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. 
· ~ THE ORPHAN PROJECT 

THE HIV EPIDEMIC ANO NEW YORK CITY 'S CHILDREN 

February 3, 1994 

Kristine Gebbie, R.N. 
National AIDS Policy Coordinator 
Executive Office of the President 
750 17th Street, NW 
Suite 1060 
Washington, DC 20503 

Dear Ms Gebbie: 

CAROL LEVINE 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 

ADMINISTERED BY 

THE FUND FOR THE CITY Of NEW YORK 

121 AVE. OF THE AMERICAS 

SIXTH FLOOR 

NEW YORK, NY 10013 

TELEPHONE ( 2 I 2) 915-S290 

FAX (212) ns- 5675 

Thank you for agreeing to participate on the Saturday morning panel (March 5). 
Enclosed is the complete agenda. 

Sincerely, 

~ 
Carol Levine 



... . . . 

In Whose Care and Custody? Orphans of the HIV Epidemic 
in Historical and Global Perspective 

AGENDA AND PARTICIPANTS (as of 2/3/94) 

Thursday. March 3, 1994 

11:00 a.m. - 1:00 p .m . 

1:00 p.m. - 1:15 p.m. 

1:15 p.m. - 1:45 p .m. 

Arrival and Lunch 

Introductions 

Overview: The HIV Epidemic in the U.S. and its Impact on 
Children - Carol Levine 

SESSION I Case Studies: The Historical Perspective (1:45 p.m. - 5:15 p.m.) 

1:45 p.m. - 3:15 p.m. 

3:15 p.m. - 3:30 p.m. 

3:30 p.m. - 4:45 p.m. 

4:45 p.m. - 5:15 p.m. 

5:15 p .m. - 7:00 p.m. 

From Isolation to Integration: The Changing Nature of 
American Orphan Asylums, 1865-1930--Tim Hasci, The Chapin 
Hall Center for Children at the University of Chicago 

The Orphan Trains: An Experiment in Child Rescue-Marilyn 
Irvin Holt, University of Kansas, author of The Or.phan Trains: 
Placing Out in America 

Coffee Break 

Stigma and Spoiled Identity: The Canadian Juvenile 
Immigration Movement, 1869-1930- Patricia T. Rooke, 
Department of Educational Foundations, University of Alberta, 
coauthor of Discarding the Asylum: From Child Rescue to the 
Welfare State 

Social Science and the Study of Orphans (TENTATIVE 
TITLE)-Bernadine Barr, Department of Psychiatry and 
Behavioral Sciences, Stanford University School of Medicine 

Discussion led by Allan Brandt 

Reception and Dinner 



SESSION II literary and VISual Images of Orphans (7:00 p.m. - 8:30 p.m.) 

7:00 p.m. - 8:30 p.m. 

Friday, March 4, 1994 

8:00 a.m. - 9:00 a.m. 

Readings from Victorian and modem literature -- directed by 
Andrew Borba 

A New York City family affected by AIDS -- Steve Hart, 
photographer 

Continental breakfast 

SESSION ID The Response of Social Institutions to the Problem of Orphans (9:00 a.m. -
12:00 p.m.) 

9:00 a.m. - 10:00 p.m. 

10:00 a.m. - 10:15 a.m. 

10: 15 a.m. - 11: 15 a.m. 

11:15 a.m. - 12:00 p.m. 

12:00 p.m. - 1:00 p.m. 

Orphanages and the Specter of Social Control-..Stepben R. 
Thomas, Fordham University 

Suffer the Little Children--David Smith, Director, The Poynter 
Center and Professor of Religious Studies, Indiana University 

Coffee Break 

Noblesse Oblige and the Development of Charitable Institutions 
for CHildren (TENTATIVE TITLE) - KathJeen McCarthy, 
Center for the Study of Philanthropy, City University of New 
York Graduate School 

The Care of Dependent Children: On the Need to Transcend 
the History of Social Policy--Michael B. Katz, Professor of 
History and Education and Direftor of the Urban Studies 
Program, University of Pennsylvania; author of In the Shadow 
of the Poorhouse: A Social History of Welfare in America 

Discussion led by Paul Jellinek, Robert Wood Johnson 
Foundation 

Lunch 

SE'SSION IV Case Studies: Orphans in Global Perspective (1:30 p.m. - 5:00 p.m.) 

1:30 p.m. - 3:00 p.m. Jewish Youth: Refugees of the Reich --Deborah Dwork, Yale 
University, author of Children with a Star: Jewish Youth in Nazi 
Europe 



3:00 p.m. - 3:15 p.m. 

3:15 p.m - 5:00 p.m. 

EVENING FREE 

Saturday. March 5, 1994 

9:00 a.m. - 9:30 a.m. 

Mobilizing Communities to Meet the Needs of Orphans-- Neil 
Boothby, Duke University, editor of Unaccompanied Children: 
Care and Protection in Wars, Natural Disasters, and Refugee 
Movements 

Orphans of the AIDS epidemic in Uganda--Aklilu Lemma, 
Visiting Professor of Public Health, Johns Hopkins University; 
formerly head of UNICEF effort in Uganda 

Coffee Break 

Discussion led by Jonathan Mann 

Breakfast 

SF.S.5ION V Policy Options for Orphans of the lDV Epidemic (9:30 a.m. - 11:30 a.m.) 

9:30 a.m. - 11:30 a.m. Panel Discussion moderated by Carol Levine and Allan Brandt 
Summary of previous sessions - Levine and Brandt 

Panelists: 
Richard Dudley, New York Medical College 
Paul Farmer, Harvard University 
Kristine Gebbie, National AIDS Policy Coordinator 
Helen Rodriguez-Trias, former president, American Public 
Health Association 
Michael Seltzer, Funders Concerned about AIDS 
Mathilde Kriin, American Foundation for AIDS Research 
(TENTATIVE) 

What are the key policy issues? 
What are the principles that ought to underlie policy decisions? 
What are the implications of various policy options? 
What are recommendations for further research? 
What are recommendations for immediate action? 
NEXT STEPS -- Levine and Brandt 
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. ~~~ ~-~ 
. THE ORPHAN PROJECT CAROL LEVINE 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 

121 A\IE OF THE AMERICAS 

SIXTH FLOOR 

THE HIV EPIDEMIC AND NEW YORK CITY'S CHILDREN 

ADHINISTEREO 8Y 

THE FUND FOR THE CITY OF NEW '(ORK 

December 14, 1993 

Kristine Gebbie, R.N. ~ 
National AIDS Policy Coordinator / 
Executive Office of the President 

750 17th Street, NW ¥c ,/ 
Suite 1060 /wr1rr: 'JO 1il2 
Washington, DC 20503 '4; : ~ ~ ,j y L IJC"'7 

NEW YORK. NY 10013 

TELEPHONE (211) 925-5290 

FAX ( 212) 925- 5675 

iest 'w~ .... 

Dear Ms. Gebbie: u./ ~ e,Jlsz,V--~ 
On March 3-5, 1994, The Orphan Yroject is sponsoring a symposium called "In 
Whose Care and Custody? Orphans of the HIV Epidemic in Historical and 
Global Perspectives." Allan Brandt, Amalie Kass Professor of the History of 
Medicine at Harvard University, co-director of the symposium, joins me in inviting 
you to participate in a panel on the final day, Saturday, March 5, to discuss the 
presentations in the earlier sessions to help us develop cogent policy 
recommendations for both AIDS policy and child welfare and family support 
policy. 

The symposium will be held in New York City, at the offices of The Orphan 
Project (Fund for the City of New York, 121 Avenue of the Americas, 6th Floor). 
We are plan.rung to invite about 30 participants, in addition to the speakers. Thls 
symposium, funded by the American Foundation for AIDS Research and the 
Agency for Health Care Policy and Research, is the first analysis ·of the ways in 
which large numbers of parentless children were perceived in the U.S. and other 
countries and in other international crisis situations today. For this symposium we 
have assembled an extraordinary group of scholars from different disciplines to 
provide a multifaced examination. 

The final agenda is not yet ready, but let me give you some idea of the content. 
The symposiu~ will open on Thursday afternoon with a series of case studfos from 
American, Canadian, and European history. These case studjes will explode some 
prevalent ideas about orphans, orphanages, and orphan trains. Among the 
speakers will be Marilyn Irvin Holt, author of 'The Orphan Trains," and Deborah 
Dwork of Yale University, whose child-centered historical research focuses on the 
Holocaust and its survivors.Thursday evening we will have a series of images about 
orphans, through literature and photography, to examine how emotional responses 
have affected public policy. 

Friday morning's session will be devoted to a series of presentations on cross­
cutting themes, such as the role of philanthropy and religion in responding to the 
needs of youngsters and families. Among the speakers will be Professor Michael 
Katz of the University of Pennsylvania, an expert on the history of public welfare 
in the U.S., and Professor David Smith, Director of the University of Indiana's 
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Poynter Center. Paul JeUinek of the Robert Wood Johnson Foundation will be 
the moderator. 

Friday afternoon we will turn to global examples, with a series of speakers 
moderated by Dr. Jonathan Mann of Harvard University. Presenting at this panel 
will be Dr. Aklilu Lemma, formerly head of UNICEF's orphan program in 
Uganda; and Neil Boothby of Duke University, whose research on parentless 
children has taken him to Central America, Africa, and Southeast Asia. Friday 
evening will be free; we will arrange a dinner for those who would like to spend 
the evening in Soho. 

The Saturday morning panel, on which we hope you wilJ participate, will respond 
and reflect on the themes that have emerged, specifically with regard to future 
U.S. policy. Since we recognize that not all the panel members will be able to 
attend aU the earlier sessions, we will start the morning with a review of the 
highlights. Given the nature of the panel, a written presentation in advance of the 
symposium is not necessary. We would, however, like to have a written version 
sometime later as we make our plans for publication. 

The outcome of the symposium will be, at a minimum, a series of policy 
recommendations and a book. 

I hope that you will be able to participate in this exciting and important 
symposium. Please call me or Allan Brandt (617-495-3532 or 617-432-4365) if you 
have any questions. We do recognize that you have a very busy schedule, and we 
are prepared to be quite flexible concerning the number of sessions you can 
attend. 
I look forward to hearing from you. I am enclosing some background materials 
and a recently published book, which grew out of a conference we co-sponsored 
last year. 

With all best regards. 

Sincerely, p 
~c/hJ,w 

Carol Levine 
Executive Director 



Clinton Presidential Records 
Digital Records Marker 

This is not a presi~ential record: This is used as an administrative 
marker by the William J. Clinton Presidential Library Staff. 

' 

This marker identifies the place of a publication. 

Publications have not been scanned in their entirety for the purpose 
of digitization. To see the full publication please search online or 

visit the Clinton Presidential Library's Research Room. 

II 



I 

R.prir,led from JAMA • 11» JD<Jnw al I"-American M«liclttl Aaocillllon 
0«»rrrtw 2300, l!S2 V~ 268 

Ccpyr/ghJ 1992, Amerlcan M«lical Aaoclallon 

Special Communication 

Estimates of the Number of 
Motherless Youth Orphaned 
by AIDS in the United States 
David Michaels, PhD, MPH, Carol Levine, MA 

Objective.- To estimate the number of youth in the United States who have 
been or will be left motherless by the human immunodeficiency virus/acquired im• 
munodeficiency syndrome (HIV/AIDS) epidemic, in order to project the need for 
family supports, age-appropriate foster and congregate care, and mental health and 
social services. 

Design.-Orphans are defined as youth whose mothers (the usual caregiving 
parent) die of HIV/AIDS-related causes. A mathematical model was constructed to 
estimate the number of such motherless youth. Cumulative fertility rates were ap· 
plied to the number of reported AIDS deaths (1981 through 1990) and projected 
deaths (1991 through 1995) of adult women less than 50 years old. The results were 
adjusted for underreporting of HIV/AIDS-related mortality, pediatric AIDS deaths, 
infant mortality, ethnic and racial variation in fertility, and decreased fertility asso­
ciated with late-stage HIV disease. Estimates were made for the number who were 
children (less than 13 years of age), adolescents (13 to 17 years of age), or young 
adults (18 years of age or older) at the time of their mothers' death. 

Results.-By the end of 1995, maternal deaths caused by the HIV/AIDS 
epidemic will have orphaned an estimated 24 600 children and 21 000 adolescents 
in the United States; unless the course of the epidemic changes dramatically, by 
the year 2000, the overall number of motherless children and adolescents will ex­
ceed 80000. In 1991 , an estimated 13% of US children and 9% of adolescents 
whose mothers died of all causes were children of women who died of HIV/AIDS· 
related diseases. These proportions will surpass 17% and 12%, respectively, by 
1995. The vast majority of these motherless youth will come from poor communi­
ties of color. 

Conclusions.- A large and rapidly growing number of American youth are be­
ing orphaned by the HIV/AIDS epidemic. Unless increased attention and resourc­
es are devoted to this vulnerable population, a social catastrophe is unavoidable. 

(JAM A. 199'l;268:3456-346 l) 

NOW in its second decade, the human 
immunodeficiency virus/acquired immu­
nodeficiency syndrome (HIV/ AIDS) ep­
idemic is reverber ating in ever-}Viden-

From the Departmen1 of Community Health and So­
cial Medicine, CUNY Medical School/SOphle Oavis 
School of BiomedicaJ Education (Or Michaels) and The 
Orphan Project, New York. NY (Ms Levine). 

Reprint requests to The OrpMn Project. 121 Avenue 
of the Americas, 6th Floor, New YO<k. NY 10013 (Ms 
Levine) . 

.. 

ing circles. From 1981 through March 
1992, 218 301 cases of AIDS had been 
reported to the Centers for Disease Con­
trol and Prevention (CDC). Of these, 
22607 (10%) were women.1 Htf'Never, 
while 9% of the first 100 000 persons 
with AIDS were women, women com­
p1ised 12% of the second 100 000, and 
the proportion of women among all per­
sons with AIDS will continue to r ise.2 

The proportion of women among all 

AIDS cases is significantly higher in 
some locations, r eaching 27% in New 
Jersey ( oral communication, J . Biel, MPH, 
New Jersey Department of Health, New­
ark, Ap1il 13, 1992) and 20% in New York 
City for calendar year 1991.8 By 1989, 
AIDS had become the sixth leading cause 
of death nationwide among women 25 to 
44 years of age.4 In New York City, it is 
the leading cause of death among women 
16 to 44 years of age,6 and since 1987, 
HIV/ AIDS has been the leading cause of 
death among African-American women 
of that age group in New York State and 
New J ersey.6 : 

Half of the women with AIDS nation­
ally are injecting drug users (ID Us) and 
an additional quarter have been infect­
ed through heterosexual contact with 
infected drug users. 1•

7 Studies of family 

For editorial comment see p 3478. 

structure among IDUs show that in 
these families, women are the primary 
caregivers.s.io When these women die, 
they leave children of different ages, 
some of whom need shelter, food, and 
medical care, and all of whom need emo­
tional support and guidance. 

This study addresses a fundamental 
question: How many children, adoles­
cents, and young adults will be orphaned 
by the HIV/ AIDS epidemic in the 
Unit ed States? 

Because there are no data t hat di­
rectly answer the fundamental question 
(in itself an indication of the relative 
lack of attention this population has re­
ceived), this study attempts to synthe­
size information from other sources to 
produce ranges of estimates. These 

3456 JAMA, December 23/30, 1992-Vol 268, No. 24 Estimates of Molher1ess Youth Orphaned by AID$---Michaels & Levine 



Editorials 
EditOl'ials represent the opinions of the authors and THE JOURNAL and not those ol the American Medical Association. 

The 'Silent' Legacy of AIDS 

Children Who Survive Their Parents and Siblings 

Over the past decade, efforts to improve the organization and 
provision of health care for families affected by the human 
immunodeficiency virus (HIVJ have focused primarily on in­
fected individuals. However, from the start it has been clear 
that children who were or would be orphaned as a result of 
the epidemic would add unique complexities to the equation. 

See also p 3456. 

How many children have been or will be orphaned- by the 
acquired immunodeficiency syndrome (AIDS) epidemic? In 
this issue ofJAM.A. Michaels and Levine1 estimate that 18 500 
children and adolescents have already been orphaned. By 
1996, thia number will increase to 46 600 and by the year 2000 
to 82 000 orphans. Additionally, tens of thousands of young 
adults will become motherless. 

These estimates, which are similar to recent Centers for 
Disease Control and Prevention (CDC) estimates! are based 
on a set of reasonable assumptions that, if anything, appear 
to be deb'berately conservative. As discussed by the authors, 
the fertility rates of inh-avenous drug users may ve:ry well be 
higher than the age- and race--adjusted cumulative fertility 
rate. The authors also a�ed that the rate of AIDS deaths 
among women will plateau after 1993. Unfortunately, this is 
likely to be overly optimistic, not only because of a lack of 
treatment options, but more pointedly because there is every 
reason to believe that the majority of the estimated 80 000 
IDV-infected women• in the United States are unaware of 
their diagnosis .... Therefore, even if a therapeutic break­
through occurred tomorrow, mostFllV-infected women would 
not receive potentially life-prolonging or saving treatment or 
appropriate health care. 

The study by Michaels and Levine did not address those 
HIV-affected children who are effectively orphaned prior to 
their parents' deaths. This phenomenon is best reflected by 
the living arrangements of HIV-positive children (which we 
believe parallel those of uninfected siblings): only 46'1> of all 

From lhe Oeparlment ol Pedlalrlcl, Harlem Holpltal Cenlet' (Ors lllcholu and 
Abramt), lhe Babies Hospital (Dr Nlcholll), and the lncamlllon Children's Cenler 
(OrNlcholas), College ol Physicians andSwgeonsolCok.mbia University, NewYOflt, 
WY. 

Flepmt requests IO lncamatlon Cl'llldren's Center. 142 Audubon Ave. New YOik. 
NY 10002 (Or l',kholas). 

3478 JAMA. Oecent>e' 2.3130. 1992-Vol 268, No. 24 

HIV-positive chl1dren who received health care in New York 
during 1990 lived with a biologic parent (the vast majority 
were single mothers, without a father in the home); 16'1> lived 
with a relative; and 33% lived with unrelated foster or adop­
tive parents.• In 1989, 39% of the HIV-positive children bom 
at Harlem Hospital went into foster care directly from the 
newborn nursery because of an inability by the mother to 
provide adequate care (S. W. Nicholas, MD, unpublished data, 
1989). 

The sobering estimates by Michaels and Levine, which 
probably underestimate the true extent of the problem. are 
noteworthy because of the tragic aura that surrounds these 
young survivors. Most of them, living in that complex place 
called poverty, have a whole range of unmet social, educa­
tion.al, and health needs. Many have already experienced a 
variety of personal losses unrelated to AIDS. Ironically, AIDS 
orphans are themselves at high risk of HIV infection becauae 
of early sexual activity, unsafe sexual practices, and exper­
imentation with drugs. Finally, many of these children will 
not only experience the losa of a parent from AIDS, but will 
also witness the illness and death of one or more infected 
siblings. The ultimate legacy of the AIDS epidemic is a deaf­
ening silence. 

What is to be done? Axiomatically, to prevent children 
from becoming motherless, the debilitation and death ofHIV­
in!ected mothers must be prevented. Thia cannot be accom­
plished unless HIV-infected women are diagnosed and given 
appropriate treatment and health care. 

Children orphaned by the AIDS epidemic need improved 
health, social, and, in particular, psychosocial support ser­
vices. They often need help from a variety of sources within 
the community, such as schools, churches, YMCAs or the 
juvenile justice system. Because or the secrecy that results 
from the stigma of ims, from the rear that someone will 
discover the ''family secret," many potential sources of help 
are not sought. Bow best to disclose HIV-related informa­
tion, while still protecting confidentiality, is a dilemma that 
must be addressed immediately on behalf of these children.. 
Some pilot programs have begun working on ways to facll. 
itate the disclosure of AIDS-related information to schools, 
day-care, and other community programs. More programs 
like these are desperately needed. 

While some ill RN-infected women establish future eu&­
tody plans for their children, most do noL Lack of planning 
results from denial, fear of disclosure, lack of a potential 

Editorials 



guardian, lack of any formal counseling or legal advice, and 
inflexible laws. Not infrequently, elderly grandmothers in ill 
health become guardiar.s by default when the mothers die. 
The health care team, with the assistance of legal counsel, 
should discuss future custody plans with every HIV-infected 
parent. Every state should review its existing guardianship 
Jaws, many of which leave children in legal limbo at the time 
of a parent's death, even when a guardian has been named in 
the parent's will. One solution to prevent such limbo is the 
"stand-by guardianship Jaw," enacted in New York in 1992, 
which allows an ill or dying woman to name a guardian for her 
children prior to mental incapacitation, physical debilitation, 
or death. 

Ultimately, the majority of HIV-affected children will end 
up in formal or informal foster care or adoptive care. A 
variety of innovative foster care programs to meet the com­
plex needs of HIV-positive children have been created 
throughout the country. Few programs, however, have fo­
cused adequately on the needs of uninfected siblings. Special 
mv units designed to track and 01Versee the care of HIV­
infected foster children should expand their programs to 
include all HIV-.affected children. Model programs designed 
to augment early permanency planning are urgently needed. 
Such programs would train, certify, and supervise a future 
guardian (typically identified by an ill HIV-infected mother) 
to provide respite care, home assistance, and other help in 
caring for HIV-affected cblldren. As the mother becomes 

JAMA. December 23/30, 1992-Vol 268, No. 24 

more ill, the role of this individual would expand as necessary. 
Ultimately, at the time of maternal debilitation, mental in­
capacitation, or death, the individual would become either a 
foster parent or an adoptive parent. As with many of the 
successful AIDS programs established to date, such model 
programs very likely will need to cross traditional bound­
aries, improve interagency communications, and establish 
new collaborative relationships. 

Michaels and Levine have taken the silence that surrounds 
AIDS OlJlhans and have transformed it into an audible sound. 
But this sound must now be amplified into a voice that can 
clearly articulate the federal, state, and local actions that are 
needed to meet the needs of every person in this nation 
affected by the AIDS epidemic. 

Stephen W. Nicholas, MD 
ElaineJ. Abrams, MD 

J. Mlcliaela D, Levllle C. Eatimatea oft.he 1u1111ber ofmot.berlea )'OUth orphaned by
AIDS In the United Stata. JAMA. l� 
2. Caldwell MB, F1tmb1J PL, Oxtoby MJ. Ectimat.ed nlUDber of AlDSotphant In the
United States. P� 1992;80;482. • · 
S. Gwlml )(, Pap� II, �JR, et al. Prenlnm olHIV illledloll In child­
beariil( Wlll1l8D fn tha United Statea: 11Uneillance 1IIUII newborn blood IUllpleL 
JAMA. 15t:,!86:l'NM-1108. 
'- Kratibillal JC.Boril:owlll)'W, a.benroth B.hllllreol'fO!lmtar7 lalfilctbrlaumu
IIDmllllOdddeaey ww to ldenti(y lnr.ctAd J)ll'tunalt -In a lllpriak pop11-
latloa. N B'l.,i J Jltd. 1981;118:185.
5. Landeeman. S, Kfnko«B, Bolman S. McCalla 8, Sijln. 0. 8erDealnq otim-1m-
111unodellclenq mia tntec:doa. ID parturient, implicltlona fbr hwnln lmmanodell­
c:ieney Yinll t..tirw pl"Oll'llm of pnpant - JAJIA 1987;258:&'101� 
e. P� HIV C011M1&11m q/CGN � Fbtal Ill/Rf(. Albany, NY: AIDS In­
ltit.ut., New York State Deputmen\ or Healt.h; July io, 1992.
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THE ORPHAN PROJECT CAROL LEVINE 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 

121 AVE. OF THE AMERICAS 

SIXTH FLOOR 

T HE HIV EPIDEMIC AND NEW YORK CITY'S CHILDREN 

January 20, 1994 

W. Steve Lee 

ADMINISTERED 8Y 

THE FUND FOR THE CITY OF NEW YOll,K 

Executive Assistant and Scheduler to the National AIDS Policy Coordinator 
Executive Office of the President 
750 17th Street, NW 
Suite 1060 
Washingtoo., DC 20503 

Dear Mr. Lee: 

NEW YORK, NY 10013 

TELEPHONE (212) 92S-5190 

FAX (212) 925-5675 

~ 
JAN 2 4 19.:1 

I am writing to make arrangements for Kristine Gebbie for The Orphan Project symposium, "In 
Whose Care and Custody? Orphans of the HIV Epidemic in Historical and Global Perspective." 
Based on the phone call with Carol, I understand you will be taking care of her travel 
arrangements. 

