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cear Dr, Bane and Dr, Ellw=:!: 

~I 

Congraculatior~ on your appointments to the President's Working Group on 
'(.!el':a....'"'e Reform. As you knew, Al~ is q;erating a canprehensive ~l£are 
reform dem::nstration projec-t: under waiver authority in three counties. ~ 
as ASSETS (Avenues to Self-Sufficiency through &t1plo;rrent and Training 
Services) r the project actL:.eves substantial confoI.:i'.ity tet"~n AFt'C and Focd 
Stamps as ...,11 as tet-_n JOBS and the food Stamp &t1p1o;rrent and Training 
(E&T) Program, It'also provides the only test in the nation, to my knowledge, 
of ~iriog child SUljUjiQrt ccoparation as a condition of re;:::eivir.g fcod stamp 
p~m bw<?~1w.~ ,", 	 , 

w1li.le cc:mplete findings fran the indePendent evaluation of ASSETS will not te 
available until the end of the daronstration, evideoce to date indicates that. 
rruch of ASSETS is valuable a..'1d 1fI';lrttry of ret:.ention. We would li.'..;e to share 
this with you and other nmbers of the working Group firstl'.and as you move 
toward i.:Tplerenting recCl'tmE!nciations of the simplification work group set forth 
L!1 T.i.l.re for a Change; ~,~ Nation's ~lfare System. 

?lease consider a site visit to our rA'.adison County ASSEI'S operations in 
Hu.tttsville r A.laberoa sc:ne tine this fall. Andy HornsbyT Ccmnissioner of the 
Alaba.ma Cepart:rrent of Ktnnan Resources r will be happy to make ne:essary 
arrangenents ~t>..en yc:ou let i'J..1l know such a viSit may te p:;ssible. 

We look for""-"<1 to a strong cooperative F_ral!State relationship as we move 
~lfare refoD'tl forward, The tl.ne for change is now; 't € support the 
ActnirJ.st.ration' 5 ~1fare rgfonn plans I not only in \;:Ortis but also in action, 
as ...-e are already cie:nDnsttating. 

C;;~ 
Jllr/jolsan, G::rver11Or 

::::eputy Assistatttv' 

. " 	
Ka'thi 'Way I Pl:esident' s Sr;e::'iBl Assistant 

COitestic Policy 


http:Alaba.ma
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DRAFT 

Comparison of Hypothetical Paternity Establishment 

And Republican Proposal 


Standards and Incentives 

Hypothetical: Provides for perfornance based incentives to 
encourage states to establish paternity for all out-of-wedlock 
births. Preserves existing performanoe standards for the rV-D 
caseload. Reduces FFP for percentage of cases where the mother has ~~J 
met cooperatlon requlrements but the state has failed to establish r-­
paternity. 

Republican Plan: State paternity establishment standards increased 
to 90 percent (with graduated steps) (Applies only to IV-D caseload ~-1-5'},. 
needing paternity established} . 

Comment: The Hypothetical has both more carrots (performance based 
incentives) and more sticks {reduction in FFP if paternity not 
timely established). 

The Hypothetical provides for a more universal approach. It 
creates incentives for states to establish paternities in all out­
of~wedlock births, not just welfare cases. 

A paternity establishment standard of 90 percent for 
IV-D caseload is probably not realistic given old 
contact with the other parent has been lost. 
vehemently object to such a standard. 

Cooperation 

Hlmpthetical: Creates a new stricter definition of 

the existing 
cases where 
States will 

cooperation. 
Clients must provide both a name and sufficient information to 
verify the identity of the person named (such as the present 
address of the person I the past or present place of employment of 
the person, the past or present school attended by the person f 

telephone number of the person, etc.} (Coupled with long arm' 
jurisdiction and vastly improved locate tools. this means that 
virtually all persons can be served with civil process if the 
agency makes reasonable efforts.) 

Reoublican Plan: Requires the client to provide the name of the 
father (or fathers) and addresses. 

COmment: The Hypothetical cooperation definition is very strict, 
but reasonable. Research shows that pregnancy is almost never the 
result of totally casn.:.al relationships. Virtually all mothers know 
the name or na~es of their acquaintances and something about the 

1 
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person, such as where they live, work, or attend school. The new 
stricter cooperation requirement only applies to children born ten 
months after the date of enactment 90 older cases, where 
information is harder to obtaia, are not covered. The Republican 
plan wo~ld apply to old cases where, in many instances I an address 
could ~ot now be provided. 

The nypot~etical also provides ~ore locate information up front so 
that paternities can be established faster, 

Responsibilities 

Hypothetical: The Hypothetical requires that the applicant must 
meet the new stricter cooperation requirements prior to receipt of 
benefits. The cooperation determination is made by the IV-D 
worker, not the IV-A worker, within 1.0 days of the date of 
application. /I. {./v.1 ""U .Ci.... ~ I yfAr 

Republican plan: The Republican plan requires that the mother 
establish paternity prior to the receipt of benefits. (The mother 
would receive only the child's grant even if she provides a name 
and fully cooperates until paternity is established.) 

Comment: The Republican plan makes the family pay the price for 
the inaction or inefficiencies of the state child support 
enforcement agency, Once the mother has provided complete 
information she still could be denied benefits for a long period of 
time while paternity is being established. (In Borne states it is 
presently not uncommon for the state agency to take two years or 
more to establish paternity; and if the father cannot be located it 
may take even longer.} 

In short, the Republican plan puts the burden almost entirely on 
the mother and leaves -it there, while the Hypothetical shifts the 
burden to the state when the mother has fully cooperated. Coupled 
with the FFP penalty for failure to establish paternity within a 
time frame, the Hypothetical holde states accountable in a much more 
serious way. 

Penalties 

HYPothetilcal: Thhe penhalty for n~n-coofperahtion rembainsf~he s.a1m1e bas 1f"""j"'''L
current aw: t e mot. er' s port~on 0 t e AFDC ene l.t Wl. e 
terminated and paymeht for the child will be made to a protective 
payee unless no such payee car. be found. 

RetryJ21ican Plan: The penalty for providing no name~ -a false name, 
or if the paternity cannot be established in court is that all 
mother and child benefits are terminated. --- ­

Comment: The Republican plan dangerously overreaches. There will 
be cases where the mother has l~gitimate fears about paternity-2 
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establishment that don't rise to the level of 2?od cau~e: cases 
where the mother does not know the name of the father, or cases 
where the paternity is not established because a judge or jury 
finds for the father (this sometimes happens despite genetic test 
results). In such cases, the family would be without any means of 
financial support. The children would very seriously suffer for 
th!. recalcitrance of the mother. ~J ~cf""St4- .. 

Simplifying Paternity Determination 

Hypothetical: The Hypothetical has eleven prOVl.Sl.ons greatly /..,... '/ 
simplifying the process for voluntary acknowledgements of I '" 
paternity. 

Rep1J:t?lican Plgn: Essentially none (only a general statement 
already incorporated in OBRA) . 

Comment: The Hypothetical will result in many more paternities
being established early on and through a simple process. 

Outreach 

Hypothetical: The Hypothetical has a number of provisions 
expanding outreach efforts at the state and federal levels (through 
schools, hospital state agencies, comprehensive media campaigns, 
WIC centers, etc.} to promote the importance of paternity 
establishment both as a parental responsibility and a right of the 
child. Enhanced funding is available for outreach efforts. 

Republican Plan: The Republican Plan requires state officers and 
employees to provide information to unwed mothers about paternity
establishment r "upon recognizing that an unwed woman is pregnant!!. !{ 

Comment t The Hypothetical uses a broad comprehensive approach 
reflecting the seriousness of this issue. 

Contested Cases 

Hypothetical: The Hypothetical provides for several measures to 
streamline the handling of contested cases. 

R§oublican Plan, No provisions. 

Comment; If we are really going to get serious about paternity
establishment, states have to be provided the tools so that they 
can establish paternities quickly. efficiently and inexpensively. 

3 




developedGenSwabSMas a non­
invasive DNA analysis procedure, 

• Non-InvasiveSampling requiringjust a gentle swabbing of 
• Easier and Simpler Procedure the inner cheek area. We have
• 	 Improves Client Service validated these patterns with over
• Scientifically Accepted 1,000 DNA typing comparisons. 
• Uses RFLP DNA Ana!ysiswith the We have also successfully 

Largest ValidatedDatabase perforrnedmanypaternitytests 
using buccal cells from the child and 

DNA typing has blood from other parties. 
been used suc­-

cessfully for paternity testing for the 	 '.~ ­................

I '"t:r'" r"'J GenSwabSMprovidesan

last five years. DNA can be found in :. S;:~~~~!~~'<I improved method of 
nearly all cells. The DNA isolated specimen collection over the current
from differenttissues and cells of the technique of skin puncture, 
same individual will produce the same especiallyfor newborns. Obtaining
DNA typing pattern. This has been blood by skin puncture could cause 
demonstratedin many research. fo­ complications for infants.
rensic, and paternity laboratories. GenSwabsMavoids complications,
DNA is the mostdefmitive,objective, since no skin puncture is involved.
and conclusive single genetic test In fact, there is no referencein the
availablef or evaluating parentage. scientific literature that relates 

buccal swabs to wounds or infection. 
.~. ~¥" .....{d\i~)+'~~,'": DNA typingHo'Y" aQt<S..!L~VQr~!, 

patterns pro­
duced from blood and buccal cells are j)pfit~~u~!J~~lh5\!i; 
the same. Genetic Design, Inc. GenSwabSMprovidesan efficient 

··.. Questions? 

We've go{ the answers! 
. " :: ~A':7 	 .'. 'i."i:;,:;>~;·:·:·!I~·800'",:.' ~z"+<F-.9540 

method of DNA specimen collection. 
Buccal swabs are used by the Armed 
Forces DNA Identification Laboratory 
for the forensic identification of 
military personnel because DNA can 
be obtained easily and reliably from 
buccal swabs. 

Using buccal swabs for DNA typing in 
paternity cases is valid and reliable. 
The safety advantages and validity of 
GenSwabsMover blood specimen 
collection make it an ideal alternative 
for DNA typing for paternity case­
work. 

~n$.~vaQ~ebefg]1 

• 	 No liability issues 
• 	 No difficult shipping requirements 
• 	 No broken tubes 
• 	 No time/temperaturesensitivity 
• 	 No age restrictions 
• 	 No trauma from needles 

t1P;IYiI?~"§Ji~l[Iitelli' 

• 	 Affords Sufficient "Due 

Process" Rights 


• 	 Facilitates Early Paternity 

Establishment 


• 	 Provides Crucial Evidentiary 
Information . 

.~; 
~-' ~ 

. . 	 , ,~ 

.\ 	 ,,,- .. ~.--~ 
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Genetic Design, Inc. 
is a cbarter member 
oftbe National Child 
Support Enforcement 
Association and tbe 
Cbild Support Council. 

We dedicate the energy of our SUIff 
together with substantial fmancial 
resources to keep abreast of legislative 
trends, both federal and state, which 

. imp.ct on genetic testing and early pa'
ri:). temily establishment. You are the 
~beneficiary of this investment 

which results in state-of·the-art 
sample collection and resting 
methods, as w~as CQu.rt:room 
admissibility. ~ 

•
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GenSwabSM* 

..... 

A New Technology 


Available to You/rom 

Genetic Design, Inc. 


'BUccal Swab Sampling for 
DNA Parentage Testing 

<IIf!>++ 
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7017 Albert Pick Road 

Greensboro. NC 27409-9654 
(919) 668-3210

GfNETlC DESIGN 

BONE MARROW TYPING PROGRAM 
General Information 

We a1 Genetic Deslgn, Inc. {"GOI"} are proud of OUf association with bone marrow regl$trlOO and with Individual campaigns for 
successfully Identifying donOr (;8ndidatoo. FOllOwing Is sonw general Informalton about GDl's bone marrow typing program. Please 
feel free 10 contact your GOI Regional Manager Of the laboratory should you have questions Of neOO addlUooal information. 

A. 	 GeneHc Design. Inc., first organll:ed In September, 1986, occupkts a spaciOUS Iabofatwy facility In Greensboro, North 
Carolina The Company maintains e. dedICation to excellence In modern. stat&-of-the-nrt testing and in quality service which 
Is also responsive to the needs of the client The major service Offerad by GOI InvOlvu: the ldentlflcation of genetic markers 
to.provlde objective scientific evidence for the resolution of disputed parentage casas; GOI also maintains a Bone Marrow 
Typing DlvlsJon fa( matching ctlCipiern wah possible donors and a forensic DiviSion to aid Crimlnallnvestig8lions. According 
to a repon recently lssued by the American Association of BIDod Banks (MBB), GDI performs more parentage testing than 
atrj other MBB-accredlted laboratory. GDI pG(fooned 177,000 ganatk.: pafOOlage t&St$ during 1990. The laboratory 
dlreclors of the Company have many years of experience in the management of histocompatibility laboratory Operations and 
10 _atloo aI genetIC daIa 

B, 	 EXPERIENCE 1N lHE F1ElD. GOI CUffOOl/y holds contra~ and ptOVldeS genetic Identification sarvlces 10 approximately 
375 child support enforcement programs 8C(OSS the country, GOt has been awarded contracts to perform genetic typing fOf 
use In parentage determination by Child Support Enforcement Agencies in 35 states within the United Slatf)S aoo alSo 
performs work In International cases. Due to this extensive experience, GDI has typed In oxcess of 400,000 HLA A's anti 
a's. 

C. 	 ACCREDrrA1l0Ns,tJCENSURES. GOI has been Inspected and ~censed by Ihe Depatlfflent of Health and Human Services 
to do Interstate testing under lhe Clinicallabofatorlas Improvement Act (CUA) and for Medicare. GDI Is ruso accredited by 
the Amelican Association Of BlOod Banks (MBB) and by the Ameticall Sodety 10r Hlstocompatlbillty and Immunogenetics 
(ASHI). 

D. 	 DIRECTOR A. Scott Foster, Ph.D. is the: Dlrac10r of the Bone Marrow typinQ program. Dc Foster has years of experience in 
assisting national reQiStr!t)S with their b<U'le marrow drives (sea ropy of currICUlum vitae aftached). 

E, 	 CUSTOMER INOUIRIES. Gol malrrtalM a special Bone Marrow typing team to respond 10 quostlons concerning IndivIdual 
drIves. results, or any othor aspect of tho laboratory's service. A knowledgeable staff member monitors a toll·free number 
(1-8QO-247..ss4O) WhICh IS ~ at aU umes and routes Inquiries to the apprOpl'lat9 fGsourco person, 

F. 	 CUSTOM SEIMCES AVAII.ABlE. 

1. 	 COORDlNATIDN SERVICeS FOR t.ARGE DRIVES. GDI wID make available all support HlVIces needed for large 
dIlves including ,Q coordlnalOJ 10 spearhead and personally run the drive if volumGs warrant It. phlebotomy S&lVices, 
and rransportatlon Of blOOd &peclmans to tho laboratory. 

2. 	 GDI Is also able to p0tfOfm bona marrow typlngs for minorities wl1h extooSlve 1(81' typlngs available upon 
reasonable notice'. 

3. 	 GDI is capable of handling larg& drives (4,OOO..aooa donors) drawn at the same t1me as wttIlBS siogiq dooofs. 
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70I 7 Albert PIc!< Road 
Greensboro, NC 274Q9.9654 

(919) _3210 

PHt..EBOT'OMV'saN1CES. Grn presently has a phlebotomy network In excess of 3,000 phlebotomists. Where the 
Department desltGs, effIolent and roasonably priCed phlebOtomy can be 8JT8/1god by GO! to soNlce your account Got can 
provide phlebotomy services at 8 mutually agreeable location Ol'Id time, Phlebotomy S91'1l1C9s can be provide<:! through 
either 8 ollnlcal setting (laboratOl1es, hospitals, cUnlcs, and health departments) or dlawing at any other Iocalion designated 
by you. It the current phlebotomy Is acceptable, GOI wUJ attemp! to futaln the- same phlebotomy services at 1M same rate, If 
posslbls. G01 provides all supplies necessary for the collection and preseMd:ion of speamons. In adcntlon, we provide 
overnight courier serv1ce for tile delivery of the sampleS 10 !.he labOratOfY wlthln 24 hOul"a. 
Gol has a strict set of standards wtUdl we follow when hlrlng our phlebotomists, The IndMduaI5 must have a minimum of 2 
years practlcal experience In phlebotomy, References are eh«I«ld carefuUy and at taast one ref&r&nco must have fkst hand 
knowledge Of the abIJIly of lhe Individual concerning ~rIC phlebotomy. We mqulre "hands on experience' beca! ISO most 
Slates do not requlfe or have available, a certlftCatIOn program fOr phlebOtomlsta (among those the.! 00, the certification Is 
based solely 00 written exams rather than pracIicaI ability), GOI requests copies Of all certifications and degrees. GDI Is 
very proud of the high standan.:is: and professional reputation we have been able to establish thtOughout the country 
regarding phlebotomls1a 

1RANSPORTAllON OF BLOOO SAMPlES. Mer blood samples are drawn and packaged securely accordmg 10 GOI 
protocoJ. the box IS Immac!iately lransported to GOt Ovemlght (24 hr) ClEIllvlllry (AIrborne, radeutl Express. commercial 
alrllne, etc.} service IS U$Gd for U"lls purpose, Courie~ paCkaging mateflats and pre..addrassoo forms are prO....k,UKt 

lURNAROUNO TIME. GDI offGf$ flve (5) day turnaround time for Its Bone Marrow typing accounts. 

atWNG DEPARTMENT, GOt malntaina a fully staffed blUing department to provide accurate billing sel'Vk;&s, GOt will wOIk 
with you to achieve any requlroo billing specifications. ne&Cie(t 

REPORT FORMAT. Al1acMd IS • copy 01. sample Bona Marrow Typlno AIIPOIt 

PROOUCT OFFERINGS AND PRICE. Gal offers the following typlogs, 

L 	 A and B nPlNG.. aooe marrow tissue typing requires testing tor 
HLA·A and B antigens for capability screening. 

