30.000 to
130,000 will have far more impact on collections than a rise from 1,030,000 to
1.130,000. In our analysis, we used the log,, of population as a more plausible
indicator of the relation 0f population to performance.

23. A list of all variables analyzed may be obtained by writing the author di-
rectly. In a regression analysis with the ‘three factors only, (he three explained
62.4% of the variance (unadjusted) and 57.7% of the variance (adwstedf. Sec
Appendix al the end of the article. _

When we created a binary variable that contrasted all counties that were self-
starting and hlgh-Jallln% (four"or more jailings per 10,000 populatlonJ with all other
counties not having both enforcement policies, we accounted for 71,9% of the vari-
ance (unadjusted) and 69.7% (adjusted) with this variable and Ihe population vari
able alone.” See Appendix at Ihe end of the article.

24, When we calculated what a county should be expected to collect within our
sample using the regression coefficients for population, the jail rate and the "self-
starting" factor, the actual collections varied from Ihc predicted collections by more
than six percentage points for only nine counties. For eleven counties, the prediction
was off by less than three percentage points. Only one county, our highest collectin
county, collected over ten percentage points more than would be predicted. Tha
county impressed us even before surveying its records as the most thoroughly organ-
ized of all. Conversely, only one county, one of our two lowest collecting, collected
more than ten percentage points less than was predicted. This county seemed about
the least well organized for collections. It was the only county in our sample with a



914 Michigan Law Review IVol. 75:900

* TABLE3

Interrelation of Three Most Important
Factors Relating to Collections in
Twenty-Eight Michigan Counties

How much ihe county Aails, whether Friend of the Court initiates enforcement without
awaiting complaints, and county population

Counties that Counties that Counties that Counties that
were both high-  were self-start-  were h|gh-%a|||ng were neither
jailing* and self- _mq,but low but not sel- hl?h-{allmg nor
starting** Jalling starting self-starting

Me?_n

ortion 820

gollected 825 som " 66%

urmn 0 0 0

suryeg 3% W 59% 57%

period of

all that

was

ordered
5smal  3large 5 small IIar%e I'smal  3large 2small 8 large
coun-  coun-  coun-  county county  coun- coun-  coun-
ties ties ties ties ties ties
(under (lover
100,000) 100,000)

Mean collections:
13 fmall counties (under 100,000)—72%
15 large counties (over 100,000)— 60%
12 Pi\%/h,-;ai_ling counties*—71%
16 low-jailing counties— 61%
14 seIf—startmg counties* *— 71%
14 norh-sie]lf-%t rt;ng coulrf1t|es—60%
mall, high-jailing, self-starting .counties— 82%
g farge, Iovg-ﬁf'”nggJ non-se[l -starting countles—%Y%

* A high-jailing county, for our purposes, was one that jailed 4 or more men fqr
nonsgp4 rt gurm ,{974 for e cnp %0,000 ,[oersons ?n Jﬂwe cqunty po uIat?on ?n
1970. " The meaﬂ ﬁllmg [?te for the, high-jai mg counties was 6.0 per % 000, The
mean rale for the . per 10,000, Sec ‘furt
tion in Appendix A.

** A self-starting county was a county that had had fcr some years a policy of
|n|t|at||ngtenfogrcemen¥ efforts in dequuent nonwcﬁifare cases wYt?]out w |t|nJ for
complaints.

One other factor helps slightly in explaining differences in collec-
tions. When unemployment rates are higher, collections are lower.
It is not, of course, surprising that payments should be lower in
places where unemployment is high. It was surprising to us only

ow-jailing counties “was 1 er explana-

population over 100,000 whose agency head had only a part-time apk)ointm.ent. Later
In this article, we discuss Washtenaw County, a Iqw-gajlmg, non-self-starting county.
The ill-organized county to which wc are referring in this footnote is not Washtenaw.
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that unemployment rates did not account for more of the differences
among the counties. By adding in the unemployment factor, we
could account for differences among the counties only to a slightly
greater degree than we could using the three dominant factors
alone.-5 An appendix at the end of this article provides for the
reader who is interested more detailed statistical information on the
findings.

The rate of jailing makes a difference in collections, but how
much of a difference? Table 3 and our own analysis indicate that,
for purposes of measuring the difference, it makes little sense to
separate the jail rate from the factor of a self-starting enforcement
process. The two work together.2 Counties that have both a high
jail rate and a self-starting system collect more than those that have
neither and more than those that have one or the other but not both.
And those that have one or the other but not both collect only very
slightly more than those that have neither. When they are linked
together and population and unemployment are taken into account,
counties with both a high jailing rate and a self-starting policy
collected an average of 25% more per case than was collected by
the counties that did not have both.Z7

C. The Significance of a Self-Starting Enforcement
Process, the Rate of Jailing, and Population

We have dismembered a complex and emotional process— the
payments of divorced parents toward the support of their children.