'.l\'2-· 1'-'"-'-"0i>/ ~b"'-. ~c.. ?>E '2.9S'4 212, 7(,,.,, ,~ 
We have arranged for a special rate of $100 per person per night at the Best Western Seaport 
Inn located at the historic South Street Seaport. For reservations, call the hotel at 800/468-3569. 
Please let them know you are calling in reference to the Orphan Project History Symposium. 

Since everyone will be arriving and departing at different times, please take local transportation to 
and from the airports and train stations. A car service will be available between the hotel and the 
conference site on the days of the symposium. 

An important note to those arriving at LaGuardia or JFK airports, take the yellow cabs from the 
official taxi stands. The average fare from LaGuardia is $20, and from JFK is $35. If you are 
going directly to the hotel, tell the cab driver to take the Brooklyn Bridge; and if you are coming 
directly to the conference, the Williamsburg Bridge is recommended. 

A continental breakfast is provided by the hotei and we will also have refreshments at the 
meeting. Lunch (Thursday, March 3rd and Friday, March 4th), and dinner (Thursday, March 3rd) 
have been pre-arranged by the Project. Instead of a dinner at a Soho restaurant, Carol has 
offered her home for a co-zy, buffet dinner for those who have no other plans that Friday evening. 
Please return the enclosed form immediately because the caterers need a head count as soon· as 
possible. Also, let me know if you have any dietary restrictions or special needs. 

For further information, please call me at 212/925-5290. 

Sincerely, 

\~~ 
Ken Chu 
Administrative Assistant 



THE ORPHAN PROJECT 
fHF- HI\/ E.PIDEMIC MlD NEN fOPI< CITY 5 CHilDREt,j 

CAROL LEVINE 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 

ADMINISTERED BY 

THE FUND FOR THE CITY OF NEW YORK 

121 AVE. OF THE AMERICAS 

SIXTH FLOOR 

NEW YORI<.. NV 1001 ) 

TELEPHONE I l 1219U-S290 

FAX 1112) 92S-S67S 

IN WHOSE CARE AND CuSTODY? ORPHANS OF THE HN EPIDEMIC IN 
HISTORICAL AND GLOBAL PERsPECTIVES. 

Please fill out this form and return to: 

Ken Chu 
The Orphan Project 
121 6th Ave, 6th Fl 
New York, NY 10013 

Fax # 212/925-5675 

Name (please print) _______________ _ 

_ I will be attending dinner at 7:30 p.m. on Friday, March 4th. 

_ I have other plans and will not be attending dinner on Friday, March 4th. 

Please list any dietary restrictions or special needs: 



January 12, 1994 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

Carol Levine, Executive Director 
The Orphan Project 
121 Avenue of the Americas 
Sixth Floor 
New York, NY 10013 

Dear Ms . Levine: 

This letter confirms the participation of Kristine M. Gebbie, 
National AIDS Policy Coordinator, at 11 In Whose Care and Custody? 
Orphans of the HIV Epidemic in Historical and Global 
Perspectives" symposium on March 5, 1994 in New York, NY. 

I will be in contact with you and your staff as I finalize her 
travel plans. 

Please call me at (202) 632-1090 with any questions or for 
further clarification . I am enclosing a biographical sketch and 
curriculum vitae for your reference. 

Sincerely, 

W. Steve Lee, Executive Assistant 
and Scheduler to the 

National AIDS Policy Coordinator 

Enclosures 



THE: WHITE HOUSE: 

WASHINGTON 

December 23, 1993 

Carol Levine, Executive Director 
The Orphan Project 
121 Avenue of the Americas 
Sixth Floor 
New York, NY 10013 

Dear Ms. Levine: 

Thank you for your invitation for Kristine M. Gebbie, National 
AIDS Policy Coordinator, to speak at the "In Whose Care and 
Custody? Orphans of the HIV Epidemic in Historical and Global 
Perspectives" symposiwn on March 5, 1994 in New York, NY. Your 
request is under consideration and I will contact you at least 
sixty (60) days prior t o the event as to Ms. Gebbie's 
availability. 

Thank you for your interest and patience . 

Sincerely, 

rr~~ 
W. Steve Lee, Executive Assistant 

and Scheduler to 
National AIDS Policy Coordinator 
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October 30, 1993 

Ms. Christine Gebbie RN, MN 
AIDS Policy Coordinator 
Office of the President 
750 17th Street NW 
Washington, De 20500 

Dear Ms. Gebbie 

I am one of the Robert Wood Johnson Health Policy Fellows with 
whom you met earlier this month . I f ound our meeting to b e a very 
exciting one, and wanted to thank you for taking the time to brief 
us on your work. 

As you requested, I am enclosing a copy of my work estimating 
the number of children and adolescents orphaned by the HIV 
epidemic. Since thi s article was published, I have been applying 
the model to the U. S. c ities with the largest number orphans , as 
well projecting global orphan statistics for UNICEF and the Global 
AIDS Policy Coalition, at Harvard. 

During the course of my year here, if I can be of any 
assistance to you and your work, please do not hesitate t o contact 
me. 

Your very truly, 

~d.~! 
4800 Davenport Street NW 
Washington, DC 20016 
(202) 244 - 9293 
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Ccpyrt,J,t 1992, American M«fical A#odMion 

Special Communication 

Estimates of the Number of 
Motherless Youth Orphaned 
by AIDS in the United States 
David Michaels, PhD, MPH, Carol Levine, MA 

Objectlve.- To estimate the number of youth in the United States who have 
been or will be left motherless by the human immunodeficiency virus/acquired im­
munodeficiency syndrome (HIV/AIDS) epidemic, in order to project the need tor 
family supports, age-appropriate foster and congregate care, and mental health and 
social services. 

Deslgn.-Orphans are defined as youth whose mothers (the usual caregiving 
parent) die of HIV/AIDS-related causes. A mathematical model was constructed to 
estimate the number of such motherless you~h. Cumulative fertility rates were ap­
plied to the number of reported AIDS deaths (1981 through 1990) and projected 
deaths ( 1991 through 1995) of adult women less than 50 years old. The results were 
adjusted for underreporting of HIV/AIDS-related mortality, pediatric AIDS deaths, 
infant mortality, ethnic and racial variation in fertility, and decreased fertility asso­
ciated with late-stage HIV disease. Estimates were made for the number who were 
children (less than 13 years of age), adolescents (13 to 17 years of age), or young 
adults (18 years of age or older) at the time of their mqthers' death. 

Results.-By the end of 1995, maternal deaths caused by the HIV/AIDS 
epidemic will have orphaned an estimated 24 600 children and 21 000 adolescents 
in the United States; unless the course of the epidemic changes dramatically, by 
the year 2000, the overall number of motherless children and adolescents will ex­
ceed 80 000. In 1991 , an estimated 13% of US children and 9% of adolescents 
whose mothers died of all causes were children of women who died of HIV/AIDS­
related diseases. These proportions will surpass 17% and 12%, respectively, by 
1995. The vast majority of these motherless youth will come from poor communi­
ties of color. 

Conclusions.-A large and rapidly growing number of American youth are be­
ing orphaned by the HIV/AIDS epidemic. Unless increased attention and resourc­
es are devoted to this vulnerable population, a social catastrophe is unavoidable. 

(JAMA. 1992;268:8456-3461) 

NOW in its second decade, the human 
immunodeficiency virus/acquired immu­
nodeficiency syndrome (HIV/ AIDS) ep­
idemic is reverberating in ever-widen-

From the Department ol Community Health and So­
cial Medicine, CUNY Medical Sohoof/Sophla Oavis 
Sohool or Biomedical Educalloo (Or Michaels) and The 
Orphan Project. New York, NY (Ms L8V!ne). 

Reprint requests to The Orphan Project, 121 Avenue 
of the Americas, 6th Floor, New YOik, NY 10013 (Ms 
LeVlne). 

ing circles. From 1981 through March 
1992, 218801 cases of AIDS had been 
reported to the Centers for Disease Con­
trol and Prevention (CDC). Of these, 
~607 (10%) were women.1 Ro"ever, 
while 9% of the first 100 000 persons 
with AIDS were women, women com­
prised 12% of the second 100000, and 
the proportion of women among all per­
sons with AIDS will continue to rise.2 

The proportion of women among all 

AIDS cases is significantly higher in 
some locations, reaching 27% in New 
Jersey (oral communication,J. Biel, MPH, 
NewJerseyDepartmentofHealth,New­
ark, Ap1il 18, 1992) and 20% in New York 
City for calendar year 1991.8 By 1989, 
AIDS had become the sixth leading cause 
of death nationwide among women 25 to 
44 years of age.4 In New York City, it is 
the leading cause of death among women 
15 to 44 years of age,5 and since 1987, 
HIV/ AIDS has been the leading cause of 
death among African-American women 
of that age group in New York State and 
New Jersey.6 

Bal.f of the women with AIDS nation­
ally are injecting drug users (ID Us) and 
an additional quarter have been infect­
ed through heterosexual contact with 
infected drug users.1•7 Studies of family 

For editorial comment see p 3478. 

structure among IDUs show that in 
these families, women are the primary 
caregivers.s..10 When these women die, 
they leave children of different ages, 
some of whom need shelter, food, and 
medical care, and all of whom need emo­
tional support and guidance. 

This study addresses a fundamental 
question: How many children, adoles­
cents, and young adults will be orphaned 
by the HIV/ AIDS epidemic in the 
United States? 

Because there are no data that di­
rectly answer the fundamental question 
(in itself an indication of the relative 
lack of attention this population has re­
ceived), this study attempts to synthe­
size information from other sources to 
produce ranges of estimates. These 

3456 JAMA, December 23/30, 1992- Vol 268, No. 24 Estimates of Motherless Youth Orphaned by AIDS-Michaels & Levine 



The Orphan Trains: An Experiment in Child Rescue 

Marilyn Irvin Holt 



The Orphan Trains: An Experiment in Ch i ld Rescue 

They put us all on a big platform in some big building 

while people came from all around the countryside to 

pick out those of us they wished to take home. I was 

four years olds, and my sister was only two •.•• It 

was a nice train ride, and we were fed mustard and 

bread during the trip. 1 

This is how Margaret Braden remembered her orphan train 

experience and her arrival in Mitchell, south Dakota, in 1914. 

Margaret and her two-year-old sister were among the approximately 

200,000 children and teenagers who were transported out of urban 

centers to rural communities between 1853 and 1929. This form of 

placing out, today known as th€ orphan trains, lasted for 

seventy-six years, creating a form of child rescue not earlier 

seen in the United states. The practice itself became a barometer 

of change in how society regarded dependent children and judged 

their care. 

During the years immediately preceeding the Civil War, 

charity workers and philanthropists, ministers and civic leaders, 

argued that there must be better solutions to society's ills than 

customary incarceration of the poor and institutionalization of 

impoverished children. Among those seeking alternatives were 

Robert Hartley of the the New York Association for Improving the 

Condition of the Poor, John Earl Williams of Boston's Children's 

Mission, and Charles 1,oring Brace of the New York Children's Aid 
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Society. Philosophically, these men and their peers shared the 

belief that home life was preferable to institutional care; that 

youngsters given the opportunity for self-improvement would make 

the best of it; and that children would only have a chance for 

survival and improvement outside an urban setting--even if that 

meant separation from their natural parents or extended family. 

On the latter point there was agreement that the worst in city 

life exposed youngsters to intemperance, crime, and vice. On the 

other hand, rural living--whethe~ in upper New York state, 

Vermont, Michigan, or Nebraska--was idealized as wholesome and 

representative of fundamental social, religious, and work 

values. 2 

Practically, Brace and his colleagues saw eastern cities 

struggling under an increasing burden of homeless, destitute, and 

orphaned populations. Public institutions swelled to capacity 

while private charities attempted to meet growing needs on the 

streets and in the tenements. At the same time, developing 

agricultural states, particularly those in the west, complained 

of a population shortage and, periodically, openly begged eastern 

cities to ship their surplus populations where there was work to 

be done in building up the country. ~ 

These very divergent needs of urban and rural areas came at 

a time when Brace, Hartley, Williams, and others were searching 

for child rescue solutions. Influenced in part by the British 

form of transportation that sent children and women from Britain 

to Canada and Australia, the possibilities were considered for 
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America. Brace, who f orever described the work of the New York 

Children's Aid Society in the language of charity, quickly 

realized that transportation could not rest on ideals and vaulted 

sermons urging salvation of the worthy poor. It would be more 

easily accomplished if youngsters were advertised as potential 

farm workers and domestics; if they were given value as 

"productive" contributors to society.• 

The joining of child rescue idealism with the practicality 

of making children and teenagers attractive work recruits seems 

at best hypocritical, at worst calculating. Brace and his 

contemporaries, however, saw nothing other than a way to blend 

society's and children's needs into a workable plan that 

benefitted both. This is not to say that these men were without 

prejudice. Calvinistic and bound to the Puritan work ethic, they 

suspected that most of the poor were inclined to be so. 

Generally, they believed that impoverished adults were beyond 

uplift but that children, if removed from their immediate 

environment, could become responsible citizens. Too, they 

disliked Catholic immigrants, and they battled Catholic charities 

when those organizations accused Protestant agencies of bigotry 

and proselytizing. 

Into this arena of mid-nineteenth-century America the plan 

of child transportation was introduced. Boston's Children's 

Mission to the Children of the Destitute made the first attempts 

in 1850, but it was not until the New York Children's Aid society 

began the practice in 1853 that the plan took hold. 11 Other 
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charities followed, including t he New York J uvenile Asylum, 

Boston' s New England Home for Little Wanderers, and the New York 

Foundling Hospital. A number of public and private charities also 

were involved when they allowed transportation agencies to 

relocate children under their guardianship. 

Each agency engaged in transportation also had in-city 

programs which ranged from training schools to foster care, but 

they believed relocation a sound alternative for serving 

dependent children. Organizations had their own procedures and 

variations on the plan, but the Aid Society provided the basic 

formula . The Aid Society began by identifying and gathering 

candidates for transportation. Some were taken off city streets . 

We have the story of Henry Danker who arrived in New York with a 

widowed mother and several siblings in the early 1870s. While the 

mother tried to hold home and family together, the children ran 

wild in the streets--until one day when orte of the sisters ran 

shouting, "Mama, mama, the Methodists have Henry!" And, in a 

short time, with his mother's consent, Henry was turned over to 

the New York Children's Aid Society and sent to a farm in 

Illinois. Many of the placed out also came from institutions such 

as poor houses and orphanages. Sometimes, parents approached the 

Aid Society, believing that their children would have an 

opportunity for something better out of the city; other parents, 

particularly unwed mothers, gave up their children because they 

could not care for them or could not suffer the social stigma of 

having an illegitimate child; and some children were removed from 
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homes by public officials. Said one report of a fourteen-year-old 

named Julius, "[He] was surrendered to us owing t o ill treatment 

by bis stepfather." Placing out candidates also came from the Aid 

Society's city lodging houses for newspaperboys and street girls, 

and later, at the turn of the century , they came from the Brace 

Farm School where boys were specifically trained as farm 

laborers. 6 

The backgrounds of these children and teenagers were seldom 

discussed in specifics. Clearly, however, the majority had at 

least one living parent, despite the orphan label applied to 

them. Agencies did not attempt to hide the fact that children had 

parents, but it was not emphasized. Instead, placing 

organizations concentrated on assurances that those being 

transported were healthy and bright and had committed no sin 

other than being poor. As one Aid society agent promised Illinois 

communities, "I will bring no bad children with me" (emphasis in 

original). 7 

The youngsters most likely to be transported were those 

easily assimilated into rural areas. Approximately 94 percent of 

the placed out were American-born whites or English, Irish, and 

German i mmigrants . A minority were of East European or 

Mediterranean background. The placement of Native American, 

Black, and Slavic children was almos t non-existant. For the 

African American children there were certainly Black agricultural 

communities that probably would have accepted them, but charities 

hesitated because their transportation smacked too much of the 
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slave trade and there were detractors who made comparisons 

between transportation and slavery. Some of the children were of 

Jewish descent placed in catholic or Protestant homes; some were 

Catholic or Protestant placed in homes not of their families' or 

culture's faith. over all, transportation concentrated upon 

resettling those most likely to be accepted, and it seldom took 

religious background into consideration. • 

Occasionally, farmers or businessmen hearing of the program 

wrote the Aid Society asking for a laborer who would receive room 

and board and wages. These young workers were supplied upon 

request. The usual form of transportation, however, involved a 

group of youngsters traveling under the watchful eye of an agent. 

Destinations were prearranged by these agents who expected local 

communities to prepare in advance for the group's arrival. These 

preparations meant organizing a citizen committee to receive 

local applications for children and the printing and posting of 

advertising handbills. They also included positive newspaper 

stories about the Aid Society and announcements that advertised 

free labor. Advised one Illinois newspaper, "If any of our 

readers ••. desire to get boys who will render them valuable 

service on their farms, they now have the opportunity."• On the 

day of arrival, the youngsters were taken to some "big building"­

-an opera house, county courthouse, or church--where they were 

placed on display while adults made their choices. 

In an 1873 magazine article Brace warmly explained the 

procedure: 
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When they arrive in the village a great public meeting 

is held, and a committee of citizens formed to decide 

on the applications. Farmers come in from twenty to 

twenty-five miles, looking for the "model boy" who 

shall do the light work of the farm ••• ; childless 

mothers seek children. . . . , housekeepers look for girls 

to train up; mechanics seek for boys for their trades • 

• . • Thus, in a few hours the little colony is placed 

in comfortable homes. 1.o 

The New York Foundling Hospital, a Catholic charity that 

used in-city fost er care for some of its charges, began 

transporting children in the 1870s. It, however, did not rely on 

selection for home placement, and it did not advert ise children 

as laborers for the simple reason that the children were so 

young. Wit h the help of priests in destination areas, receiving 

families and Foundling charges were assigned to one another 

before the children, who were usually from two to six years of 

age, left New York. At the time of arrival, tags worn by the 

children were matched to those held by waiting adults. Explained 

a 1902 newspaper report from Hays, Kansas: "The people were lined 

up all around the station and the nurses brought the little ones 

out. All of them had tags on their clothes with the name of the 

person who was to adopt them and the nurses passed them out to 

the people who called for them."11 

Certainly, countless accounts by both children and adults 

attested to kind welcomes and open arms extended to these 
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children and teenagers. A willing acceptanc e was i l l ustrated by 

the number of towns that were visited time and again and by local 

citizens' interest. Said a Kansas newspaper, "The applications 

for them [ the children] are twice as great as can be supplied." 

Nevertheless, things were not always as rosy as Brace or others 

described. When a Foundling Hospital placement in Arizona 

Territory went badly awry because white children were placed in 

Hispanic homes, racial tensions contributed to accusations of 

child selling. Too, there were individual accounts that painted 

none too happy pictures. A boy sent to Arkansas by the Aid 

Society later recalled that during the selection process, "I felt 

sorry for the others because some of them were not chosen. I know 

now how it must have hurt them to feel that no one wanted them." 

And, an 1895 account from Kansas reported: "It was a pathetic 

scene to see the boys separated. Coming from a great city to a 

country town to be given away to strangers was too much for some 

of them to stand and they broke down and cried. •0 2 

Such observations pulled at the heartstrings, but it was not 

sentiment that heightened criticism. Always there had been some 

opponents to transportation--among them advocates of 

institutional rather than home care for dependent children. By 

the late 1800s, however, the voices of a few were joined by an 

increasi ng number of professionals in the emergi ng c areers of the 

soci al sciences, social reformers, and boards of charity in 

states that once had welcomed the orphan trains. Their concerns 

raised a number of questions, but collectively their criticisms 
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s uggested changi ng thought about child rescue and what was best 

for children. Sometimes criti cisms contained e lements of finger 

pointing and sensationalized allegations of child stealing and 

selling or the dumping of juvenile delinquents (accusations 

reenforced by charities when they accepted donations from 

receiving families or correlated the drop in urban juvenile crime 

to transportation) . on the whole, however, critics used the 

orphan train experiment to articulate arguments for what 

constituted appropriate and acceptable child care strategies. 

Chief among the controversial aspects of transporation were 

the placement process, investigation of homes, and irregular, or 

non-existant, follow-up visits by agents responsible for removing 

children from unsuitable homes. When selections were completed or 

matches made, an agent might step in and refuse a family based on 

demeanor or appearance. An agent for the New England Home for 

Little Wanderers, for example, reported that it had been 

difficult to find acceptable homes because he had refused 

applicants who examined the children "about as a man would a 

horse or ox. 'How much can I make out of this boy?' •.• seemed 

to be the idea." Contrasting sharply with other charities that 

advertised youngsters as potential workers, the New England Home 

expected its wards to be "treated as rn and daughters" 

(emphasis in original). Obviously , agencies differed in their 

approach, but none placed children or investigated homes on the 

basis of any well-defined set of gui delines . Agents, local 

committees, or clergymen made placements subjectively and with 

9 



basic assumptions that placements were permanent and that these 

new families and/or employe·rs would provide a wholesome mix of 

education, religious training, and the physical necessities of 

s helter and food. 13 

That some homes remained unchecked was explained away by 

agents who complained that there was not enough time, especially 

when it might take one day by horse and buggy to reach one child 

on one remote farm. The older children, agents reasoned, could 

take care of themselves so time was spent on checking the younger 

children. The agents, as well as the organizations they 

represented, expected local committees or clergy to bridge the 

gap left by agents and to remove children when there was evidence 

of abuse. Despite deficiencies in the system, charities insisted 

that follow-up visits were the norm and the "system for visiting 

children. very complete." They also reported that, when 

necessary, children were sent back to their point of origin and 

returned to an institution or to parents; the numbers returned, 

however, were less than one percent of all those transported.14 

Also questioned was the child's status within the new 

family. For those taken as paid f arm labor the status was fairly 

s traightforward, but f or the majority of the placed out there 

were no clear-cut expectations. Although s ome organizations, s uch 

as the New York Juvenile Asylum, insisted that its charges be 

indentured under a legally binding contract, other chari ties made 

no such demands. In fact, the New York Children's Aid Society and 

the New York Foundling Hospital discouraged indenture and in 
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doing so made a radical break with this age-old custom based on 

English common law. Both organizations were proud of their stand 

against indenture, but they were not ready to advocate 

confirmation of status by adoption. Realistically, they could not 

demand adoption since, after all, many of the children had living 

parents, guardianship rights were often murky, and all states did 

not accept the legal theory of adoption. As examples, 

Massachusetts passed adoption statutes in the 1850s; Kansas in 

1864 and Illinois in 1867; but Minnesota not until 1917. 

Therefore, status for most of the transported approximated that 

of children in foster care, although few agencies used that term 

and some families ignored charities' wishes by indenturing or 

legally adopting children once they were placed. Little direction 

or control over what happened after placement meant that some 

youngsters ran away (often because of abuse) and that there were 

no legal obligations for adults (by 1930, the Kansas Children's 

Service League, for example, had under its care forty-three 

children who had been abandoned by their new families}.L5 

Charles Loring Brace's 1855 declaration of purpose stated, 

"Our objects have been, the improvement and elevation of the 

vagrant and poor children of the street, ••. " For Brace, it was 

that basic, but there were no established criteria that defined 

improvement and elevation or that proved positive outcomes. 

Nevertheless, while transportation was condemned on several 

counts, advocates fought back with their best weapons, published 

testimonials. Some of these came from well-known figures such as 
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Horatio Alger and Jacob Riis, but many came from those who had 

been transported. A young woman i n Nebraska credited her 

experience for the new educational opportunities she enjoyed--a 

college scholarship. A child sent to Iowa wrote, "I now have a 

good mother and father, a nice little sister whose name is 

Lucille, and a nice old grandma who likes me pretty well"; and a 

young man in Michigan announced that his employer had given him 

eighty acres, "Once a New York pauper, [I am] now a Western 

farmer." Another young man, sent to Indiana, expressed gratitude 

that the New York Children's Aid Society had been "the instrument 

of my elevation." certainly, placing organizations could point to 

placed out children who had grown up to become teachers, 

ministers, lawyers, and businessmen; there were also state 

legislators, mayors (Henry Jost of Kansas City was proudly the 

"orphan-boy mayor"), and at least two governors who rose above 

their humble beginnings because of the orphan trains. 1 6 

Still, critics persisted, and in 1884, Hastings Hornell Hart 

who later joined the Russell Sage Foundation attempted to put the 

matter to rest with his own impartial investigation. He chose for 

study Aid Society placements in Minnesota. The final report held 

mixed conclusions. The Aid Society was, first and foremost, 

vindicated from allegations that it deliberately placed chronic 

juvenile offenders and ignored cases of reported child abuse . 