HLA·A and a Typlno for Registry ......................................... $ 50 per parson 
HLA-A and a Private Donors ..... , ... , .. ,", .. ,.,.,." .. , ..... ,'.'.,",' $ 15 per person 
(Guarantood 100 Donors) 

DR TES11NG. GOt wIti perform Dr testing tor IDa registries 8$ mil 8$ the A and B typlng. Once the mglstnos have 
tile A end B types tor a donor in the computer fiiGS, SClOOfllng can be perfounoo to find 8. "matCh' tot a transplant 
patient The dOnor Of dor!ors: who most cIosety matCh lho patient must be COI1lacted, first specimens drawn, 
sampies MOt to GOi and additional testing pertooned. Most Or typing wlH be roquested dlrootly to GOI through the 
Bone Marrow department The Dr t&s1ing is more difficult than the HLA A & 8 screening. Individual phlebolomy 
draws must be at1'8t'iQOd and coordiNllOn lS mom irntOtvOO. ConseqUGntty. tho tasting is $100 per person for the 
Of. 

HI, 	 00 lYPtNG. The DQ antigen Is associated with the Dr antigen. 
This can be roported 00 r&quest, 

HLA·Dr, DO for Registry ..................................... " ........ $ 100 per panlOn 


IV. 	 COUBtNAl1ON. 

HLA A and B. Ot, 00 , > • , , , •••••••• , , , , • , , ••• , , • , •••• , ••••••••••• , •••• $ 150 per person 



7017 Albert Pick Road 

Greensboro. He 27409-9654 
(919) 668-3210 

SO&Oimen Number SocIal $ocurlty No. Account Number 

91304-3100 8989708-GD 

Patient Name/Address SextDRfG Of BIrth Account Name 

DOE, JANE D. F 06/13/62 Genetic Oeslgn 

Date Drawn Date Repo!Ied 

10/30191 10/31191 10131/91 

Test Parformed 

HLAA, B HlA-A: 
HLA-A: 
HLA-8: 
HlA-8, 

23 
W74 

<IS 
W58 

Genetio Oeslgn. Inc. is accreditod to potfofm bone marrow typing by the AmefSi::jan SocieIy fa Histooompatibll and 

~ 

R. Scott Foster, Ph,O. 
Senior Director, Genetic DBSlgn, Inc, 



ROBERT SCOTT FOOTER, PH.D. 
Genetic Design, Inc. 

7017 Albert Pick Road 
Greensboro, NC 27409 

919-668-3210 

Personal DaIa 

Date of Birth: April 3, 1944 
Marital Status: Married, 3 children 
Military SefVles: ForrnerU.USNR1~ 

PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE -

Senior Director of Genetic Deslgn, Inc. 

Parentage Testing; 

Director of Bone 

Marrow Testing 


Director of Bone GenetIc Design, Inc. 
Marrow Donor 
Testing; eo..Dlrector 
of Paternity 

Dlrector/HLA 	 Roche Biomedical 
Laboratories, Inc, 

Associate Roche Biomedical 
Dlrector/HLA laboratories, Inc. 

PresJdent/Director 	 PontchartraJn Medical 
Labs, inc. 

Laboratory Roche Biomedical 
Representative laboratories, Inc. 

Clinical Microbiologist 	 Highland Park 
Hospital 

~I 

Directs Parentage and 
Bone Marrow Donor 
Testing to Include 
overall responsibility 
for technical and QA 
aspects; reviews and 
signs cases; provides 
expert testimony 

Directs Bone Marrow 
Donor Testing and 
Co-Dlrects Parentage 
Testing 

Direct Paternity and 
Bone MarrOW Testing 

Histocompatibility 
Testing, paternity 
Evaluation 

Direct Independent 
Clinical laboratory 
(chemistry, 
microbiology. 
Immunology. 
hematology, 
Immunohematology 
and serology) 

SaleS/Marketing 

Microbiology and 
Nosocomial Infections 
sUNelllance; construct 
Clinical microbiology 
handbook for 
Ufemar\( Corporations 

July 1991 • Present 

1989 • July 1991 

1986 • 1989 

1985 . 1986 

1982 • 1985 

1984·1985 

1979 • 1982 



ROsoaTCh Asslslant Department of Teaching $O(l 1976· 1979 
PrOfessor Mlcroblc;ogy, research In 

Graduate School of microbiology: 
Publlc Health, Immunology, 
university of molecular genetics 
Pittsburgh 

ResoatCh Fe/Iow Department of Research 00 1974 • 1976 
MICl'ObloIogy. Hatvard Ngrla gonormm 
SChool 01 Public I'J'IOIeoular genGIlcs, 
Health sUnlst!cal f.lnaty&1$ of 

microbial virulence 

Head, CliniCal U.S. Naval HospItal, SupeMsG cllnfcaJ 1967 • 1969 
Microbiology NTe Gteall.sJ<os. microbiology 

IIl1nOl$ labormory and 
nosooomlallnfectiOM 
suMfillance end 
conIroi progrom 

u.s. Pubilc Health NASA_ May • August,. 1966 
SeMc& HospIIal, San projGct devaloplng 
FmncIsco, caIJfomla Sla1<><lI_ 

IDI!lIlods 01 
cornrolUng ~ ifI 
life support systems 

EDUCAllON 

POSI·OoctoraI MicrObiOlOgy, _ScOoolOl 1974. 1976 
fellowship MoIecuw Genetkls Public HOalIh 

Ph.O. 	 Major: Bacteriology Department 01 1969 • 1974 
and immunOlogy Bacteriology end 

Immunology, 
Minor: Blochamlstry Unlvemlty of North 

Carolina, Chepal HHI 

A.B. 	 Bacteriology and Department of 1962·1966 
Immunology 	 Bacteriology and 

Immunology, 
Unlvemlty of 
C&lifomla at Berl<:eley 

SCIENTIFIC FIELD 

Histocompatibility, InfQctiOus D!S&aSe and MOlecular Genetics 

Laboratory development and me:nagemont, MerketUig and 1echrdcal support. Deve!opmen1 of bone 
marrow donor registries. HlsIooompalllllllly l&ll!lI1g. 

PROFESSIONAl ORGANlZAllONS 

TIle Amer1can _ for M_

Amer1can _ fOr HlStOCOmpalibillty end Immu_ 

American Associat!on at Blood SankS 




L 

BONE MARROW REGISTRIES 

Cclf1fun,uces: 

NIH Meetlng on Booo Marrow AegtsUy Formation· May, 1965, 

Jolnt _g 0/ CO""'_ .......... and "'lchIgan Bono ........,.. Roglslrl... Oct_r, 1985 (Kansas City, "'0). 

Founding Meeting Of th& At'ru';ricM AssocIatlon of Bone Marrow Donor Registries (AABMOR) ~ March, 1986 (New 
0t1eans, LA). 

MBMDR Meetings. • November, 1986 (GreensbOro, NC): December, 1967 (New YOrk, NY); Octobor. 1900 (605100, 

MA); April, 1989 (MIami. FL); September, 1989 (Washlnglon, DC); and June, 1990 (W'ashlngtOn, OC}. 


Participated in formation of reglstflea irl Louislana, MIssourl. Michigan. Alabama and North Carolina. 


International Symposium, HLA in Medlclne, Immunoblology at Ofseases and Transplantation. Athens, Greece. 

Ptesenlar, 


ASH! Region II WorkshOp. Nastwme. TOI"IOOSSoo, June 1991, 


ASHI 1]*1 Annual Mooting, Washington, OC. October 12 - 15, 1991. 


Amerlcan Bone Marrow Donor Rogistry Conference. New Orleans, LA, Marcil. 1992. 


XIV" International Congress of the Transplamation SOCiety, Augusl16 - 21, 1992.. (Parts. France) 


.... P_hold: 

MedlcaJ AdvIsoIY Board - Lou""""" HLA AegI$lfY Foundallon, 1984 • PflI_ 

The American Assoclation of Bono Marrow Donor Registries Mecilcsl Advisory Board and scIentific advisor. 1989·' 
P''''''''' ­

PARENTAGE TES'TlNG 

I. 	 T-.g: 

Cases evaluated: more-than SO,OOO, 

TrteJs: tasUf!9d as an exp&!1 in the: fIekj Of disputed palemlty In tnOI'e than 450 cases held SGI'OOO Ihe United States 

DepositIOnS: testified as an expert in the field Of disputed paternity in depositions on more than 400 occasions. 

S&rved as speaker for approximately 20 state level child support conferences and 5 national flNel child support 

oomerencus. 


Sruwd 83 speaker for judiCial confGrl!ll"lCG$ in the states of Ma.inQ, Maryland a.nd Vermont. 


served as speaker for legISlative mootfngs In Arkansas end ~. 


SeNed as speaker for Triai tawy9f3 AssociatIon on "Patsmlty Tooting, Including ONA." Boone, NC. September, 

1989. 


SeMKi 83 speaker for the j~aI Symposium "HLA in MedICIM lmmunoblology at DIsaaSOS and 

Transplantatforr to Athens, Greece. October 22·25, 1989. 


SeMJd as spaaJ(ar for Alamance County Joint Meeting of AMA.ABA in BUfUOgton. NC, Apt'l1, 1990. 


Sef'VOO as 8peaXer for Chlld-$upport conferonce In Asheville. NC. AprI10, 199(1'. 




Ill. AccredItatIon: 

Parentage Testing by the ArooricM AssocIatIon r:A BlOOd Bank$, January , 1987 - JaooBJ)', 100ft 

Histocompatibility, BacteriOlOgy end Parasitology by the Now York Stale Department of Health,. November, 1987 • 
Present. 

LabOratory OlrectOf' by the City Of New York, AprIl, 1987 ~ Present 

HlstocompatibllityJPalOfnlty Oir9CtOr by the American Society tor Hlstocompa1lhm1y and Immunogenetics, 
Saptember, 19:91~ffi8nt. 

HONORS 

1962 C8litomIa Scholastic Fodoltltion. Ufe Member 

1969 NatiOnal Science Foundation SCho18.r$h1p 

1987 Roche 8!O!T1OO1caI1.D.bora:torie$' Presldent's Achfevement Award 

1987 - 1989 Participant in Roche Siomodlcallaboratol'ies' CIrcle of Excellence Management Program 

PUBUCAllONS 

Foster, RS. and O.C. Foster. 1976. Bectrophoretlc COmparlson of Endonucleas&-Digested Plasmkts from Neisseria oonorrhOea 
Journal of Bacl9rlOiOg)t. l,g§:1297·t304. 

Foster, A,$. and J.W. VInson. 1977. The Chlckoo Embryo as an Animal Modol for GonofI'hea. Inf9Ctlon and Immunity. 

Foster, A.S., H. Gooder and J.K. SpAznagel. IrrteJac1ion of Group O. StropfOCOCcaJ L-forms with Human Peripheral Blood 
Po~morphonuclear Noutmphil$. 

Foster, R,S., H. Gooder and J.K SpitznageL Interactlon of Group 0 StreptOOOOCal L·forms with Human Polymorphonuclear 
UiUCOCyt"' Ab$tracts Of the AnntJal Mooting of the American SocIety for Microbiology. G 242:S6, 197a 

Foster, RS. end JW. Vinson, The Chick Emblyo ea. en Animal MOdellOf' Gonorrhea Abstracts Of the Annual Meetkig of the 
American SOCiety for Microbiology. B 69:23, 1975. 

Foster, RS. and (j,e. FoS1er. Endonuc~a Analysts of Plasmlds from N&l$$(Jrla gonorrhoea AbstractS Of the Annual Memlng of lhe 
American Society for Microbiology, H 27·100, 1976, 

Budd. E.M. and RS. FOSler, V1Mence and Colony Type TrMS~!oo in Piaamldless Isolates of Neissef'in gonorrhoea Abstracts of the 
Annual Meeting Of thO ArI'IerICan SOdely fOf MlcrOblOIOgy, M 91:119, 1978. 



At Genetic Design 

We Know' 


Which Came First. 

And Who the Rooster Is. 

We Hmy never :In;,WCf Ihe 
"Id ri,kllc, Ikl ;r, fOf 

wbich chkkcu callie (rom 
which em:::, Gene! Ie 1-:\:~i;l(l\ 
elm gent.'rmc rcsulu Ihat 
eMllhli,h ;J ()9.()+% 
pn,b:lbiliIY· 

We andcr,t;md yuu, 
nt.'t'I.! for the limc-iy lind 
rd\ablc idcmUlcHion of 
pat<:mity. We al~() know 
!lUI rhl!crailY lCS1~ arc 
only ll$ rdmhlc jlS their 
ch,,'110 of clIshKly. Only <l~ 
nccumtl.: n~ Iheir 
ptc,mmti,'n and kl:l(!1:nl-:, 
;\11(1 nnly 01.' c(1llvincillg 
as their ilbi!ity In 

with:mmd Ihc ~..:nlliny n( 
the tt,~;tl "y'l.lCltl. 

Thnt';; why Genctk 
l\:Nign iF lIlt! l;lrJ.:C~l 
p,\h:rnity \l-,;tin;: 
la\nnahlfY ill the world, 

W;th Ihe ll<j,ko,;! KUr,J\lr, 
.l ,1:1 cxtebive t: •• 'itomc:r 
~Cl\1kt: nClw;)rk. :1Od 
inmwallVe pr(>ceuuH:;; 
like GenSwnh™''_OUf 
n'lIl-inv:;,ive ]'llf":I\[ 

Swah'Manalpis-Ocndi.; 
Dc!<igl) hilS (he mu,wcr:;. 

For a~"is\:I1\(:": or 
lnfurm:ltkm (ill DNA lind 
HLA pmenlllgc leMing, 
("remic DNA :IJl;!ly~b., Ilr 
ti;;HIC typing, C;llllOll·fftc 

lOday. 
And if ii's ,1 ljllrtllion nf 

whether undct:-:l1H4itnfl", 
clllllmir!1lcnr, nCOlrllCY, 

rdinhilty, ~crvio.:e ,W 
inn(w;uion COlllL'S f'h"t. 
fbe. ;iIlSWC! IS simplt,_ 

Ai Gcm:11C [\'''i}.;r., 
dH':Y ail dnl 
()~",,!ic lkli¢t•. hlC,!tf,y((tf;tj" 
<l(m.du.allry dx AAHIt ww ASIII 

l-800·247 ·9540 


GENEI1C DESIGN 

Accurate and Reliable Testing, By Any Standard. ", 


PREsr:::nVA7:0N PHO'T'OCOPY 



At Genetic Design 

We Provide Answers That 


Won't Leave You 

You--Know...Where. 


The v:didi'j \If {{)f<..!n~i;: 
DNA Jerin;: ;lnd :It'.;lly~is 
om he cOl11rTmni:-ed in a 
m\ll\I1l'r of \\1Iy~. 

Accunlc" llIily he 
1('1.\:1111' ddlt:tlJ.:ni hc;:aus.~ 
"f k·),.S-111:ln~rig:h! 
1',,\<:<.:,,1> I,"', spc.:i:nc:n 
nnl>lmnJlinl!, even the 
rctmhihlY and ;.kill of the 
lL'Si inu <X,j1\p;my. 