25. The mean and median unemployment rate in our 28 counties was 10%.
In nine of our counties the rate was 12.0% or more. In only eight was the
rate less than 8.0%. Oddly, these rates were not useful in accounting for any of
the difference, whereas the” 1970 rates, when unemployment rates were lower” but
still checkered, were able to explain some of the variance in ccunty collections. .

With the four variables we could explain 65.6% of the variance (unadjusted)
and 59.7% ‘adﬁusted)., The addition of unemployment figures does produce a re-
alignment ot the ranking of |mﬂortant factors: “population and the Jal| rate are
now somewhat more 5|%n|f|cant than “self-starting" enforcement. See details in the
Appendix at the end of the article.

26. As explained in note 23 supra, a single variable that combines the "self-
starling" factor with the jail rate accounts for more of the varianc than the sum
of the two taken individually.

27. In a regression on the performance index using as controls (l{ the variable
that combined “self-starting" and thegr.ll rate into a single binary factor, (2{ log10
population, and (13) the unemployment rate, the combined self-start/jailing factor had
a coefficient of 14.77. Since thé performance index is coded in percentage collected,
the coefficient of 14.77 indicates that a county that had both a self-starting system
and a high rate should collect after controls 14.77 percentage points more than ‘those
that did "not have hoth. Since the mean collection rate among our counties was
65%, an added 14.8 percentage points collected would represent about a 25% in-
crease in collections for counties pushed from a mean collection rale of several per-
centage points below 65% to a mean rate of several points above.
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Payments go down with a larger population, up with a self-triggering
warning system, down with more unemployment, and up with more
jailings.  Though our findings have surface plausibility, those who
cherish life’s complexity will be pleased that, when we peered
deeper into our pool of data, we found the waters muddier than they
initially appeared. The significance of the unemployment rate does
seem to signify just what one would expect: those who are not work-
ing are likely to pay less or not at all. The significance of the
three more powerful factors is less clear, however.

Our finding that counties with Friends of the Court that initiate
enforcement without awaiting complaints collected more money than
other counties is, at first glance, hardly perplexing. One anomaly
nonetheless persists about this “self-starting” factor. We defined a
“self-starting" county as one in which the Friend of the Court ini-
tiated enforcement efforts in nonwelfare cases without awaiting com-
plaints from the custodial parent. We excluded welfare cases from
the definition because all Friends of the Court had self-triggering
systems for initiating enforcement in welfare cases, since the cus-
todial parent in welfare cases is not the receiver of support payments
and often does not know whether payments are being made. Given
our definition, one would have expected that, when we analyzed the
welfare cases from our samples in the 28 counties, the “self-starting”
factor would not have helped sort the high- and low-collecting coun-
ties. In fact, however, the “self-starting” factor is nearly as signifi-
cant an explanatory factor of the variations in the collections in the
welfare cases as it is in the caseload as a whole, suggesting that the
counties that are self-starting simply collect support in both welfare
and nonwclfare cases more effectively, for reasons related to but
distinct from the self-starting attribute alone. Several other attri-
butes of the enforcement process— efficiency of bookkeeping, size
of the enforcement staff in relation to caseload, and so forth—corre-
late mildly with performance and with the self-starting factor. It ap-
pears that “self-starting” may simply capture best the sum of the at-
tributes of an efficient and persistent organization.

That organization to collect and the rate of jailing work hand in
hand is also unsurprising. Under a self-starting enforcement system
more men who falter are told to “pay up.” The high rate of jailing
seems to add, “and we really mean it.” All rather tidy. We had
expected, however, that the rate of jailing would not have been the
only way to say “we really mean it,” but at least within our study
no other aggressive aspect of the enforcement system served any-
where nearly as well to explain the differences in overall collections.
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We looked, for example, at the use of orders to show cause, the
orders to appear at hearings that are issued when men fail to respond
to warning letters. We had a reasonably accurate count of such
orders during the same period for which we counted jailings, and
we found that counties varied widely in their rate pf use of such
orders and in the ratio of orders to subsequent sentences to jail. We
had hypothesized that the rate of orders themselves, with their stern
directive to appear in court, might well have served as a more effec-
tive indication than the sentencing rate itself of the seriousness of
the enforcement agency. We found, however, that neither the rate
of orders to show cause nor any combination of the show-cause rate
and jail rate (to measure the conviction rate among those ordered
to appear at hearings) helped sort the higher from the lower collect-
ing counties nearly as well as the jaii-rate alone.-s Within the range
of measures that were readily available to us, the incidence of that
which men actually fear—jail itself29— appears to communicate most
effectively the necessity of paying their support obligations.