Nevertheless, said Hart, the society's placement procedures were 

faulty. Hart was appalled by local committees' lack of judgment, 

the noninvestigation of homes, and the agent 's hurry-up attitude. 
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Ultimately, the Hart report defused some critics 1 but it also 

proved reports of casual, no-quest ions-asked placernents . 17 

Whi le some hammered a t the placement process, others, 

particularly state governments and boards of charity, argued that 

the process was not the salient point. Stopping the orphan trains 

was . There was no need to refine or retool the practice when what 

was needed was an end to transportation. While the Illinois 

legislature damned the practice as "unwarranted, illegal, and 

uncharitabl e," a Kansas newspaper editorialized1 "The [Chanute] 

Tribune is opposed to the great state of New York shipping her 

waifs to Kansas . Let her care for them herself and let Kansas 

care for the children of Kansas." States that had been frontier 

outposts in the 1850s were settled by the late 1900s. They had 

their own growing urbanized centers and populations of poor. 

Institutions, public and private, appeared in relation to need, 

and state officials feared a drain on public funds and a lack of 

homes for their own children if eastern charities continued 

transportation . There was a sense of eastern metropolitan areas 

extraditing and foisting their problems upon other regions of the 

country. 111 

Complaints of juvenile offenders continued, but there were 

increased accusations that the orphan trains carried physically 

and mentally handicapped children who might very well draw upon 

state institutions or medical facilities . Although placing 

agencies d i d not generally concede that children with special 

problems or needs were transported, they actually provided 
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evidence to s upport the all ega t i ons. Brace , f or example , wr iti ng 

of the importance of charity noted a placement i n Oh io: 

I feel that , considering her mental deficiencies, she 

[Carrie) has made as much progress as could be 

expected • ..• I am often asked by my friends, who 

think the child is little more than half-witted, why I 

do not ttsend her back, and get a brighter one." My 

answer is, that she is just the one who needs the care 

and kindness which Providence has put it into my power 

to bestow.1.11 

The tide turned against transportation. In 1899, Illinois, 

Indiana, and Minnesota passed statutes that forbade placement of 

children with mental deficiencies and certain afflictions such as 

epilepsy. Other laws passed in Michigan, Kansas, and Missouri 

tried to shut state borders by addressing the importation of 

dependent children. Some of these required posting of bonds, 

stringent placement standards, and investigation by state boards 

of charity. By 1924, twenty-eight states had such regulatory laws 

and guidelines. 20 

Legislation had an impact, but transportation's end was 

greatly influenced by social scientists, social workers , and the 

child we l f are community which began to redefine theories and 

procedures . This redefinition itself underscored the differences 

between religious based charities and the new social sciences; 

while one believed that social uplift was impossible without 

religious principles, the other argued that charity was not 
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missionary work but social engineering through quantitative 

formulations. What the orphan trains did or did not do provided a 

frame of reference that precipitated a redefinition of child 

status, the meaning of foster care, and closer examination of 

legal adoption and indenture. Of the former, a social worker in 

1927 noted that adoption was still under study as a "method of 

social treatment" while the latter was assailed as a "relic of 

sixteenth-century England. 1121 Arguably, these issues probably 

would have been addressed at some point , but it is quite possible 

that they were examined sooner and in more depth because of their 

ties to the orphan trains. 

Demise of child transportation also came when social work 

theory shifted emphasis. Orphan trains were unequivocally bound 

to the belief that child rescue was separate from social uplift 

for adults (although some "worthy" adults, especially women, were 

transported during times of economic crises). The separation of 

child and adult did not end with the dawn of the twentieth 

century, but it slowly began to coexist with programs that 

addressed the needs of the entire family, not just those of the 

child. Agencies, including those that transported children, began 

in the early 1900s to support additional in-city intervention 

programs that kept children with their families or which offered 

temporary foster care while parents overcame illnesses or 

economic difficulties. Social reformers became more likely to 

advocate that children stay with their natural families unless 

the home environment was physically abusive or life threatening. 
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The moralistic orientation of mid-nineteenth-century reformers 

who believed adults beyond salvation was replaced with social 

science interpretation of adult failings as a product of social 

conditions, not inherent inferiorities. Home and institutional 

care proponents still debated, but there was a growing consensus 

that home was best and that investments to strenghten family life 

were sound alternatives. aa 

Just as no one factor created the orphan trains, no one 

event stopped them. This experiment in child welfare, however, 

profoudly influenced child care in this country, as well as 

highlighting the question of what was in a child's best interest 

while society's needs were served. 

The story of the orphan trains is not a neat package. It is 

a messy bundle of contradictory messages and motives. As a 

sociological study it meanders from the purest of intentions to 

religious piety to bigotry and rascism. As a chronological 

history it is almost useless because the subject is not about one 

great event to which important dates and turning points may be 

attached. It is about changing social attitudes which refuse to 

be pinned with any official date of occurring. It is about 

vascilitating emotions and a society that has never quite decided 

whether it is sin or circumstance that makes someone dependent. 

It is certainly about children and how they are regarded. 

The orphan train relationship to the current dilemma of 

orphans of the HIV epidemic is multifaceted. Certainly, the very 

practice of transportation and the heated discussions it produced 
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provide a historical context for understanding the development of 

guidelines, changi ng philosophies about ch ildren and t heir 

protection, l ong-establ ished debates between home and 

institutional care, acceptable home placement policies, and the 

emerging role of professional social workers in defining 

strategies. 

Controversies were wars of words, and the language used to 

either support or denounce the orphan trains cannot be overlooked 

as lessons for today's concerns. Words, after all, evoke images 

and color perceptions. Thus, children served by the orphan trains 

were described by proponents as "worthy" poor (as opposed to the 

unworthy), and they were portrayed sentimentally as "street 

waifs" and orphans. Families taking them were called charitable, 

and rural communities were depicted as wholesome and democratic, 

ready to give anyone a fresh start. The transported were targeted 

for salvation and elevation while critics assailed them as 

"gutter snipes," delinquents, and diseased--either physically or 

mora lly. 

Language that described the program and those it included 

was meant to elicit specific emotions. The practice was accepted 

and allowed to exist because it begged an urgency to save the 

chi ldren; despair at not being able to help everyone; love in 

countless new homes and wrenching sacrifice by parents who gave 

up their children; and hope that the transported would benefit 

from their experience. Words also elicited and exhibited the 

emotion of fear . Those who created and supported transportation 
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did so because one part of their charitable impulses looked at 

the growing number of urban poor and reacted with fear of what 

they might do to the social order. It was not out of whim that 

Brace entitled one of his best known books The Dangerous Classes 

of New York or that the Association for Improving the Condition 

of the Poor lobbied city officials for wholesale transportation 

of poor immigrants. 23 The impoverished were, for many, a 

dangerous underclass that threatened social and economic 

stability . The best solution seemed to be redistributing the most 

worthy and salvagable--the children--to rural communities. These 

areas, at first receptive, later showed fear. This was not 

directed at individual children but at what they represented, a 

potential depletion of limited resources. However veiled in the 

language of charity or religious homilies, fear was a powerful 

ally to the trains' beginning and their end. 

Implicit too in the orphan train experiment, and relative to 

the question of HIV orphans, was the notion of children's value 

to society. Arguably, many children and teenagers would have been 

placed because families wanted them and were willing to open 

their homes to the less advantaged. Orphan train organizers, 

however, were never entirely sure that people would accept 

children just because it was the charitable or kind thing to do. 

After all, where the early beginnings of foster care already 

existed, charities paid families for the upkeep of children . 

Neither Brace nor his contemporaries felt that they could rely on 

the single appeal that each life had its own value. In a society 
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that assessed the sum of each man, woman, and child on the basis 

of what they could contribut e, the placed out wer e advertised as 

worth something either as farm laborers , domestics, or an instant 

family for childless couples. Value was based on what each child 

could add, sometimes emotionally but more often economically. 

Undoubtedly, this sense of the productive chi ld was diluted when 

child labor laws, compulsory school laws, and societal attitudes 

demanded more nurtured, protected childhoods. However, the issue 

remains as governmental units or charitable organizations look at 

the ledger and estimate the price of child maintenance against 

the cost to society. 

The orphan trains reflect the complexities of American life 

and growth. The nineteenth century was not a gentler, kinder time 

untouched by grave social and economic issues. Those who created 

and directed the orphan train program reacted to conditions as 

they saw them while, at the same time, breaking with custom and 

traditional thinking for child rescue . This brought 

reprecussions, as any experiment might. Nevertheless , the point 

argued by supporters was that all of society benefitted when it 

recognized dependent children as a population deserving 

intervention on its behalf. 
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Chapter Seven 

My War Began in 1945 

For nearly half a century after the demise of Nazi Europe, 
historians have pondered many aspects of those twelve years of terror. 
They have researched and analyzed the development of National Social­
ism, the institution of a political system of suppression based on 
violence, the military campaigns, occupation, collaboration, and 
national resistance movements, economic growth and exploitation of 
human resources, the euthanasia program (the destruction of "un­
worthy life"), and the persecution of minorities, especially homosexuals, 
gypsies, and Jews. The Judeocide has commanded an especially inspired 
historiographical literature. The machinery of destruction, the econom­
ics of persecution, the social and political history of the ghettos, the role 
of the Jewish Councils, the issue of Jewish resistance, the system of con­
centration camps, and che suffering of the victims have been the subject 
of myriad works of scholarship. The literature is as rich as it is vast, and 
this book could not have been written without it. 

The focus of all these histories, however, is adults. Children a re con­
spicuously, glaringly, and screamingly silently absent. It is not surprising 
chat th.is should be so. When we think of "society" we understand this to 

mean the world of adults. Our dominant paradigm is that society con­
sists of productive, or voting, or participatory members. The only place 
children have in that scheme is as future participants, the citizens of 
tomorrow. Given this conceptual framework, it is hard even for those 
who are concerned with the history of childhood to argue why char 
history is not marginal. Indeed, the usual theme of children's history has 
been child-rearing practices and education, in other words, how adults 

! develop the next generation of adults. 
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While ir is nor surprising rhat the hisrory of children should be, and 
has been, seen as :1 peripheral concern, this perception is neither correct 
nor appropriate. If we accept rhat the Shoah [annihilation] is che most 
radical challenge our society has experienced, and if we accept that rhe 
heart of that catastrophe was the murder of one and a half million chil­
dren because they were without question or discussion totally innocent 
(the notion of a two-year-old as a participant in the great Zionist con­
spiracy is ludicrous), then it becomes clear that our relationship to chil­
dren is the core of our civilization, and that it is now impossible to write 
our history without recognition of the children's central place. With an 
understanding of the Shoah stripped bare of a ll rationalizations, ex­
pla nations, or justifications, in other words, with an apperceprion of rhe 
quintessence of this evil - the persecution of children - we must acknow­
ledge that a history of our society which does not accord a focal role to 
children fails to provide us with a proper or useful analysis. 

One of the most obvious examples of the practical application of rhe 
dominant paradigm as reflected in historiography is the dearth of 
scholarship about the resistance networks that helped Jewish cnildren. 
While the subject of national resistance movements has received a great 
deal of attention, the sorts o f activities included in these discussions are 
those which traditionally have been considered to be public and politi­
cal: armed defiance, sabotage of industry and transport, underground 
publications, lightning attacks to destroy records or srea1 documents, 
and so on. Such missions have defined, until recently, the term "re­
sistance." The result of this conceptual framework is rhar it reserved the 
honor of being a resister primarily to men. It also fostered and supported 
a n ideology of courage and heroism that was framed in (what Carol Gil­
ligan has shown us to be) a conventional and quintessenrially male con­
struct: the pursuit of an absrracc concept of justice.' The objective of 
caring, o f saving and preserving lives, of another sort of justice in fact, 
was relegated to the realm not of history but of charity: to do good 
works. These resistance activities were consigned to the world of the 
private and personal, and the (predominantly) women who dedicated 
themselves to such rescue efforts were nor the subject of the historians' 
curiosity. In this regard, ir is interesring co note rhat the history of 
women who cook on what was considered to be men's work, both legal 
and underground, such as foccory positions, the Maquis [guerrilla re­
sistance I, or rhe clande!ttine press, has a place in recorded history. In 
ocher words, when women moved inro " society," inro the world of men, 
they became legitimate subjects of scholarship. Those who remained 
wirhin the traditional domain of women and devoted themselves to suc­
cor, save, a nd susrnin others, especially children, were overlooked, even 
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rhough the prorccrion :rnd Jc:fo nt,c o f rhcir ~·ming l.h~u~l·~ 1mpaill·d their 
own li,es. Danger, dn iication LO a hum.1 nira ri.1n t:.HJ'>e, .111d st~adf.1s1 re­
sisrance ro the: Na1i program cle.1rly were nur, hy rhc1mdl'c~. rhc crircri~, 
for publicly acclaimed o r analyricnlly resenrched heroism. 

The dominanr paradigm of society obc;curcJ our vi~ion ,tnd narrowed 
our scope of inqui ry. If we accept a view of so cierr rhar is limited co rhc 
adult public realm, we lose the richness of the lives of rhe majority of the 
po pulation and the world they inhabit: the homely, che private, a nd the 
personal, in short, the "marginal." And so a number of centra l issues of 
the Shoah received little or no attentio n, such as what human beings did 
for each other to safeguard their neighbors and how the ideology of the 
stranger, the other, was brought to bear on the most vulnerable mem­
bers of the community, those J ewish children without power or re­
sources. 

Ln a similar way, the whole question of Jewish resistance h:1s been 
framed by the same traditional concepts of armed acrion.2 Thus, the 
Warsaw Ghetto uprising has been the focus of much interest and is re­
membered each year in the commemoration of Yorn Hashoah (a day 
dedicated co reflection on the Shoah). By contrast, the efforts o f Jewish 
underground networks (such as the Oeuvre de Secours aux Enfants -
OSE in France, TOZ in Poland - o r rhe Eclaireurs Israelite de France, 
the French Jewish Scours) and, indeed, the actions of a number of Jewish 
councils towards the relief and rescue of the community's children have 
received much less consideration and are never celebrated. I do not wish 
to minimize or denigrate a rmed defiance. The Warsaw Ghetto uprising 
was a spectacular, awe-inspiring, and monumentally courageous cam­
paign. My point is that there are other forms of courage and other 
genres of resistance. The policy, for example, of Czemiak6w in Warsaw 
and Gens in Vilna to educate, feed, and protect children out of propor­
tion ro their ghettos' resources was another way in which Jews opposed 
the press of Nazism and held fast to their principles and responsibilities. 
The activities of Jewish networks throughout Nazi-occupied Europe to 
save the children is also coo frequently forgotten. And, most poignant, 
the decis ions taken by the children's pa rents on behalf of their daughters 
and sons is an overwhelmingly painful form o f courage and resistance. Ir 
cannot be stressed too fervently that it was the parents who rook the first 
and most terrifying step in the protection of their children, as ir was chey 
who had to determine whether ir was best co send them inro hiding, to 
try co smuggle them out of the counrry, or ro keep them at their side. 

The history of children in Nazi-occupied Europe challenges the boun­
daries of traditional historiography in a multitude of ways. As the litera­
ture amply demonstrates, historians have been able to deal with rhe 
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qut'stion of rhe per-.ccurion of :idulcs, or of an encire people, bur rhey 
have nor been able ro foce rhe even more harrowing subject of the perse• 
i.:urion of children. This is .:1 problem d1srincr from rhe issue of who .tre 
:1ccepcable or appropriate subjecrs for historical inquiry, anti has ro do 
,-vith sensibilities and sentiment. The historians' unwillingne~s to accept 
rhe murder of children is emotionally different from their incompre­
hension of the genocide of adults, and so, like everyone else, chey have 
been loath to pursue the subject. While there are a number of reasons for 
this special sensitivity, the most important is that whereas adults are 
never seen as totally helpless, children are (and are expected to be) 
urterly defenseless and dependent. Our understanding of an adult, our 
archetypal image, is o f a person who can make choices and take de­
cisions. Our concept of a child is someone who muse be cared for, 
looked a fter. To research and analyze the systematic destruction of 
adults is, consequently, subjectively different from investigating the 
same program as it applied to children. In the former instance, the his­
torian has the option ro lament thar the adults did not do more, but in 
the case of children one can only mourn their fate. · 

A corollary of these points was raised in "Search and Research": in 
discussions of che genocide of che Jews the question, "why did you allow 
chis co happen to you?" is often raised. How could those whom we per­
ceive as "adults" - people with power, resources, connections, educa­
tion, .insight, and experience of the world - have done so little to help 
themselves? Jf, however, we recognize chat children are central to the 
Shoah, that their experience is the hearr of that horror and evil laid bare 
of rationalizations an<l stereotyped conceptions, then it is dear how in­
consequent or, better, how irrelevant such a question is. le is obvious 
that the only meaningful question is nor "why did you allow this co hap­
pen to you?" bur "why was chis allowed to happen?" The treatment of 
the innocent and the protection of the powerless are, after all, key issues 
through which we can undersr:1nd and judge a society. The central con­
undrum is not why did the Jews allow this to happen, bur where were 
the gentiles? It is che collusion of rhe gentile world, their responsibility in 
the oppression of children and their failure ro defend their young neigh­
bors, which emerges ns che principal dilemma. 

There is a further rwisc to rhis discussion. Those who have never con­
fronted the history of rhe children have deduced from the mortality sta­
cisrics rhar rhe Jews permitted chemsch-es co be handled like the in­
animate merchandise (or, alternacivcly, animate vermin) the Germans 
supposed chem to he. In our history, however, we have seen over and 
over again char people took decisions and m::ide choices. Adulrs did so 
on behalf o f children, and as che pres-. of Nazic;m s4ueezcd harder and 
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chtldren rook on wlur fo rmerly h:1d been seen a, :idulr tasks and re­
sponsibi liries, chcv roo decided and chose whc1r ro do. While still ar 
home, p:irenrs had to decide whcrhcr co rry co emigrate as a fomily, t0 

send their children co safety in another counrry, or to attempt to hide, 
either all rogerher or separately. If rhey had no personal conracts who 
could help, bur had been pur in touch wirh a resistance necwork that 
undertook co find homes, should rhey relinquish their child to absolute 
strangers? The children too made decisions. Older children could nor be 
forced to hide; should rhey leave their parents? The then twelve-year-old 
Irene Burrer-Hasenberg and her elder brother Werner, for instance, had 
resolved not to parr from their parents even if the la tter were successful 
in finding a hiding place for their children. As we saw in Chapter 2, "To 
H ide," Marianne Marco-Braun shared the young Hasenbergs' feelings. 
When her friends Jacob and Gerard Musch found addresses for her 
brother and her, she was adamant cha t she could not, and would nor, 
hide herself knowing her parents had nowhere to go. " I said, 'But we 
can't go without our parents. What about our parents?' They felt it was 
more important co take us, being young. I couldn' t cake chat. I said, 'No, 
we can' t go unless you find something also for my parenrs. "'3 

Both the parents and the children were faced with what the scholar 
Lawrence Langer has called " choiceless choices,"4 bur as autonomous 
human beings (and not ciphers or vermin) they faced those choices and 
made decisions. This continued to hold true even after families were 
forced to leave their homes and applied to major as well as minor mat­
ters. For example, the gravest and most oppressive decision parents and 
children had to make in the transit camps was whether to accompany 
family members who were called to go on transport 6rst. As we know, 
Ellen Levi insisted that her mother, and Helga JUnsky-Pollack that her 
father, remain in Theresiensradr when they were deported to Auschwitz. 
Theirs were bur rwo cases of the dilemma thousands of families were 
forced co resolve. The issue of choices was a conscanr everywhere and in 
every situation. Just a few instances wiU serve as a reminder: in the 
ghetto, children chose co go over the wall to obtain food, and pa rents 
a ttempted co ascertain which " reserclement'' transport would be best for 
their family; in the slave labor camps, young people rried to determine 
which work detail would be the most secure, came to their own con­
clusions about the advisability of volunteering, and chose (even in the 
face of death itself) to remain together with their loved ones. These de­
cisions may have availed them little, bur they were the acts of thinking 
human beings. The young people were nor simply numbers. 

To make choices does noc mean to have a "survival strategy" how­
ever. Indeed, the only point ar which a long-term surviva l srrategy was 
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conceivable, fer alone feasible, was when the children were still at home. 
There, they had cheir whole lives in front of rhcm. The future as yet 
belonged to chem and so did their past. At home rhey were in a position 
ro make plans which they presumed would hold for rhe duration of che 
war. At each successive stage, more of the past and more of the future 
colJapsed, and the scope of their designs for survival increasingly 
focused on the present. Mose children who went into hiding o r lived in 
ghettos were removed from their own homes and neighborhoods, but in 
the former instance chey were wich their gentile counrrymen, who parti­
cipated in the outside world, and in the latter they were in an enforced 
Jewish community in ciries and towns they knew. Thus, while they were 
separated from their personal past, their lives still had some connection 
to history. Plans for the future in hiding and in ghettos were framed by 
the conditions of the war: can we remain here until the war is over? If 
the war ends soon, we will manage. 

Such a concept evaporated into a dream in the transit camps. Re­
moved from community and society, isolated from and forgotten by 
their fellow citizens, children in transit camps literalJy were disranced 
from their past, and their future revolved around the Aussiedlung trans­
port schedules. Schemes for survival focused on bow co elude the List of 
persons designated for the next train. Everyone in camp, ch ildren in­
cluded, lived according to the rhythm of deportation. That was the end 
point, and they could not imagine beyond it. And when they arrived in 
the slave labor camps, the scope of their plans collapsed to a single day. 
There the young people had no past, no history. They had been baptized 
into a new world, the Kingdom of Death. There were no long-term 
plans, just quotidian demands. Their project was daily existence. 

Notwithstanding the plans the young people and their parents de­
vised, the choices they made, and the decisions they took, the dominant 
factors in the determination of their lives were the omnipresent, ubiqui­
tous program for destruction a nd luck. In the end, the actions people 
took of their own volition were as likely to work to their detriment as to 
their benefit. They simply did not have enough information to calculate 
knowledgeably. The situation they faced was so alien, so different from 
anything they had experienced personally or had learned through educa­
tion that they could not apply rheir knowledge to ir. Caught as they were 
in the net of Nazism, luck a nd chance ultimately transpired to be the 
major variables in their live.. In eve ry pattern o r phase of life (in hiding, 
transit camps, rhe ghettos, and the slave labor camps), fortune and acci­
dent were the primary dererminanrs of how the young people negotiated 
the machinery of dearh. Thus, for example, Judith Belinfanre and 
Georges Waysand wt:re raken inro homes in neighbo rhoods where 
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everyone knew o r surmiseJ thl!ir idenrity bur no one bcrraycd them. 
Others. like Sara Spier's parcnh. were bcrr.1yed by neighbor,; who 
argued with rhe host family over clothe!> pins. "They got into :i quarrel, 
and then the neighbor said, ·Well, now I go co the police and tell you 
have Jews.' They didn' t believe he would, but he did."' 

Irene Bueter-Hasenberg has attributed her survival to three miracles. 

One of rhem was rhat when we were srill in Amsterdam, my fathe r 
met a friend one day who had gotten a South American passport 
through a cnan in Sweden. He had wricren to that man, and he'd got­
ten these passports. These passports would put you on a list, and 
being on any list meant rhat you weren't going to go co Auschwitz. 
What would happen ro you, you didn't know, but it meant protection 

from going to Auschwitz. 
This friend of my father had just gotten these passports, and he 

gave my father the name of the man in Sweden and said: "Write to 
him." So my father did that. He sent a little note as if he were an old 
friend, and he said, "I know you haven't heard from us f,pr a long 
time, and you're probably curious about how we're all doing. I'm en­
closing some pictures so you can see how much the children have 

grown." And tbat was that. 
When we were in Westerbork, these [Ecuadorian) passports came 

from Sweden. They were sent to our home address and they were for­
warded in the mail. One day my parents got the mail, and there were 
the passports. I have never been able co understand this; very little 
mail was forwarded, and how did they [the passports] manage to get 

through?6 

The Hasenbergs' passports were forwarded, they passed the controls, 
and they were not stolen. That was decidedly good luck, and it saved the 
family from Auschwitz. They were deported ro Bergen-Belsen. 