At Gcn",k Dt',ign, 
'k>.!'le fully :lW·lfC "f 11"5<: 

I'nl'~l\tll!!~. SO ;N(! h" 1<' 

e(Jr:Hlfdilimy ICllgth~ to 
enS,lte the rdiilhili!y uf 
lim results. \Vc (i;, it 
Wilhit\ P;1I'U\H..:h.:ts of 
liI.:O;OH" disc,plint:. 
IiIl)U):;!!.:I,,£! "iL'<.licHi')f\, 
;>lId .1\:,,1<: ,I\I<;dli"n :" 

dew'; ;:( every ~h:r-
Thi); commitment I" 

11cpcnd;lhili!Y;:1ll1 
:1((U,;1O:Y hn~ made ll~ tlie 
\wrld':. bq;C\l DNA 
tC;.lhtlt lHb!:lt;;H>ty. Nur 
doc)' Hur ClI1llmillllcll! 

q"P wilh 111h ,,"\1'Y. Om 
~wff L, :d\\';\'i~ : .::,;11( :" 
I'~"vid...: eXp,,'f1 1i,::>lImony 
on ;mil[y~es. nm! even 
COllsulwtiOl\ \\1) dala from 
Inher lah(II,I((lric;_ 

For :\m.iSll1ll;ec (;r 
inf.'lm,;li"1l ,<1\ (;'fC:bic 
DNA ;\nith~if, pafenl'!)..:;; 
Il',,(ing, Of ;jS~!!C typing, 
;e:\ll C.,·ned...: !x:~ign 
11l1l·free hl<.lay. 

Thcn yll!! ";~ln be ~ure 
of havil\g thl' nmWl:[', 

The n~hl UtlSWeIS. Rif:l·t 
in yo.!r P"C~;;L 

, nt'"',,",, Ik";"'. J....,"l""'....,t" 
"''<T~/!ry """ AAl!lI-t ASIII, 

Gr:NHlC DESIGN 


PRESERVATION PHO""OCOPv 



'T • H ' E 	 School of Public Pelky 1775 CullcW: i<:v.1d 
and Manag<'mclH Ci)lumbu~, OH ·t321!l-!399 

Phone (,14·292·!{696 
FAX 6H·2lJ2<~.,i..J,k 

OHIO 	
, 

SWE 
UNiVERSITY 

May 4. 1993 
Mr. Bxuce Reed 
Old Executive O::fice Bl.~ilding 
Room 216 
White Ho\,se 
Washington, D.C. 20500 

Denr Mr, Reed: 

Enclosed are two items related to our work on paternity establishment. 
One is a journal article reporting on the results of a demonstration study 
in Cuyahoga County, Ohio. The second is a summary of a recently completed 
ASPE/MHS study on organizational impediments to e:-:pedited establishment of 
paternity and support orders. The findings from ~hese studies are relevant 
to various aspects of we!fa-=e reform including the role of voluntary 
acknowledgements and the \$e of administtnt:i.ve p;:'ocess in establishing 
paternity and suppo~t: orders. 

I hope you find this inforr.;ation useful in your deli.b(1rfltions, 

CJ~~~ 
Charles F, Adams 
Associate Professor 

MAY 6 1993 


http:administtnt:i.ve


ORGANIZATIONAL IMPEDIMENTS TO PATERNITY ESTABLISHMENT AND CHILO SUPPORT 

Charles F. Adams, Jr. 

David Landsbergen 


Daniel ttecht 


School of Public Policy and Management 

Ohio State University 


Ma.rch. 1993 



----------

ABSTRACT 

Child support and establishing paternity for children born out of 
wedlock figure importantly in the Family Support Act of 1988 and other 
proposals ai~ed at ref~rming the welfare system and reducing the incidence 
of child poverty. Early indications of the likely impact of the 1988 
legislation pointed to noncooperative behavior among custodial parents and 
interorganizational conflicts as likely impediments to a more productive ~ 
paternity establishment process. Subsequent research identifies the limits v/ 
inherent in various organizational models for establishing paternity end the 
tensions that arise between the goal of improved productivity and concerns 
~ith due process and openness. Such limits and value conflicts 
notwithstanding, this research points to human-services based child support 
systems as the model best suited for limiting the adverse effects of 
interorganizacional conflicts associated with paternity establisbreent. 



ORGANIZATIONAL IMPEDIMENTS TO PATERNITY ESTABLISHMENT AND CHILD SUPPORT 

INTRODUCTION 

1A significant feature of the 1988 Family Support Act was its emphasis 
on child support enforcement, including the establishment of paternity for 
children born out of wedlock. PaternitY'istablishment, not only provides 
psychologtcal benefits to these children. but is also the basis for child 
support orders and potential reductions in child poverty and savings in 
public welfa~e costs, Establishment and enforcement of child support orders 
a:50 figure im?orta~tly in other proposed measures for reducing child 
poverty. Sirmlations of a ?roPQsed child support assurAnce scheu:e, for 
example, show the cost estimates of a high-guarantee child support assurance 
program ranging from a net increase of ·23 percent to a net savings of 24 
pet'cent depending on the ~egree to which child support orders are 
established and enforced, 

~ith the 1988 legislation states are now required to meet one of three 
performance stand3rds in paternity establishment; to establish paternity for 
at least half of all AFPC children born out of wedlock; to equal or exceed 
the average paternity establishment percentage for all states; or to 
lrlCreaSe the paternit.y establishment percentage by at lea,st 3 perce.ntage 
points per year, To a large extent. the impact of this legislation depends 
on the. ability of states and localities to impleme.nt administrative reforms 
to their child suppo-rt programs and. in turn, on the responsiveness of 
clients to these changes. 

Early evidence of the li.kely impact of these interventions WaS provided 
from a paternity establishrr.ent demonstration project conducted iF} Cuyahoga 
County, Ohio, over the period March 198B through September 1989. Yhile 
some.'.4hat successful in expedi~i~g the paternity establishment process and in 
promoting more voluntary admissions of paternity, the demonstration 
identified two likely impediments to successful imple:nentation of the 19.88 
legislation. ""i'he hrat concerned the vert comE~ set of institutional .:..--- ­
arrangements governing paternity establisment in the demonstration site and 
in many counties around the country. Involvement by the c.ourt, prosecutor, 
advocacy groups, the local h~~an services agency, and the child support 
agency itself creates a complex interplay of competing traditions and values 
which is likely to ha.ve a limiting effect on local implementation of any 
reform effort. . 

/ The second limiting factor was the apparent ~nce of custodial 

parents {nearly always the mother) to cooperate with the paternity
v,

I establishment process. Such cooperation is essential to paternity 
establishment and a more effective child support syste~, The high incidence 
of noncooperation observed during the demonstration acong both experimental 
and control group custodial par~nts, indicated that administrative reforms 
alone might not be sufficient, and that interventions aimed more' directly at 
influencing client behaviors might be required to achieve the performance 
standards prescribed in the 1988 legislation, 
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FOLLOW UP ON ORGANIZATIONAL IMPEDIMENTS 

At. a follow up to the, demonstration study, funding was obtained for B 

more extensive study of the nature o~ interorganizational dependencies in 
the paternity establishment process. The research design for this project 
was based on a series of in-depth field studies of paternity establishment 
processes in eight locations; four in Ohio and four locations around the 
country. The field research methodology was qualitative in nature and fit 
closely with Kenneth Gordon's description of an "Illuminative Evaluation" 
·,.;here the primary objective is an understanding of I'the most significant 
aspects of an entire milieu, including important structures and 
interrelationships, negotiations between parties. reciprocal influences, and 
alternative conceptualizations and value orientations, critical processes, 
resource utilszation, and any other aspects of the environment decmed 
s igni ficant , .. 

The Ohio field sites provided an opportunity to assess four different 
organizational models within a state supervised, locally administered child 
support system, Reorganized in 1987. the Ohio child support enforcement 
prograr.. requires each board of county commissioners to org.anize its local 
child support function as a free standing agency of county government. as an 
agency of the county human services d~partment. as an agency of the county, 
prosecutor's office, or an agency of the county domestic relations court. 
The four counties selected for the study were: Mahoning County (Youngsto\olTl) 
representing the free standing model; Montgomery County (Dayton) 
representing the human services model; Summit County (Akron) representing 
the prosecutgrial model; Bnd Hamilton County (Cincinnati) representing the 
court model. 

The choice of the four national sites was guided by specific issues and 
questions that emerg~d from the Ohio site visits, In particular, there was 
the tssue of in-house attorneys and their role in expediting the paternity 
process. There vcre also questions about the limits to voluntary consents 
as a way to expedite the paternity process. Reputation for doing innovative 
or particularly good work ~n the child §upport area WAS also taken into 
account in choosing the national sites. The four national sites selected 
were: The State of Oregon which has a state administered child support 
system with extensive experience in the use of voluntary acknowledgements 
and the use of administrative process in paternity cases; St, Louis City, 
Missouri which has a state administered child support system which contracts 
witb the local prosecutor for legal services; Marion County, Indiana 
(Indianapolis) which has a locally admiIlistered child support system under 
the county prosecutor has a court specifically dedicated to child support 
cases; and Wayne County, Michigan (Detroit) which has a state administered 
child support system in which the court plays a significant role in managing 
the paternity establishment process. 

The field research entailed three~day visits to each site, with 
interviews scheduled with agency heads, administrators, and line personnel 
in each organization involved with the paternity establishment process. 
Typically. this entailed interviews with personnel in the local child 
support enforcement (or IV-D) agency, the local welfare (or IV-A) agency, 
the prosecutor's office. and the court responsible for hearing IV-D cases, 
Particular emphasis was given to the ways in which these various 
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, 
organizations interaeted In the establishment process and factors that 
appeared to facilitate or inhibit timely completion of the process. 

These various interviews were guided by a semi-structured interview 
instrument: that insured that every jurisdiction was asked B core set of 
questions for later comparison. The questionnaire contained separate 
sections for top administrators, supervisors, and line personnel and there 
were four parts to each interview: 1) background information about the 
individual; 2) the main procedures which that organization performed on a 
IV-D case; 3) the ~ain points of contact between the individual's own 
organization'and its sister organizations in working a IV-D case; and 4) 
concerns about MIS and the flol.f of information for managing and t.racking 
paternity cases. To comple~ent information from the interviews, data were 
also collected on trer.ds in case activity and case processing at each site. 

Analytic Frameworks 

The field research was also guided by two analytical frameworks. From 
the economics literat.ure, the concept of transactions cost analysis was used 
to capture organizational behaviors aimed at gaining control over inter· 
organizational relations in Qrder to promote greater efflsiency and 
productivity, Drawing on the work of Oliver Williamson, we looked 
specifically for examples of attempts by local IV·D agencies to expedite the 
paternity process by creating more hierarchical or centralized paternity 
processes: in effect, expediting paternity by reducing interorganizational 
dependencies and, in turn, the number of interorganizational transactions 
associated with the establishment process. Ye also looked for ways in which 
organizations might be responding to the limiting effects of 
interorganizational dependencies by altering the nature of the services 
associated with paternity establishment. For example, paternities 
established voluntarily need less adjudication and, therefore, are less 
dependent on the services of the prosecutor and the court. Hence, one 
scrategy for reducing transaction costs and expediting the establishment 
?rocess would be to increase the proportion of voluntary establishments. 

From the public administrftiQn literature, we drew on 8 framework 
developed by David Rosenbloom as a way to capture the opportunity costs 
associated with local efforts to create more expeditious and productive 
paternity establishment processes. Rosenbloom's basic thesis is that most 
issues in public management and policy can be described as a tension between 
two or three fundamental schools of public administration: the legal, 
political, and managerial schools. Each has certain core values which it 
seeks to maximize through organization procedures and design. 

, 

Adapting Rosenbloom's framework to our study, we specifically looked 
for" indications of underlying tensions between local efforts to create more 
efficient and expeditious paternity establishment processes (expressions of 
Rosenbloom's managerial approach) and concerns about due process (the legal 
approach) and representation (the political approach), In effect, efforts 
to promote greater efficiency in astablishing paternity reflect a response 
to only one set of values, and there is the distinct possibility that 
succass in promoting greater efficiency may come at the expense of 
procedural due process, fundamental fairness, or openness to political 
representation, Hence, our field research was guided in part by an attempt 
to better understand the extent to which these competing values are 
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reflected in local decisions about expediting the paternity process and the 
extent to which such conflicts may be having a limiting effect on such 
eifl)rts, 

12FINDINGS

For each of the eight field sites included in the study, there were 
clear indications that paternity establishment and efforts to' expedite the 
establishment process are high priorities. Moreover, while the purpose of 
the study was not a performance evaluBtion, per se, stacistical data 
collected at each site: indicate that these localities have had some success 
in in~reasing the numbers of paternities established in recent years. 

To some extent. the focus on paternity establish~ent represents a 
departure from past practices when paternity ran a poor second to support 
enforcement. At several of the field sites, this was indicated by the 
relatively inf€tior or non-existent computerized information syste-rr.s for 
processing and managing paternity eases compared to long standing automa~ed 
MIS systems for support enforcement. In one location, too, the very cramped 
space ·aHorded the paternity unit signified the relatively low standing of 
paternity establishment compared to support enforcement, 

The historically low emphasis given to paternity establishment, 
especial~y for wo~en on welfare, can be partly explained by notions of cost 
effectiveness··the idea that establishing paternity and a support order for 
a woman on welfare is likely to yield relatively little in actual support 
payments, At the same time, interest group activity on behalf of women 
dependent on child support has tended to focus mainly on enforcement-related 
issues rather than on establishment. On the basis of the eight siees 
included in the study, therefore, it would appear that the child support 
provisions in the 1988 Family Support Act have'had an impact'in bringing 
greater attention to bear locally on paternity-related aspects of child 
support. 

Interorganizatiopal Dependencies 

Within each of the localities in the field study, the complex nature of 
interQrganizational de~endencies associated with paternity establishment and 
efforts to expedite ~he process were very apparent. However, the nature of 
these complexities and how well they were managed varied significantly among 
the sites, To understand these interdependencies, we examined the 
paternity establishment process along the continuum from case referral to 
case adjudication. From this research, it wpuld appear that the factors 
that help to expedite paternity establishment in the referral phase may be 
the very sace factors that adversely affect the timely processing of cases 
in the adjudication phase. and vise versa, 

Referral. The key relationship in the referral phase is beoween the 
local IV~D agency and the IV-A agency, For ADC~related paternity cases, it 
is the IV· A agency that has the first contact with the custodial paren~. In 

4the course of the IV A eligibility interview, the applicant's obligation to 
cooperate with the IV~n agency in determining paternity for any out~of~ 
wedlock children and obtaining child support from the putative father is 
explained, and essential information about the putative father (e.g .• social 
security number, birth date, place of residence, and place of work) is 



·5· 


solicited from the custodial parent and passed along 1n the referral to the 
rV~D agency. The IV~D agency also depends on the IV~A agency to sanction 
the custodial parent if she refuses to cooperate at any stage in the 
establishment process and is unable to show good caUSe. Examples of 
noncooperation most commonly cited were failure to show for IV·D interviews, 
pre-trial hearings, and blood tasts. 

Over the course of the field research, complaints were widely voiced by 
IV-D administrators about the poor quality of IV~A referrals, The main 
issue was the lack of information that would be helpful tn locating the 
absent parent. Our interviews with IV·A administrators and intake workers 
revealed the large amount of time and effort involved in eligibility 
determination for public assistance~wa process involving several program 
areas (the ADC grant, food stamps, medical assistance, child care, housing, 
etc.) and caking up to an hour to complete and frequently more than one 
interview session. IV~A personnel readily acknowledged that given the scope 
and amount of detailed information called for in the IV-A eligibility 
interview, information pertinent to the IV·D referral is viewed as only one 
small component, Moreover, IV~A personnel indicated that the information 
solicited about the absent parent takes more persistence end time than the 
IV-A intake worker is willing or able to give. 

While the quality of referral information was a pervasive concern among 
IV-D administrators, there was a distinct difference across the field sites 
in the degree to which this and other aspects of the IV-A relationship were 
viewed as limiting factors 1n expediting paternity establishment. In 
general, for IV-O agencies located within a human services or welfare 
department, the issue loomed much less critically than for IV-D agencies 
unattached to welf$re or human service programs. Among the Ohio field 
sites, for example, Montgomery County was the site where IV-D was located in 
a human $ervices department. Uhlle IV·D administrators in Montgomery voiced 
concerns about IV-A referrals, these concerns were minor in comparison to 
those voiced in Mahoning and Summit 'Counties. In these latter sites (free 
standing and prosecutorial models, respectively), poor quality IV~A 
referrals and noncooperation by custodial parents were noted as the most 
significant problems faced by the agency in its attempt to achieve greater 
productivity in paternity establishment, Noncooperation by custodial 
parents was largely blamed on the local IV~A agency!s unwillingness to 
aggressively sanction women who would not cooperate with IVND. In both of 
these locations, IV·O administrators were critical of their lV-A 
counterparts and there was no evidence of iostttutional mechanisms through 
which solutions to these concerns might be sought. 