It is possible, nonetheless, that some unmeasured aspect of the
enforcement process short of jailing better explains wha; the jailing
rate appears to explain. We were, for example, unable to count the
number of warning letters mailed in the twenty-eight counties during
1974 or uny other year. We thus could not calculate the rate at
which the agency sent warnings either in relation to the number of
cases in the caseload or in relation to the number of cases with pay-
ments in arrears at some point during the year. The only informa-
tion we could obtain about the average time between the develop-
ment of an arrearage and the mailing of a warning was the agency
head’s statements regarding the policy of the office. While wc
believe it highly probable that our "self-starting” factor would correlate
strongly and positively with each of these measures had we been
able to develop them, the self-starting factor’s form is not subtle—
every county either was or was not "self-starting” in our definition.
There were no gradations. It is thus possible that one or more of
these other dimensions of the enforcement process would account

28. Whereas the produet-moment correlation of the jail rate anil the collections
rate was +.492, the correlation between the order-to-show-cause rate and the collec-
tions rate was only +.121. When used with other nobles or combined into other
indices with Ihe jailing rate, the show-cause raic ot, cd virtually no explanator?]/
power. Similarly, the combination of the sentencing i. te with mean sentence lengt
provided far less explanation of variations in payments than the sent.neing rate
alone and offered no significant explanatory power when used in a ..'gression run
with the jail rate as one of the other independent variables.

29, W used the jail rate in unaltered form and in logarithmic form, with closely
similar results. See Appendix at the end of the article.
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for all or some part of the differences in collections that we have
attributed to the rate of jailing.

A problem for analysis would persist even if we were to find
within our twenty-eight counties that the jailing rate added nothing
to the explanation of the variations in collections among counties,
but that measures of milder enforcement efforts were powerful ex-
plainers of variation. Since the form letters of warning in nearly
all counties carried threats of judicial action that many men probably
read as a threat of jailing, a finding that nonpenal enforcement ef-
forts, but not the jail rate, were a significant explainer of perform-
ance could have either of two very different meanings: it could
mean that the threat of jail was truly irrelevant and that men can
be propelled toward payments by reminders alone, or it could mean
that letters threatening judicial action are sufficient in themselves to
create the fear of jail, regardless of the actual rate of jailing. If the
latter were the case, then, even though the actual jail rate was not
a factor in collections, collections might well still decline if jail were
removed as a legally permissible sanction and parents under orders
of support learned of the change in the law.

The final significant factor apparently affecting collections was
the county’s population. Our findings suggest that, if two counties
have a self-starting system of enforcement, jail at the same rate, and
have the same rate of unemployment, the county with fewer resi-
dents30 will still collect more money. Why should this be so? The
lower collections in highly populated areas cannot be attributed to
higher poverty there. On the contrary, the portions of the popula-
tion living in poverty were higher, and median incomes appreciably
lower, in the smaller Michigan counties than in the larger ones."

The relevance of high population seems rather to lie either in
attitudes of city dwellers about obligations to pay or, more likely,
in a greater insulation of city dwellers from the enforcement process.
In several of the small counties but none of the large, the director
of the Friend of the Court knew personally most of the men in his
county’s caseload, a fact that probably affected some of the men

30. Since Ihe counlies in our sample vary little in Peographic area, absolute
population and population density correlated overwhelmingly.

31, For example, in the six counties in our sample with the smallest population,
the median income (in 1970) and the unemployment rates during the months we
surveyed averaged 59600 und 12.5% respectively. By contrast, during the same &)e-
riods 'median income and un,em,plorme,nt for the’six largest counties averaged SI 1.900
and 10.8% respectively. Similarly, in the six smallest counties the average por-
tion of families liv.ng on income$ below the poverty line was 8.6%, whereas the
average portion in the six lurgest was 5.9%.
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under orders. | walked with one agency head into a coffee shop
on the town square in his county seat. He exchanged good-momiDg
banter with several persons and then leaned over to me and whis-
pered, “Now I’m not telling you who, but three of the men in here
with us now are under orders in my office." The difference for the
parent under an order in the smaller county is probably not merely
that someone whose esteem he may value knows whether he is pay-
ing. It is also likely that he believes— correctly—that he is easily
located. Staffs of the Friend of the Court in populous counties often
reported severe problems of finding nonpayers, even when the de-
faulters had remained within the county.

[1. A Peek Inside: How Does Awareness of the
Possibility of Jailing A ffect Payments
Within a County?

Within our samples, ardent agencies collect more than the less
vigilant. But how does this I :*or exert its effect? Even in places
with the laxest enforcement some men pay all the time. Even in
places with the most terrorizing enforcement some men never pay
at all.

Among questions that the reader may already be asking is
whether the difference between the higher-collecting counties and
the lower-collecting counties lies solely in the jailed men themselves:
the high-collecting counties jail more men, jailed men pay better
after release than they did before, and unjailed men pay at about
the same mean rate in all counties. And if a fresh inspiration of
those actually jailed does not account for the differences in collec-
tions among counties, how does the prospect of jailing work its black
magic on the men who are never jailed?

We cannot fully answer these questions, but our close inquiry
into two counties, one an ardent enforcer and the other not, permits
us to say a good deal more than we otherwise could. When the re-
mainder of our study is published, much of it will deal with the men
within these two counties— their families, their financial situations,
their payments, their treatment at the hands of the agency and the
court, and their responses to all manner of enforcement efforts.
Here we will address a couple of the questions especially invited by
the discussion of general deterrence.