Alexander Ehrmann and his family were not so fortunate. They very 
nearly were saved from deportation through the intervention of an uncle 
of his. This relative was involved with the Jewish leadership in Hungary 
and he became a courier who carried money to buy off specific people. 
Through this work he had contact with a Hungarian officer whom he 
persuaded to go to the ghetto in Satoraljaujhely. "On the eve when they 
rook us to the synagogue in the ghetto for the third transport, somebody 
came in. There was some kind of military officer looking for the Ehr­
mann family. Supposedly, he was sen t by an uncle. We tried to get out 
but we couldn't because the doors were sealed. A sentry was posred out­
side. It was a rumor anyway. After the war my uncle confirmed rh:u he 
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really had senr the officer ro look for us, bur it was too lace. The nexc 
morning we boarded rhe rrain. ,.-

Within the consrruct of the Nazi ysrem of descrucrion, the role of 
chance occurrence, of accidental action or timing in the life of each vic­
tim cannot be overesrimared - borh for good and for ill. Hanna Kent­
Sztarkman and her mother were miraculously lucky on rwo separace 
occasions, once in che ghetto of Radom, and once in Auschwicz. 

One night [in Radom in 19421 we heard shooting .... We looked our 
the window and we saw people running and German soldiers shoot­
ing. We got dressed and then a couple minutes lacer we heard German 
soldiers in the building yelling, "Raus! Raus! Raus!" meaning "Out! 
Out! Out!" 

We all went out and there were masses of people on the street. You 
could go either ro the right or to the left into the middle of the street. 
We turned to the left. We stood there for about half an hour, and then 
they told us ro go back into the aparrmenr house. We didn't know 
what happened. 

Then we found out: Radom had rwo ghettos, a.small ghetto on one 
side of town and the bigger ghetto, where we were, in another part of 
the town. They [the Germans! sent out everybody from the small 
ghetto to Treblinka chat night. They had a few cattle ca rs left, so they 
needed some more people. They got all the people from the big ghetto 
out on the street, and they counted how many people they needed. 
Some of our neighbors who, when they left the apartment, went to 
the right were sent ro Treblinka. And we, because we turned to the 
left, were not sent. The luck of the draw. 

When my brother and my neighbor's son came home from work, 
my neighbor's son didn't find his mother and sister. My brother 
found us. It was just one of those rhings.8 

The second rime Sztarkman and her mother cheated death was discussed 
in the last chapter. It occurred in Auschwit:2. in the autumn of 1944. 
When Mrs Szrarkman was selected by Mengele fo r the gas chambers in 
l::ite October, her daughter chose to go wirh her. While rhey awaited 
their turn, Himmler ordered che camp administration to cease the ex­
termination by gas and to dismantle the crematoria. Chance overrode 
choice. 

fn this life of evil and horror char was determined by the ubiquirous 
murder machinery and luck, children still had their own place, a space 
char was theirs a lone. It was rhe arena of childhood, and ir was within 
chose boundarie , protected by the adults who cared for them, rhat edu­
cation, play, and rel.nionships continued. In all the patterns of life that 
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\\'L' h:in" Jiscu~,;cd, e,ccp1 rhc sl.n l' l.,hor L'amr,, children li n·d nn cwo 
ltvels simulrancou,I~·. They .1d.1prcd 11, the incn:;t~ingly :iltL'll .ind b11arre 
world they were forced w inhahn, .ind rhey ,rrugglcJ ro m::iinr.1111 ;1 ccr­
ram normal1ry, to safeguard ba,1c qrucrures u( rhtir pre-war exi"tcnce: 
school, rhe acrivitics of youth, fomil}1 life, :rnd friendship ... As their live~ 
mo,·ed away from home toward!> rhc final desrin:nion, less and lt:ss ~p::icc 
was allowed ro rhi!, realm unril ir dis;1ppcarcd enrirely in the camps. Yet 
the children struggled to preserve tr. 

We h:n-e seen that whilst srill at home, ch ildren were subjected to rhe 
Nazi-imposed persecution of segrega tion (separation from their former 
gentile comp::in ions and rhe larger communities in which they lived), iso­
lation (banishmenr from rheir former world of schools, parks, play­
grounds, candy scores, and so on), and differentiation (being marked 
with a star). The ch ildren accommodarcd co these conditions. T hey 
made friends amongst their J ewish peers, and they artended established 
and newly instituted Jewish schools. They shopped when permitted, and 
they played only in their own courtyards, gardens, and homes. They 
learned to wear their stars as a marter of course. And they were in their 
own ho mes, with their parents, brothers and sisters, and relatives. They 
were stiJI all together. Their familial world was still intact. 

Evicted &om their homes, their situa tion changed radically. Living a 
clandestine existence in hiding, mosr children were bereft of family re­
lationships. Some formed wa rm attachments co their hoses, most did 
oot. Still, a few basic tenets of childhood remained. The children cried to 
continue with their education and cook up activities and hobbies appro­
priate to their age: model building, creative writing, knitting, sewing, 
drawing. Those who were in hiding but lived openly had greater possi­
bilities of mainta ining a (superficially) no rmal childhood. They played 
with other youngsters, developed relationships with their foster families 
and, if old enough, sometimes even went co schoo l. 

In the ghetto too, ar least initially, many children were able to con­
tinue with certain aspects o f their former lives. They went ro school or 
attended clandestine classes. They maintained friendships. The younger 
children played games in the streets, the adolescents developed an in­
terest in each other. They went co children's circles and youth clubs, and 
their Zionist organization activities did not stop. Furthermo re, while 
most young people no longer were in their own ho mes, the immediate 
family remained together. 

_In the transit camps and after the first months of life in the gherros, these 
structures crumbled under the pressure of Nazi oppression. In the camps 
females and males were separated :tnd families were divided. Everyone 
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lived insritutionally, in barracks. In the ghettos, razzias, forced labor 
round-ups, and random violence tore families apart. £ducarional acrivi­
cies in the transit camps and, after some time, in the ghettos roo ceased 
for the most pan. The pastimes of ch ildren and youths came to an end . 
Deportation neared. When it finally came and the young people entered 
the concentration camp world, their lives as children ended. As we have 
seen, onl)• those o ld enough ro pass as adulrs, or as bodies capable of 
adult labor, were allowed to live. The remainder was killed within 
hours. Those who passed the selection rook on the responsibilities of 
their elders. Often, they felt as if they had become rhe grown-ups, and 
their adult relarives were the children for whom they had to care. As the 
rwo generations moved through the system of destruction the family 
srrucrure was shattered, the last vestiges of pre-war parental power and 
authority were lose, but love and affection endured. 

For those Jewish children who were old enough to remember, the 
memory alone of family life was a source of strength and solace. Chil­
dren who were separated from their parents when tbey went into hiding 
or through the hazards of deportation, daughters who lost contact with 
thei r fathers and brothers through the separation of sexes in the camps 
or because the latter had been picked up in the streets for a forced labor 
detail, sons who no longer saw their mothers and sisters, and siblings 
who were not able co remain together remembered each other as they 
were at the time of parring. Throughout the war they preserved the hope 
or dream chat some day the family would be reunited. In a vague, in­
choate way, they presumed that when the war was over they would re­
sume rheir former life, and the old structures and certainties would be 
restored. Even chose who had seen family members killed, or who had 
been raid rhat such a fate had befallen them, held our hope for the rest. 
This was nor a dearly formulated or articulated principle, but a funda­
mental assumption, an interior conviction chat carried a certain stability. 

Maurits Cohen was eight years old when he wenc into hiding; his 
older brothers who also hid were ten and eleven. Neither of the latter 
survived. One was picked up by the Germans when he and a grandson of 
rhc farmer Boogaard (who, it may be remembered, with his family saved 
over 300 Jews and others hunted by the regime) had bicycled into the 
nearby village. The ocher was hiding with a family and attended the 
local school; he had been told to say chat he was an evacuee from Rot­
terdam. One day, German soldiers entered his dassroom and asked 
which children came from Rotterdam. The linle boy said he was, and he 
was caught. Maurits Cohen was not rold of rhese tragedies ar the time. 
"I learned of everything after the war," he explained. 

• 
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During the: war. J wa~ :i 1.hild ,1nJ I wa.., 1.·ni;agcd wirh L'I l'.ryd.iy l1ring. 
The ,·ery irnpn..:t of rhc ~·1>11..;cqucncc~ of 1hc ",ir I t'XpL·riL·nccd .,fn.:r 
the w,u c:nded. ,\fy war h<'g,rn in 194), .1nd nuc in 1940. When I 
learned rhar my fo rht:r anti morhcr wo11IJ nut come back, .rnd my 
brothers, then the war srn rted. Ir mok me year-. t0 gel useJ 111 rhe 1J(.'a, 
to find my own place, an only child, of course. \Vie haJ had ..1 very big 
family, so as a child I had to carry rhe whole weighr of survi\':.1I.CJ 

The children discovered a frer the war thal their dreams had been fan-
tasies, their hopes, illusions. Very few nuclear fa milies were reunited 
after rhe war in their enrirety, and no extended family C!>Caped without 
losses. The survivors returned ro their homes to find chat their loved 
ones would never join them and that rhe Jewish community itself had 
been destroyed. Pre-war society had changed and rhe life rhey had 
known, rhe habits, manners, renets, and beliefs had vanished. fndeed, 
the very shards of their lives had disappeared. Nothing that had been left 
in their homes was to be found and litcle that had been entrusted ro 
friends and neighbors was recovered. The plunder of their possessions 
was permanent. The Germans had done their work thoroughly and, in 
spiritual collusion with them, the victims' neighbors looted whatever 
was left. The survivors returned co naught. 

When the war ended, Maria Ez.ner was convinced that her father, 
who had been arrested before the rest of the family was deported, would 
survive. Her mother and sister shared her belief, and together they 
walked and jumped trains from Strasshof to Budapest. The roads and 
rail lines overflowed with people as the Soviet Army moved west and 
those who were liberated streamed easr. The Ezners were debilitated and 
exhausted but they continued, driven by the urgent expectation of their 
reunion with their father and husband. As they trudged on, they saw 
"Cossacks on their horses. And we saw Tartars [Mongolians), like the 
great, great Plague of Europe, the Tartars in 1241, the same people. We 
saw elite troops coming, and Russian soldiers - women - who with rwo 
flags organized the traffic at the bridges, and so on." They slept in aban­
doned homes and ace the food they found in the larders. And rhen Ez­
ner's mother fell horribly ill with dysentery. "One day she fell, and she 
thought she couldn't get up. We stood and cried that she should stand 
up, and then she got the strength and she stood up and we went on and 
on. If she had known that our father wouldn't come back, maybe she 
wouldn't have managed. Bur she said she had the feeling char she had to 
lead her cwo children home." Finally they arrived in Budapest, where 
they stayed with friends of relatives who had not yet returned. They 
checked the lists of survivors posced by the Joint Distribution Com• 
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minee, bur "the name of my father never showed up on the list.'' A few 
days larer, "somebody said he had mer a peasanc from our community 
and this peasant had sa.id, 'Oh, rhe lawyer Ezner is ar home!' And then 
my mother said, 'We'll go home.'"'° They organized transport wirh a 
peasant who broughr a laden carr co che market-place in Pest and re­
turned wirh ir empry. Leaving in the early morning, they arrived in 
Abadszal6k the following morning. 

The house was empty. Not only was Father not there, the whole 
house was rorally empty. No bed, no table, not a chair, nothing. Only 
one rhing remained: my mother's piano was brought into the garden. 
Maybe it was too heavy. The people who had robbed everything had 
just left it. That one thing was in rhe garden. My mother still had her 
blanket with the SS stamp with her and we laid down on the Aoor and 
went ro sleep. That was our homecoming. 

If I had known chat my father would not come back, maybe I 
would have told my mother chat we should go to Vienna and not re­
turn. I adored my father more than anybody. I have never met a man 
such as he. So there was no question as to whether we would return to 
Hungary, because we hoped rhac Father was working under similar 
conditions to ours .... We didn't know chat Auschwitz existed .... 

We came back because we didn't know that our father wouJdn't 
come back. And we were there; Mother on the ruins of her life. We 
imagined that when we returned we would come back ro our old 
lives. The old life never came back .... And we had nothing. 11 

A couple of their former friends returned bits of their furniture. "Some 
of our neighbors came and denounced other people who had our things. 
We went to them, and there were people who said, 'Surely, surely we'll 
bring it back.' Bur there were others who said, 'We?' and we knew char it 
was hidden in the attic or cellar." Ezner, her mother, and her sister were 
devastated, depressed, and impoverished. "We had no money. We had 
nothing. " 11 

The Ezners' homecoming was a common occurrence throughout 
Europe. Older and younger children, from the cities and the villages, of 
all social classes, degrees of religious observance, and nationalities ex­
perienced the same return co a void. 1

•
1 Maria Ezner had recently turned 

fourteen when she, the child of a lawyer, went back to the small village 
where she had lived an assimilated, Jewish ly unobservant life before the 
war. Gerry Mok, by contrast, was just eight years old when the Necher-
1::ind!> was liberated. His forher had owned ;1 small fruit shop in the Jew­
ish neighborhood in cast Amsterdam where they lived. and they had had 
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child musr be wrong; ·how nice that a child can imagine a thing like 
rhar.'"" 

The extent of rhe neighborly theft and the degree to which these 
ordinary people had jusrified their gains ro themselves ranged from the 
astounding ro rhe bizarre. Many children who survived and returned to 

their home towns after the war have related chat, when they went to visit 
neighbors, friends of their parents, they were nicely treated and amiably 
received. They even were invited to come in, co sir down, and ro eat. Bur 
the same people denied having received jewelry, china, linen, or silver­
ware from the deported family. And there the child sat, eating off her 
mother's own dishes. In rural areas, where land and livestock were the 
valuables a family owned, children returned to villagers who denied that 
they or their families had ever existed. In some cases their reception was 
benign: the children simply never had lived there. In other instances, 
people who had the temerity to return were murdered. 16 Wealth so easily 
obtained was not so easily renounced. In many places, Jews who sur­
vived were an unwanted encumbrance, an intolerable presence. Moishe 
Koblansky and his family were hidden by several people in and around 
their village of Gruszwica in the Ukraine, some of them Ukrainian and 
some Czech. The last family co take them in were Czech farmers who 
lived very near to the Koblanskys' own home. From late 1943 until the 
beginning of February 1944 rhe Koblansky family hid in a six by six by 
four foot pit which had been dug our under the pigsty. The wooden floor 
of the pigsty was rheir roof. "When the Russians came in, February 2nd 
of 1944, we were about two blocks away from our house. The Russians 
came one day, and early the next morning, before dawn we got out of 
the hole. We didn't wait to have breakfast with these people. We didn't 
want to compromise them. We left the hiding place in the pigsty and we 
went to our house. That way, no one knew where we came from, no one 
would know where we had been. The people who hid us would be safe 
and no one would know that they had hidden Jews, because some 
people mighc take retribution against them." TI1e Koblaoskys returned 
to their home only briefly. They did nor stay. They were no longer mem­
bers of that community. "There was no question. We left the house. 
Everyching was very casual. There was no sense of belonging and no 
sense of things belonging to us. The term ' my house' had no meaning. 1 
think that's how I felt at that rime. The house was just another en­
cumbrance. We couldn't carry it wirh us, we couldn't sell ic. So the hell 
with ir. " 17 To wait until chey could sell it was out of the question. Ir was 
too dangerous. Once again, they lefr their home for safety elsewhere. 

Returning children received little sympathy from their neighbors, and 
chey cncounrercc.l indifference from rheir national governments. In the 
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imnieJi:.ue post-w:1r perinJ (from 1945 to 1~50) poltuci.111<; wrrc pre­
occupied with rhc businc!">s o t rebuilding rl1<.'1 r c1.wntrtc\., .ind rhc rl1ghr 
of Jcwil.h children did not figure prornmcnrlr m rh.u :.1gend:.1. The cirie'> 
had been bombed, rht! infrastrucrurc o;haccercd, and the financial system 
wa.; in ruins. The popularion, wlrn:h had been united under a nanon:.11 
flag before the war, had been ri\'cn apart by Nazism. Fasci!>m, ,rnd rhe 
occupation. Resisters and collaborators h3d fought againsr each other 
for years while the great majori ty of people simply had endured rhe 
hardships o f war. There was no solidariry becween these three factions; 
rhey had nor experienced the war in rhe same way a nd there was no sym­
parhy between rhem. It was the politicians' job ro scitch their citizenry 
together. This was the predominant national project, and rhe issue of the 
Jews, the iniquities that had been perperra red agninsr them during the 
war, their current plight, and their uncertain future, was a low-priority 
problem.18 

Surviving Jews were, afrer all, perceived co be marginal ro society. 
They were few in number and, as the local conditions were so inhospit­
able, a considerable proportion emigrated shortly after they had re­
turned. Stripped of power and resources, and severely debilitated by 
their years o f hardship, the J ews - especially Jewish ch ildren - were nor 
part of the mainsrream. Furthermore, the enormiry of the Judeocide was 
nor fathomed. The Jews were seen as just another group of victims; their 
special history and predicament was neither recognized nor understood. 
This obtuseness was exacerbated by the ideology of the newly elected 
Social Democratic governments in the west and the instituted socialist 
regimes in the east. These governments eschewed the na tionalist a nd 
racist designations of Nazism and Fascism, and as part of their political 
theory demanded that all citizens were the same a nd were ro be treated 
equally. ln so doing they failed ro acknowledge a nd indeed denied the 
unique situation of the Jews during the war. 19 

ln sho rt, because of the pragmacic considerations of reuniting the 
counrry, the apparent marginality o f the Jews, and the contemporar y 
polirical ideology, the national goal rhroughout Europe was a ri rualiscic 
purification rather than a serious attempr to redress w rongs or to 

address rhe diJemma of accouncability.20 Justice (abstract o r concrete) 
was not the order of the day. After po pular rage was spent during the 
first few days following liberation, and after a public condemn:irion of 
all chose (and their families) who had been members of collaborarionisc 
o rga nizations, attention was diverted from the ordinary sympathizers to 
the extraordinary villains.21 In each country a few mnjor figures were 
rrie<l, but in general their crime was high treason, nor genocide. Those 
who had benefited from their fellow cou1irr)•mcn's misfortune!., who had 
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betrayed rheir neighbors, who had been involved in rhe expropriation of 
property; the bureaucrats who had maintained rhe national train 
systems and who had demanded payment for the Jews who were ship­
ped on their lines, and the industrialists who had used Jews as slave 
laborers, were rarely brought to trial. That what had happened to the 
Jews was of no consequence becomes all too clear in an examination of 
the one comprehensive attempt to screen a whole nation: the de-Nazi­
ficarion process in occupied Germany. The Fragebogen, or question­
naire, which had ro be answered by everyone whom the Allied Military 
Government suspected of having been associated with the National 
Socialist regime, focused on nine distinct topics. These included personal 
data (name, address, nationality, religion, etc.), education, profession or 
trade, employment and military service, membership in and service for 
organizations, writings and speeches, income and assets, and travel or 
residence abroad. The Final Solution was never mentioned, and the 
systematic destruction of the Jews was alluded to in only four of the 131 
questions (numbers 121-4). Under the heading "Incqme and Assers" the 
respondent was asked whether he or she "had acquired property which 
had been seized from o thers," and whether "you ever acted as an admin­
istrator or trustee of Jewish property in furtherance of Aryanisation 
decrees or of ordinances?"21 Possessions, not persons, were of interest. 
No one was asked what he did when he saw a rwo-year-old taken away. 

The result of this project (which, it must be emphasized, was shared 
by all the governmencs in Europe), was that the singular responsibility of 
each country towards its Jewish citizens was disregarded and the survi­
vors' sensibilities dismissed. They were neither defended nor avenged . 
And there was no national policy to integrate them into society, to pro­
vide rhe special economic, social, and psychological assistance they re­
quired. Children who returned had losr years of education and normal 
socializarion as well as family, friends, home, and community. little 
efforc was expended and few programs were insrituted to help them nor­
mali7.e their lives, rejoin rheir gentile peers.23 To the contrary, they were 
left to deal with their difficulties alone. Indeed most children did not 
even have d,e company of other young people in the same predicament 
to provide support. When Maria Ezner and her mother and sister re­
turned to their empty home in Ab:idszalok, they had no money and 
nothing to sell. Mrs Ezner was a broken woman, and it was the fifteen­
year-old Maria's responsibility to provide food for her family. Educa­
tion, gymnasium and university studies, was our of the question. ''Ir was 
the negation of my personality that I would not go on to study. That was 
a problem I myself confronted alone. TI,ere was no community, no mass 
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of p,·oplt:. lrkl' tn rh1.· d,·porrarmn. Thtre \\WC no chil<lrc:n wirh whom I 
could speak, like in th1: ghctm. I -.11 10J ;1Jorn:. And the whok mi.,t·ry of 
our !.itu,1tion fell on m~ hcaJ tl1l'n. " 1

~ Sara Spier had nn home ro whi1.·h 
ru go, anti .1lrhough she:- ,,·.11rl·d for them, her parenr~ and hc:r link 
hrorher diJ nor return from J cpomrnon. She and her c;i!>rer found rh.n 
chey had t o fend ior rhcm!.eln:'>. Like ,\1a ria Ezner·s, her pre-war 
assumptions about her fuwre ,.,-ere absolutely impracricablc in the posr­
war world. She w::is hfrt!cn when she \VCnt inro hiding and eighteen when 
she re-entered sociccr. "When rhe war was over, I had had rwo years of 
gymnasium. 1 couldn 't go to university. L would have loved co. 1 had 
thought co study Durell or medicine. And there I was, I had only two 
years of high school, I hatl no parents, and I could see that I was nor 
going ro be looked after. 1 had to look after myself from rhe very 
moment the war was over." The couple who had helped her to hide, Cor 
and Tri1ntje van Stam, got her a position in a hospita l where she could 
srudy ro be a nurse. Ar that time, there was no school for nursing in the 
Netherlands. Bo th the theoretical and rhe pracrical education were con­
ducted in the hospital, and the young women rrainees received pocket 
money, room, and board. Three weeks after the war ended, Spier moved 
to the hospital. She had no home, no money, and no profession. The 
nursing course offered alJ rhree. Jn its own way, it was another choice­
less choice and, as she said, "T was very, very lonely after the war.·• She 
completed the course and took her examinations, and " then I thought, 
' I'd like ro study medicine; I'll go co school in the evening.' During the 
day I was a nurse and in the evening, I did my high school course. So 1 
only worked and 1 are and I slept. So, really, another piece of my youth 
was completely gone. Ultimacely, I succeeded and got my gymnasium 
diploma. I was twenty-eight years old, and I was so tired by thar rime 
rhat I did nor go to do universicy studies. " 25 

The sub-text of the lack of policy co provide Jewish children with the 
help they needed, of the emphasis on the project of national rebuilding 
and unity rather than responsibiliry and accountabilicy was: "We, as a 
nation, must forger about rhe past a nd look ro rhe future. And you, Jew­
ish children, must forger what happened to you, and go on with your 
lives." There was a sub-text to that message too, and it read: "We do not 
want co know. We do nor wanr to hear about it." Thus, the European 
t:nthusiasm for the establishment of the scare of Israel was because ir 
provided a counrry for che Jews ro build. The survivors too could work 
towards the future of their nation. Israel was a convenienr counterparr 
to their own agenda a nd, by the way, a n expedient national home - not 
for rhe Jews as individuals, but for people whose very presence remained 



Co11c/11sion and Epilogue 
270 

a challenge co rhe Europeans' carefully constructed national histories of 
the war years and the national self-perception of heroism and Christian 

charity. On a personal level, the sub-text was clearly articulated. Sara Spier's 
experience with rhe head nurse of the hospital where she had obtained a 
training position is a typical example of the imposed conditions for read­
mission into society. The head nurse had done many wonderful things 
during the war. She had helped Jews and others who had had to hide, 
and she had hidden people in the hospital itself. "But when I went just to 
make her acquaintance, she said, 'Well, you can come here, you can 
work like everybody else, but the war is over now, so no word about the 
war. You may come, you come to work and you come to learn to be a 
nurse, and we won't speak about tbe war and you don't speak about 

your Jewish background. No stories."'
26 

The children could nor forget their histories, of course, and just 
because chey were forbidden to speak did not mean that they would not 
remember. Within each Jewish child who survived the war, the past re­
mained intact and undigested. lt became an unspoken and unincegrated 
personal history; an unopened internal package. The silence continued. 
Now adults, most child survivors have not recounted their hiscories to 
their spouses or children. l was grateful that so many agreed to share 
their past with me, and I asked why they were willing to do so. In every 
European language, the same answer was given: "Because you asked." 