Similarly io the sites outside of Ohio, the· IVwD agency in Marion 
County, Indiana was located in the county prosecutor's office, and a major 
conCern Was lack of good referrals from IV~A and noncooperation among 
custodial parents, In Oregon and Wayne County Michigan, on the other hand, 
the JVwD progtams ~ere administered by the state welfare departments. In 
both of these locations, special institutional arrangements had been 
developed to facilitste coordination between IV-D and IV-A on matters of 
child support and paternity establishment. In Wayne County, IV-D support 
specialists were co-located in each of the neighhorhood IV-A offices. This 
allowed a process whereby once the custodial parent finished her IV-A 
eligibility interview and eligibility was established (typically a matter 
of two IV·A interviaws), she would meet with the IV-D support officers in 
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the same location to prQvide information on the putative father and his 

location. 


In Oregon, IV~D intake W9S not co~located with IVwA, but an extensive 
training program had been initiated to facilitate better referral 
information. The OregQn system alsQ had 8 well integrated and automated 
management information system through which IV·O files were automatically 
created from the IV·A eligibility interview. IV~D requests for sanctioning 
in instances of non-cooperation are all handled electronically. and unless 
the custodial parent responds within ten days of being notified, sanctions 
are automatically imposed. aoth the Oregon and Wayne County systems had a 
liaison person who was actively involved in promoting greater communication 
and cooperation bet",een IV~A and IV-D. 

On balance, the field research strongly supports the idea that 
cooperation between IV~A and IV·D is much more likely to occur if the IV~D 
agency is directly administered by the state or local human services 
department, ~ile there is the obvious advantage of having both agencies 
working for the same director. this alone will not eliminate friction 
between IV-A and IV·D, However. a common professional culture, cross 
fertilization in the staffing of the two agencies, and physical proximity 
combine to facilitate communication and the creation of institutional 
mechantsms to foster greater coordination. For IV-O agencies loca~ed 
outside of human service departments, the results of the field research 
provide little evidence that institutional mechanisms ",ill evolve to 
idencify areas of common interest and to mitigate conflicts between IV·A and 
IV-D. In fact, given the prominent representation of lawyers in these other 
IV~D organizations, there appears to be something of a cultural rift and 

. natural antithesis between IV-O and IV~A administrators. On more than one 
occasion during the field interviews, IV~D administrators who had legal 
backgrounds expressed open contempt for what they perceived' as the 
bureaucratic, rule~driven mindset of IV-A administrators, Yith such 
entrenched attitudes, it is difficult to imagine any institutional mechanism 
evolving that will promote IV¥A/IV~D cooperation. 

6gjyQ*'ij'~2n. Turning to the adjudication phase of paternity 
establishment, an even more complex set of lnterorgsnizational dependencies 
comes into play. especially for IV~D agencies located in human service 
departments. In Montgomery County, Ohio. for example, the IV·D agency 
contracts with the local prosecutor to provide legal services in the filing 
of paternity complaints and in representing the agency and the custodial 
parent before the court. In turn, the Clerk of the Court must process the 
filing of paternity complaints and oversee s&rvice ofJ process , and the 
Juvenile Court 1s depended upon to provide referee time for pretrial 
hearings and, in extreme cases. to provide judge's time for jury trials. 

For the other Ohio field sites (Hamilton, Summit, and Hahoning 
Counties), the process is similar except that each of these IV·D agencies 
has its own in~house legal staff. From the stnndpoint of expediting 
paternity adjudication. this is a significant difference. In a contractual 
arrangement between 8 IV·D agency and a local prosecutor, the agency appears 
to be at a distinct disadvantage. There is the general perception. for 
example, that paternity casework is not viewed favorably by assistant 
prosecutors who are mainly interested in gaining criminal casework 
experience. Hence. assistant prosecutors will rotate out of paternity 
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assignments at the earliest possl.hle moment (typically within a year). 
Another common perception is that prosecutors will assign their most 
inexperienced and least capable assistant prosecutors to paternity work. 
This results in a lack of continuity and expertise in handling the legal 
aspects of paterntty work. 

Agencies with their own in~house legal staff have the advantage of a 
dependable and knowledgeable source of support for legal 'work on paternity 
cases. Moreover, it would appear that such expertise also works to the IV-D 
agency's advantage in developing relations with the court which has 
jurisdiction over paternity cases, Judges and referees work comfortably 
with other legal professionals, , Hence, through its legal staff. the agency 
is in a better position to negotiate with the court over docket time and 
procedural aspects of paternity cases, 

Tradeoffs. What this suggests is an apparent tradeoff between the 
advancages of having the IV~D agency in a department of human services which 
facilitates greater coordination with the IV~A agency over referrals and 
sanctioning, and the disadvantages of having the IV~D agency dependent on 
the local prosecutor for legal services. In theory, there would appear to
be a strong argument for centralizing the legal function within the local 
welfare department's IV~D operation. However, the antithesis of lawyers 
toward public administrators would appear to be fully reciprocated. When 
such an arrangement was suggested to a high level human services 
aa~inistraLor in Montgomery County, for·example, the response was 
unequivocally negative. 

The alternative strategy adopted by Montgomery County has been to 
aggressively promote greater use of voluntary acknowledgements in paternity 
cases So as to minimize the need for legal or court services. While three 
of the Ohio sites (Montgomery. Summit, and Mahoning Counties) were moving in 
this direction, di.scussions with IV-D administrators in Montgomery indicated 
tha~ greater use of voluntary acknowledgements was,critical to the County's 
efforcs to expedite the paternity process. 

Outside of Ohio, the experience in Wayne County, Michigan was similar 
to that of Montgomery County, with the humanwservices based IV-D agency 
contracting with the county prosecutor to do the legal work on paternity 
cases. Low prioritization of such casework by the prosecutor and frequent 
turnover of assistant prosecutors assigned to paternity work were cited as 
having a very limiting effect on the IV~D agencyls ability to process 
paternity cases, The situation turned around in ~ayne Co~ty when the 
friend of the Court took charge of the legal work, The IV-D agency still 
contracts with the county prosecutor fo~ legal work, but the legal work is 
actually carried out by la~~ers hired by the Friend of the Court who, in 
turn, are deputized as ~specialIT prosecutors. In effect, Wayne county has 
achieved improved productivity over the adjudicatory phase of paternity 
establishment by centralizing the legal function within the court which, 
along with IV-D, placed a high value on expediting the paternity process so 
as to reduce a very large backlog of paternity cases and the associated 
demands on the Court's docket. 

In Oregon, the human-services based IV~D agency contracts with the 

State's Department of Justice to provide legal services in paternity cases. 

However, wi.thin DOJ there is the Division of Support Enforcement 
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specifically set up to handle child support casework. Hence, unlike 
Montgomery County, an institutional arrangement has developed in Oregon 
which appears to have promoted a culture in which both the IV-D agency and 
the eXternal organization with which it contracts for legal services (SED) 
have a shared set of values in promoting the expeditious processing of 
paternity CAses, 

These examples from the field research suggest that while a human­
services based IV-O program may be at a comparative disadvantage in 
expediting the adjudicatory phase of the paternity process, there are ways 
to c~mpensate for this inherent limitation. ~~11e human service 
administrators may be reluctant to centralize the legal function by hiring 
their OWT, lawyers to service paternity cases, increased emphasis on 
voluntary establishments is seen as a way to reduce the need for 
prosecutorial and court services_ In places such as the State of Oregon and 
Wayne County, Michigan. institutional arrangemants have evolved in ways that 
reinforce the IV-D agency's objective of expediting the paternity process. 
It is important to note, however, that such institutional arrangement are 
the' result of particular individuals within toe court or prosecutor's office 
~aking a personal interest in expediting the paternity process. 

~ile IV~D agencies operating as free standing agencies or under the 
auspices of the prosecutor or the court are more likely to foster inter~ 
organizational cooperation over the adjudicatory phase of the paternity 
process, such configurations are clearly limited in their ability to 
expedite the paternity process over the referral pbase of the paternity 
process. Such systems are much more likely to find their efforts to 
expedite the paternity process seriously hampered by noncooperation by 
custodial parents, Interventions to prevent or limit such behavior depend 
on coordination between IV~D and IV-D. Among the child support systems in 
our field research that are located outside of human service agencies, we 
found no examples of institutional meehanisms working to promote such 
coordination. 

Voiyntarv ACknQwlqdgernects 

A "general tendency toward greater emphasis on voluntary 
acknowledgements of paternity was observed among the field sites. Of the 
eight sites. seven were either implementing procedures aimed at increasing 
the number of voluntary ackno~ledgements or were already quite experienced 
in their use. Estimates varied widely as to the proportion Qf paternity 
eases determined through voluntary acknowledgements. In part tois'reflects 
a fairly elastic definition of what constitutes a voluntary acknowledgement. 
Some places categorize a case as a voluntary acknowledgement only 1f such an 
acknowledgement is made prior to the filing of a paternity complaint~ ochers 
include cases even after a pre-triel hearing and a blood test has been 
performed. Estimates from Oregon, which has made a concerted effort to 
reduce the amount of judicial input to paternity cases. indicate that 
approximately one~third of its paternity cases are decided voluntarily in 
the sense that the absent parent participates in the initial interview and 
decides to make such an acknowledgement. Another one-half of its paternity 
cases are decided by default which might be interpreted as a type of passive 
acknowledgement, In these cases, the absent parent is served with a 
complaint and fails to show for a pre-trial hearing. Assuming good service, 
the absent parent is, in effect, acknowledging paternity by default. 
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The Oregon statistics, which reflect extensive experience with 
voluntary acknowledgements. indicate that 80 percent or more of paternity 
cases can be determined ~ithout extensive judicial involvement through a 
combination of voluntary acknowledgements and default judgments. Comments 
from the field interviews indicate.that more extensive use of voluntary 
acknowledgements places greater weight on the IV-D caseworker to determine 
if the case is one for which a voluntary acknowledgement is appropriate. 
Caseworkers must also be well trained in the application of support 
guidelines Bnd in avoiding misrepresentation in matters requiring legal 
counsel. Creater use of default judgments also reduces demands for legal 
and judicial input, but there is a corresponding need for good process of 
service to insure that the putative father is properly notified, 

Management Information S3i~mi 

The status of computerized information systems varied widely across the 
field sites. Among the more advanced systems were those in Summit County, 
Ohio, Wayne County, Michigan and the State of Oregon. In other instances, 
paternity units were only recently computerized. with case processing 
involving a mix of automated and manual systems. 

Even among some of the sites with more advanced MIS systems, there were 
clear limitations in the extent to which information could be electronically 
shared among the different local organizations involved in the paternity 
process, In Summit County, for example, the IV-D unit in the prosecutor's 
office had a well developed computerized case management system. However, 
there was no capability for sharing case information electronically with the 
county department of human services on new referrals or updates on on-going 
paternity cases. Rather, information was hand carried between the two 
agencies on a weekly basis. Electronic information exchanges between the 
IV*D agency and the court were nonexistent in a number of the field sites, 
As a'result, case updates, including the status of service and hearing dates 
often had to he checked manually by IV~D personnel. 

In addition to the advantages of automated information systems for case 
management, the field interviews revealed examples of how automated systems 
can facilitate interorganizatIonal cooperatIon in the 'paternity process. In 
Hamilton County, Ohio for example, IV-I) administrators indicated that tbe 
case tracking capabilities of its MIS system enabled the agency to more 
clearly document bottlenecks In the flov of paternity cases and to 
negotiate more effectively wIth the juvenile court for docket time. And in 
Oregon, where there is electronic information sharing between IV~D and IV-A, 
requests for sanctioning in instanees of noncooperation are all handled 
electronically. Transaction costs between the two agencies are thus reduced 
and this may partly explain the high degree of cooperation between the two 
agencies over sanctions and the sharing of case information. 

More generally. there would seem to be significant opportunity for the 
development of MIS systems capable of electronically sharing information 
across all phases of the paternity establishment process. Such sharing 
could lead to greater coordination and cooperation among agencies, and any 
attempts to impose statewide MIS systems should take into account 
opportunities to promote inter~organizational linkages. 



Competing V~lues, 

While concern about greater efficiency was clearly a motivating force 
behind much of the activity ohserved in the eight field sites, concerns 
about issues of due process and political representation were less apparent. 
However, as efficiency continues to be emphasized as a policy objective. 
conflicts with these and other values would seem to be inevitable, 
Indications of such potential conflicts were provided in Wayne County, 
Michigan, arguably the most efficient child support system of the eight 
field sites we visited, The Wayne County system has no backlog of cases and 
98 percent of all paternity cases are reportedly completed within one year. 
The Wayne County system is a highly centralized system, 'with the 
prosecutorial functior. effectively carried out by the Friend of the Court. 
While putting the prosecutorial function under more centralized control 
undoubtedly helps expedite tha pat~rnity process, it also raises questions 
of conflict of interest and whether the court can act impartially in 
weighing arguments made by a special prosecutor employed by the court 
itself. 

The Wayne County system also considers the county to be the plaintiff 
in paternity cases. This helps to expedite paternity cases in that once the 
initial lV~D intervieY oceurs, the custodial parent no longer plays a 
necessary part at each stage of the process. For example, it is not 
necessary for her to be at pretrial hearings or at hearings on default 
judgments. This limits delays that might otherwise result from non­
cooperative behavior by custodial parents and, therefore, helps expedite the 
paternity process. While promoting greater efficiency in paternity 
adjudication, such policies also result in a more impersonal Child support 
system. Some concern was expressed by local administrators that a paternity 
order could be established in Wayne County and the custodial parent would 
not even be aware of it. 

The Wayne County child support system also places considerable pressure 
"on putative fathers to voluntarily admit to paternity. If. at the initial 
IV·D interview, they acknoyledge paternity, some part of the health costs 
incurred at the time of the child's birth are routinely waived. However, if 
the putative father exercises his right to a blood test and the case goes 
forward to the Friend of the Court, those birth-related costs will not be 
waived in the event that he is found to be the father. Given # reported 
exclusion rate of over 30 percent in Wayne County, it is not unreasonable 
for putative fathers to want to exercise their rights to a blood test and '7 
any pressure to discourage them from doing so is at least arguably an 
infringement of those rights. 

Questions of procedural due p~ocess and fundamental'fairness arose 
elsewhere among the field sites. In three of the Ohio sites, for example, 
efforts to deal with very large backlogs of paternity cases have led to such 
practices as initial IV~D interviews wi~h groups of custodial and absent 
parents, substitution of a questionnaire for face-to~face'IV~D interviews, 
and mass pre~trials (up ~o 100 cases heard at one time). 'While intended to 
expedite the paternity process, such measures raise questions of whether the 
interests and concerns of the custodial and absent parents are being full 
heard. 

Similarly, more aggressive use of voluntary acknowledgements has raised 
due process concerns among some of those we talked with in the field.. The 
high rate of illiteracy among the population served by IV~D agencies was 



noted in discussions about vhether putative fathers fully understand the 
~ights they waive {to blood testing and to be heard by the court) ~hen they 
voluntarily acknowledge paternity. Related to this, a number of people 
interviewed raised due process questions in connection with voluntary 
acknowledgements and the risk that IV-D case workers might be under 
increased pressure to provide legal advice. 

In general, a number of issues were raised in the course of our field 
resea~ch related to the principles and values of due process and fundamental 
fairness. However, these issues and questions reflected concerns by 
individuals and were not consistently voiced as a matter of general concern 
within any pnr::.iculal" part of the child support system. Even among court 
referees and judges, persons who rtight be expected to be most sensitive to 
these issues. concerns about the magnitude of the paternity casework 
dominated all other issues, It would seem, therefore, that any push to 
force 8. broader reckoning of values in policy initia.tives rela.ted to 
paternity establishment will not corne from within the system but will result 
frof!'. pressure brought from outside. 

Politics. In each of the eight field sites we inquited about political 
interest in child support and paternity establishment. ~e were especially 
interesced in any interest group involvement by custodial or ,absen"t parent 
groups and whether thelr conce~ns ~ere being heard by IV~D administrators. 
There were examples of such involvement. The mothers organization, ACES, was 
active in sever$l of the sites and local county commissioners in ewo of the 
Ohio sites were sufficient.ly sensitive to constituent interests Over chUd 
support matters to have child support hotlines installed in ~heir offices. 
In Oregon, an interview with the local ACES representative indicated that 
she had been invited to testify at hearings on state policy_ However, as 
noted earlier, most of the comments about interest group activity seemed to 
be motivated by concerns about enforcement rather than with the 
establishment of paternity and support orders. It would seem, therefore, 
that local efforts to promote efficiency in paternity establishment have not 
been greatly affected, positively or negatively. by interest group demands 
for greater representation of rheir views in the process. Historically, 
however, relatively greater interest group emphasis on support enforcement 
is.sues may have indirectly detracted from local efforts in paternity 
establishment. 