One of the two counties, Genesee County, where Flint is located,
had a population in 1970 of 444,000. |Its Friend of the Court has
long had a “self-starting” enforcement process, and its courts have
long favored jail to punish defaulters. During 1974, Genesee County
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judges imprisoned 224 men for failing to pay support, a rate of
5 per 10,000 persons in the county, making- Genesee one of the
high-jailing counties. In a random sample we drew of over 400
divorced men whose cases were open in 1970, the men had paid an
average of 74% of the total amount due over the lives of * ir decrees
up to the point that we coded, a mean of seven years. Unly 14%
of the men had paid less than 10% of all amounts due under their
decrees.

The other county, Washtenaw County, the county of Ann Arbor
and Ypsilanti, was rather different. For nu..t of this last decade, its
Friend of the Court has expended a higher portion of its budget than
any other Michigan county on social workers "id other professionals
concerned with marital counseling and child-custody matters.2 A
much smaller portion of staff efforts was addressed to collections.
Thus, it is perhaps not surprising, even if somewhat disheartening,
that a random sample of about 400 men under support decrees in
Washtenaw had paid on the average only 56% of everything due,
over 25% less than the average portion paid by the Genesee men.
This was true despite the fact that median earnings are higher in Wash-
tenaw, unemployment lower, and the county population only slightly
more than half as large.33 Over twice as many Washtenaw men
(30%) had paid less than 10% of their amounts due.

The enforcement systems in the two countier, differed greatly.
Two such differences are familiar to the reader. For several years
up to and including the years we studied, V/ashtenaw had not been
a “self-starting” county: a woman not receiving welfare benefits had
to phone in a compiaint before a form notice of arrearage was sent
tc the father and had to complain again, this time in writing, before
a nonresponding father was sent an order to show cause. Moreover,
though many Washtcnrw men in the caseload had been arrested for
nonsupport, often through the serving of a warrant when arrested
for an altogether different offense like a traffic violation, Washten-
aw’s judges jailed far fewer persons for nonsupport. In the year
that Genesee’s judges sentenced 224 men, Washtenaw’s sentenced
only five.

32. The special orientation of Washtenaw's Friend of the Court is indicated by
the scholarly writing that the head of the agency, Richard Benedek, has undertaken
with his wife, Elissa, a psychiatrist, See, eg| Benedek & Benedek, Postdivorce Visi-
tation: A Child's Right, 16 J. Am. Acad. Child. Psych. 256 (1977).

33, Median income in Washtenaw in 1970 was $12,300, whereas it was SI 1,300
in Genesee; unemployment during the months we surveﬁed was under 5% in Wash-
tenaw but over 11% ‘in Genesee. In 1970, Washtenaw had a population of 234,000;
Genesee a population of 444,000
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A. TheRole of the Jailed Men

It is possible, that men who are never jailed pay at nearly identical
average rates in both high- and low-collecting counties and that the
only reason one group of counties collects more is that men actually
jailed, much more numerous in that group of counties than the other,
are frightened into paying more regularly. This explanation, while
plausible, does not appear to hold for our counties. The margin of
difference in collections betwen the self-starting, high-jailing coun-
ties and others is too great to be accounted for by the small portion
of the men in those counties who have both been jailed and begun
and continued to pay after release.34

Moreover, it is simply not the case that the nevei-jailed men in
the higher-jailing counties are unaffected by the policy around them
and pay at essentially the rate of the never-jailed men in the low-
collecting counties. Everyone pays better in Genesee. Men sen-
tenced, men arrested but never sentenced, and men never arrested
all pay, as groups, significantly better in Genesee than their counter-
parts in Washtenaw.33 Whatever it is about the system in Genesee
that induces men to pay reaches the jailed and unjailed men with
similar effect.

34, During the one-year period we studied in the 28 counti's, only a small
ﬁortlon of the men in the sample, even in the counties that ailed most hqavnY,
had been jailed in the recent past. Even if we assume that this previously
jailed group paid at the unlikely mean rate of 60% durm([; the year we surveyed
and further assume that had they not been jailed th,e){ would have all paid i.othing
(equal,ly unlikely), their numbers are not substantial enough to have hoosted the
collective avera(t;e of the whole county by more than a third of the difference we
have computed fo be the effect of the {allmg poI|c¥. .

As a matter of fact, in Genesee, the payment rate for our sample of jailed men
was .33 in the year after their release; a comparable samRIe of {alled men in Macomb
County paid af a rate of .50. In the case of Genesee, the portion of the jailed men
who maintained payments declined even further with the passage of time after release.