.. ... 
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Introduction 

Finding a good way to care for child.mo who lack parents able to do so is a 

difficult problem. At the end of the twentieth century, it is a problem that is once again 

entering widespread public awareness. Failures in the foster care systems of a number of 

states and widespread disillusionment with welfare have led many child welfare 

advocates to look for new solutions, or to consider a return to older methods. Over the 

next decade, a new group of dependent children will need help, and it is not clear what 

constitutes the best way to provide that help. The number of children orphaned by the 

AIDS epidemic is expected to rise from roughly 18,000 in 1992 to 82,000 by the year 

2000. While this total is much smaller than the national foster care caseload, it will not 

be spread evenly across the United States, nor will the children left orphaned be typical 

of the current foster care population. This paper focuses on the history of certain 

aspects of an earlier method of child care, orphanages, in an attempt to understand some 

historical issues that may be relevant to curr~nt efforts to provide for the growing 

number of AIDS orphans who will need help in the near future. 

Although they are rare in the 1990s, orphan asylums stood at the center of the 

American child welfare system for three-quarters of a century. From the Civil War until 

the 1930s, more dependent children were reared in asylums than by any other method. 

But there was no single prototype of a "typical" orphan asylum, and most asylums 

changed considerably over time. Although Catholic, Protestant, Jewish, and publicly­

managed asylums each had certain unique characteristics, individual institutions of each 
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kind differed from one another in important ways. Despite this, almost all asylums 

shared certain characteristics, and developed along similar lines during the late 

nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. Most fundamentally, the attitudes of asylum 

managers towards their children, their children's relatives, and the surrounding 

community changed tremendously during the decades before and after 1900. 

Regardless of the specific nature of an asylum's religious management or funding 

source, orphan asylums throughout the nation were community institutions, controlled by 

local groups and serving local interests. Throughout the first half of the nineteenth 

century, and in many cases until well after the Civil War, almost all asylums kept very 

close control over their children. The daily schedules in most asylums were highly 

regimented, children were rarely away from the close observation of adults, and they 

spent little or no ti.me outside asylum walls. As a result, asylum children had almost no 

opportunity to interact with adults other than asylum employees, or with children who 

lived in the neighboring community. But as the roles of families changed and as 

attitudes towards poor families became less harsh, asylum life also began to change. In 

the late nineteenth century the isolation of children within asylums began to lessen; by 

the 1920s orphan asylums were very different places to live than they had been a few 

decades earlier. In the decades following the Civil War, asylum children began to 

experience more regular interaction with people outside the asylum, especially relatives, 

and with other institutions and organizations. 
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The spread of orphan asylums, 1800-1860 

Though there were a handful of orphan asylums in the United States by 1800, 

they did not start to become a widespread part of American life until the 1830s. 

Between 1800 and 1830 the number of orphan asylums in the young nation rose 

gradually, from half a dozen to roughly thirty. More than half of these institutions were 

managed by Protestant groups and taught their children distinctly Protestant values; 

about one quarter were Catholic. Asylums were usually founded in port cities that 

received sizeable numbers of immigrants, and were largely a response to the increased 

poverty that came with rapidly growing urban centers and the rise of manufacturing and 

wage labor. Though called orphan asylums, the majority of the children cared for in 

many of these institutions were "half-orphans" who had one living parent. Many of the 

earliest asylums cared only for girls, though as time passed some were founded for boys 

and some accepted children of both sexes. In general, antebellum orphan asylums were 

small institutions, caring for just a few dozen children at any one time.1 

The spread of asylums in the United States accelerated in the 1830s. In 1832 a 

devastating cholera epidemic swept across the nation, hitting poor and immigrant 

communities in port cities especially hard.2 The religious leaders of these communities, 

often joined ( or led) by charitable groups formed by middle-class women, searched for a 

way to care for the numerous children left without homes or parents able to provide for 

them.3 Many of these groups decided to build orphan asylums, which would be 

managed, funded, and located within the community. The total number of asylums in 
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the United States doubled during the 1830s, as nearly two dozen Protestant and at least 

one dozen Catholic asylums were founded, mostly as direct responses to the ravages of 

cholera. As urban centers continued to grow, immigration increased, and wage labor 

spread, another three dozen new asylums (now evenly split between Protestant and 

Catholic) were founded during the 1840s, bringing the total in the nation to roughly one 

hundred by 1850. 

At the century's midpoint, asylums could be found in twenty-one of the nation's 

thirty states, as well as in the District of Columbia. The largest cities had multiple 

asylums. In 1850 New York City had nine orphan asylums, Philadelphia seven, St. Louis 

six and New Orleans five. Large cities usually had asylums managed by several different 

Protestant groups, as well as two or more Catholic asylums run by different ethnic 

groups. The death and destruction brought in 1849 by another wave of cbolera, 

combined with the continued effects of immigration, urban growth, and industrialization, 

led to an even more rapid explosion of new children's institutions. More than sixty new 

orphan asylums were established in the 1850s. By the eve of the Civil War, then, there 

were over one hundred and fifty orphan asylums in the United States. By this time, 

some asylums were becoming quite large, caring for more than one hundred children at 

a time, and some, notably those in California and New York, received a considerable 

portion of their income from public funds. Orphan asylums had become the nation's 

most widespread method of caring for dependent children outside their own homes. 
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Nineteenth century isolating asylums 

Children in poor families lived in the world in a way that many children in 

nineteenth century asylums did not. For example, poor children living with their families 

attended community institutions such as schools and churches, where they interacted with 

other children as well as a variety of adults.4 Asylum children rarely enjoyed interaction 

with a variety of adults and other children; their lives were bounded by other asylum 

children, a few adult authority figures, and asylum walls. Just as they had· been before 

the Civil War, orphan asylums in the 1870s and 1880s were still likely to keep their 

children inside the asylum itself virtually every moment of every day. Children might 

venture outside the asylum once a week for church, but they usually attended school, and 

often even church services, within the asylum itself. Different asylums had different 

reasons for this isolation. For some, a lack of available public schools or appropriate 

religious training in the outside community led to schools and church services within the 

asylum. For many Catholic asylums, isolation was a way of preserving the religious and 

ethnic heritages of their children in a society that was seen, with considerable 

justification, as anti-Catholic. In such cases, an asylum manager's motivations were 

"protective.'' For some Protestant and so-called non-sectarian asylums, on the other 

hand, keeping complete control over every aspect of children's lives was a way of 

breaking poor children away from an impoverished heritage that was deemed seriously 

flawed. This kind of asylum can be called "controlling." In the 1870s, most orphan 

asylums were still isolating institutions, whether they were controlling asylums that tried 
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to block children off from "evil" influences (including their own families), or protective 

asylums determined to see that children received a religious and cultural upbringing such 

as their parents presumably would have wanted them to have. 

Many asylum managers believed that orphans and half-orphans were to be cared 

for until a new home could be found for them, or until they were old enough to care for 

themselves. But children with at least one living parent had a home to return to if the 

family's fortunes improved, and in fact most children departed asylums to return to their 

families. Even in the middle of the nineteenth century, some asylum managers 
• 

embraced the idea of giving temporary care to dependent children, after which the 

children would be reunited with their families. For example, Brooklyn's Home for 

Destitute Children gave "temporary care and protection in the 'Home' to children whose 

parents need this relief," as well as to neglected or abandoned children.5 An asylum 

manager's view of poor parents determined whether or not an asylum willingly served 

this function.6 When asylum managers saw poor parents as unworthy simply because of 

their poverty, they tried to break all ties between children and parents and find the 

children new homes. This was another important characteristic distinguishing protective 

asylums from controlling ones: the former often helped families reunite while the latter 

usually opposed family reunification. 

The protection of a child's religious heritage was always a central concern for 

Catholic, Jewish, and sectarian Protestant asylums. On many occasions, ethnic as well as 

religious heritages were being protected: for example, Germans and Italians each built 

Catholic and Protestant homes specifically for their own children. Strong religious 
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impulses played an important part in asylum managers' compassion toward poor families, 

and in managers' willingness to help poor children temporarily, just as they bad in the 

original founding of many asylums. Catholic asylums may have been especially willing to 

help families reunite, since Catholic charity was generally ''less judgmental, more ready to 

help, less quick to condemn" than Protestant charity throughout the nineteenth century.7 

The spread of orphan asylums, 1860-1933 
• 

After the Civil War, orphan asylums were founded in even greater numbers than 

they had been in the antebellum period. Asylums were built in every populated area of 

the nation, centering largely in the northeast but also multiplying or appearing for the 

first time in many western and southern states. Most continued to be built in, or close 

to, large or mid-sized cities. The number of Catholic and Protestant asylums 

Table 18 

Orphan Asylums by management type. 1890-1933 

Year Catholic Protestant Jewish Fraternal Public Unknown Total 

1890 173 111 9 4 83 184 564 

1910 215 186 11 17 98 310 837 

1923 299 321 40 71 110 390 1,231 

1933 243 266 37 90 141 5439 1,320 
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skyrocketed, and public, non-sectarian, and Jewish asylums appeared for the first time. 

This growth continued until the early 1930s, when there were over 1,300 hundred orphan 

asylums in the United States. (See Table 1) 

As Table I shows, different groups founded the majority of their asylums at 

different times. New Catholic and Protestant asylums appeared at a steady rate through 

the 1920s, as they had been doing since before the Civil War. Public asylums had been 

extremely rare before the Civil War, but in the next three decades spread across several 

states, notably Ohio, Indiana, and Connecticut. By 1890, however, the expansion of 

publicly-managed asylums had slowed considerably. Jewish asylums and fraternal 

asylums, such as those managed by the Masons and the Odd Fellows, had been fairly 

rare before 1900, but more than tripled in number between 1910 and 1923. The number 

of asylums for dependent children probably peaked in the late 1920s or early 1930s, after 

which it began to drop rapidly as asylums became foster care agencies or shifted away 

from concentrating on poor children to instead caring for children with emotional, 

psychological, or physical problems. 

The shift from isolating to integrative asylums 

During the last third of the nineteenth century, the way some asylums expected 

and wanted their children to interact with the broader world began to change. The 

isolating asylums of the antebellum period, which had maintained thorough and constant 
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control over their children, slowly began to evolve into integrative institutions that 

encouraged parental visits, sent their children to public schools with other children from 

the community, and sometimes even sent their children on summer vacations in the 

country. For most asylum children, such contacts with the outside world increased but 

remained limited in the late nineteenth century, but for almost all asylum children they 

became quite common in the 1910s and 1920s. 

There were a number of reasons for this change. Most fundamentally, sending 

children out into the community was a response to asylum critics who argued that 

institutions were cold, dehumanizing, regimented places that were not fit homes for 

children. Letting asylum children interact with a variety of adults and children outside 

the asylum provided them with opportunities to develop as individuals. Furthermore, the 

increasing use of institutions such as public schools to help socialize and raise children 

was a society-wide development; orphan asylum managers, like middle-class families, 

gradually turned over more and more of their child-rearing functions to institutions 

between the Civil War and the New Deal.10 

The experience of asylum superintendents and matrons with poor families was 

equally important in causing the shift toward integrative institutions. Many asylum 

managers began their careers with a harsh view of poor parents; if a parent abandoned 

bis or her child to an asylum, then that parent must not care much for the child. But 

years of dealing with poor parents - watching the agony parents went through when they 

bad to part with their children, seeing parents make attempts to regain their children, 

and, most important, learning that parents were forced to give up their children due to 
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the death of a spouse, a serious illness, or long term unemployment rather than by a lack 

of parental affection - often led asylum managers toward a far more benevolent view of 

the poor. Once this had happened, it made sense to most asylum managers to do what 

they could to help families reunite. 

Two examples will serve to illustrate the shift towards more integrative 

institutions. The first shows how children's relationships with their families were 

increasingly encouraged by changes in asylum policies governing parental visitation 

rights. By the early twentieth century, many asylum managers were beginning to 

encourage stronger ties between their wards and the children's remaining family 

members, especially parents, whereas before they had often tried to weaken or end the 

influence of parents over institutionalized children. The second example focuses on a 

shift in where asylum children received their formal education. In the middle of the 

nineteenth century, virtually all orphan asylums ran their own schools, thus allowing 

asylum managers to keep a close eye on everything children did throughout the day. By 

the early twentieth century, however, most non-Catholic asylums sent their children to 

public schools. Unlike their earlier counterparts, asylum children in the 1910s and 1920s 

often went to school with children from the surrounding neighborhood, and interacted on 

a regular basis with adult authority figures other than asylum workers. 
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Parental visitation 

Until the late nineteenth century, most asylum managers did what they could to 

limit contact between asylum children and their parents. By the 1810s, one of the 

nation's first orphanages, the Boston Female Asylum, was already trying to keep children 

and their parents apart by strictly limiting parental visits to the Asylum. For the next 

fifty years, most asylums continued to limit parental visits, with some going so far as 

completely banning contact between parent and child. In the 1860s, Brooklyn's Home 

for Destitute Children allowed parents to visit their children only "on the first 

Wednesday of every month." Apparently, even parents who were paying board for their 

children's upkeep in the Home (and who retained legal guardianship of their children) 

were only allowed one or two hours a month to see their children. 11 

It is important to note that the very fact that many asylum managers felt a need to 

place limits on parental visitation shows that at least some parents were trying to 

maintain ties with their children. This is the opposite of what many critics of the poor in 

the late nineteenth century expected. These critics argued that poor parents placed their 

children in asylums because they felt no real love for the children, and simply wanted to 

rid themselves of a burden. In fact, parents usually turned to asylums as a last resort, 

and hoped to reclaim their children once their health and/or economic situation 

improved. By the late nineteenth century, many asylum managers were recognizing the 

strong emotional bonds between the children they were raising and those children's 

parents. As a result, some asylum managers began to actively encourage parental visits. 
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This attitude became more widespread in the 1890s, as support for family breakup 

among child welfare experts diminished in the wake of a severe economic depression, 

continued urban growth, massive immigration, and other forces.12 

As the idea of keeping families together became more widely accepted, 

maintaining ties between institutionalized children and surviving relatives, especially 

parents, became increasingly important to most asylum managers. In the 1910s, the 

Orphan Asylum Society of New York at Hastings-on-the-Hudson was trying to strengthen 

family ties "by an elaborate system of visiting" during the summer and the Christmas 

holidays. This system included returning children to their parents' homes for brief stays, 

especially at holidays. 13 

By the 1920s, most asylums managers were doing all they could to make contact 

between children and parents as easy as possible. The San Francisco Presbyterian 

Orphanage and Farm had visiting hours every afternoon except Saturdays, so that 

parents with jobs would be able to see their children whenever they had a few free 

hours.14 This was the result of two intertwined beliefs that were widely held by asylum 

managers by the 1920s: children should be returned to their parents as soon as the 

parents were able to take them, and regular parent-child contact would make this an 

easier transition as well as a more likely one. 
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Education 

No goal was more central to most asylum managers' ways of thinking than 

molding their children into respectable, disciplined, religious, hard-working, self­

supporting citizens. Along with religious training, education was the chief means 

managers employed to achieve this goal. In the middle of tbe nineteenth century, 

virtually all asylum children attended asylum schools, which wer_e expected to provide 

moral training and teach reading, writing, arithmetic, history, and various other subjects. 

By the early twentieth century, many asylums were sending their children to nearby 

public schools, but their goals had not changed: schools were still expected to provide 

moral training as well as a basic, formal education. Asylum managers who did not 

approve of the lessons taught in public schools, which generally meant the managers of 

Catholic institutions, continued to maintain their own schools. 

By 1860, most states outside of the South had created public school systems that 

made elementary schooling widely (though not universally) available, and often provided 

some secondary schooling as well.15 Although asylum managers did not make use of 

public schools for most of the nineteenth century, asylum schools generally tried to 

emulate public schools as much as possible. The same subjects were taught, the same 

methods of teaching were employed, and in many cases the same textbooks were used. 

This was natural, since asylums, like public schools, were more concerned with turning 

out good citizens than good scholars.16 Many orphan asylum managers, especially of 

Protestant institutions, would probably have been willing to send their children out to 
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public schools in the Civil War era, but it was rarely an option. Public schools were 

usually overcrowded, unable to handle anywhere near the number of children of school 

age who lived nearby.17 Asylum managers who maintained their own schools throughout 

the nineteenth century did so due to a lack of other options as much as out of a desire 

to have complete control over their children's daily experiences. 

A few asylum children were already attending public schools in the Civil War era. 

For example, Boston's Church Home for Orphan and Destitute Children was sending its 

children to public schools by 1863. But the situation in New Orleans was far more 

typical than that in Boston. Several orphan asylums already existed in New Orleans, 

managing their own schools, before the beginning of public schools in 1841. These 

asylums continued to educate their own children until almost the end of the century, in 

large part because there was no room in the city's public schools for additional children. 

When New Orleans expanded its public school system in the 1890s, some asylum 

managers saved money by shutting down their schools and sending their children out to 

the city's now accessible public schools.18 

Once it became a viable option - usually around the tum of the century - there 

were a number of advantages for asylum managers in sending their children to public 

schools. First, it would save the asylum money, since it would no longer have to hire its 

own teachers. Finding qualified teachers on limited asylum funds had always been a 

problem, and it was one that could be shifted to public schools. Closing asylum schools 

would also free up much needed space in the asylum, which was important given the 

overcrowding many asylums regularly experienced. Larger public schools could also 
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classify children by their age and knowledge far more easily than could most asylum 

schools: where one asylum teacher might have to teach a class with children of widely 

varied ages, a public school could divide children into three or four different grades. 

Catholic orphan asylums were unlikely to send their children to public schools in 

the early twentieth century. There were a number of reasons for this, some pragmatic 

and others philosophical. Because the teachers in Catholic asylum schools were usually 

unpaid nuns, it cost Catholic asylums relatively little to run their own schools. And in 

many cases the schools in Catholic orphan asylums also served neighborhood children, 

whose parents preferred paying for their children to attend a private Catholic schoo4 

even if it was part of an institution for poor children, over sending their children to 

public school. 

Ideological reasons were even more important than pragmatic ones in the 

continuation of Catholic asylum schools long after most other asylum children were 

attending public schools. The managers of Catholic asylums were particularly concerned 

with guiding their children's secular and religious upbringing in what they saw, accurately 

enough, as a basically Protestant society. Where Protestant asylum managers tended to 

see public schools as willing and able to help them perform their mission by raising 

children as good citizens and good Protestants, Catholic asylum managers saw public 

schools as the enemy, at least in so far as the way they trained any Catholic children 

. attending them. Chiefly because of their distrust of the messages taught in public 

schools, the managers of Catholic asylums continued to run their own schools long after 

other asylums were using public schools. An extensive survey of Catholic asylums in the 
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mid-1910s found that a handful sent their children to local parochial schools, but the vast 

majority were still edu.cating their children within the asylum itself. A California survey 

in 1920 found that forty of the state's orphan asylums sent their children to public 

schools, while just thirteen conducted their own grammar schools; at least ten of those 

thirteen were Catholic institutions.19 

• 

Twentieth century integrative asylums 

By the 1910s, integrative asylums were becoming the norm as institutionalized 

children became more likely to attend public schools, visit often with family members, 

and join organizations where they mixed with other children from the community.
20 

The 

greater availability of public schools and groups such as the Boy Scouts made increased 

interactions possible. The progressive focus on children's individual psychological and 

emotional needs, central to the growing professions of psychiatry ruid social work, 

enhanced the movement toward opening asylums up to the outside world.
21 

Asylum managers bad always tried to make their institutions as homelike as possible. 

This goal became much more attainable after 1900, especially in small and mid-sized 

institutions. Asylum managers hoped, as always, "to make the [asylum] family life as 

much like individual home life as possible," and in the early twentieth century they had 

more ways to do so. ChiJdren were not just encouraged to venture out of the asylum; 

they were also to be better treated within the asylum. They were to be treated as 
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individuals, given love, and taught to be self-supporting rather than to think that "the 

world owes them a living." Discipline was to be "as nearly as can be parental," and 

children were to be surrounded by "tbe genial warmth of family aff ections."22 

But asylums could not actually replace a childjs family, and by the early twentieth 

century most asylum managers recognized this fact, even as asylums were rapidly 

improving as places for children to live. Even more than in the late nineteenth century, 

orphan asylums in the Progressive Era consciously tried to function as aides to 

working-class family life. St. Mary's Home for Children opened in Chicago in 1895 

"primarily in an effort to assist overweighted [sic] parents, unable to provide a proper 

home for their children, yet unwilling, as every parent ought to be, to give up entirely the 

responsibility and control of their children." A speaker at the National Conference of 

Charities and Corrections in 1900 stated that the "natural and proper function" of private 

orphan asylums was "to receive the children of unfortunate parents with the view of 

returning them to assist, perhaps, in reuniting the family." This goal was widespread 

during the Progressive Era, marking the I.lllddle ground between those opposed to 

institutions under any circumstances and the occasional asylum manager who still 

considered lengthy asylum stays to be in a poor child's best interest.23 

Like the managers of Protestant and public asylums, many Jewish and Catholic 

asylum managers hoped to send children back to their own parents, though in fact they 

often kept their charges for lengthy periods. The report of the committee on dependent 

children at the National Conference of Jewish Charities in 1902 stated that orphan 

asylums "must ever keep in sight the possibility of reuniting the family when the 
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destitution which has occasioned the breaking-up has disappeared or been overcome." 

The Marks Nathan Jewish Orphan Home of Chicago encouraged frequent parental visits 

to its children partly in the hopes that such visits would increase parenting skills, as 

parents would see how asylum workers and children interacted. The Program for 

Catholic Child-Caring Homes, an influential statement of goals for Catholic asylums in 

the 1920s, stressed that every effort should be made to help children and families reunite 

as soon as possible.24 

The Chicago Orphan Asylum's annual report for 1933 ended with a statement that 
• 

reflected the aspirations most orphan asylum managers had held since asylums first 

appeared, though the means they bad used to achieve their goals had changed 

considerably. After an extended discussion of two children the Asylum bad cared for, 

one of whom had just been sent to a state hospital for the insane, the other having been 

returned to his father and stepmother, the report ended: 

We know of no "formula" which will assure a good future for children like Sarah 
and Leland, but we can marshall all the available skill and understanding to their 
aid and honestly say of each who comes to us, "We have done for him all that 
we can."25 

Conclusion 

When cholera raced across the United States in 1832, urban communities 

throughout the young nation were faced with a common problem: how to care for 
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children left without homes or parents able to care for them. At that time, no single 

method of caring for dependent children dominated American welfare and charity. 

Some children were apprenticed, some entered poorhouses, and some children were able 

to remain with relatives because their families received charity or outdoor relief. 

Orphan asylums were a relatively new solution to children's poverty. As recently as 

1800, there had only been a handful of asylums for children in the entire country, and 

even in 1830 fewer than three dozen existed. Just nine cities - Albany, Baltimore, 

Boston, Charleston, Philadelphia, New Orleans, New York, Savannah, and Washington, .. 
D.C. - combined held three-quarters of the nation's orphan asylums in 1830.26 

Given the relative scarcity of orphan asylums in 1832, why did so many 

communities decide to build them as their chief response to the cholera epidemic? One 

reason was that other options were either relatively inaccessible or were seen as 

unacceptable. Outdoor relief came in small amounts, was difficult to become eligible 

for, and was stigmatizing. Almshouses were highly stigmatizing, and perhaps even more 

importantly would have removed children completely from their communities. In 

particular, Catholic children who entered the poorhouse might be irrevocably lost to the 

faith of their parents. 

Orphan asylums, on the other hand, seemed to have a number of advantages. 