CONCLUSIONS, 

This study has attempted to clarify the nature of interorganizational 
dependencies in paternity establishment and how such dependencies impede 
efforts to expedite the paternity process. From this research we conclude 
that every organizational structure has strengths dnd limitations with 
respect to expedited paternity establishment. Systems that do better at 
coordinating the referral and sanctioning aspects of the paternity proeess 
also tend to have more difficulty in coordinating the adjudicatory phase of 
the process. and vice versa. On balance. ho'Wever, we conclude that human· 
se~vices based child support systems have the best chance of achieving 
improved coordination over all phases of the paternity process. While s~ch 
systems are relatively disadvantaged in managing the flow of eases through 
the adjudicatory phase of the process, there are a number of 'Ways to deal 
with this inherent iimitation. 
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Greater use of voluntary acknowledgements is one obvious strategy. In 
this connection, Wattenberg, Brewer, and Resnick report a high rate of 
willingness on the part of young unwed fathers to acknowledge paternity at 
the time of birth and they urge states to simplify procedures for the use of 
declaration of parentage forms or affidavits of paternity that can establish 
a presumption of paternity. More than 60 percent of the fathers interviewed 
were at the hospital following the birth of their child, and as a group, 
they reportedly shared an attitude toward court adjudi3ation of paternity as 
"dense, complicated, threatening, and to be avoided." Early intervention 
in paternity establishment is also supported in a statistically·based 
analysis by Burt Barnow who reports age of child as one of only three 
socioeconomic characteristicsl~aving B statist~cally significant correlation 
with paternity establishment. 

Ohio is one of several states to recently enact legislation whereby the 
father of a child born out of wedlock has the opportunity to sign an 
acknowledgement of paternity indicati~g that he is the natural father and 
that he assumes the duty of support. This legislation also calls for the 
Ohio Department of Human Services to contract with the Department of Health 
and, in turn, for the Department of Health to contract with local hospitals 
to provide staff to advise unmarried mothers and fathers about the benefit 
of establishing paternity,to provide all forms, statements, and agreements 
necessary to voluntarily establish a parent and child relationship, and to 
forward completed forms to the probate court. 

While greater emphasis on voluntary acknowledgments is an obvious way 
for human-services based child support systems to reduce the need for 
adjudication, it is important to recognize the costs associated with this 
strategy. As previously noted, greater use of voluntary acknowledgements 
minimally requires better front-end case work by child support workers to 
insure that such acknowledgements are properly sought. And, as indicated in 
the recent Ohio legislation, outreach efforts to promote greater use of 
voluntary acknowledgements can result in a more complex set of 
organizational dependencies and potentially higher costs. Finally, as the 
Wayne County discussion pointed up, care must be taken that greater emphasis 
on voluntary acknowledgements of paternity does not conflict with matters of 
fundamental fairness and due.process considerations. 

It is also impor~ant to recognize that even in a child support system 
that actively pursues a strategy of voluntary acknowledgement, paternity 
will be contested in a sizeable percentage of cases. And, as Ann Nichols­
Casebolt points out in her study of paternity establishment in Arizona, the 
use of less formf~ procedures does not solve the problem of no·shows among 
alleged fathers. The results from the Oregon site visit reported earlier 
indicate that even with a concerted effort to promote voluntary 
acknowledgements, only about one·third are decided voluntarily, with the 
balance involving a combination of default judgments and aetively contested 
paternities. Hence, it is ~91ikely that adjudication can ever be completely 
avoided in paternity cases. . 

Even for contested cases, however, the field research points up several 
ways for local human-services based child support systems to compensate for 
what is perceived to be a comparative weakness in managing the adjudicatory 
phase of paternity establishment. To the extent these agencies must 
contract for legal services with local prosecutors, for example, improved 



MIS systems can be used to monitor and enforce the terms of those contracts. 
Improved MIS systems designed to permit greater sharing of information 
across different phases of the paternity process can also have a mitigating 
effect on interorganizational frictions, 

Local human~services based child support agencies also have the option 
of assuming 8 larger direct role in paternity adjudication. Despite 
evidence from the field research of a strong aversion by soeial service 
administrators toward managing the legal aspects of paternity casework, 
results from a national survey indicate that an estimated 55 percent of 
local child support agencies located in departments of human services 
perform the legal work on p8£firnity cases 1n house rather than contracting 
it out to local prosecutors. Hence conflicting views between professional 
human service administrators and lawyers notwithstanding, they do not appear 
to be an absolute impedi~ent to a more hierarchical structuring of the legal 
servicing of paternity casework within human-services based child support 
agencies, 

In this connection, too, a number of states have passed legislation 
mandating that local child support agencies establish an administrative 
procedure for handling both voluntary and contested paternity Cases, Recent 
legislation in Ohio, for example. requires all counties to directly employ 
or to contract with a person to serve as an administrative officer in 
determt~ing the parent child relationship and In establishing a support 
order, Even in contested cases, an administrative procedure must be 
undertaken before an action can be brought in juvenile court requesting the 
court to decide the issue of paternity. With such legtslatioII, local child 
support agencies, including those located in departments of human services, 
are necessarily becoming more directly involved in managing the adjudicatory 
aspects of paternity establishment and child support. 

Again, there is no perfect organizational model for managing the 
paternity establishment aspectS of child support. The performance of any 
system will be confounded by noncooperative individual behaviors and by 
structural impediments across the various phases of the establishment 
process, However, of the various organizational models used in child 
support, human~servlces based systems appear to be the best suited to deal 
with and limit noncooperation by custodial and a~sent parents, while at the 
same time having a number of options to deal with VArious structural 
i~pediments over the adjudicatory phase of the paternity process. For local 
child support agencies operating under the auspices of 8 loeal prosecutor, 
court. or as a free standing agency. the largest impediment 1s at the 
referral stage and promoting greater cooperation with the local IV·A agency. 
Improved MIS systems and informatIon sharing may"help in this regard, but 
,there are no obvious ways around the need fO,r s1,1Ch cooperation, Referrals 
are an essential part of the paternity establishment process for AFDC 
recipients and there are no alternatives to the IV~A role in making these 
referrals. Hence, prosecutQrial, court, and freestanding child support 
systems will always be dependent on IV~A cooperation, and on the basis of 
our field research, such cooperation is not likely to come easily, 
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Welfare Reform 
Charles F. Adams, Jr. and Paternity David Landslurgen

Estoblishment: A Larry Cobler 
Social Experiment 

Abstract 
from March 1988 lhrough Sep1ember 1989, a demol1slrarion study was con­
ducted if1 Cuyahoga County, Ohio, on procedures for expediting po/emily /
establishment. The issue of patenti/y establishment is cenlralzo current con­
cems abotlf child support. In the 1988 Family Support Act, for example, 
adlllinis/ralivE! re(onns to expedite paternity establishmem are prominently 
featured. The results of the Cu:~'ahoga demonslralion provide early evidence 
of (he likely impact of the 1988 refomts. At lhe implementation stage. the 
demonstration pohHS i~P the camp/e:1;; interorGanizational dependencies that 
arC like(,· to limilthe impact ofmalldaled pertonllance sial1dards and associ­
(lied sarlCliolts directcd (lI state Qild local child supparl agencies. As to the 
impact orr paternity establishment OUTcomes, inferventiorls direcfed a( expedil­
ing admil1i.Slratil't' processes are likt>ly to have a positive effcct. However, the 
results or (he demons/ralion indicQte lhat noncooperative behavior among a 
sigl1i{icanl porrion of the clienl population is likely to seriously limir the 
effectiveness ofu.pedited proces~es, 

IHT~ODUcnON 

Dramatic societal changes in teenage pregnancies, o\lt-of-wedlock births. and 
high rates ofdivorce and desertion have resulted in many chHdren now living 
in single-parent families. h has been estimated that nearly 45 percent ofwhite 
chHdren and 86 percent of black chHdren spend part of their childhoods in 
single-parent families headed by women [Bumpass, 1986]. Support from the 
absent parent often contributes very little to the incomes of these families. 
especially famiUes headed by never-married mothers. Less than 14 percent 
ofnever~married mothers potentially eligihle for child support \Ii-ere receiving 
payments as of 1987, This compares to 55 percent of divorced mothers [U.S. 
Bureau of the Census. 1990). Moreover, while never~married mothers made 
up only 2:1 percent of an single~mo(her families in 1988. this group comprised 
52 percent of families onAFDC [U.s.Bufea;uof~e Census. J989; U.s. Depan~ 
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ment of Health and Human Services, 1989], As these statistics indicate. high 
rates of out·or·\NedJ~k binhs and low rates of chUd support have placed a 
disproportionate and growing demand on the nation's wel£are system, 

Altbough the policy response to this multifaceted problem is necessarily 
complex. there has been a growing interest in establishing paternity for chil­
dren bom out-o{·wedlock. Many benefits accrue to the child with the estab· 
lishment of paternity, including entitlement to child support from the father. 
In addition, the child may become eligible for benefits under the social secu~ 
rity program, coverage under the father's health care plan, and any benefits 
the father might realize from serving in the armed services or mIght receive 
under the workers' compensation program, By knowing who the father is, the 
child may also have access to important genetic and heahh information. 
Finally, according to Wattenberg (1981, pJO). "[I]ncreasing evidence £rom 
adoption studies indicate that intangible benefits may be derived from one's 
knowledge of biological heritage, Paternity identification may be a factor in 
strengthening the emotional growth and development of the child,· 

To address the growing finarn:ial burden of supporting families with an 
absent parent and to ensure thai children receive all benefits associated with 
establishing paternity. Congress has taken a number of legislative initiatives 
over the past two decades. In 1975. the Child Support Enforcement program 
was enacted under Part DofTitle IV of the Social Security Act, This legislation 
established the federal Office of Child Support Enforcement and required 
states to organize similar agencies for purposes of enforcing child.support 
payments and facilitating paternity establishment. The Child Support En­
forcement Amendments of 1984 required expedited procedures for obtaining 
and enforcing support orders and mandated wage Withholding in cases of 
delinquent payments. 

Most recently, under the Family Support Act of 1988 (P. L 100-485), signifi­
cant changes were made to the welfare sys.tem. with particular emphasis 
given to child-support enforcement. Most notable were provisions requiring 
automatic wage"withholding as part of chHdwsupport orden. guidelines for 
setting and reviewing support orders. and the setting of federal standards for 
evaiuating state performance in the establishment of paternity for children 
born out of wedlock. At the ris-k of inculTing financial penalties. these stan~ 
dards require states to meet onc of three requirements: 10 establish paternity 
(or at least half of all AFDC children born out of wedlock; to equal or exceed 
tbe average paternity establishment percentage for all states; or to increase 
tbe paternity establishment percentage by at least 3- percentage points per 
year. 

In its strategic significance. the increased emphasis on forcing absent fa­
thers to support their chUdren is a distinguishing feature Qf the 1988 act, 
Traditionally, reform efforts have focused on the beneficiaries themselves and 
on those features of the welfare system that encourage welfare dependency 
(e.g., high benefit withdrawal rates and loss of Medicaid eligibility as earnings 
increase). and the need for support services to facilitate mobility out of the 
welfare system and into the work force (e.g,. job training and child care), 
While these long-standing concerns arc reflected in the 1988 legislation, the 
chiid..-support provisions indicate a more concerted emphasis on ensuring 
that the true beneficlaries of welfare assistance are the children and not the 
absent fathers who are otherwise JegaJIy obligated to support them, 



In addressing this concern, the interventions specified in the 1988 reforms 
focus mainiyon management reforms of state and loca1 chlldwsupport systems 
rather than on incentives aimed at directly innuencing the bebaviorofabsent 
and custodial parents in complying with chlldwsupport laws. Toa large extent. 
then, the impact of the 1988 regislation depends on the ability of states 
and localities to implement administrative reforms to their chiJd·support 
programs and, in tum, on the responsiveness of t;"lients to these changes, 

early evidence of the likely impact of these interventions is provided from 
a paternity establishment demonslration project conducted in Cuyahoga 
County, Ohio, over the period March 198-8 through September 1989. Designed 
to expedite the palemity establishment process, specific features of the dem­
onstration included an aUlomated information and case management system, 
improved coordination over the various phases of the establishment process. 
and measures to accelerate specific steps in that process. The underlYing 
assumption was that the shorter the time period, the greater the probability 
of su<:ccssfully establishing paternity. Less cumbersome procedures would be 
e:-tpected to encourage greater cooperation by l;)pth the custodia) and absent 
parents and to facilitate voluntary admissions ofpaternity so as to reduce the 
time and cost of es.tablishment. 

The results of the CUyahoga demonstration complement earlier work by 
Nichols-Casebolt and Garfinkel (t99i) who used state~level data to derive 
inferences about how administrative reforms might be affecting paternity 
adjudication Tates and the establishment of chlld.support orders over the 
period from] 979-1988. Noting the lack of microlevel information on factors 
thaI facilitate paternity establishment processes, Nichols-Casebolt and Gar~ 
finkel argue the need for greater understanding about attitudinal and slruc~ 
tural factors that influence establishment rates. The current studyconlributes 
to (hat understanding by providing a systematic assessment of procedural 
inlervemions in a major metropolitan chnd~$upport enforcement program. 

Briefly summarized, the interventions were successfulln acceleratit:lg the 
paternityestahlishment process and in promoting more voluntary admissions 
of palernity. At the same time. however, the demonstration points up two 
factors that are Jikely to Significantly limit the impact of the chHd-support 
provisions of the: 1983 legislation. The first concerns the very complex institu­
tional arrangements governing paternity establishment," the demonstration 
site and in many counties around the country. Involvement by the court. 
prosecutor, advocacy groups, the local human services agency, and the child­
support agency itself creates a complex interplay ofcompeting traditions and 
values which is Hkely to have a limiting effect on local implementation ofany 
reform effort. 

The second limiting factor is the apparent reluctance of custodial parents 
(nearly always the mother) to cooperate with the paternity,establishment 
process. Such cooperation is essential to paternity establishment and a more 
effeclive child-support system, The high incidence of noncooperation indi­
<:ates tNti administrative, reforms alone may not be sufficient, and that inter~ 
ventions aimed more directly al influencing client attitudes may be required 
to achieve the performance standards prescribed in the 19881egisiation. 

The paternity establishment process and the changes introduced as part of 
the demonstration study in Cuyahoga County are described in the next two 
sections. The results of the demonstrarion are then presented and analyzed 



with respect to both the implementation of the interventions and their impact 
on establishment outcomes. The study concludes with an analysis of the 
broader implications of the Cuyahoga demonstration for the childwsupport 
provisions of the 1988 Family Support Act. 

OVEl\VlEW OF TME PATEllNIlY ESTABU51tMENT PI\OCESS 

Major fnstltutlonol ActoB 

The Child Support Enforcement Program is implemented through a federal 
and state partnership. The many actors involved with implementing federal 
and stale child~support and enforcement policy yields an often complicated 
set of values and interactions between federal, state, n.nd county child~support 
units; inoome maintenance agencies; the courts; custodial p.aren(s (CP) and 
absent parents (AP). and county prosecutors. [See National Institute for Child 
Support Enforcement. 1985,] 

The IV.() Agency 

Local child-support enforcement (or IV-D) agencies are responsible for locat· 
ing absent parents, establishing paternity, preparing support orders, monitor­
ing compliance with support Qrders, dislribulingcolJe<:tions,and periodicaHy 
reviewing and modifying support orders. These IV~D offices complement the 
work of local welfare (or IV·A) agencies which administer AFDC and other 
financial assistance programs. Custodial parents reccivingAFDC are required 
by Jaw to assign to the county or slate their rights to child support from the 
absent parent and 10 cooperate in the establishment of paternity as a condi· 
tion to AFOC eligibHity. Local IV-D agencies must assist not only AFDC 
mothers, bu; also non·AFDC mothers, in the establishment of paternity and 
support orders. 

A number of significant steps in paternity establishment require formal Jegal 
procedures, and therefore the courts are another critical actor in implemenl­
ing paternity establishment policy. The courts are in the difficult posh ion of 
balancing the conflicting interests of the mother, the lather, social service 
professionals, and the child~support enforcement system, while still prow 
teeting the interests of the child in an environment where there is pressure 
to increase the rate and cost.effectlveness of paternity establishment. 