35 Our comparative data on Genesee and Washtenaw Counties, in table form,
is as follows:
Comparison of Pa\)/vments of Men
in Two Counties Who Were and Were Not
Ever Arrested or Sentenced for Nonpayment
(Random Sample of Divorce Cases)

Washtenaw County Genesee Count
Averaqe Pe\l)/ment Average Payment
Rate Over ,Rat? Over
N Life of Decree N Life of Decree
Men Rente{]cgdb tg[) Jail 8 31 60 55
en Arrested bu
Nevef] Sentenced 75 46 57 13
Mel\?e\\;ver OAyyeesr%d
or Sentenceé 327 .60 292- 80



Why do the men who are arrested or sentenced pay so much
better in Genesee than in Washtenaw? One might have expected
that jail would be equally chastening in both counties. Again, we
cannot be completely certain of the reason. A partial answer may
lie in the fact that the men arrested in Genesee had a smaller airear-
age at the time of arrest. Men chastened earlier may respond better.
Or, perhaps, as economists would predict, many jailed men ask
themselves after release much the same question that the canny non-
payer asks who has never been jailed: not “how painful is jail?”,
but “how likely is it that I will soon (again) be arrested?” In
Genesee, but not Washtenaw, the agency moved quickly against pre-
viously sentenced men who did not begin to pay. Indeed, when a
Genesee man was in jail for the first time he would likely note that
a significant portion of the other men there with him were persons
who had been sentenced for nonsupport before;:Li only one person
in our Washtenaw sample had been sentenced twice. To he sure,
people who have been jailed are not in an identical position with
the never-jailed— once jailed, a man no longer has to imagine the
discomfort or embarrassment of jail—but the tendency to regaid the
jailed and never-jailed men as different species, though inviting, is
misguided.

B. The Effects of Enforcement on Payments over Time

As time passes after the entry of an order of support, some men
cease to pay, some begin to pay, and some pay at the same rate.
A comparison of the patterns of payment performance of fathers
in Genesee ana Washtenaw over the lives of their decrees sheds
more light on the effects of a zealous enforcement process. Con-
sider first Table 4, which shows for our random samples of men in
each county the portion of men paying nearly nothing, paying nearly

36. In a samﬂle we drew in Genesee Counly of 191 men jailed in 1969 and
in the first nine months of 1970 more than a quarter had been previously sentenced

for nonsupport. On an%/ given day, the Portlon of men in jail for nonsupport who
had been previously sentenced was Ilkel){ 0 have been even hlgher because the previ-
ously Jalled men were typically held for longer terms.
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Comparison of Payment Rates in

TABLE 4

Jailing for Nonpayment of Support

Genesee and Washtenaw Counties Through
Sixth Year of Order
(FOR CASES OPEN FOR \T LEAST THAT LONG)

Low Payers Year of
(portion Judg-
paying 10% ment
or less of

ordered amount)-» ~ 16%

Vda

Part-Payers

W/a
High Payers
(portion —  49%]|
paying 80%
or'more of
ordered amount)

N **305
Mean of individual
pay rates:

Year of
Low Payers Jud8t-
({)OHIOH paying men

0% or Iess% —> 1%

Part-Payers  —> l//A\

k
High Payers —> 56%
&portlon paymg =
0% or more)

N-154

Mean of individual
pay rates;

Genesee County*

2 3d
Year Year
20% 21%

VIA &211%)}
1]

20

N =311 N=317

5 69

Washtenaw County

2 3

Year Year
0,

23% 20%
W 11
I
S |

53%.; 52%:

HiRi

N-170 170

65 61

*In this table, we have made an |d]ustne
cases opened prior to 1966, when the Frend of the

4th
Year

22%

"4 K
n |

55%

N-321

10

4th
Year

30%

41%

N - 172

60

Ut

5th
Year

A%

0
/(}//

55%

N-321

69

5th
Year

30%

m

2

1-172

60

923

6th
Year

2%
117

58%

dm
N-306

12

6th
Year

36%

46%

N m(75

53

roup of low payin
seepput it pl)e cngl
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everything, or paying, somewhere in between year by jrear after the
entry of the decree.

In the first year in each county most men pay either nearly
everything or nearly nothing, and over the years, quite predictably,
more and more men are found at the extremes. The difference be-
tween the two counties, subtle but distinct, lies in the portions raying
at high and low rates. In Genesee in the first year, of every twelve
men, six are high payers and two are low payers. By the sixth year,
seven are high payers and three are low payers.37 The mean level
of payments rises slightly over the years, up to .72. In Washtenaw,
the pattern is better than Genesee in the beginning but: worse at the
end. In the first year, seven of every twelve men are high payers
and only between one and two are low payers. By the sixth year,
however, the portion of high payers has declined to five of twelve
and the portion of low payers has risen to over four in twelve. The
mean level of payments in Washtenaw falls somewhat every year,
ending at .57. Were we able to control for population and unem-
ployment, the earlier results suggest that Washtenaw, both smaller
and with less unemployment, would appear even worse.

The distribution of payments in the two counties over time sug-
gests that in each county a substantial number of men consciously or
unconsciously test the enforcement system in the early years. In
Genesee a significant number are “burned" and move toward full
payments. In Washtenaw, many who paid nearly in full or in part
in the first year move toward nonpayment after finding either that
a period of haphazard payments is ignored or followed by hollow
threats or that, even if they are arrested, they are soon released and
forgotten. Our findings regarding the use of warning letters and the
responses to warnings in Genesee corroborate these conclusions.