They would be located in the community and their children could be raised in the faith 

of their parents. For children who had relatives nearby, staying within the community, 

even if in an institution, increased the likelihood that they would be reunited with their 

families in the future (though not all antebellum asylum managers agreed with such a 
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goaJ). Asylums were also a matter of pride: they would allow a community to care for its 

own, rather than having to rely on public assistance or other communities' asylums. 

Finally, they were extremely flexible institutions that each community could shape to fit 

its own needs and priorities. Asylums could care for girls or boys or both, they could 

seek to reunite families or to place children in other people's homes, and they could 

teach whatever specific religious, moral, and cultural values the community wished. 

In the 1990s, as at the start of both the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, some 

people concerned with specific groups of poor children are looking for better ways to 

care for children who, either temporarily or permanently, lack families able to raise 

them. The preferred solution in the first half of the nineteenth century was orphan 

asylums. In the first half of the twentieth century, the solution chosen was non­

institutional: a combination of foster care and support payments {through mothers' 

pensions, ADC, and now AFDC) to poor mothers to help them raise their own children. 

Both of these systems are now being widely criticized, just as orphan asylums were nearly 

a century ago. For many Americans, AFDC conjures up pictures (however inaccurate) 

of "welfare mothers" having additional children to increase their monthly stipend, and of 

'welfare cheats" who receive multiple monthly checks. Foster care is overburdened in 

many of the nation's larger states, and newspaper headlines regularly announce its 

failures. A variety of politicians and policy makers have proposed a return to 

institutional care for children, though their expectations about who would be placed in 

new institutions, and what those children's relations with their families would be, varies 

widely. 
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This rather discouraging sketch of the current child welfare system is all the more 

worrisome to advocates concerned with children left orphaned by the death of a parent 

due to AIDS. The number of such children will be rising dramatically in the late 1990s. 

The good news - if there can be such a thing in this tragic situation - is that "AIDS 

orphans" who are IDV-positive are being given special care within the foster care system, 

and there is no reason to expect that this will change as the number of such cases rises. 

However, the vast majority of children who will be lefr orphaned by the AIDS 

epidemic over the next decade will be IDV-negative, since most babies born to IDV­

positive mothers are HIV-negative, and many other future "AIDS orphans" were born 

before their mothers became infected. Unfortunately, the foster care system is already 

overburdened, including foster care in the handful of cities where most lllV-negative 

AIDS orphans will be concentrated. Perhaps more importantly, many of the HIV­

negative children who will be coming into the system are older, and foster care is 

increasingly geared toward the care of young children. So even if concerned activists felt 

comfortable with the treatment children will receive in foster care, there is a mismatch 

between the kind of children the system is currently receiving ( and expecting) and the 

IDV-negative children who will be needing help in coming years. 

The HIV epidemic is very different - and far more devastating - than cholera ever 

was, but in at least one respect its effects are very similar. Specific impoverished 

communities will be hardest hit, and the children of people who are afflicted by the 

epidemic will often be left without anyone to care for them. How these children will be 

cared for is a crucial question. In the 1830s, communities struck by cholera built 
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institutions, but the response in the 1990s to the AIDS epidemic will need to be more 

complex. 

A combination of institutional care and foster care programs is the response most 

likely to be flexible enough to provide good care for children of varied ages and family 

situations. Some older children may be better off in a boarding school, for example, 

than they would be being bounced from one foster care home to another. For children 

with severe emotional, psychological, or physical handicaps, institutional care or a 

specialized foster care borne may work better than any other available option. 

Nonetheless, the options that exist for older children in the foster care system are 

limited, and will need to be expanded and improved. What lessons can child welfare 

activists and AIDS activists concerned with the care of children orphaned by the AIDS 

epidemic draw from the history of orphanages, and from the history of child welfare 

more generally? 

First, any method of child care that succeeds quickly finds itself helping children 

drawn from a wider audience than it was originally developed to handle. Orphanages 

began with the expectation that they would help orphans, and occasionally "half-orphans," 

but by the late nineteenth century most children in asylums were half-orphans, and most 

asylums were also regularly accepting "dependent" children who had two living parents. 

Second, any method geared specifically towards one needy group becomes in itself 

stigmatizing; it would probably not be to a child's benefit to grow up with the label 

"AIDS orphan." Being poor and without parents will be enough of a burden. Any 

program developed to help improve the care HIV-negative orphans are likely to receive 
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should be developed as a universal program, to avoid stigma as much as possible and to 

increase the likelihood of support from the child welfare system in general. 

What kind of programs does the historical record suggest might work? 

Unfortunately, there is no clear cut answer to this question. Institutions had a long 

period of relative success and some states may be moving back in their direction, but 

they seem a less promising road to follow than foster care. Within the foster care 

system, there has always been a problem finding enough good homes to meet the 

demand. Today, this is particularly true for older children, and many of the children 

who will soon be in need of help will fit this description. Attempts to develop foster 

care homes for IIlV-negative children specifically are less likely to succeed than attempts 

to increase the number of good foster care homes for pre-adolescents and adolescents 

more broadly. Once found, such foster care homes would be able to care for HIV­

negative AIDS orphans as well as children who enter foster care for other reasons. 

One crucial lesson from the history of orphan asylums is that any sort of 

institutional care must rely heavily - and deliberately - ori the surrounding community if 

it is to adequately prepare children for adult life. Whenever family members exist, they 

should be encouraged to be active part of the child's life, unless there is a very good 

reason to believe that such a continued connection would prove harmful to the child. 

The same is true for children in foster care homes. Relatives should be encouraged to 

remain a part of children's lives whenever possible, whether or not there is any 

likelihood those relatives will someday be able to take the children into their own 

homes. 
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The history of orphan asylums is far more complex than can possibly be discussed 

in a short paper. The focus here on the increasing interaction between asylum children 

and the world outside the asylum provides some lessons for current efforts to aid 

children, but so do other aspects of asylum history that could not be included. For 

example, most asylum managers were very hesitant - or completely unwilling - to accept 

children under school age because they recognized that institutions were not a proper 

place for such young children to live. With this in mind, any solutions for dependent 

children today need to recognize that what might work well for adolescents could be 

disastrous if applied to infants. Similarly, institutions are far better at providing 

relatively short-term care than they are at raising children for the bulk of their 

childhood. Orphan asylums served as aides to poor families; to the extent that they are 

relied on over the next decade, it should be as a support system to the care of children 

in foster care homes or in the care of relatives, not as a place to warehouse children for 

whom we have no better solution. 
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In this paper, I want to make four observations about the 

response to orphans and other dependent children in 

America's cities during the last two centuries. These 

observations relate to the language of dependence, the mixed 

economy of social welfare, the role of context, and the 

insufficiency of policy. They add up to an argument for 

using the past to transcend history because very little in 

America's past can instruct us in the present crisis. Put 

bluntly, none of the earlier approaches to the problem of 

orphaned and dependent children are worth emulating or 

adapting to the present. By and large, they failed to 

respond to dependence in comprehensive, constructive, and 
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compassionate ways, and they were designed for contexts 

radically different from the unprecedented situation in 

today's cities. 

The four observations that lead me to argue for the need to 

transcend the history of policy may be summarized in the 

following way: 

Americans use a very old vocabulary to talk about 

poverty and dependence. Highly moralistic, this 

vocabulary has blended poverty, crime, ignorance, and 

disease into a frightening image whose residue touches 

children as well as adults. 

In America, both public and private sources have 

financed and administered all forms of social welfare. 

From early in the nation's history, they have 

interacted in complicated, protean ways. As a result it 

is not very helpful or accurate to call America's mixed 

economy of social welfare either public or private. 

Responses to orphaned and dependent children always 

have comprised strands in larger strategies of social 

welfare. They make sense only in context . In the same 

way, strategies of social welfare have been anqhored in 

social, economic, demographic, and political contexts 
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that periodically have redefined the meaning of 

poverty. 

American rhetoric about the importance of children has 

contrasted rudely with American social policy, which, 

as two historians have written, represents a chain of 

"broken promises." Whatever the weaknesses in their 

designs might have been, American responses to 

dependent children never have received the resources 

necessary to prove their worth. 

These observations emerge more clearly from an overview of 

social welfare strategies in America's history. I will 

describe briefly two major periods between the end of the 

Colonial era and the 1940s: the Poorhouse Era and Building 

the Semiwelfare State. I then jump to the present to show 

how the context of poverty and the situation of dependent 

children differs from the past. 

The Poorhouse E.ra includes the years from the early 

nineteenth century to about 1890. The hallmarks of its 

distinctive social welfare strategy, which peaked i n the 

1870s and 1880s, were hostility to public outdoor relief, 

reliance on institutions, the separation of parents and 

children, and social control through the personal oversight 

of the poor by the wealthy. The depression of the 1890s 
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revealed the bankruptcy of this strategy, which, gradually, 

moved from the forefront to the backwaters of social policy. 

In the Colonial period, communities provided relief to poor 

people through four distinctive methods: auctioning the care 

of the poor to the lowest bidder, contracting for their care 

without competitive bidding, forcing them into almshouses, 

and mixing institutional care with outdoor relief. 

Complicating administration were the ubiquitous settlement 

laws, which restricted relief to dependent people who met 

local criteria for "settlement." Local authorities shipped 

others across parish, town, or county borders, allegedly 

back to their communities of origin. Although poor laws 

required kin to support one another and encouraged the 

apprenticeship of dependent children, almost no special 

institutions or organizations looked after needy youngsters. 

In the late eighteenth century, as migration, economic 

change, and the formation of a mobile wage labor class 

increased the prevalence of poverty, settlement became 

harder to determine, more expensive to administer , and a 

constant source of conflict and litigation. Increasingly, 

too, reformers pointed to the abuses inherent in auctioning 

and contracting out the care of the poor. Still, outdoor 

relief remained an inadequate policy because, so 

contemporaries argued, it raised taxes for poor relief and 

discouraged the poor from seeking work. As in Britain, 
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reformers sought to eliminate outdoor relief and force all 

dependent people into poorhouses. 

In both nations , reformers' emphasis on poorhouses reflected 

a new belief in the power of institutions to solve soci al 

problems through their influence on behavior and character, 

and they translated their faith i n the transformative power 

of institutions not only into poorhouses but also into 

mental hospitals , penitentiaries, reformatories, and public 

schools . Indeed, more dependent people undoubtedly found 

refuge in new general hospitals , mental institutions, and 

orphanages than in almshouses, and many more continued to 

receive outdoor than "indoor" relief. Nonetheless, because 

they embodied the goals of public policy toward dependence, 

poorhouses are a fitting symbol for this early era in the 

history of relief. 

In the same years, a new vocabulary of poverty and 

dependence emerged . For a long time, writers had 

distinguished between the able-bodied and the impotent poor, 

between, that is, those who could look after themselves and 

those who couldn't. The search for the lines demarcating the 

two groups has run through poor law history for centuries, 

and continues still. Two observations about this quest are 

important: first, it never succeeded. In practice, the line 

has proved impossible to draw with anything like precision . 

Second, the distinction originally had a more pragmatic than 
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moral base. Only in the early nineteenth century, as part o f 

poor law "reform," did writers moralize it into the 

distinction between the worthy and unworthy or deserving and 

undeserving poor. 

Early nineteenth century writers did not discriminate 

precisely between poverty, crime, ignorance, and disease, 

which often blended togeth~~ in their writing i?to 

frightening images of a class of poor people apart and 

different from respectable society. With children, this 

rough lack of differentiation marked the policies of early 

Houses of Refuge, as in New York, which took youngsters who 

had committed crimes or who it was thought might commit them 

because they were poor, undisciplined, ahd possibly 

orphaned. In its early years, the House of Refuge fa.iled to 

distinguish the potential from the actual offender because, 

it was thought, given family background and living 

conditions little difference existed between them. 

By forcing people into institutions, reformers expected to 

curb the growth of pauperism and cut its expense. They 

argued that poorhouses would curtail the demand for relief, 

achieve economies of scale, and partly pay for themselves 

through inmates' labor. They also expected them to improve 

the character of the poor by inculcating work habits and 

reversing _their intemperance. At the same time, they argued 

that poorhouses would eliminate the abuses of the auction 
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and contract system and improve the living conditions and 

prospects of pauper children, whom they expected to enter 

with their parents. 

Like all the new institutions created in the early decades 

of the nineteenth century, poorhouses failed to meet the i r 

goals . Indeed, early institutional histories describe a 

story of disappointment, disillusionment, and the 

displacement of purpose from reform to custody. Despite the 

spread of poorhouses throughout the country, in most places 

expenses for poor relief increased, because the per capita 

cost of institutional relief proved much higher than that of 

outdoor, which, perversely as it appeared to people of the 

time, continued to grow. Nor could poorhouse managers force 

their inmates to work productively. Strapped for funds, 

badly administered, poorhouses failed to classify their 

inmates or reform their characters, and most of them 

remained wretched p laces, unsanitary, spreading disease , 

often effectively run by ungovernable inmates who entered 

and left at will, undercut by corrupt suppliers and 

managers, and unsupported by a hostile public, terrible 

environments, certainly, for children . In a short time, 

these institutions intended to reform the care of the poor 

emerged as feared and despised instruments of public policy. 

The role of poorhouses fluctuated throughout the nineteenth 

century. In their early years, poorhou•es frequently served 



8 

entire families as places of temporary refuge; by the 1840s 

families rarely entered together, and most inmates entered 

by themselves. Especially among the elderly, far more of 

them were men than women, because children much more 

willingly housed their mothers than their fathers. The 

parents of few inmates, contrary to popular stereotypes, 

themselves had been paupers. Far more often than the entire 

population, adult inmates lacked children to care for them; 

many men were victims of industrial accidents and many women 

widows. In the early decades of the century, many also were 

sick or mentally ill, and young unmarried women often used 

poorhouses as places in which to give birth. Nor did most 

inmates remain in poorhouses long. Indeed, many stayed for 

only short spells between jobs or during family crises. 

Shifts in poorhouse demography reflected public policies, 

some of which had important implications for dependent 

children. Throughout the nineteenth century, the creation 

of specialized institutions siphoned off many mentally ill 

and sick inmates. To reformers, far too many children still 

remained in poorhouses, too. Starting in the 1870s, laws 

forbidding the commitment of children over the age of two 

removed youngsters to orphanages, most of which were private 

but sustained with public funds, and various policies over 

the years progressively excluded young, able bodied men. As 

a result, poorhouses emerged by the early twentieth century 

primarily as public old age homes. • 
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Throughout the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, 

more poor people received help through outdoor relief than 

in poorhouses. Few public officials defended this practice; 

many attacked it; but it remained ubiquitous. Attacks on 

outdoor relief emphasized its role in demoralizing the poor 

by eroding their independence, self-respect, and willingness 

to work . They also stressed its role in increasing public 

costs and its infection by the corruption of local politics. 

During the n ineteenth century, reformers waged wars against 

outdoor relief, whose history traced a repeated dialectic of 

expansion and contraction. The most prominent and successful 

campaign against it surfaced in the 1870s in Brooklyn, which 

bec~me the first of 1 0 of the nation's 40 largest cities to 

abolish public outdoor relief between the 1870s and 1880s. 

Others reduced the amount they provided. cutbacks in outdoor 

relief hurt poor children especially because most relief 

went to women living by themselves or with their children. 

Despite the continued importance of public outdoor relief, 

voluntarism remained a ubiquitous feature of America's 

response to dependencee. Its many strands encompassed a 

variety of methods, agencies, religious impulses, and 

exposed the tense, complicated relations among gender, 

ethnicity, and class . From one angle, voluntarism reflected 

long standing assumptions about the responsibility of elites 

for supervising the behavi6r of the poor. From the early 
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decades of the nineteenth century through its close, 

reformers periodically lamented that neglect by their 

betters permitted the spread of immorality among the urban 

poor, who, they said, lived increasingly isolated lives. The 

answer, they argued, was the reassertion of social control 

through deference and personal relations embodied in a 

distinctive strategy: friendly visiting, first advocatedin 

the Unted states by Robert Hartley and the New York 

Association for Improving the Condition of the Poor and 

emulated by others throughout the century. Similar 

assumptions about the role of elites stimulated both the 

formation of the New York State Charities Aid Society in 

1873, which successfully won legislation permitting it to 

investigate local poorhouses, and the delegation of police 

powers to the private Societies for the Prevention of 

cruelty to Children (SPCCs), first founded in the late 

1870s. 

This delegation to voluntary associations of the power to 

investigate and coerce points to a key feature of America's 

response to dependence: its mixed public/private economy. 

Throughout American history, governments often have met 

their public goals through the delegation of responsibility 

and funds to nominally private agencies. The result has been 

a bewildering mixture of practices not usefully classified 

as either public or private, culminating, today, in the 

emergence of a powerful "third sector." 
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Nineteenth century voluntarism crystallized in the 

scientific charity movement embodied in the Charity 

Organization Societies imported from Great Britain first in 

Buffalo, New York, in 1878. The key features of charity 

organization were: centralized city-wide registers of all 

relief recipients maintained by a special agency, the 

investigation of applicants for relief for other agencies, 

the replacement of public outdoor relief with friendly 

visiting, and the collection of data on pauperism, relief, 

and related subjects. Scientific charity inherited a method 

(friendly visiting); a key operational distinction (the 

difference between the worthy and unworthy poor); and an 

enemy (outdoor relief). At the same time, its incorporation 

of social darwinist views of social evolution, its 

centralized organizational model, and its fear of class war 

marked it as unmistakably modern for its time. Its hostility 

to conventional relief practices rested partly on ideology 

and partly on its sponsors' belief in the inescapable 

incompetence and corruption of government. 

one other strategy of the Poorhouse Era deserves special 

mention: the separation of parents and children. Through 

their strategy of family breakup, governments created 

orphans. Distrust of poor parents' competence combined with 

fears of social disorder to override the sentimental 

exaltation of domesticity that shaped writing about home and 
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family. Observers repeatedly commented on the negligence and 

immorality of city parents whose fondness for drink, 

reluctance to work, and inability to teach middle class 

behavior left their children wild, ignorant, and unprepared 

for work, potential criminals and paupers. 

As a response, reformers devised various ways of intervening 

between parents and children. First among them was schools , 

. . ' . initially Sunday schools sponsored by Protestant 

denominations, shortly afterward free primary schools for 

the children of the poor, and a little later public school 

systems. For the especially recalcitrant, states founded 

reformatories, and legislation transferred custody of their 

inmates from parents to the state. In effect, the state 

created orphans. In their early years parents initiated most 

committals of children to reformatories, which they viewed 

as temporary refuges for times of crises or ways of 

disciplining uncontrollable children; they often did not 

realize that they were surrendering not only their 

children's care but their custody as well. Their confusion 

stemmed in part from their experience with other homes for 

dependent children, including orphanges, which frequently 

served as temporary shelters for t heir children during 

episodes of crisis. 

In the 1850s, Charles Loring Brace introduced the most 

dramatic strategy for separating parents and children. His 
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New York Children's Aid Society shipped city children to the 

West to live with farm families. From 1853 to the mid-

1890's, the Children's Aid Society moved at least 90,000 

children out of New York City. Recent research qualifies, 

indeed undermines, the glowing reports prepared by Brace and 

his successors about the success of their efforts. Many 

children found their way back to New York City; others 

experienced harsh treatment and poor care. Even an 

apparently humane reform in the second half of the 

nineteenth century, the removal of children from poorhouses, 

contributed to family breakup because it forced parents 

unable to support themselves through work or outdoor relief 

to send their children to orphanages. Without doubt, 

children suffered horribly in poorhouses, but alternatives 

did exist, notably the support of families in their own 

homes. The alternative chosen underlines the importance of 

family breakup as one goal of public policy. 

Public officials and reformers nonetheless faced a delicate 

question: how to force a family to surrender its children. 

Who would identify families that abused or neglected their 

children; who would initiate the prosecution? Reformers 

answered by founding Societies for the Prevention of Cruelty 

to Children, first in New York City in 1876. Known as the 

"Gerry" Societies, after their principal founder, 

Elderbridge Gerry, or, to the poor, as "The Cruelty," SPCCs 

were voluntary agencies vested with quasi-police powers. 
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They encouraged neighbors to spy on one another, 

investigated allegations, initiated prosecutions, and, at 

least in New York, incarcerated children awaiting trial. In ' 

Philadelphia, when the SPCC asked courts to remove children 

from their families, they also requested jail terms for 

their parents to prevent them from interfering with their 

children's placement. In New York, the Charity Organization 

Society often tried to force parents to send their children 

to school or improve their care by threatening to report 

them to the SPCC . 

The social welfare strategies represented by the SPCC and 

the Charity Organization societies began to crumble in the 

late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries as reformers 

built what I have called the "semi-welfare state." By 

exposing their inadequacy, the devastating depression that 

began in 1893 delivered a blow from which the older strategy 

never recovered . Reformers expanded government's role to 

embrace broader interests, redesigned its structure to rely 

more on administration by experts, and increased its 

regulation of both commercial and noncommercial private 

activity. As state governments took on new tasks, they began 

to reorganize and professionalize their administrations. New 

York's 1929 Public Welfare Law heralded the new spirit. 

Relief became public welfare; almshouses became county, 

city, or town homes; superintendents of the poor, county 

commissioners of public welfare; overseers of the poor, 
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public welfare officers; the State Board of Charities, the 

State Board of Social Welfare. 

In this reorganization of government, municipal reform held 

special implications for relief and welfare. The explosive 

expansion, diversification, and industrialization of late 

nineteenth century American cities overwhelmed existing cit y 

governments, which often were little more than 

confederations of wards run by party machines. As a 

consequence, cities lacked the capacity to respond 

decisively and with coordination to everyday problems. Like 

reformers confronting nineteenth century business practices, 

municipal reformers looked for ways to manage structures 

that had outgrown their means of administration . To a 

considerable degree, they succeeded in expanding and 

rationalizing city governm~nts. One measure is the rise in 

per capita spending by the nation's largest cities: three 

percent from 1904 to 1912 and 59 percent from 1912 to 1930. 

In the first of these two periods spending on charity 

declined by eight percent, and, in the second, it leaped by 

79 percent. Among the concrete reforms affecting welfare was 

the creation of municipal welfare departments with the first 

in Kansas City in 1913. 

With practices known as "welfare capitalism," some large 

corporations tried to reorganize and modernize their labor 

management ·practices by pioneering forms of social insurance 
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later adopted by government. Although many aspects of 

welfare capitalism became more or less standard features of 

personnel practice, they failed to win the undivided loyalty 

of workers, check the growth of a labor movement, or ensure 

workers adequa~e, steady wages and safe, humane working 

conditions. Indeed, the Great Depression of the 1930s 

underlined the fragility of welfare capitalism as a source 

of protection for working people and their families. 

State governments hesitantly introduced new forms of social 

insurance during the same years · corporations pioneered 

private welfare practice. First came workmen's compensation, 

introduced in 43 states between 1909 and 1920. Unemployment 

and old age insurance developed much more slowly. Only in 

1932 did Wisconsin become the first state to pass an 

unemployment compensation bill . From 1867 to 1912, the 

federal government operated a massive social insurance 

scheme for the elderly: veterans' pensions. As expenses for 

veterans' pensions ebbed with the death of the Civil War 

generation, support for public pensions for the elderly 

mounted. Very few firms offered pensions to their elderly 

workers. In fact, pensions spread most rapidly in the public 

sector. Even when states or counties did introduce pensions, 

the amounts paid were tiny and reached a small number of 

people. Nonetheless, because the elderly formed a powerful 

cross-class coalition, they ·succeeded in mounting a major 
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national movement, which forced their concerns to the top of 

the New Oeal's social agenda. 

In the 1890s, it would have been difficult to predict that 

the elderly would win the most in the first major national 

social insurance legislation. For the great object of reform 

attention was children. Indeed, most reformers referred to 

themselves a "child-savers" rather than "progressives . " 

Contemporaries used child-saving as a generic term to 

describe a variety of efforts to improve the lives of 

children. As a movement, it became a magnet drawing together 

a diverse but effective coalition active from roughly the 

1890s to World War I. Its major components were these: the 

removal of children from almshouses, the replacement of 

institutions with foster care, the introduction of juvenile 

courts and probation, educational reform through compulsory 

education, day care, kindergartens, and playgrounds, the 

attempted abolition of child labor, advocacy of mothers' 

pensions, and support for public health measures to reduce 

infant mortality, curb tuberculosis, and modify the delivery 

of health care. 