Ih!> I'ros«ln", 

In many child-support enforcement systems, the local prosecutor is responsi~ 
ble for the legal aspects of paternity adjudication. In carrying out this respon~ 
sibility. the prosecutor confronts conflicting values as well-not only repre­
senting [he state's interest in establishing paternity. but also respectin~ the 



procedural due process rights of adverse parties, notably the absent and 
custodial parents.1 

Manogtm1etlt Information System> (Ml5) 

As concerns about child support and paternity establishment have grown, so 
has the need for heue!" information systems. Demands for increased MIS 
support are often constrained by nonautnmated systems or by automated 
county systems thaI were not designed to serve the growing volume of child 
support and enforcement work and, in many situations. are l,tJready working 
at capadty. Incompatible information systems (especially between the court 
and the IV·D agency) limit information shadng, 

Pate-miry Establishment in Ohio 

In 1987, Ohio enacted legislation that required counties seeking state match~ 
iog ruods to establish a single agency responsible for child support and en· 
forcement and to adopt procedures that would increase the annual number 
of paternities established. Up until this time, Ohio had both court-based 
bureaus of sup!'ort and county departments of human services providing 
o\'erlapping and duplicate services. As a result of the 1987 legis1ation, this 
single agency could be located in one of four places: the county department 
of human services (50 of Ohio's 88 counties have adopted this approach). the 
office of the prosecuting attorney (five counties have adopted this approach). 
a court affiliated agency (15 counties), or a new free-standing office418 coun­
ties}, In compliance with federal guidelines. Ohio also set up unifonn stale 
procedures to establish and enforce child-support orders (Ohio Legislative 
Budget Office, 1988)_ 

The 1987 iegislation also required the Ohio Department orHuman Servjces 
to monitor the counties' new procedures and determine if they resulted in 
increased paternity establishments and collections, As a result of this. reorga~ 
nization and increased staffing, the Ohlo Department of Human Services 
"estimated a substantial increase io the collection of child support payments 
on behalf of both AFDC recipients and those not receiving public assistance" 
[Ohio Legislative Budget Office, 1988, p. 75J. At the same time, howe\leT, the 
state of Ohio was under increasing pressure to improve its performance in 
paternity establishment. A (984 federal audit found Ohio to be out of compli­
ance with performance standards pertaining to the number of paternities 
established, the h;x,ation of absent parents, and the establishment of support 
orders, 

A FORMAnVE EVAWATION IN CLEVElAND 

Encouraged by the success of reorganization and the increased attention on 
paternity establishment. the Ohio Department of Human Services applied for 

I Altbough establishing paternity Is not technically II criminal case, semII'd wethica.1 cons.iderz­
lions involved In criminal ca~ h.,,'e been held to apply to paternity es.tabli$hment in a civil 
/V-D rrocttding ru.S. f?epartmenl of Hudth and Human Services, 1986]. Rule 3.8 or ~ ABA 
Mode Rullt$ of Profen!onal CondUCI IYqulres thaI prosecutors act evenhandedly by inaldng 
"reasonablt: efforn to assure that the ;&cCl.lSed M\ ben advised of the righl 1.0, and the procedure 
for obtaining COUnl;eI, and has been given reasonable opportunity to obtain counsel.~ Rule 3.8 
also pronibiU. the attorney from .!tempting to -cbbtin from an un~nted.ccu$ltd .. waiver 
of Important pretrial rigbts: 



and receIved a grant from the Family Services Administration of the U,S. 
Department or Health and Human Services toconduc! a demonstration study 
on mo~ expeditious mc!hods of paternity establishment [Ohio Department of 
Human Services, 1988). The focus or the grant was on improving operational 
procedures to increase the rate orpaternity establishment, and this ooincided 
weU with the state's legislative mandate. Cuyahoga County, which indudes 
Cleveland, was selected as the demonstration site, 

5e1~on of ClJ'yohogQ 

The selection of Cuyahoga County was hased on criteria specified in the grant 
and concerns about rebuilding an ailing program. The grant required that 
the demonstration take place in a city or county with a population over 
400.000. Other factors that contributed to the State's selection of Cuyahoga 
County as the demonstration site included the magnitude of the leen~ 
pregnancy problem. the poor quality and limited avaHabHity of manual and 
automated record systems, and the strength oflocal intetest in thedemonstra­
tion project. As with many other urban counties. paternity establishment in 
Cuyahoga was an extremely slow process, e$timated to take about two years 
on average, The slow pace was believed to undermine cooperati th 
custodial and ab$ent parents, resulting in high rates of case 'missals. 

Impctdiments to Potemify Establishment 

The research design developed for the d nstration project sought to ad­
dress specific impediments to more expeditious paternity establishment. 
These incloded multiple case processing points where du~Hcate dMa were 
being collected; lengthy delays in the seo'ice of process(notification ofalleged 
absent p;trents about court dates and legal actions); inability to e~pedite 
voluntary paternity consent agreements. even when the absent parent was 
coopera.tive; delays in blood testing; and crowded court dockets. 

A custodial parent had to make multiple visits to different locations in l ./
order to comply with procedures requiring her to provide information about 
th<: alleged father. These included the initial AFDC eligibility interview with 
the county's IV-A offic<:, a fQliowwup interview with the intake unit of the ChUd 
SuppOrt and Enfor<::ement Agency. and an interview with the prosecutor's 
office, Once a paternity complaint against the alleged father was filed with 
the juvenile court, service of process was initiated by the court and accom­
plished by certified mail. Built-in dela.ys associated with this method and the 
need for interagency communication about the location (or locations) where 
the alleged father might be served Jengthened the pfO(;ess. Requiring absent 
parents who were wHling to admit voluntarily to paternity to appear in court 
and to c;ompcte with comcsted cases for court time further hampered the 
agency's ability to quickly establish paternity and also jeopardized the contin· 
ued cooperative nature of these absent parents, In conlested cases, where 
blood testing was required to determine paternity. there were further delays 
associated with the scheduling of tests and the reporting of results. Crowded 
court dockets and personnel shortages throughout the juvenile court system 
slowed the Tate at which complaints could be filed and hearings scheduled, 
further prolonging the paternity establishment process, 

The effects of these impediments were believed to manifest themselves in 
many ways. The procedures made it hard for clients to follow through with 



the process and for support officers to monitor cases. The net result was a 
high no-show rate among custodial and absent parents at interviews. coun 
hearings, and appointments to draw blood. In summary. the process involved 
steps that were redundant and inefficient. It was felt that these factors espe­
cially affected potential teenage clients who not only had to deal with being 
young, single mothers. but also had to circumnavigate a new and complex 
social service system, 

OtgonizotionoJ Irnpedlmenf$ 

At the organjzational1ev-el. the various aspects of the paternity establishment 
process in Cuyahoga County were not dearly understood by aU the major 
actors, and lines of cOmmunications were not weBwestabHshed orconsistendy 
utilized. This was apparent at the early meetings of the local management 
team (with representatives from the IV-D Agency, the prosecutor's office, and 
the juvenile court) that guided the demonstration project, Frequently, one 
a@ency had to educate the team about its: particular responsibilities and 
procedures in the establishment process. The meetings abo became an at­
tempt to communicate the more subje<:tive worJdview that each agency had 
regarding the values, priorities. and traditions that it felt were the basis of 
"good" policy or procedure. Although cooperation was attempted, there never 
was a meeting of the minds on many issues. For example, the juvenile court 
was very reluctant about adjus(ing its procedures to expedite the establish­
ment process. Prioritization in the docketing and earmarking of court time to 
accommodate the new procedures were identified as especially problematic. 
ThrQugllQut the demonslration project the coun voiced persistent concerns 
on issues of due process and the possibility that IV-D support officers (who 
were not lawyers) would be called upon to give legal advice to absent parents 
who were wHting to voluntarily acknowledge paternity and. in so doing. to 
waive their rights to hearings and blood tests. 

Resource COIlStroin($ 

Personnel shortages in the courts, especialJy in the administrative support 
area. were 41150 seen as a particularly significant impediment in the establish­
ment process. Lack of personnel delayed the rale at which oompl41ints could 
be filed and cases docketed for hearing, resulting in large backlogs. Pan of 
this problem was attributed to pay dlfferemials between the social service 
agency and the courts, which make it hard for the court to attract and retain 
clerical workers. 

Intt!'rventions SeI&Cted lor me. OemonsnatJon 

The choice of interventions to overcome these and other impediments to 
paternity establishment was based partly on a review of beSt practices in 
Ohio and elsewhere in the country, and partiy on an assessment oftbe needs 
and circumstan<::es of the demonstration site. The bask assumption behind 
the interventions was that more efficient and effe<:tive case processing could 
be achieved through changes in organizational policies and case management 
pnxeduTeS" The key ~haviQral assumption behind the interventions was 
that expedited procedures that are less complicated, that provide for greater 
interagency coordination, and that stress early voluntary admissions would 
result in a quicker determination ofpatemity, increased cooperation by the 



custodial and absent parents. and higher success rates in establishing pa~ 
ternity. 

Vol!mlOly Ad<nowIed9'""nts 

For cases where the absent parent was ~ilHng to voluntariJy acknowledge 
paternity. the procedures were streamlined by (I) encouraging the custodial 
parent to bring the absent parent to the first interview; (2) setting up a single 
data collection point so as to provide one-step service; (3) expediting the 
process by allowIng the absent parent to waive lega! rights to notice; (4) 
implementing a rapid complaint filing system; (5) making a prosecutor avail­
able to process the case immediately; (6) instituting a same-day hearing; and 
(7) upgrading the case management system by incorporating an automated 
paternity tracking system (PATS). 

Cases in which the absent parent was not wilUng to admit to paternity also 
had expedited procedures. These included (0 setting up a single data coHee· 
Hon point within the Cuyahoga Support Enfon::emem Agenq (CSEA}; (2) 
providing personal service (with CSEA process servers) rather than service 
through certified mail: (3) automatic docketing of court time (setting court 
dates for hearings at the time service was inhiated); (4) accelerating blood· 
testing procedures by having on-site drawings and requiring rapid reporting 
of results; and (5) the use of PATS systems forcas.e management and tracking. 

P.ESEARCH DESIGN 

The research design was formative in nature. FollOWing Wholey [1979, 1983J. 
a "rapid-feedback evaluation" was used to make quick recommendations on 
improving effectiveness rather than waiting for finaJ results before adjusting 
procedures. Instances ofsuch modifications during the jmplementation phase 
of the demonstration are described in the next 5c(;tion, 

Analysis of the effe.ctiveness of the interventions was based on a comparison 
of an experimental group with a control group, each consisting of 300 ran­
domly selected cases.z These cases were drawn from & list of AFDC clients 
who had been referred by the IV-A agency and for whom the need for a 
paternity adjudication ,was indicated. Cases from the experimental group 
would be subject to the expedited paternity establishment procedures de­
scribed above. For the control group, establishment would be governed by 
existing practices. tn contrast to the expedited procedures. existing practices 
dId not provide for waiver or service and the scheduling of hearings on the 
da.te of the initial interview in the case of voluntary admissions, Qr the use of 
personal service and predocketing of court time for contested cases. Also, 
control groupcaseworken wouJd not have accesS to the PATS automated caSe 
management and tracking system. 

I The aosinal J"e!i('Olrch design called fOf. St:tond ~lI.~rimental And control group compan$Of'L 
With u}),:rintf!nIOlI group case, drawn an the basIS of a targ~tt:'d outreach dTorc. For f'e1lSCn$ 

diKlJssed later, the QUlreach pan of lh~ c~pe(imetlt was not succasfuUy imp!efnC!nted. 



EVALUAnNG IMPLEMENTAnON 

The imporlance ofevaluating the implementation phase of thedcmonstration 
was dearly indica led by the complex sct of organizational interdependencies 
that characterize local child-support systems. In this connection, Ripley and 
Franklin [1986] note that. "[I]n the midst of,". complex and oniy panially 
predictable process{es), implementation occupies a key Jocation.]1 is literally 
in the middle of the ilow of activities and products.... Assessments of imple­
mentation exper)cnce by policymakers help shape decisions about subsequent 
policy and program ventures" rp, 9). In terms of the 1988 legislation. the 
Cuyahoga demonstration provided an opportunity to gauge the case or diffi« 
culty of implementing local administrative reforms aimed at expediting the 
paternity process and increasing overall productivity in paternity adjudica­
lion. MQreover. h pro\'ide::d an opportunity to explore factors that could influ­
ence the longer-term viability of the proposed interventions. During the 
course of ~ demonstration. conditions might be particularly advantageous to 
successful implementation, thereby contributing to .a successful outcome. 
Given the interest generated by OJ demonstration study, cooperation among 
aU parties might he emphasized and encouraged during the study. But jfsuch 
cooperation cannot be sustained, then the longer~term implications of the 
demonstration and the robustness of the estimated impacts from theinterven­
lions are more uncertain. . 

Following the traditions of inductively based implementation research, 
probing "whal was expected or hoped for by different participants and abserv­
ers~ [Ripley ~nd Franklin, 1986, p, II]. qualitative assessments of the demon­
stration were made on the basis of interviews with CSEA administrators and 
line personnel. as well as key administrators and line personnel with the 
prosectOr's office and the juvenile court. The interviews were conducted dur­
ing six visils to the demonstration site spread out over each phase of the 
study. The most significant findings on the implementation phase involved 
intcrorganizational relationships, the adoption of the PATS system, and the 
problems with implementing outreach. 

It\ferorgonlzofionol Relatfonships 

A fundamental concern of the juvenHe court was one of control over the 
docket.tn particular, the court had resentationsabout the efficacy of schedul­
ing court time before sen'ice was completed in the case of contested paterni­
ties. Questions about the long-term viability of the PATS system were raised 
and offered as a reason for the oourt 's reluctance to make its system compati. 
hie with PATS. The court's aversion to the new system and its continued 
practice of detailed review of a.11 case information filed by the agency resulted 
in a slower processing of experimental cases than had been anticipated. 

During the second year of the demonstration project (September J988 
through September 1989), there was substantially improved coordination 
between CSEA and the juvenile court in the implementat.ion of the expedited 
procedures. Management and operational personnel within CSEA noted that 
cases were being filed expeditiously and, in Jine with the planned interven­
'tions. experimental cases were being docketed within six weeks of filing. 
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Factors identified in explaining these changes incJuded the availability of 
ttdditiona1 derical help for Ihecourt in support of its case filing and docketing 
activities. More and better-trained derical support was also credited with 
improving communications between CSEA case management personne1 and 
the court. At the same time, the court continued to experience high turnover 
among its clerical workers during the second year of the demonstration. 
Comparatively low pay and the heavy work load were identified as factors 
contributing to this turnover. 

Even with improved coordination and cooperation in the second year, the 
court continued to voice concerns about what it perceived as the high costs 
associated with automatic docketing as set forth in the demonstration. Such 
docketing prac:tices are seen as costly for the court, because if service cannot 
be completed in the prescribed ten~day period after filing or if a client fails 
to show for a hearing, the case has to be undocketed, a process involving 
several steps. A new case is then substituted, if possible. or the docket lime 
goes unused. Given the problems with completing service {reportedly as low 
as SO percent} and a high no--show rale by clients at initial court hearings 
(also reported at around 50 percent). the court clearly faced additional prob~ 
lems and costs in managing its docket under the expedited procedures, 

The ProJeCVtor 

Another interorganizat1Onal component to the expedited procedures con­
cerned tbe roJe of the prosecutor's office in tht paternity establishment pro­
cess. Over the second year of the demonstration. aspects or theCSEA-prosecu~ 
tor relationship were clarified and r-enned, again illustrating the formative 
nature of the demonstration, For example, it was decided thal, in the case of 
joint interviews, the prosecutor could function more effectively by inter­
viewing the absent pareot, rather than having the CSEA support oftlcer re­
sponsible for interviewing both the client and the absent parent. 

More problematic was the arrangement ofassigning prosecutors on a rotat­
ing basis to the establishment unit. with one prosecutor permanently assigned 
and five prosecutors assigned on three-month rotations. Concerns with this 
arrangement focused on continuity in case management, incomplete case 
preparation. and a lendency to seek continuances as prosecutors approached 
the end of their rotations. 

The rationale for rotating prosecutors reportedly stemmed from problems 
with burnout in the hostile environment of paternity establishment and child­
support casework, Opinions were also e1l:pressed during the interviews that 
prosecutors are more strongly motivated by criminal casework than by child­
$uppon aod paternity-related casework. By the cnd of the second year, it 
was apparent that a consensus had not emerged about the most effective 
arrangement for providing prosecutorial assistance to the establishment 
process, 

The IV·A A.g<Mcy 

Also of concern, although outside the immediate purview of the demonstra~ 
tion. was the need for befter coordination between the IV~A Agency and CSEA. 
In order to receive AFDC benefits. a woman must sign ovcr to the state her 
rights (0 <:hild support, and, where the father is unknown. she must cooperate 
with the state ineslabJishing paternity for hcrchiJdren.lt is thc IV~A Agency's 
responsibility to refer such cases to CSEA. Specific concerns included the 

http:hcrchiJdren.lt


thoroughness of information collected on absent parents during AFDC eHgi· 
bihlY determinations and questions about the IV~A Agency's willingness to 
invoke sanctions in the event of noncooperation by custodial parents during 
the establishment process. Improvements along these dimensions would 
clearly require closer coordination between CSEA and the County Depart· 
rnem of Human Services. 

AUfOmOtfXJ Manogement Informoflon Sysfem 

Over the first year of the demonstration, CSEA personnel reported the auto­
mated information processing system. PATS, to be working well. E.stablish­
ment officers were especially appreciative of the automatic document genera· 
tion feature. Ha\'ing ready access to (erminals at each desk also expedited 
case monitoring. Caseworkers reponed that it was a very easy system to use 
and were pleased with the way it sped up their work and gave them greater 
conlrol over ease mana.gement. 