Standing next to Genesee's system, Washtenaw’s may seem largely
ineffectual. In fact, however, the presence in Washtenaw of a full-
time agency has significant effects on collections that can be appre-
ciated by comparing Genesee and Washtenaw with a jurisdiction in

recohds on comguter exgmlnln all ?rders set b%/ the coulgwts in 1960 ﬁ 3 963,
we ave determined that about 0f cases opehed in those years ha een
a(?setmen 1966 f or cons&tent nonpayment WA h[P]Ut request for enf rcement

Fs we have ma % we have mgreﬂse e totaLcases to re Iect an addltIO
num er o1 cases presumab co?ed an P ced all assumed closed cases in {h
no payments" column, The effect s slight,  For the six years re nnte ere, t

actual number of files prior to the adlustment is 15 fewer man reP orted above In the
first and last years and 16 fewer than reported above for the years in between.

37 The pnttems in each county were actually somewhat more complex than these
figures suggest since the figures represent only net' movement. Few men, however,
shifted from one bracket to another and back again.
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which there is no systematic enforcement system at all. In the mid-
1960s, Kenneth Eckhardt conducted a study of child-support collec-
tions in Dane County, Wisconsin.38 This county, containing both the
state capital and the main campus of the state university, was as pros-
perous as Washtenaw and Genesee and was substantially smaller
than Genesee in its population.3 In Dane, though an office of the
court collected child-support payments and forwarded them to the
wife, the agency played no routine role in enforcing orders and had
no staff devoted to reminding men of their default. The mother who
was not receiving payments had to find an attorney and pursue
private remedies. Most defaulters were left completely alone. On
the other hand, substantial numbers of men were prosecuted and
jailed for nonpayment not as a capstone of a well-focused effort to
enforce support but largely, it appeared, as a part of the enforcement
of other laws: most of the jailed men seem to have been wanted by
the prosecutor for committing other offenses not as easily proved.4

Table 5 contains information on the payment levels in the Wis-
consin county and how they changed over time. The differences
from our Michigan counties are startling. In Dane, as in our Michi-
gan counties, a large portion of the men paid nearly all amounts due
in the first year, but, whereas this full-paying group shrank only
slightly over time in Washtenaw and grew over time in Genesee,
the full-paying group in Dane shrank steadily and rapidly. By the
sixth year only 17% of lhe caseload w.’s paying in full. Moreover,
the portion of men paying nothing began at a much higher level in
Dane—nearly 40% paid nothing in the first year, in contrast to the
nonpayment rate in the first year of around 15% in each of the
two Michigan counties. By the sixth year, the group paying nothing
in Wisconsin grew to 71 % of the caseload.

38, K. Eckhardt, Social Change, Legal Controls, and Child Support: A Stud
in the Sociology of Law (unpublished dissertation, University of Wisconsin 1965].
Parts of the results of his stu ]y are also to be found in Eckhardt, Deviance, Visibility
nnd Legal Action: The Duty To Support, 15 Soc. Prob. 470 (1968).

39. 1970 Census Figures
Dane County, Genesee County, WashtenaY]v, County,
_ Wisconsin Mic bqoan Michigan

Population 290,000 444,000 234,000
Pe; cent of Iab?r

orce unemployed 2.9% 5.3% 5.0%
Median family income  $11,300 $11,300 $12,300
Portjon of workers-

white_collar 59% 38% _ 56%
See United States Bureau of the Census, County and City Data Book, 1972

at 234, 236-37, 522, 524-25 (19738).
40. K. Eckhardt, supra note 38, at 261-65.
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TABLES

Distribution of Payments by Divorced Fathers
in Dane County. Wisconsin Through
Sixth Year After Divorce*

Ist 2nd 3rd 4th 5th 6th
year year year year year year
Po&ti?ﬁ of Vi
athers Viakin
No Payments I 520 .
59% 67% 67% 1%

Portion of [ ()
ey

artial Piymems
y Ayl Ll

. R
T

Polr:ti%] ofP ) ?80/ '

athers Payin 0 -~

R O B W ow ww
N =163 N= 163 N=161 N= 161 N=160 N= 158

Mean of

individual

payment rates** 50 40 34 29 27 24

* Data from K, Fckhardt. Social Change, Legal Controls and Child Support; A
g(t)lrjglyn |r119t6h5e) Soclology ol Law 226 (uhpublished dissertation. University 'of Wis-
*% ihi 0 0

SERGNSH) SN0 AT OB o 4 o payment

Because of th) similar socioeconomic conditions in the three
counties, two conclusions are invited by a comparison of their rates
of collections. The first is that the presence of a full-time enforce-
ment agency in Washtenaw, ready, if requested, to make efforts at
enforcement, exerts significant and sustained effects on many fathers’
payments throughout the lives of their orders.