In the context of this conference, a special word about 

tuberculosis is in order. Today, with tuberculosis virtually 

eliminated, it is difficult to recapture the terror and 

misery it caused and its magnitude as a problem for public 

policy and finance as well as for individuals and families. 
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Although tuberculosis struck all social classes, it ravaged 

the poor especially, a remorseless epidemic that struck down 

adults and children, creating uncounted numbers of orphans 

and half-orphans. In 1914 and 1915, New York City's register 

of tuberculosis patients numbered 35,000 with 22,000 new 

cases added each year. Of these, 8,918 died. Their care cost 

public and private sources $687,342.00 . Responses to 

tuberculosis highlighted the characteristics of American 

reactions to disease and dependence: the mix of public and 

private initiatives, the inconsistent application of 

sympathy and stigma, and uncertainty about the limits of 

intrusion and coercion in the lives of individuals and 

families. 

Three debates permeated the child-saving movement. The first 

concerned the relative merits of institutions and families 

as settings for dependent children. The second reconsidered 

the strategy of family breakup, and the third questioned the 

appropriate role for government in the administration and 

provision of services and relief. Most "child-savers" soon 

agreed that families provided better settings for children 

than institutions, and they rejected the strategy of family 

breakup, arguing, instead, that every attempt should be made 

to preserve families intact. In 1909, the presentations and 

discussions at the first White House Conference on Children 

revealed ~he widespread consensus on these issues and the 

distance reformers had traveled in their thinking since the 

.l 
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1880s. Nonetheless, despite the beginning of foster care, 

practice did not match preferred policy. Throughout the 

first two decades of the twentieth century the number of 

children in institutions rose markedly; agents for Charity 

Organization Societies and SPCCs still sometimes preferred a 

strategy of family breakup; and funding remained too low to 

adequately implement new policies . 

The role of government proved the most contentious question, 

often pitting Eastern reformers, burned by corruption and 

patronage politics, against those from the Midwest, who 

favored a far more extensive role for public authorities. 

(Midwestern reformers did not confront the entrenched 

voluntary establishment so influential in the East.) Still, 

by the time of the White House conference, most child-savers 

agreed that, despite the continued importance of voluntary 

agencies, the responsibilitie agencies, the responsibili 

government should be extended, even to the relations between 

parents and children . With the more vigorous enforcement of 

compulsory education, child labor laws , and juvenile courts , 

reformers tried to intervene directly in the lives of 

families. In practice, these interventions remained less 

obtrusive than in rhetoric, in part, because none of them 

received anything like adequate funding. 

Child-saving emerged from a variety of sources: new ideas 

about childhood, anxieties generated bt mounting divorce and 
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falling white native birth rate, the professionalization of 

reform and faith in experts, and theories that stressed the 

benevolence of the state and the possibility of reconciling 

diverse interests without class conflict. As a movement, it 

culminated in the introduction of mothers' pensions. 

Mothers' pensions embodied the new commitment to family 

preservation, which required a stipend large enough to allow 

widows to support their children without full-time work. 

Advocates of mothers' pensions included Western and 

Midwestern juvenile court judges, many settlement workers, 

women leading Jewish charity organizations in New York City; 

representatives of women's organizations, public welfare 

officials, progressive representatives of private charity, 

and, after 1912, the United states Children's Bureau. 

Opposition came primarily from Eastern representatives of 

private charity, notably from the large Charity organization 

Societies. In 1911, Missouri and Illinois became the first 

states to introduce mothers' pensions; by the end of 1913, 

20 others, primarily Western and Central, had followed. By 

1919, mothers' pensions existed in 39 states and the 

territories of Alaska and Hawaii. 

In 1931, these programs supported 200,000 children in every 

state except Georgia and South Carolina. To be sure, they 

were small, paid almost exclusively to widows, reached only 

a fraction of eligible recipients, and demanded long 

residence, sometimes proof of citizenst'1.p, and ~lmost always 
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good behavior . Nonetheless, they prevented the breakup of 

many families and represented an important, if halting, step 

on the road from charity to entitlement. Indeed, they became 

the precedent for the Aid to Dependent Children provisions 

of the 1935 Economic Security Act which, of course, later 

became Aid to Families with Dependent Children or what 

Americans customarily call "welfare ." Mother's pensions also 

helped legitimate public supervision of families because 

state governments needed to ensure adequate treatment for 

the children of the families they helped preserve. Family 

preservation, therefore , sanctioned rather than challenged 

governments' intrusion into the relations between parents 

and children. 

With the creation of the Children's Bureau in 1912, the 

federal government, spurred on by a ~emarkable generation of 

women reformers and scholars, appeared poised to assume a 

major role in promoting the well-being of children. The 

Sheppard- Towner Act's creation of a national network of 

clinics for mothers and children in 1920 appeared to 

reinforce the trend. Nonetheless, by the end of the 1920s a 

backlash led by male doctors and reinforced by other 

conservative forces had reduced the influence of the 

Children's Bureau and abolished the Sheppard-Towner clinics. 

When the federal government designed the first social 

insurance programs amid the devastation of the Great 
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Depression of the 1930s, the claims of the elderly and 

unemployed overshadowed children's concerns. 

It is ironic that the small noncontributory program for 

widowed mothers, Aid to Dependent Children, inserted in the 

Economic Security Act through the influence of the 

Children's Bureau became the most contentious feature of the 

social welfare edifice constructed by the New Deal. The 

number of women receiving ADC, later AFDC, expanded far 

beyond expectations and most of them, of course, no longer 

are widows. Nonetheless, the amounts they receive remain far 

lower than payments to the elderly through Social Security, 

and the gap between government expenditures on AFDC and 

Social Security has widened. Despite a national rhetorical 

commitment to the well-being of children, national policy 

still stigmatizes those children whose parents cannot 

support them without public assistance and fails to provide 

them with enough resources to lift them ~bove the poverty 

line. Sentimental invocations aside, in practice children, 

as well as parents, remain tainted by membership among the 

"underserving poor." 

Rather than "undeserving," inner city poor now find 

themselves labeled "underclass." "Underclass" first gained 

prominence with a cover story in Time magazine in 1977. With 

the publication of Ken Auletta's, The Underclass, in 1982 

the "underclass" secured its dominance in the vocabulary of 
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inner-city pathology. Auletta reinforced the image emerging 

in the mass media. His "underclass" consisted of a 

relatively permanent minority among the poor who fell into 

four distinct categories: the passive poor, hostile street 

criminals, hustlers, and the traumatized. In this portrait, 

a new social stratum, identified by a set of interlocking 

behaviors, not primarily by poverty, dominated the 

wastelands that were all that remained of America's urban­

industrial heartland. Echoing the historic American 

discourse on dependence, commentators created a category 

which blurred the lines between poverty, crime, ignorance, 

and disease. Not even the efforts of powerful scholars, such 

as William Julius Wilson, could move the popular definition 

of "underclass" in more precise and theoretically rigorous 

directions. 

Many commentators have questioned the adequacy and 

usefulness of the concept of "underclass," and I count 

myself among its critics. For a historian, however, the 

first question is not how well "underclass" captures a 

segment of inner-city experience but why it has gained such 

prominence at this moment in American history. One reason is 

that "underclass" is not really a sociological term but a 

convenient metaphor for use in commentaries on inner-city 

crises. As a metaphor, "underclass" evokes three widely 

shared perceptions: novelty, complexity, and danger. 

Conditions within inner cites are unprecedented; they cannot 
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be reduced to a single factor; and they menace the rest of 

us. "Underclass" is a metaphor for the social transformation 

embedded in these perceptions. 

One strand of this metaphor - the novelty of the 

"underclass" - remains more contentious than the others . Is 

there, in fact, an unprecedented configuration of poverty 

and related problems in today's cities? Or, as Nicholas 

Lemann asserts, do contemporary inner cities embody "really 

an old problem that has become more isolated and 

concentrated and, as a result, gotten worse and more 

obvious?" Some commentators deny that an unprecedented set 

of conditions afflict poor people in America's inner cities. 

They rest their case for continuity on a reading of both the 

history of ideas about poverty and the history of social 

conditions in America's cities. 

Proponents of continuity stress the similarity between 

current descriptions of the "underclass" and discussions of 

urban poverty throughout the last two centuries. In fact, as 

I have argued, evidence of ideological persistence abounds, 

and the language of the "underclass" echoes the oldest 

themes in American discussions of urban poverty. Poverty, 

moreover, pervaded American cities throughout their history, 

including periods commonly remembered as prosperous. 

Throughout modern American history poor people have 

clustered together in the neighborhoods of American cities, 
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and, with tuberculosis rampant, epidemics blending disease 

and dependence posed extraordinarily difficult issues for 

public policy, finance, and science. By any reasonable 

standards, around half of New York City's population was 

poor in 1900. The same, undoubtedly, was the case in other 

large cities. With work unsteady and wages low, many city 

people never escaped poverty even though they managed to 

sustain themselves and their families most of the time 

without charity or public assistance . In the nineteenth and 

early twentieth century, the main dividing line separated 

the poor from the dependent, those managing by themselves 

from those in need of help . In practice, many crossed back 

and forth between self-sufficiency and dependence during the 

periods of predictable crises and emergencies that 

punctuated working-class lives. 

Despite these apparent parallels, nothing in America's past 

matches the unprecedented situation in today's inner cities, 

which, themselves, have emerged as integral to a new urban 

form unlike any other in history. Our concepts and language 

have failed to catch up with this great transformation. We 

confront the new urban America and its poverty with an old 

vocabulary and shopworn ideas . This is one reason why 

discussions of poverty often sound so stale, repetitive, and 

unhelpful. 
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Understanding the novelty of today's inner-cities starts 

with the observation that poverty, like racism and social 

disorganization, is a social construction, not a fixed, 

objective category. Poverty refers to relations among 

individuals, groups, institutions, and their settings . Thus, 

its contours and meanings have shifted with its changing 

social, economic, political, and intellectual contexts. In 

recent decades the emergence of the post-industrial city 

dramatically and irrevocably has transformed these contexts 

and with them the meaning of poverty, race, and social 

disorganization. 

Three transformations have shaped post-industrial cities: 

the transformation of their economy, demography, and space. 

Because of these transformations, the experience, meaning, 

and implications of poverty in today's cities differ from 

the past on three dimensions: opportunity context, relation 

to the labor market, and spatial distribution. The changing 

meaning of poverty holds profound implications for inner­

city children . 

The poverty of earlier periods coexisted with expanding 

opportunity and urban growth as unskilled and semi-skilled 

work in cities increased throughout America's 

industrialization. Expanding opportunities opened modest 

avenues for social mobility . The wages of employed family 

members might be combined to buy property; steady employment 
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might lead to higher pay in a factory; with the help of 

schooling, children could improve on the status of their 

parents. These processes worked imperfectly; dramatic 

mobility remained rare; simply getting-by continued to be 

difficult for most working people . Still, over time real 

wages rose, most ethnic groups improved their living 

conditions, and their rate of poverty decreased. Poverty 

existed within a context of hope. All this has changed for 

the mostly minority populations who remain in inner cities. 

Deindustrialization and depopulation, not growth, shape the 

new context. Jobs remain scarce; real wages have declined; 

opportunities for mobility in the regular economy seem 

unreachable. Poverty now exists within a context of 

hopelessness. 

Excluding those who could ·not work on account of infirmity 

or age, in earlier periods dependence resulted when people 

lost work, usually temporarily, often in slack seasons or 

economic downturns. Now, especially in inner cities (and 

despite the growing numbers of working poor) poverty and 

dependence denote detachment from the labor force. They are 

the statuses associated with a very large number of people, 

disproportionately African-American, who do not work (at 

least in the regular economy), who have not worked for a 

long time, who may, in fact, never have worked, and whose 

prospects for employment grow increasingly dim. This 

connection between race, urban poverty, and dissociation 
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from the labor market is new in American h i story. It is 

worse, of course, among the young. 

The spatial distribution of poverty in post-industrial 

American cities also is new. Spatial differentiation in 

nineteenth and earlier twentieth century cities remained far 

muddier than now. In the era before inexpensive and 

convenient mass transportation rich and poor lived for the 

most part in close proximity as poor people clustered into 

pockets and alleyways near the homes of the affluent, and 

indexes of racial segregation stood far lower than at 

present. In early twentieth century cities, European 

immigrants lived in more segregated neighborhoods than 

African-Americans. This is the clear conclusion of social 

historians who have reconstructed urban neighborhoods. The 

joint effects of massive ~frican-American migration to 

Northern cities after World War II, the exodus of whites to 

suburbs, and urban renewal and redevelopment redrew the 

demographic map of American cities. As a result, segregation 

and the social isolation of the urban poor have reached 

unprecedented levels. Sociologists and psychologists debate 

the precise effects on chilren of growing up in isolated , 

poor neighborhoods. Few people who live or work in them, 

however, need to await the results of social science to 

observe many of their consequences. 
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The situation in today's inner cities did not just happen. 

Far from inevitable, its emergence is a story that 

implicates government . Until the mid-1960s, city, state, and 

federal governments did little to slow or reverse the 

processes which resulted in concentrated and persistent 

poverty, especially among African-Americans. To the 

contrary, from the Constitution's acceptance of slavery 

through the neighborhood devastation of urban renewal, 

local, state, and federal governments often contributed to 

processes of marginalization, exclusion, and isolation. 

Government actions have intensified both the spread of 

poverty and the decline of formerly great cities . Consider, 

as examples , in the 1930s, federal agricultural policy hurt 

small and often black farmers by allowing large planters to 

displace them with government subsidies for uncultivated 

land. In the same years, by introducing "redlining" into 

mortgage appraisal practices, the Federal Housing Authority 

hastened the deterioration of city neighborhoods by starving 

them of capital for homeownership. Federal highway pol icy 

built expressways that destroyed housing, helped empty 

cities of their middle classes, and sealed off minority 

areas . Federal urban renewal programs did not rehouse the 

great majority of the residents whose homes they tore down 

in order to revive downtowns with new office towers and 

commercial space. Governments at all levels colluded to 

transform much public housing into stigmatized, segregated, 

underfunded ghettos. 
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This is not to say that government policies always worked 

against the interests of the disadvantaged or that 

government lacks the capacity to reduce poverty, improve 

housing, lessen hunger, and extend medical care. Beginning 

with the accomplishments of the New Deal in the 1930s, 

social programs often succeeded, and many researchers have 

documented the major gains of the period from the early 

1960s to, roughly, 1973 . However, the structure of American 
. 

federalism, the power of state governments to block, resist, 

or modify programs and the ability of suburbs to wall off 

central cities, consistently have frustrated the creation 

and implementation of national policy. Still, if one glimmer 

of hope works its way through this gloomy history, it is the 

potential power of the national government. Although ideas 

and innovations have bubbled up from everywhere in America's 

mixed economy of social welfare, it has been the power and 

resources of the federal government that have translated 

them into effective, or partially effective, responses to 

great national problems, such as the poverty of the elderly, 

widespread hunger, or the inability of the poor to pay for 

medical care. Nor have tight economic times always proved an 

i nsurmountable barrier, as the expansion of social programs 

at both state and nationa l levels during the Great 

Depression reveals. 

The response to misguided government policy is not a return 

to a mythic age of voluntarism or a reliance on market 
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processes. The American past harbors no golden age that 

indicates what might have been or to which we might aspire 

to return. Even the cursory overview offered in this paper 

points to the harsh existence throughout American history of 

poor and dependent city children buffeted by unmediated 

market forces and unprotected by social policy. For a crisis 

like the one occasioned by children orphaned by AIDS, the 

past offers primarily negative examples: no helpful models 

for building services adequate and appropriate to the 

current crisis exist in the history of American social 

policy ; an outmoded language of poverty handicaps attempts 

to confront the current situation; the post-industrial city 

has created a context for poverty and dependence unlike any 

other that has existed; only a national government, which is 

trying to reduce its own expenses, can supply the resources 
,. 

required. Like responses to other great social issues, the 

problems of children orphaned by AIDS require transcending 

history. Because we generally have failed so far, is no 

reason not to try, or to abandon hope. For the stakes are 

higher than ever. 
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By definition, of course, we believe the person with stigma is not quite 

human. On this assumption we exercise varieties of discrimination through 

which we effectively, if often unthinkingly, reduce his life chances. We 

construct a stigma-theory, an ideology to explain his inferiority and account 

for the danger he represents, sometimes rationalizing an animosity based 

on other differences, such as those of social class. 

Introduction 

(Erving Goffman, Stigma: Notes on the 

Management of Spoiled Identity {1963), p. 5) 

During the past year the Australian and British press have published outcries 

regarding their recent discovery of the immigration of juveniles from the Mother Country 

from the last decades of the nineteenth century until the 1950's.1 A harrowing BBC 

television documentary referred to these children as "The Lost Children of the British 

Empire" with 130,000 in all being transported to Australia, Rhodesia, New Zealand and 

Canada to 1

1seed11 the colonies with "good white stock." The story as presented for public 

consumption has been oversimplified taking on Manichean proportions of good and evil 

with the wholesale dumping of children by British authorities onto the colonies and of 

children snatched from parental homes without consent or even knowledge of their 

emigration until parents reclaimed them. This is only a small part of the events which 

seductively confound the perfidies of imperial history with the present preoccupations 

with child-abuse in contemporary society. 

The Canadian version at least ls more complex and has been studied now for 

over two decades. Of the figures cited, over 80,000, that is more than half, came to 

., 
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British North America covering a sixty year period under the auspices of British child-

rescue societies and philanthropic individuals. The transplantation of such children 

ceased by 1930. The children were unaccompanied by parents or relatives and made 

the trans-atlantic voyage in parties ranging from thirty to three hundred. They were 

placed-out by agents of the British societies as agricultural laborers or as domestic 

servants on isolated farms or in rural communities. 

To our knowledge at no time were they seen as •good white stock" and if there 

was a wholesale dumping this cannot be separated from a context of nineteenth century 

debates taking place in industrialized societies about institutional custody versus 

boarding-out care of dependent children. 

The British Juvenile Emigration Movement is usually dated from the arrival of 

Maria Rye's first parties of girls in 1869. The movement, losing impetus in the late 

1920s, collapsed during the Great Depression. In many ways it provided a catalyst for 

those child care interest groups in Canada who were opposed to congregate care of 

dependent children and promoted de-institutionalization and foster care under the 

auspices of children's aid societies, social welfare professionals, and public welfare 

departments. The controversy which child immigration provoked within Canada as well 

as in Britain focused on the arguments over the boarding and binding-out of children, 

and crystallized much of the changing sentiment and practice related to such child 

welfare concerns as labor, dependency, schooling, state responsibility, apprenticeship 

and foster care. 2 
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Given the complexity of the subject we will argue that a useful approach to 

understanding this collective ordeal is by way of Erving Goffman's theory of social stigma 

and its culmination which he describes as "spoiled identity." Rather than impose an 

abstract conceptual framework onto our data we will organize the data contained in the 

following pages into a case-study demonstrating historically the actual working out of 

stigma-theory. We will examine what Goffman calls the "moral career" of what can be 

identified as "tribal stigma. "3

THE "PAUPER STAMP" 

If we were to describe the etiology of the transplantation from Britain to Canada 

as a reinforcement of stigma - i.e., the 'moral career' of the stigmatized - it becomes 

necessary to point to the origins and nature of what Goffman calls the "discredited social 

identity. 114 Immediately it becomes apparent that a language which labels children as 

dependent, abandoned, neglected, or orphaned, establishes differences from the norm. 

Therefore, before the collective ordeal and individual traumas involved in their trans­

Atlantic migration and their initiation into Canadian society, the children had already 

been made to feet the burdens of their differences as children who had begun their lives 

in the Old World as part of the destitute, abandoned, or orphaned classes. The 

categories of "Home Children" that made up the juvenile emigration parties sent from the 

British institutions included (1) the destitute or neglected child placed by child savers in 

institutions - those street arabs who were orphaned, homeless, or independent of 

parental or other adult control and who pursued a variety of occupations, or who were 

the offspring of negligent parents; (2) orphans - those deprived of parental and fam\lial 

t 
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care at various stages of their pre-Canadian experience; (3) part-orphans - those whose 

socio-economic expectations had been radically diminished through the death of either 

parent, and (4) non-orphans - those who were separated from family guardians, or 

relatives for a variety of reasons. 

Whichever category they fell under they were labelled "charity children• who were 

seen as bearing "the pauper stamp• in personality, demeanour, hereditary, social class, 

or habits. Such children were seen as not merely the offspring of the "dangerous and 

perishing classes, 11 but more to the point, the offspring of the failures of those classes. 

They were uniformly targeted as a "morally endangered" homogenous group under 

classifications that conflated dependency with delinquency. 5 That is, they were children 

at risk and therefore pre-delinquents. Therefore children surrendered into the custody 

of poor law guardians, child saving agencies, orphan asylums, or juvenile immigration 

societies, were disadvantaged from the outset by stereotypes associated with 

disreputable ranks of the lower orders. Goffman describes this phenomenon as a "tribal 

stigma" which is llfransmitted through lineages and equally contaminate all members of 

a family.ue 

None but the most desensitized children could have remained unaware of the 

implications of their condition, hearing as they did opinions such as those of the child 

saver Mary Carpenter of Bristol in its various forms within and outside the orphan 

asylum. In What Shall We Do With Our Pauper Children (1861) we read that street 

children were destined to become "a drag and an incubus on societyu who would •carry 

elsewhere a degraded race. 117 This typifies similar sentiments bruited around in the most 

I . . 
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cavalier manner. Meanwhile an Education commissioner to London's Poor Law schools, 

Mrs. Nassau Senior, described workhouse girls as "disreputable, slovenly, feebleminded 

and criminal, 11 noting that the institutionalized child on leaving the institution bore 11the 

pauper stamp" if not on the forehead like Cain or even sewn into clothing like Hester, but 

in personality and attltudes.8 John Skelton agreed that such demeanours set them

aside as •pariahs. u Writing in favour of Scottish boarding-out practices Skelton claimed 

that they had "the hang dog look of pauperism" whereas another observer commented 

that they were ubroken down by misfortune before they entered into life.• Moreover a 

Metropolitan poor law report written by Inspector Tufnell observed that even young 

children were aware of "prejudice,U and by adulthood had consequently learned to 

conceal the fact of their having been brought up on the poor rates. If the child did not 

hear explicit references to his or her perceived attributes, which is improbable, then the 

manner of training itself and the uniformly menial occupations into which the child was 

propelled were an implicit shorthand effectively transmitting a tribal stigma signifying • 

a tainted, discounted person facing an unaccepting world.n Through such incremental 

experiences the child learned that he or she possessed a stigma in relation to the 

11normals, 11 those outside the institution.g 

It must be noted that in this context stigma as much to do with a sense of one's 

social identity - 'we" and "them" - as with how it is reinforced by social status and 

therefore is better understood in this context than solely as a matter of psychological 

well-being.10 However it is not difficult to imagine the psychic seal stamped upon a 

group of vulnerable young people who found themselves surrendered into the custody 
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of institutional managers or immigration agencies. Many of these children had been 

given up by their own families and not always, as is sometimes argued by historians, in 

the manner of a aphilanthropic abduction.•11 Indeed one might describe the pragmatic 

or desperate decision to surrender one's child into state or institutional custody as 

evidence of a family strategy or at worst •philanthropic seduction.• Custodial 

arrangements and agreements were as attractive to those in desperate straits as to 

indifferent guardians. Whole families of siblings were rarely surrendered but often one 

child was surrendered at a given time into either permanent or temporary custody. 

Whatever the reasons these remained problematic to the surrendered child. Often 

surrendered children discovered that other siblings were born into and reared by their 

families. Thus the measure of self-worth consisted of an insidious combination of social 

stigma, the realities of one's real or perceived abandonment, and psychological 

confusion with regard to such capricious ill-fortune. 

Before we can trace the reinforcement of a moral career whose roots are found 

in the original situation in which emigrant "home children" found themselves it would be 

useful to discuss the rationale behind their emigration as these relate directly to matters 

of care and custody. Ironically the rationale itself attempted to minimise or neutralize 

those effects of stigma which were recognized and perpetuated by the custodians in 

Britain itself. Instead of reducing the effects of stigma these rationales exacerbated them 

leading to consequences that proved calamitous for its victims. 