One limitation, though, was the problem of monitoring the status of cases 
onCe the), were sent from the establishment unit 10 the Court for filing. Because 
the eoun eontinued to operate its own independent MIS system. caS<!' updating 
in the PATS system was difficult. This probJem occurred in several places 
where case updates were dependent on data sources outside CSEA. 

As the PATS system was utilized over the second year of the demonstration, 
a number of refinements and clarifications were made, including the addition 
of more action codes or milestones for tracking and analyzing how cases 
were progressing through the various steps associated 'With the expedited 
procedures. Errors in the logical sequencing of event codes were found in a 
number ofcontrol and experimental group cases and procedures for checking 
the nccuracy of the PATS data were developed in response to this problem. 

Outreach 

One of the two planned strategies fOT achieving a mOTe effective paternity 
establishment program in Cuyahoga County was the development of an out­
reach program targeted on young women in the first OT second trimester of 
pregnancy. By encouraging establishment closer to the time of birth, it 'Was 
hypothesized that conditions would be more favorable to voluntary admission 
by the father, making the establishment process more cost-effective. However, 
the outreach initiative was not successfully implemented during the first 
year of tbe demonstration project. Attempts by the director of the Cuyahoga 
Support Enforcement Agency to establish cooperative arrangements with 
local clinics, schools, and advocacy groups were unsuccessful. reportedly 
because of concerns about privacy, 

Arevised strategy, based on a coordinated effort with the IV-A Agene}" also 
failed at the implementation stage. Desphe repeated efforts by CSEA, the 
IV·A Agency did not respond to requests for a list of names meeting various 
outreach criteria. As a result. no CiUies were generated for the experimental 
and control groups designated for the outreach component of the demon­
stration. 

Summary 

Impiementation of the paternity establishment demonstration in Cuyahoga 
County presented a number ofchallenges. In the spirit ofa formative evalull­
tion, modifications and adaptations were made to the original research design 



.and, except for outreach, the planned interventions were operational by the 
second yearof the demonstration. Of the various interventions. the automated 
case management system, PATS. was implemented with the least difficulty. 
CSEA administrators credited the system with not only expediting thl! pnr 
cessing of case information. but also giving support officers and administra­
tors the means for more effective ca.se ttacking, At the same time. howevcr. 
the demonstration pointed up problems with ensuring accurate and complete 
case documentation and the need for ongoing monitoring and training in 
order to realize the fulJ benefits from (he automated system. In addition, the 
fact that the juvenile court and CSEA continued op-crating from separate 
information systems had a limiting effect 6n information exchanges between 
these organizations and on further improvements in case management and 
tracking. 

The demonstration dearly pointed up the critical interdependendes be­
(ween CSEA and other key players in the child-support system. The formula­
tion and implementation of the demonstration revealed a system in which 
CSEA 's concern about improved productivity in paternity establishment had 
to be weighed against other values and priorities-matters of due process, 
control over the court's docket, deployment of prosecutors, and rights to 
privacy, While these and other issues were largely resolved over the course 
of the demonstration, such issues are likely to present ongoing challenges to 
any long-term efforts to expedite the establishment process in Cuyahoga. 
More generally, while the 1988 Family Support Act focuses on the role of 
child support agencies in achieving greater proouctivity in paternity estab­
lishment. the Cuyahoga demonstration makes dear that successful imple­
mentation of administrative reforms is not strictly under the control of these 
agencies, 

IMPACf ANAlY5IS 

We now turn to an analysis of the experimental and control group cases to 
assess the impact of the expedited procedures on the likelihood ofestabtishing 
paternity generally, increasing Ihe likelihood of establishing paternily 
through voluntary admission. and reducing case duration. Theanalysiscovers 
the 14·montb period (August 1988 through September 1989) over which data 
were collected on the experimental and control group cases, 

Cose Selection ond Data 

Selection of experimental and control group cases was made from those cases 
identified by the IV-A agency as requiring a paternity establishment. Drawing 
from cases that had been referred by IV·A within 180 days prior to the start 
of the demonstration, cases were randomly selected for inclusion in either the 
experimental or control group. An additional 60 non-public-assistance (or 
watk~in) cases were randomly assigned to both the experimental and control 
groups to ensure thell the sample cases were representative of the actual 
population served by CSEA.3 The final number of cases initially selected for 
each group was 378. 

J Local CSEA officials ~lim:ued tmu between one-sixth and fHU'·fifth of their {V.D palernity 
caseload it made up of llOIl-publi!:-usistarn::e watk-inll. 



Tl!lbl~ 1. Demographic!>, e-xperlmental and control group caSt's. 

ChanH:lcrj~lic E~pcrimental Comrol Difference IStaljs.lic 

I. Are' of <fllid S.W yrs. (298) 6.00 \n. (292) ~(l40 :--rs. -0.9134 
2. Ai~ of C\lSH.!dial par~nl 21Hb yrt. (2%) lMS ~n. il95) (l,ll yn, 0.3592 
3, Ave 01 ab$l;!'rlI parent 31.72 "ri. 1286) 30.66 yh.. Wi..} 1.06 yn. 1598 
4 . .l,:'s.!'l'l\ palem ~rnp'10:~d G<J9<'(298) 9.0'11 (297) 0.3'4. OJ282 

NOlr: Numixn. in paren\ht'se~ indicate Ihe number 01 ~)\pcrime"t.al and co/l1rof arollp (,IUd 
for ",hid:. dau.. art' 3vaHablt'. 

FoI10\~ ing the initial selection, cases were deleted in situations where the 
father wa~ deceased, in jail. in the military. Ot where a .support order had 
already been Issued, This resulted in a count of 319 experimental and 333 
control group cases. 

Given the large amount of data (approximately 100 variables over 625 
cases), miscodings were inevitable. To control for these. the experimental and 
con;rol group cases were screened for logical incoJisistencies in the sequence 
of recorded events assOciated with the paternity establishment process. 
Where such im:onsistencies were identified, the case was eliminated from the 
data set. There were two main situtations of Ihis type. The first involved cases 
which had starling or ending dates that were not consistent with the time 
period of the demonslration. A total of 34 cases were deleted on this basis. 
The second type of inconsistency involved the sequencing ofevents associated 
with the establishment process, If cases had time intervals between events 
that were too sharI (iegalJy or technically), or if the sequence of events was 
contrary 10 the logical Dow of the paternity process (e.g" a pretrial hearing 
dated prior to the custodial parent's initial inten'iew with CSEA support 
officer), the?' were also dropped from the data set. A totaJ of 23 cases were 
deleted on this baSIS, lea"log a final total of 297 control group cases and 298 
experimental group cases. 

In order to make sure that the cases were randomly assigned to the experi~ 
mental and control groups, I-tests were performed to determine if there were 
any statistically significant differences in important demographic character­
istics of the control and experimental groups.- The variables examined were 
the ages of the child, the absent parent, and the custodial parent. and employ­
ment status of the absent parent. Discussions with CSEA staff and others 
involved with paternity estabHshmem indicated that age and employment 
characteristics were generally perceived as influential factors in determining 
the ease or difficulty of a paternily case. Table I indicates that none of Ihese 
variables was significantly associated with membership in the control or 
experimental groups.s 

• POWC'r lInalysis WllS performed here and elM:whcrc in this ~ti<m to determine if (M sample 
si:t5 wt'rt' Jargee enough 10 mC-l!Su« signilltam differt'nt:es. Following Cohen! 1988), in tlw! absence 
of prior kOl)\!<-Jedse Ilboul expt:(ted site dlffen~rl!,::«_ a !OC:n~illvity anulysis hypothesized $lTIall 
id .. 0,20), medium (0_ 0.50), and large (d_ a.so} -tff~ts to determine jf sample sizes weI"<! large 
enough to yield sutfi('ienl poWer 10 the lmatysis, The powt'r ranged from 0.79 (nlalivdy high 
prow,bility) 10 0.995 (vcry hlgb probabllity of I't'!jecting the null bypothesi5 when there is an 
e~ect), T~lit re.wlls indicated sufficient )XiW<'r for conducting IJle, lUIalysis in all Cbsq 

AIt slgnifialnu levctCllo.05 is used throughout lhis.ieCtion tocharactrnu sullsdc.ally significant 
diffCT=~, 

http:levctCllo.05
http:pcrime"t.al


Table 2. Establishment outromes, ellperimental ,.,ersw control group cases. 

Outcome Experimentai Control Difference '-Statistic 

l. Total eSlablishments as a IU% (56) 152% (45) 3.6% 1.30 
percent of tOlal cues 

2. Voluntarv establishmena 14.4% (43) 9.7% (29) 4.6% 1.15­
as a percent of total cases 

3. Contested establishments 4.4% (13) 5.4% (J6) -1.0% 0.58 
as a percent of total cases 

4. NQ'soow as a 45.3% (135) 46.1% {lJ7} -0.800/0 0.20 
percent of total cases 

Nalti: Numbers in partnthe5e$ indicate tbe number of experimental and oontrol gtoup CA:ieS 

for which data afl'! a\lallaht~. 

'Signincarlt at 0.05 k"d ut ~ltl'!r in III one-tailed test. 


Impoc! of me Demonstrotfon on ESfobJlihmeor OutCO~ 

Drawing on the control and experimental group data, this section examines 
the extent to which the interventions influenced paternity establishment out­
comes over the 14-month period of the demonstration. 

Row 1 in Table 2 shows the proportion of all cases established within the 
control and experimental groups. For the 297 experirnernaf gfoupcases, there 
were S6 establishments, yielding an overall rate of 1S.8 percent. This com~ 

, pares to a rate of 15,2 percent for the 298 -control group cases. While the 
proportion is somewhat higher for the experimental group, the difference. 3.6 
percent, is not statistically significant, 

Turning to row 2. which shows the proportion of cases established volunta­
rily. 14.4 percent of the experimental group cases and 9.7 percent of the 
control group cases had paternity established on a voluntary basis,!> The 
djfference of 4.6 percent is statistically significant. For contested establish» 
mcnts, shown In row), the opposite is true, with a somewhat higher propor­
tion indicated for the control group (5.4 percent versus 4.4 percent). However. 
the difference is not slatistically significant. 

While Ihese results indicate that the interventions had no significant impact 
on the overall rate ofestablishment during the 14-month period of the demon­
str~tion, the higher proportion ofvoluntary establishments for the experimen­
tal group is noteworthy. Because voluntary acknowledgments require less 
legal and judicial involvement, they aremoreoost-effectlvf;. Hence, for a glven 
level of expenditure, the expedited procedures would be expected to free up 
resources, and thereby contribute to it higher number of paternities estab­
lished over time. Such cases also have a tess adversarial tone to them, and 
this may have a positive effect on future relations between the custodial and 
absent parents and on the likelihood that support payments will be made on 
a timely basis . 

.. Voluntary admissions of patemity im:lude cues where the abstmt parent panlcipa!~d in the 
Initial inlet"VKwwith the CSEA support officer and indicated his willingness: toadmlt 100 patl'!mity 
(wal\'ing rights lOa hcarill,and blood test), aridctie$ whtn the absenl parent did nol pJ:nkipate 
in the initial inll'!rview, WIII5 served with a paterruty compllllint, IIInd voluntarily ackl\Qwledged 
plI;ternlty at the initial burinS. 



The positive impact on voluntary acknowledgments is open loseveral inter­
pretations. It may partly reflect greater cooperation and fewer delays among 
absent parents who were inclined to vo!untarily acknowledge paternity in 
any event. In such cases. the effect of the interventions would have been to 
increase the proportion of voluntary acknowledgments within the l4-month 
period of the demonstration. but that effect would diminish over a longer time 
period, II is also possible, however. that the expedited procedures encouraged 
voluntary acknowledgments in some cases that would otherwise have been 
contested. For example. the interview letter sent out lo experimental cases 
and inviting the alleged father to participate may have set a more positive 
tone for the use and encour.. ged more fathers to voluntarily acknowledge 
paternity. According to this intei1'retatton, the positive net impact of the 
interventions on the proponion of voluntary acknowledgments would be 
expected to persist over time. 

Row 4 in Table:1 shows case outcomes related to noncooperative behaviors 
or no-show cases. These are cases in which custodial parents failed to show 
for the initial interview and a second letter had to be sent. or cases in which 
thecustodial parent failed to cooperate at some later date in theestabHshment 
process_ For the control group. there were 137 n<rshow cases. representing 46 
pen::em of the control group cases. Similarfy, for the experimental group 
cases. there were 135 no-shows. or 45 percent of all experimental group 
cases. The difference in no-show frequencies between the two groups is not 
statistically significant, 

These results indicate thai the demonstration had no effect in influencing 
o\'eraU levels of cooperation with the establishment process. Among thedient 
population, those custodial parents not predisposed to cooperate with {he 
process were apparently not influenced by administrative changes aimed at 
making thal process less cumbersome and more expeditious. 

Ti~ Dltferenc~s in f\eochlng Estoblishmenr MJ!~SfOMl 

In this section, we examine the extent to which the interventions influenced 
the time required to reach various milestones in the establishment process. 
Milestones of particular interest include the date of the agency Jetter setting 
up the initial inlerview witb the dient. the date of the initial agency intentiC\\' 
with the custodial parent (and, in some cases, the absent parent), the date of 
the pretrial hearing, and the date when paternity was established. The impact 
or the interventions in redUcing the time to each of these milestones during 
the 14·month period of the demonstration is reported in Table 3. 

Row J ofTable 3 compares the time between the initial letter and the initial 
CSEA interview for control and experimental group cases. This interval was 
22 days shorter. on average, for the experimental group cases. The research 
design included nQ formal intervention at this initial step in the establishment 
process. so tbis difference was unexpeclcd. However. follow-up inquiries indiw 
cated that the letters scnt by CSEA to custodial parents in each group. in­
forming them of the need to begin the esta.blishment process, were not identi h 

caL For the experimental group cases, the letters were processed through the 
PATS system, which gave them a very professional. business-like lclOk, Letters 
to control group djents. on the other hand. were mimeographed form letters, 
with blank spaces for client-specific infonnation. In addition, the letters to 
experimental group clients offered the opportunity for the client and absent 



"fab~ 3. Mean time intervals in the establishment process, experimental venus 
oontrol group cases, 

Interval Experimental Contro! Dil'krence I-Statistic 

L Letter to inlerview 
2. InltTView II) Mating 
3. Int~iew IQ 

38.1 days (J 66) 
IOS.j) day, 046; 
114,9 days (37) 

60.4 days {4.l) 
2285 days (82) 
229.9 day!\ (29) 

-22.3 days 
-123~ da~ 

-95,{) days 

2.53" 
15,01H 

5.06~· 

voluntary esutblishm~nl 
4, interview 10 162.0 days (10) 221.0 days (15) -59,0 days 2.05· 

contested establishment 

Note,' Numbenl in pannthes~$ indkate the numher of e:q:W!riJ'rutntal and control group eM« 
for whkh data are available-, 

'Significant at 005 level or ~tler in a one-talied tnt. 
"'Signifkaot at 0.01 level or l'Kuet in .. oM-lailed test. 

parent to come together to the initial interview, while the control group 
letters did not. 

The effect of these differences may have encouraged a more cooperative 
attitude among experimental group clients, explaining at least part of the 
difference in response rates. This would seem to be especially true for caseS 
in which both the custodial and absent parents were predisposed locooperate, 
with the absent parent voluntarily acknowledging paternity, 

Turning to row 2, the experimental group ~ases again show a shorter time 
period over the interval between the initial interview date and the date 
scheduled for the first hearing. The difference of 124 days is statistically 
significant and lS consistent with the expected net impact of several of the 
interventions affecting the experimental group cases, These include OppOTtu~ 
nities for same-day hearings for joint interviews, use of personal service for 
non-joint-interview cases, and automatic docketing of these cases within 41 
days of service being initiated, 

Turning now to the overall impact of the interventions on the average time 
to establish paternity during the 14wmonth period. of the demonstration. rows 
3 and 4 show the interval between the dale of the initial intendew and the date 
when paternity wa.s established for voluntary and contested establishmems. 
respectively.7 The average lime for ....oluntary establishments is 95 days 
shorter for experimental group cases, and this difference is slatistkaUy sig­
nificant. For contested establishments, the average time is S9 days shorter for 
experimental group cases, and this difference is also statistically signi.ficant. 