Our conclusion that even a minimal, full-time enforcement sys-
tem such as Washtenaw’s Friend of the Court has a significant impact
on collection is corroborated by the information collected annually
by the Department of Health, Education and Welfare on support
payments in welfare cases in each of the fifty states, many of which,
until recently, made no organized effort to collect support even in wel-
fare cases. Year after year, up through the mid-1970s, Michigan
apparently collected an average of more per case than any other state
in the country.4

41, See, e.g.. Staff of the Senate Comm, on Finance, 94tii Cong., st Sess.,
Child Support: Data and Materials 151 (Comm. Print 1975). Washington and
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The second conclusion suggested by comparing the Michigan and
Wisconsin data concern' the effects of jail as an instrument of en-
forcement. We found within Michigan that, in the absence of a self-
starting enforcement system, a heavy jailing rate makes little differ-
ence in collections. The experience of the Wisconsin county, col-
lecting so little but jailing as many men as Genesee, bolsters our own
tentative conclusion about the futility of jail as an instrument of col-
lection unless it is perceived by potential offenders as likely to occur
to them, a belief that apparently arises not from the mere occurrence
of jail but from an effective reminder system well marked with road
signs pointing toward confinement.

IV. Implications of the Study for Collection
of Child Support

An aggressive enforcement system, capped by jailing, induces
many men to pay who otherwise would not. Working men who will-
fully refuse to support their children are widely considered immoral.
On these two grounds alone, most Americans would probably con-
sider jailing for nonsupport justifiable, even desirable. Before em-
bracing jail too warmly, however, several further questions need
answers: Do the dollar costs of a self-starting enforcement policy that
relies in part on the use of jail exceed the dollars in added returns?
Are there other costs to a jailing policy that cast doubt on the wis-
dom of relying on it? And finally, are there alternative systems not
relying on jailing that can yield results that are as good as or better
than those generated by jailing?

A. The Dollar Costs and Benefits of Ardent Enforcement

The answer to the first question—do dollar costs of especially
aggressive enforcement exceed dollar benefits—seems to be a clear
“no." The financial costs of a self-starting, high-jailing system— of
extra enforcement officers, extra court time, jail operations, and so
forth—are considerable, but the additional amount of support collec-
ted is simply greater. As we discussed above, within the Michigan
study, counties with both a self-starting enforcement policy and a
substantial reliance on jailing collected on average 25% more
than counties that did not have both, after controlling for population
and unemployment. Thus, in Genesee County the marginal dollar
costs of the arresting, jailing, and self-starting policy in 1974 might
California also have highly or.(t]a.nized systems for collection in welfare cases. Be-

cause some data are missing, it is &o.ssible that in some years Washington collected
as much or more on lhe average as Michigan.
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conceivably have been as high as $500,000,422 but the amount of
collections attributable to these enforcement efforts might have been
nearly $3.5 million of the more than $17.3 million collected by the
agency that year.43

We have so far been comparing costs and benefits among coun-
ties with full-time agencies, some more strident than others. If we
compare instead the probable costs and returns of two jurisdictions,
one having a full-time aggressive agency and the other having no
agency at all and leaving each parent to private devices, by hypo-
thesis, the savings in enforcement costs would be even greater for
the latter. Yet, as the Dane County, Wisconsin, study suggests,4
we would almost certainly find that the foregone collections would
be vastly greater yet.4S

Our calculations do not ;nclude conceivably determinable losses
of wages by the men jailed or losses of tax revenues from them, but
these losses, whi’e not trivi?’, need not necessarily be great. |If, as

42. More work remains to be done b% us on the marginal costs of a jailing policy.
As usual, numerous factors complicate the calculations. ~ For example, each Genesee
qudge spent a few hours a w”ek on child-support cases, but removal of these cases
rom the dockets would not have led to a reduction in the number of judges. The
long average jail terms in Genesee must have inflated enforcement costs, but a por-
tion of these costs were probably avoidable without any loss in collections since
within the counties in our study, neither the length of the Sentence nor the amount of
time served affected county “collections. Our calculation that Genesee incurred
marginal costs of 5500,000 ‘in order to sustain an_aggressive, hlgh-hallmg system i
based on a g merous estimate of the expenses. Viz., we assumed that a shift to a
Passwe enforcement system would have allowed a reduction of one-half in the size of
he enforcement staff'and a savings of $100,000 in court time. We further assumed
that the average jail term served would be 60 days (far Ionger than that in most hI%h-
collecting counties) and that the costs of jailing were S10 per inmate per day, the
figure used by the Genesee sheriff in E)reparmé] his 1974 bud?et. Even with” these
highly inflated figures, costs barely totaled $400,000, while in 1974 Genesee's Friend
of the Court collected $17.3 million. _

43. Given our finding 'hat a hlqh-Jalllng, self-startlng enforcement system hoosts
collections bg roughly 25%, see text at note 27 supra, Genesee's collections in 1974
would have been about $13.8 million, rather than the $17.3 million actually collected,
but for this system.

44, See text at and following notes 38-40 supra.

45, See also Comptroller General op tiie United States. Collection of
Child Support Under the Program of Aid to Families with Dependent Chil-
dren (1972) (report to the House Committee on Ways and Means).