These results indicate that over the 14-month period of the demonstration, 
the interventions had some impact in expediting the establishment process 
by shortening the time to various intermediate milestones and reducing the 
overall time to establish paternity for both voluntary and contested establish. 
ments. Taken together with the information in Table 2, the results suggest 
that streamlined administrative procedures can be successfully implemented 
to expedite the procc~s and (;ootribute to a higher rate of voluntary establish· 
merits within a 14-momh period. However, wbile Ihe evidence indicates that 

1 Ccmpari50flS based on 'he date Q( the initiaillmer and Ihe dale of establishment could not he 
,'matk hecause of tbe very few oontrol group c:.a:ses (less than ten) fur which dates ~re available 

on bolh tmlesw~. 



Table 4., Regres1iion·adjusted duration analysis. 

Inl~r...al I; Interval 2: lni~rvall: lnterval4: Interval S: 
Leuer lnterview ll'ller'l:iew to Interview to Interview 

to voluntary conlested'0 '0 
interview hearing 1!:$lilblishment e.uablishmem estahlishmt.:flt 

EApcrime.ntal 
g=p 

A~flt 

U18'" 
(6.53) 
0_0227~ 

I.liH 
PUS) 
0006 

0.3036 
{1.I554J 

-0.0016 

-0,575 
(- US!4) 

0.0311 

(UllO 
(.5908) 
0.0065 

pafimt"s age 
CUlIlrn:.iiai 

tUff) 
-0.01:;4 

(.59) 
-OJ}]l4 

(-.0797) 
0.!l296 

(I.lb94) 
-0.0496 

(.1971 J 
O.ooS2 

parent's age 
Chil.d's !til:: 

( -1.(7) 
-0,0129 

(- .766) 
-0_0457·' 

(L0954) 
-0.1819" 

( -1.0576) 
-('-1.1994­

(.;446) 
_0.178}U 

(- .776) {- 2All21 {- 4J>629) (-1.5191) (-4.67) 
Absent par-tnt -0.0163 O.5z1u 1.l65Y-~ 03080 1.1068" 

employed (- .06-7) {H919) (3,6149) (.4944) ().9182) 

N 
Experimenl3.l 
ContwJ 

5.' m 
277 

3,.. 
In 
157 

'" 177 

'" 
33' 
177 
IS7 

m 
'" 151 

Nolt'.' l-Sjaji~lic$ are given in parel'lthesl::l>. 

4Signiiicanl at 0.05 level or ~'Ier in II one-tailed tesi . 


••Sil!'nifkam l)( 0.01 l~\'d or Miler in a (we-tailed lest. 


improved administrative procedures can increase the rate of voluntary estab-­
iishment within such a tirnefrarne, the magnitude of the impact. as indicated 
in the Cuyahoga demonstration, may be relatively small. Moreover. in the 
case of contested establishments, even though thefe is statistical evidence 
that the interventions shortened the Hme to establishment. there is no evi w 

dence that this had any afrect on the proportion of contested Cases that were 
established}! 

Regresslon-Adjusred Duration Analysis 

It is important tonole that the results in Table 3 refleet only those subgroups of 
control and experimental group cases that reached the designated milestones 
during the 14·month period of the demonstration. Because these subgroups 
at'<!' relatively small, the results in Table 3 cannot be generalized to the full 
sample of control and experimental group cases. To address this limitation. 
a regression-adjusted dUTalion analysis was performed on each of the time 
intervals indicated in Table 3. This analysis lakes account of infonnation 
on uncensored experimental and control cases (cases that had reached the 
designated milestones) and censored cases {those that had not reached the 
milestones)." The results are reported in Table 4. 

The results in Table 4 are based on a Cox proportional hazards model [Cox, 
1972l1n addition to experimental versus control group status, the model 
includes as explanatory variables the age of custodial parent, age of absent 

• Agam, lherr ~ the possibility thai the up('diled pnx:edures enrow-ag£d some potentially 
contested paternity (lUeS to ntablish ..-o-luntarily . 
• Fur ;l dilSCussion of estimating techniques in\>olvins even! hlSlory data. _ Allison (1985] and 
Yamaguchi (1991). 



parent, age of child. and employment status of absent parent. for intentals 3 
and 4, a competing risks approach was used to account for the different 
propensities associ.ated with voluntary versus contested establishments [see 
Allison, 1985, p, 42], 

For intervals 1 and 2 (average time between letter and interview and be~ 
tween interview and hearing, respectively), the duration analysis results are 
consistent with those in Table 3. The positive and statistically significant 
coefficients on the dummy variable (or membership in the experimental group 
indicate a higher probability that members of the experimental group would 
have reached the indicated milestones at any point in time.'o 

Other findings for interval 1 indicate a statistically significant relationship 
between the age of the absent parent and the probability of 'he first interview 
occurring at any point in time (the older the absent parent, the greater the 
probability). For interval 2. there is statistical evidence of a positive associa~ 
tion between employment status of the absent parent and the probability of 
reaching the first hearing (a higher probability for employed absent parents). 
Similarly. the younger the child. the greater the probability of the first hearing 
occurrmg at any point in tlme. 

Turning to the results for intervals 3 and 4 (interview to voluntary establish· 
ment and interview to contested establishment. respectively), a positive rela­
tionship is indicated between experimental group membership and theproba~ 
bility Qf a volumary establishment occurring at any point in time, However, 
contrary to the results in Table 3. this relationship is not statistically signifi­
cant. Similarly, for interval 4, there is no evldeme of a statistically Significant 
relationship between membership in the experimental group and the probaw 

bility of a contested establishment occurring at any point in time, 
For voluntary establishments."a positive and statistically significant associ~ 

alian is indicated between the employment status o[ the absent parent and 
the probability of a voluntary establishmenf occuring at any point in time, 
whUe a negative association is indicated between the age of the child and the 
probability of a voluntary establishment occurring at any point in time (the 
younger the child, the greater the probability). The latter result is consistent 
with conventional views aoout the paternity process, while the former result 
contradicts conventional thinking, whIch argues that voluntary estabiish* 
ments are more likely to occur in cases where the absent parent is unem­
ployed; that is, unemployed ralhers can expect smaller support orders and 
may only face a "'seek work" order as a result of acknowledging paternity, 
For contested establishments. there are no Slalistically significant effects 
indicated for anyaf Ihecontrol variables, although there is again some sugges· 
tion ofan inverse relationship between the age of the child and the probability 
or paternity being established at any point in time, 

10 As discussed by Alliwn t1985, p, 2Jl, I~ fundamental de~ndent "ariabl'!! in an ev'!!nt hi$tory 
model is the hazard rate, Strictly sp.:aking, only in discr'!!te4i~ regression mockJs can the 
hazard ralt' be interpt"!!led ali the probability of an eW'nt occurring, For continUOUS-lina tl.'gres· 
sion models, $uch as t~ used hl:'re, Ihe havud nne is mo~ IJC(;"UfMdy ifllHpl?ted as tht 
expected number of events in a given time inluval, with th< reciprocal intel"pi'C!ed .5 the 
upected lenglh of lime until (he event occuo. Hef\;,;e.the ctl<l!i'fu;ie-nts in Table 4 Indicate the 
impact of the vartow: independent v!lriahk~ on the l:'i'I~(~d length of lime in rt'llChin$ tht 
designated mil~tones. and inlUitivc.ly. Ihl'l shorler the time period, the greater lh. probability 
of the- milest.one bting reached at 1:1/'11 point in 111m". 

http:inlUitivc.ly


And nnally, intervalS In Table 4 shows the average time between the 
interview and the establishment of paternily. irrespective of whether the 
paternity was contested. As can be seen, a positive but statistically 
insignificant relationship is indicated between experimental group mem­
bership and the probabililY of establishing paternity. Among the control 
variables. the results are similar to IhoSf' for inten'al 3. with a negative 
and statistically significant coefficient for age of child and a positive and 
stat,isticaUy significant coefficient for employment StaluS of Ihe absent 
parenL . 

To summarize: The results in 'tabJe 3, which are derived from the subsets 
of completed cases, and the results In Table 4. which ate derived from all 
cases (censored and uncensored), both indicate that the interventions had a 
statistically significant effeet in expediting various intermediate steps in the 
paternity establishment process, However, while Table 3 indicates that for 
both voluntary and comested cases the interventions had a statistically sig­
nificant effect in speeding up the establishment process, there is no evidence 
that these results generalize beyond those cases for which paternity was 
established within the 14·month time frame of the demonstration, With re" 
gard to overall rates of establishment. the results in Table 4 are quite consis­
tent with those in Table 2, indicating no significant impact from the interven­
tions on the overell! rate of establishment. 

One inlerpretation of the differences between Table 3 and 4 relates to the 
observation about the high rates ofnoncooperation by bolhexperimental and 
control group custodial parents reported In Table 2. For those parents who, 
for various reasons, were predisposed to cooperate, the interventions may 
have accelerated the establlshment process. Th($e parents are the ones who 
would be more inclined to keep scheduled appointments for initial interviews, 
blood testing. and pretrial hearings. As a resuh of this cooperation, there 
would be a higher probability of these cases being completed within the 14· 
month period of the demonstration and of their being reflected in the duration 
estimates reported in Table 3. The duration estimates reported in Table 4, 
however, are derived from the full sample of experimental and control cases, 
Hence, tbese estimates wit! be much more influenced by the delaying tactics 
of the high proportion of parents not predisposed to cooperate with the prOw 
cess, and such tactics will tend to swamp any potential effects from the 
interventions in expediting the process, 

From the standpoint of the 1988 Family Support Act legislation. the results 
of the demonstration offer little reason to expect that expedited adminislOl.· 
tive procedures alone will be sufficient for paternity to be established wilhin 
the mandated 15 months of locating the absent parent-u While the results in 
Table 3 indicate that expedited administrative procedures can. in principle, 
be successfully implemented 00 as to speed up the establishment process, the 
results in Table 4 indicate that such changes are not sufficient to overcome 
strong propensities among many parents toward J'loncooperation with the 
paternity establishment process. 

II Spt:d6cally. as described In 45 CFR 303,5, a palemily complaim is to be. filed ill" kt\<ice of 
pt'OCHS completed wilhin 90 daysof locating the a)k~d (ather,.nd pau~mhy isla be established 
(or tht allesed father excluded) within one year after lht sucC(:$$ful $t':fYice of prooes$ {FM.em! 
Rcgisltlr. AUg\Ut 4. 1989, p. ;U, 286]. 
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CONQ.USlONS AND FUTUI\£ I\£SEAlICH 

The results of the Cuyahoga County demonstration project indicate that the 
expedited procedures had some effect in increasing the likelihood ofestablish¥ 
ing paternity through voluntary admission. At the same time, there was no 
evidence of improved outcomes for contested cases, and the no-show rate was 
very high for both the experimental and control groups. This leaves open the 
question of the net impac( of such interventions-on the establishment process. 
While the interventions had some impact on reducing the time it takes to 
process each case (at least over some of the intermediate milestones in the 
establishment process', the behavioral assumptions about how the expedited 
procedures would affect the willingness of custodial and absent parents 10 
cooperate with the establisbmem process were not borne out. With custodial 
and absent parents predisposed to rooperate with the system and to volun­
tarily admit to paternity, the expedited procedures appear lO have reinforced 
these attitudes and to have had a positive impact on the rate of establishment. 
But there is no evidence tbat the interventions affected overall attitudes 
governing willingness to cooperate with the paternity establishment process. 

While the various outcome measures reported aooye apply specifically to 
Cuyahoga County, there are broader implications for tne 1988 Family Support 
Act. In particular, the results of the demonstration poinl up the likely limits 
of a slrategy predicated mainly on administrative reforms. While changes in 
administrative procedures can have some effect on the rate and overall sue­
,eS$ of paternilY establishment, there appear to be well-entrenched client 
behaviors working against cooperation with the paternity establishment and 
,hild-support system, 

Wattenberg [1987] suggests a number of reasons why mothers would not 
want to cooperate with IV·D programs even though their benefits are contin­
gent on such cooperation. The reasons include no desire to establish a perma­
nent tie between the father and the baby because of future marriage prospe<:ts, 
as well as prOlel:ting their partners from financial consequences, harassment, 
medical expenses, and even statutory rape charges and prison [Wattenberg, 
(987, p, l2l.It is unlikely that managerial or inlerorganizational reform could 
address all of these very real concerns of the mother. 

A follow-up analysis of caSes in the Cuyahoga study, in whkh the custodial 
parent failed to cooperate with the paternity process, indicates that such 
behavior is more likely in the case of younger absent parents and younger 
custodia! parents, Similarly. noncooperation is more likely to occur in cases 
where the absent parent is unemployed. Such pauerns suggest ways in which 
outreach might be largeted to encourage greater cooperatIOn, 

Another possible response to noncooperation is more aggressive sanc­
tioning or custodial parents who rail to coo~rale with the system and are 
unable to show good cause for such behavior. 1. But there are obvious political 
and moral difficulties with this approach, Ifattention is to be directed toward 
indiVidual incentives, it should be directed at all stages and all partldpants 
in the paternity establishment process (sociai workers, child·support admin­
istrators, prosecutors, court referees, and judges). With better moni toring and 

I, Sw;;h sanctions Include- the t~rmjn.atiQn of the cash grant for Ih~ custooial parent and mayalso 
entail conversion of tM children's granu from ca.');h t{) di~1 payment!> lO \leodot'!l for living 
expensts. 



management of cases by the local CSEA. it is becoming clear that the IV~A 
Agency plays a critkal role both in the initial contact with the custodial 
parents and in the imposition of sanctions for noncooperalion with the CSEA. 
Success in paternity establishment is contingent upon completing a series of 
necessary steps across several agencies and organizations, and the lV·AIIV-D 
relationship in pa1ernilyes1ablishment is fundamentally important in setting 
the tone for this process-not only in gathering crucial information for locat~ 
in@' the absent parent. but aho in innuencing the willingness of custodial 
parents to cooperate with the process_ 

The Cuyahoga demonstration also has broad implications (or the tmple­
menuuion of administrative rdorms aimed at expediting the p41temltyestab­
lishment process. Such reforms entail a compleJo: set of interorganizationaJ 
relationships. Of particular note, and the subject of cOtl1inuing research, is 
the court-agency relationship in paternity establishment and child support,o 
With financial inducements from the federal government, the court-agency 
relationship in many jurlsdiction~ has been tightened somewhat through 
arrangements by which the rV·D agency formany contracts with the court 
for referee and other paternity-relaled expenses. While providing the IV-D 
agency with some additional innuence over the court's resource allocation 
priorities, such influence is limited by long-standing court attitudes regarding 
conlrol over the docket, More fundamental concerns about procedural due 
process may also limit the extent to which agency conCerns about expedited 
case processing and increased productivit), can be addressed. 

Another important imerorganizational connection in paternity establish· 
men\ is betwee-n the rV-D agency and, jn at least some localities. the prosecu­
tor's office. Again. while federal financial incemh'es encourage formal con­
tractual relationships between these lWo organizations. such incentives have 
only a limited impact In reconciltng the priorities of the prosecutor's office 
(where the emphasis has traditionally stressed criminal over noncriminal 
casework) and the efficicnq concerns of the IV-Dagency in pursuing paternity 
cases expeditiously. 

Drawing on the work of Oliver Williamson [1979] and others in the area of 
transaction cOSt analysis, the complex nature of the contractual relationships 
between tbe rv-D agency and botb the court and the prosecu(or's office can 
be expected turesult in organizational realignmentsaoo changes in the nature 
of the services pro\'ided. In paternity establishment. ongoing research indi­
cates that such changes areoccurring, Theoomplex tr",nsactional reJationship 
between the agency and the prosecutor has led some agencies to incorporate 
their own in-house legal units, so as to obviate the need for contracting with 
the prosecutor. In addition, [V-D agencies have moved more aggressively to 
encourage- voluntary agreements by the- absent parent in paternity cases, 
thereby limiting the amount of legal adjudication, 

The extent and impact of these naturally occurring adaptations to the 
complex nature of pate-rnity establishment and chad support remain to be 
fuHy assessed. AI this point, however. two things are dc",r. First, with the 
emphasis in recent policy Initiatives on streamlining the paternity establish-

HThe ,,~thoo are c4rrenll~· engaged in an da:ht-shc &tud!> Qf the inlerorganizational aspcct$ of 
PAternity eslabh~hmenL This. 1~.IIrch .111$0 eumirl!::s (he IV·A-tv·p relationship man' dostly 
for it5 df~t in inflUencing cooperation by cus.lo(ilal and absem plInnu in the establis.llment 
process, 



ment process through administrative reforms, the problems of policy imple­
mentation in a system as complex as child~support enforcement should not 
be underestimated. Financiai incentives. mandated perlormance standards, 
and sanctions directed at the IV-D agency are necessarily limited in their 
impact by the extensive organizational interdependencies underlying child­
support enforcement and paternity establishment. And. finally, however suc­
cessful the implementation ofadministrative reforms, theIr impact will neces­
sarily be limited by client attitudes toward the pate.mity establishment 
process. Successful policy reforms must recognize and be responsjve to both 
structural and behavioral aspeclS of the problem. 
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