A “stud of,chlld-sup\ﬂort collections that has been done for the Department of
Health, Education and Welfare in five places with ardent enforcement procedures
in welfare cases {lncludlng Genesee County, Mlchlgan? found that in a<l of them
the returns in dollars collected vastly exceeded the “dollar cost of the enforcement
efforts. See U.S. Dept, of Health, Education and Welfare, Msent Parent
Child Support Cost-Benefit Analysis (1975). The study was conducted by Ar-
thur Young ft Company. This study did not compute the costs of jailing. On the
other hand, it included all ihe costs of a hookkeeping and enforcement system in
both divorce and paternity cases.
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other parts uf our study suggest, the deterrent effect of the sentencing
rate turns not at all on the length of sentences imposed nor on the
number of days served (some of the highest-collecting counties im-
posed the shortest sentences), most men could be held only a day or
two with loss of little, if any, of the general deterrent effect.

We must remember when we are comparing costs and benefits
that we are often referring to costs to the taxpayers to produce bene-
fits to individual families. Only in welfare cases does the govern-
ment both bear the costs and reap the gains and, even in the wel-
fare setting, federal, state, and local governments bear uneven shares
of the costs in relation to their shares of the returns.Z0 In nonwel-
fare cases, dollars collected by the state are sent on to the custodial
parent. At any given time, most divorced parents with chile! en are
not receiving welfare benefits. Across our twenty-eight counties, an
average of 30% of the families were receiving welfare at the time
we sampled. For the 70% of families not on welfare, the relevant
cost-benefit question differs from that appropriately asked when the
government is collecting for itself: in a society that normally relies
on private ordering, the question is whether public enforcement of-
fers values over private enforcement sufficient to justify the expendi-
ture of public funds. Because public enforcement is so much more
effective and because so many dollars are at stake for the benefit
of children, most Americans would probably answer “yes," but
reaching such an answer does require more than simply counting dol-
lars.47

B. Other Costs of a Jailing Policy

Even if a jailing policy yields more dollars than it costs, there
may well be other reasons for doubting the wisdom of reliance on
jail as an instrument of enforcement. An initial doubt about jailing
for nonsupport is jurisprudential in nature. We might well decide
that even willful nonsupport is not one of those forms of human mis-
behavior appropriately dealt with by criminal sanctions. Though not
one of the “victimless” offenses, it is nonetheless an intra-family of-
fense often signifying the continuation after divorce of patterns of
behavior that were a pait of the marital relationship: withholding as
a technique of communication. Divorced men often “forget” to pay

46. See. e, Title 1V(D) of the Social Security Act, 42 US.C.  655. 658
(Supp. V 1975%.

47. To some degree the costs of public enforcement can be passed ¢ .0 the
"consumer.” In Michigan, for example, each person subject to an order of support
is charged $18 a year to offset part of the agency's operating expenses.
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not out of vicious disregard for their children but from more prosaic
human failings of jealousy or anger. Divorced women may similarly
“fo m’ that Tuesday was the day the father was coming to visit the
chik 'en. Citing the "emotional stress" of the post-divorce period and
child support’s connection with “an intimate personal relationship,"
the Committee on One-Parent Families of Britain’s Department of
Health and Social Security thus recently recommended that Parlia-
ment eliminate jail as a permissible sanction for nonsupport.4

Although the British Committee apparently assumed, contrary
to our findings in Michigan, that neither jailing nor the threat of
jailing produces beneficial effects on parents’ payments, the Com-
mittee’s judgment about the inappropriateness of penal sanctions in
this context has appeal nonetheless. To be sure, the fact that behavior
occurs hetween family members should not by itself place it beyond
the reach of the criminal law. Few would recommend removing
penalties for the killing of one spouse by another, even though it
is connected with “an intimate personal relationship” and committed
under “emotional stress." To most people, however, killing and
nonpayment of support are simply not of the same order of serious-
ness. Thus, recognizing the emotional stress that lies behind the
failure of many men to pay support may undercut our sense that
the act should be considered criminal and the offender marked with
our most severe form of public condemnation, even though the same
degree of stress would alter only slightly our sense of the heinousness
of murder.

Examining the men who end up in jail provides a second source
of misgivi.igs about using it widely. Most of us have probably
growled over news accounts of a physician or insurance agent earn-
ing $60,000 but failing to make his support payments. Well, few
doctors or insurance agents languish in Michigan jails for failing to
pay child support. The hundreds of men found in Michigan’s jails
on any given day typically have unsteady work histories as unskilled
workers. A high portion have alcohol problems.4

48, lDeBartment of Health and Social Security, Report of the Commit-
tee on One-Parent Families 128-32 (1974).

49. In our sample of 191 men sentenced lo_jail in Genesee County in 1969 and
1970, over two-thirds had indications in their file—wife's complaints, ‘arrests for al-
cohol offenses— of some sort of alcohol problem. Half of this groqu, had two or
more such indications in their files. In a mail survey of ihe 28 Friends of the
Court in our study, 18 answered a question asking whether there were any "recurrent

atterns” among the men sentenced to jnil for nonsupport in their county: 13 of
hese mentioned alcoholism or alcohol problems as one recurrent characteristic
among their jailed men.