Arguments for the de-institutionalization of dependent children in favour of 

boarding-out systems emphasized that the new practices would diminish the pauper 

•
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taint. Separating children from lower class environments and inappropriate family 

models (i.e., what is now described as the 1

1dysfunctional 11 family) and placing them into 

"normal" families with or without payment was deemed a salutary means of normalizing 

the lot of dependent children thereby reducing prejudice and discrimination against 

them.12 

For proponents of the new system of boarding-out the argument became 

increasingly persuasive that the removal of children from their pauper background or 

from physical and moral contaminations was best realized in nnatural" family settings, in 

other words, that foster family care was more efficacious in both its process and its 

product than the best institutional setting which remained artificial in environment and 

regimen. Such psychological appeals were accompanied by the most persuasive 

argument of all - that of the economy of boarding-out methods when compared with the 

building, maintenance, and outlay involved in institutional care. 

The fact remained, however, that even the most enthusiastic zeal for the 

advantages of boarding-out could in no way minimize what the system's adversaries 

recognized early in its history - that the placing of children into normal family life did not 

de-stigmatize the child at all. Indeed, if they were bandied about from one family home 

to another; if they were used as household drudges and contributors to a common 

family task but were rarely included among its beneficiaries; and finally if their presence 

in a home only served to remind them what they were (i.e., state wards) and magnify 

what they were not (i.e., biological members of that family unit) there could be no 

reduction in the pain of a 11elt identity" reinforced by their pasts and parentage. 
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At the same time as the boarding-out debate romanticized family life, ruraJ 

placements, and desirable role and gender models, its advocates were checkered on 

two accounts: that there were not enough suitable placements for the populations 

bursting the seams of British orphan asylums and given the children's tendency to return 

to their old haunts and homes or their parents' predilection to •reclaim• children when 

they were old enough to be economicaJly useful, children could not be removed far 

enough nor could their separation from past associations be thorough enough. 

Boarding-out was not sufficient to •cut off the entail of habitual and inherited idleness,• 

a typification that dogged the pauper child.13 

Under such premises the separation of family members was ultimately justified by 

a view of imperial philanthropy that saw the 11utilization of street arabs, 0 and "infant 

emigration, 0 as giving the children a new start in life - a fair chance. The exchange was 

supposedly 1'twice blessed0 
- It blessed the nation that gave and the nation that received. 

Mr. Arthur Chilton Thomas, a Liverpool barrister, who, with Canon St John of Southwark 

Diocese, founded the Catholic Canadian Emigration Society in 1902, was firm in this. 

We are merely transferring them from part of the Empire to another - from 

our own England where they have no prospects, to our own Canada, 

where their prospects are as bright as the flame that glows on the maple 

leaf In the fall.14 

The Birmingham Emigration Hornes, which established a reception centre for its 

children, at the Guthrie Home, in London, Ontario, made the connection between 

boarding-out and emigration explicit by observing: 'we would conclude by calling the 



9 

emigration of pauper and criminal children merely an inexpensive system of boarding-out 

in Canada: it is a system of boarding-out with payment. 1115 The cost of an outfit for 

travel and a subsidized ocean fare, along with the maintenance of the distributing centre, 

was much cheaper than boarding-out these same children in Britain, even if there were

sufficient homes in which to place them. Finally it was, by far, cheaper than keeping 

them in institutions. 

Juvenile emigration was a logical, if alarming, extension of the growing interest 

in the de-institutionalization of dependent children through foster care. In an extreme 

way it provided a custodial function for some sections of the indigent and tab¥ring poor J<.

of Britain. To be irrevocably and indubitably "rescued,° morally endangered or 

economically disadvantaged children must be completely separated from penurious 

circumstances and pernicious past associations. The first report of the Birmingham 

Children's Gutter Homes in 1873 insisted that children were not taken to Canada 

"because they [were] poor11 

... but to save them from their bad companions, to whom, were they to 

remain ... they would always be tempted to return. Emigration is the only 

mode of permanently separating these children from their old 

associations. 1e 

The separation, represented by thousands of miles and a vast ocean between 

Britain and her colonies, to say the least was as striking, imaginative, and "thorough" a 

removal as could be conceived and practicably realized. But as to whether they could 

leave behind the stigma of "pauper stamp11 was another matter. 
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"HOME CHILDREN• 

If the moral career of the young Britons included a tribal stigma - "the pauper 

stamp11 
- Canada was the arena in which those hostile and contemptuous elements first 

experienced in Britain were manifested in a particularly startling manner. In Canada 

there could be no identification with an urban lower class - no return to their roots - and 

being numerically Isolated and geographically dispersed, no sense of community. To 

be a "home boy11 or a "home girl" in Canada was to be treated in a manner for which not 

even the most negative experiences in Britain could have prepared them. Now the child 

was an °alien• even among foreigners and other immigrants - •a thoroughly discredited 

individual• - having no visible social group with which to identify or from which to seek 

protection. Guardianship on the part of the emigration societies based in Britain was 

unreliable and psychological-matching of child and employers in a placement was 

impracticable whereas inspection was constrained by climate, distances, underfunding 

and understaffing. Official custody belonged to the Immigration Societies but in the final 

analysis responsibility for care was in the h·ands of individual masters and mistresses 

who could, at will, ignore the indenture agreement. 

Goffman might describe the events that took place after the trans-Atlantic voyage 

as one of the "primal scenes of sociology.• 

When normals and stigmatized do in fact enter into one another's 

immediate presence, especially when they attempt to sustain a join 

conversational encounter, then occurs one of the primal scenes of 
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sociology; for, in many cases, these moments will be the ones when the 

causes and effects of stigma must be directly confronted by both sides. 17 

What then was the nature of this direct confrontation between the "home childrenn - a 

term of remarkable perjorative connotation - and the Canadian public and individual 

employers who used the term so liberally? 

At the very point of disembarkation medical officers and immigration inspectors 

reminded children of their antecedents by accepting or rejecting them as immigrants. 

Harsh and hasty judgements were made on grounds of accent, skin blemishes, physical 

condition, and intelligence (measured by crude tests). From port to receiving home and 

from receiving home to railway station where potential employers impatiently waited to 

look them over, groups of children were rejected or accepted only after being subjected 

to dehumanizing scrutiny as to their usefulness, physical appeal, or work potential. Thus 

continued the moral career of stigma 18 

The facts of overwork and exploitation as household drudges in the case of 

female children and agricultural laborers in the case of boys need not be elaborated 

here. They compose a desultory and bleak list of abuses and infractions; items of 

cynicism and callousness which ranged from violations of indenture agreements, the 

denying of schooling, physical beatings, and sometimes neglect leading to suicides. In 

extreme cases, such as that of George Green, a 11home boy11 who had been placed at 

Owen Sound, Ontario, by a Barnardo agent, and who subsequently died of 

maltreatment in 1875 social stigma could not escape him even after his death. A leader 

of the trade union movement who judged all home boys as part of an undesirable social 

-------------- -- -
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group as well as unfair competition in the labor market, concluded that he was 

"humpbacked and crosseyed, his mouth was crooked and he was short sighted and 

weak of intellect.• Such a statement demonstrates the excesses involved In the ploy of 

"blaming the victim.• The jury that tried George's mistress on a manslaughter charge 

were influenced by the reputation of home children for it failed to convict Miss E. R. 

Findley although his Hbody was very much emaciated and covered with wounds and 

bruisings• and the jurors heard grim testimony-from several witnesses confirming his ill­

treatment. 19 

While all children were not candidates for maltreatment or death and perhaps one 

third had relatively stable experiences, nevertheless the positive aspects do not ultimately 

deny the collective ordeal but complement it as a prism which highlights a complex and 

often contradictory spectrum. The remaining two thirds who either received indifferent 

treatment or suffered on a continuum of ill-treatment are fairly represented in a 

description of their isolation contained in a Select Committee Report presented before 

the House of Commons in the same year that George Green's death had been so widely 

publicized. In 1875, Andrew Doyle, a poor law inspector and an adversary of the 

boarding-out system in Britain, reported on the plight of indentured poor law children 

who had been placed from the Maritimes to the West coast. The conclusions of the 

study led to the cessation of transporting poor law children although private institutions 

continued to supply the movement with apprentices. The Doyle Report is replete with 

poignant illustrations of the "loneliness, homesickness, recollections and attachments0

of children isolated from kinfolk and homeland. At the same time it precipitated both a 
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In one case, at least, an immigrant girl was not even protected from the Governor 

of the Middlemore Receiving Home in Halifax which distributed approximately 4,000 

children in New Brunswick and Nova Scotia between 1872 and 1915. Mr. J. Sterling 

King, defended his conduct by claiming that the dismal failures in the Home were due 

to Mr. J. T. Middlemore, the British child saver, dumping undesirable children onto the 

Maritime provinces. 27 

As a discredited _group before they came to Canada they were discredited during 

and even after they left their placements. When home-boys fulfilled their indentures they 

were targeted by individual and community bigotry, aided and abetted by a virulent 

press as being the major contributors to "city drift," that is, transients, loafers, and petty 

criminals. It is pertinent to observe that this accusation emerged after the Doyle expose. 

Subsequently the London based National Children's Home noted in 1893 the prejudice 

among large bodies of Canadians who did not judge the home-boy "as a Canadian boy 

would be. 11 

If unhappily, one of them should be charged with any public offence, the 

case is reported and commented on in the newspapers much more 

eagerly and extensively than if the young criminal were native born. 

Despite such pessimism the writer of the same report mistakenly believed that if the 

children were well-trained and tested they would, after a time become 11thoroughly 

Canadianized, and will cease as grown-up emigrants cannot, to be an alien element in 

the population. Grafted on the new stock, they will be part of the national life. "25 
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In 1893 the assizes at Brandon, Manitoba, commenting on the "apparent increase 

in crime, n concluded: 

We may be permitted to add that in our opinion some action should 

be taken by the authorities having in charge the immigration of foreign 

population to this country towards preventing the further importation of 

boys from the slums of the large cities of the Old World. We need not 

state that they are referred more particularly to the class of youths which 

have been brought to the 'Barnardo Home' from the Old Country. 

The subsequent publicity given the allegation resulted In a full-scale 

Dominion investigation of the distributing homes and operations of all the 

Emigration Societies. 29 

The National Council of Women found the issue on the proposed agenda for its 

May 1896 national conference when the London Local Council resolved: 

That in view of the establishment of Children's Aid Societies in 

Canada the Women of the NCW be asked to investigate the effects on the 

sociaJ conditions of Canada by the importation of pauper children. There 

are now several old country agencies shipping children to Canada and it 

is believed that in many cases they are productive of much evil in the 

communities where they are placed. 30 

The appeal to women's groups was well directed because such organizations 

consistently complained that domestic help in the form of "home girls" was coming from 

the 'biologicaJly inferior strata of British life. 11 As with Mrs. Nassau's preoccupations with 
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pauper taint her Canadian female counterparts believed home girls were prone to 

immorality, irresponsibility, sloveliness and improvidence.31 

, Neither was it paranoia which, much later in 1924, induced James Webb to write

to George Bogue Smart, the Inspector of British Children, to inform him that he was •an 

Old Home Boy from 1882.u He now owned his own business having been apprenticed 

to a decorating firm after his agricultural indenture. This contributor to •city drift" had 

organized an Old Boys Society with one hundred members. They intended to confront 

head-on the adverse publicity given to their backgrounds and the subsequent slander 

upon their characters. At the 1924 annual meeting of the neophyte society, he said that 

the 11old boys" recognized that 

. . . there seemed to be a dead set on Home Boys by the public press. 

We were blamed for all the ills of the country and anything done in a 

community for which the perpetrator was not identified was landed at the 

door of the Home Boy. 32 

BLOOD AND SEX 

After an initially favourable reception the movement was increasingly viewed as 

a threat to the social and moral purity of the nation. Even those Canadians who 

benefitted from their labor professed to see dangerous traits in their farm hands and 

domestics. 

Criticism of the movement, its agents, and the immigrants themselves, united a 

disparate collection of trade unions, women's organizations, sheriffs and country doctors, 

and exponents of Canadian child-saving in condemnation of the importation of British 

- ----
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children and juveniles as unwise policy and a dire threat to Canadian life. Playing on 

themes of social and moral degeneracy, unfair labor competition, urban drift, and 

economic drag, the groups worked to restrict, if not eliminate, the immigration. 

Therefore from the 1880s, an enlarged juvenile immigration movement was 

challenged by Canadians who opposed the importation of children and youths not on 

grounds of real or potential hardship and exploitation, but because it represented an 

undesirable addition to the nation's population. Among the Ontario critics in the 1880s 

and 1890s were country doctors who were ·members of the Dominion Parliament and 

county sheriffs and gaolers. Emphasizing the notion of •hereditary taint,• these 

spokesmen of rural and town life identified juvenile immigrants as transmitters of the 

worst characteristics of Old World life, i.e., urban degeneracy, immorality, criminality, and 

syphilitic tendencies. In federal and provincial parliaments and in representations to 

committees and commissions, they helped popularize beliefs regarding the undesirable 

nature of the child immigrants. "Cockney sneak thieves" who returned to their old habits, 

were a •potent and pernicious• influence who corrupted others and landing up, as it 

were, in goals and reformatories, became a burden on the Canadian taxpayer. 33 There 

was, of course, little empirical evidence that substantiated these claims. 

It is interesting to note that it was after the publicity surrounding Andrew Doyle's 

Report (1875) that the movement was subjected to sustained attacks in Canada and 

mounting criticism in Britain while its children remained in demand as a source of cheap 

labor. It cannot be overlooked that to attack the collective nature of the movement was 

to attack the individual natures of the children themselves. Such attacks can be seen 
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as a reaction to the criticisms of the treatment received in Canada for as Goffman 

explicates the customary response of those who are responsible for treating a given 

group badly is by claiming the group concerned deserves such treatment because of 

certain characteristics its membership possesses. 

Blood and Sex - as we know with the HIV and AIDS epidemics - have potent 

metaphoric power and it was the imagery of blood and sex in pseudo-scientific theories 

of eugenics and hereditary - '1ribal stigma" - that captured the public's imagination and 

became the press's stock-in-trade when critidsing the importation of parties of Britain's 

poor. Taint, pollution, contamination: these were carried in the blood of poor stock -

"that biologically inferior strata of British life. "34 It was an imagery with staying power 

until at least the 1930s. Indeed it is an imagery with a long, cross-cultural history. 

Taint, pollution, and contamination - known in Hellenistic times as "miasma• - were 

stigmas of a non-moral nature. The polluted person in many cultures was judged by 

criteria of superstition and hygiene to be dangerous and contaminating of a whole 

community - spreading taint as a blood stain might. Pollution was transferable; a 

"complex non-rational phenomenon." Because it is derived from non-mor0:1 causes it is 

not susceptible to rational discourse and to prescribe a cure is not possible. Only 

removal, containment, expulsion can alleviate fear about the stigmatized and his or her 

polluting powers. Blood and the sexual intercourse, especially that of the spilling of 

semen as in the Hebraic taboos against onanism and the early campaigns against 

venereal disease were among the most powerful pollutants and causes of stigma 
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For the present purpose, the full range of situations which entail "pollution• 

... must be believed to posses some characteristic in common; and it is 

evident that this characteristic lies not in the situations themselves, but in 

the attitude adopted toward them by society or by the individual. 35 

We would argue that the characteristic, a combining formula of blood and sex, is found 

in the tribal stigma of pauper taint. 

Blood and sex: the two images merged and erupted, episodically and violently 

for almost fifty years of the movement's history, in the language of relationships between 

the stigmatized and the Canada public. Moral degeneracy, genetic criminality, female 

promiscuity, physical defect, venereal disease, social incompetence, and chronic 

feeblemindedness, scrofula, illegitimacy and moral contagion, were representations of 

bad blood and inferiority. A lethal combination of bad blood and reproductive sex was 

attached particularly to home girls.38 The vulgar use of hereditarian theories to

describe the immigrants as children of a degenerate stock of paupers dumped on the 

shores of a pristine northern New World stressed they must be separated from pure 

blooded Canadians. They were "children of the streets who [were] not wanted here.• 

The deportations of boys on grounds of masturbation - the consequence of "bad 

passions" - or that of enuretlc and encopretic children suggests that even their semen, 

feces and urine, embodied the imagery of sex and inherited blood besmirching the 

community. The presence of a single polluted individual was seen to have disastrous 

everyday consequences. As one farmer commented, 'they cannot help it, it is in their 

blood and it will tell . . . 11 One can scarcely comprehend the shame these deportees 
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carried with them and the humiliation they faced when they were returned to their 

institutions of origin for such reasons. Blood and sex; this was recipe that constituted 

the moral careers of immigrant children. So much for young people who had been 

described by Denis Crane in John Bull's Surplus Children {1915) as having begun life 

11under the minus category."37 

The intellectual climate with its emphasis on new psycho-physiological theories 

of heredity merely provided a rational basis for self-righteousness in the face of criticism 

and deep-seated resentment. Nativists, nationalists, and labor groups demonstrated a 

sustained and predictable opposition from the 1870s, whereas in the 1920s, several 

other groups emerged to contribute to the eugenic polemic: politicized women's groups, 

superintendents of dependent children, child protection officers, social workers, as well 

as organizations such as the Canadian Council on Child Welfare and the Social Service 

Council of Canada. Each group had its particular raison d'etre for participating in the 

lobby. To conclude that the lobby represented a major shift in child welfare discourse 

would be to oversimplify the matter. 

The insidious nature of the theories meant that they were exploited by exponents 

of racism, xenophobia and anti-democratic views. It is not remarkable, therefore, that 

William Quarrier, who- emigrated children from the Orphans' Homes of Scotland, 

commented in 1897 on the surprising "amount of cant one hears about the danger of 

corrupting Canadian morals, or indeed causing a mental or physical deterioration of the 

race by the importation of these children.11 Earlier Dr. Barnardo reported in 1885 that the 

Canadian press was willing to perpetuate the view that the movement was 0a whole-sale 
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dumping of moral refuse on its shores." Seven years later a Barnardo report was noting 

that Canadians cited the laws of heredity '1to demonstrate the degenerate characters of 

our young people, and the alarming results that might be expected to follow from the 

contamination of their presence among Canadian youth." James S. Woodsworth, a 

progressive sociaJ reformer, could observe in a popular 1909 critique of Canadian 

society that such children "inherited tendencies to evil" which must lead to the 

•degeneration of our Canadian people.~ 

The Montreal Gazette, 25 July 1895, published remarks from Ontario farmers who 

benefitted from the cheap labor the movement provided. These included epithets such 

as '1the scum of Europe," "little better than brutes," a "curse to the country,• "good for 

nothing pauper and criminal classes,• and •a contaminating influence on native born 

Canadians." The Toronto Evenjng Star demanded that England look after its own 

"syphilitic paupers• and not continue the practice which lent itself to •physical corruption 

of a pure blooded people." The Ottawa Citizen in Sept~mber 1899, said that they were 

the "physiological off-securings of the Old World dumped on [Canada's] shores.• This 

latter term is all the more interesting In that other cultures had ritualized means of ridding 

themselves and the contaminations of the uoffscourings" of pollution merely by hand­

washing with cold water purifications. No such means of expiation was available here; 

the stigm9.i it would seem, was indelible.39 It was "in the blood.11 It seems that a single 

drop of it or the stain of spilled semen could pollute a farm, a family, a whole nation. 

The Canadian labor press was in perfect agreement with the 1887 comment in the 

Charity Organization Review which criticized boarding-out of workhouse children in 
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Britain by saying that the placing of such children in private homes after a residence in 

some institutions was ''to take your bleached linen, hard enough to keep spotless, and 

throw it in dirty water." The Hamilton Palladium of Labour in 1894 charged that Maria 

Rye was "dumping the refuse of British jails, slums and workhouses.• Such accusations 

were corroborated by the deportation of girls on the grounds that they were •given to 

thieving, lying, and were in everyway ... unsatisfactory."40 

The Toronto Trades and Labour Congress weekly, The Toiler, releasing a litany 

of horror stories of the poverty and disease of the young Britons in 1903 stated that they 

were being imported "regardless of the injury done to the country by the lowest scum 

of the earth.11 In 1904, it deplored the undermining of the 11present standard of health, 

physique, and mentality by the importation of waifs.'141 

On the evidence, one must agree with one childsaver that ''we do not claim to 

have brought angels into the country, nor do we place them among angels, 1 despite the 

reply of the Premier of Ontario, Arthur S. Hardy, that he_intended "to guard against the 

moral or physical deterioration of our people. 42 As late as 1929, the Acting Deputy 

Minister for Immigration in Ottawa was still speaking about "picking out the culls' and 

asserting that 'van boys from Glasgow, butcher boys from Dundee and newsboys from 

Bristol" were unsatisfactory material tor Canadian national life. 43 

IN WHOSE CARE AND CUSTODY? 

It might be supposed that the "moral career of stigma11 discussed in the previous 

pages would have been reduced considerably, if not totally eliminated, had the children 

been in the care and custody of Canadian child welfare authorities instead of British 
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philanthropic organizations. The label uhome--childN was, after all, a euphemism for a 

Barnardo Boy, a Salvation Army Girt, a Quarrier Lad, an apprentice of the Waifs and 

Strays Society, or a street arab from the Gutter Children's Home. However being nin 

care" - that is a State ward - scarcely places a child in a stigma-free situation today and 

much less so In the past Indeed, the history of stigma In this paper draws our attention 

to this dilemma because the debate between British guardians and Canadian Child 

Welfare interests demonstrates that had the children been under the aegis of provincial 

orfederal child welfare authorities the moral career of stigma would have been reinforced 

rather than ended when apprenticeships concluded. Nonetheless British guardians did 

not wish their children to be further stigmatized as we shall see in the following pages. 

If the principles of boarding-out of children were abused in British North America. 

that is, In lax supervision of indentures and conditions of guardianship, the blame must 

be shared equally between British callousness and Canadian crassness. That Canadian 

householders blatantty sought older children, i.e., 10 to 13 year olds, and that British 

emigration agencies eagerly provided them, maximized the potential for abuse of the 

system. When Canadian legislation prohibited very young children, the likelihood of 

adoption and real fostering lessened in proportion to the numbers of older children 

entering Canada. These were then identified as helpers - urban children for domestic 

or rural service - and ironically, their exploitation was assured by the very means whose 

purpose was to provide them protection. 44 

The Ontario Juvenile Immigration Act in 1897 insisted that the supervision of 

children include a medical and general examination in Britain and again at the point of 
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debarkation in Canada, as well as the extension of the government inspections in 

practice since 1875 from an annual to a quarterly basis with adequate record-keeping. 

Most of the agitation during this time concentrated on selection processes rather than 

aftercare superintendence. Selection continued to be a point of controversy for the next 

thirty years. Most emphasis was placed on medical inspection of the children than any 

other kind. 

Even with the appointment of a Domi~ion Inspector, G. Bogue S~art, in 1899, at 

no time there was adequate supervision or placement of apprentices. Moreover in cases 

of deportation or illness nobody wanted to claim responsibility; not the Immigration 

Department, the Emigration Society, the Board of Guardians in England, nor the 

provincial departments of child welfare. Nobody, for instance, wanted either Margaret 

Gaskin or Dora Rooker who were found to have tuberculosis after placement.45 T.B. 

was early this century not only a pathology but a metaphor for spreading contamination 

and the contagious degeneration of an otherwise healthy nation. 

The combining of the Ontario Department of Neglected and Dependent Children 

with a system of semi-voluntary children's aid societies after 1883 created a paper 

system for the supervision of Canadian children which further laid the basis tor the 

provincial Immigrant Children Act of 1897. J.J. Kelso, superintendent of Ontario's 

dependent children, also functioned as the Inspector of Juvenile Immigration Agencies. 

Kelso saw the 1897 Act as espousing "three great principles: First, that only respectable 

children of sound physical condition be brought to Ontario; second, that each agency 

should have a thorough system of supervision during the minority of their wards; and 
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third, that the work should be c,onducted under government inspection." The Ontario 

legislation was quickly copied by Quebec, Manitoba and Nova Scotia, but the legislation 

did not ensure the necessary child protection agencies to provide even minimaJ 

supervision of their own neglected and dependent children. 48 

Through blatant acts of domain-expansion the new sociaJ welfare advocates 

demanded that the movement should cease aJtogether because of its anachronistic 

placement methods and its potential for exploitation and neglect. Canadian child welfare 

authorities were to act as moral watchdogs. While we have already alluded to reasons 

other than humanitarian ones, it is not within the scope of this paper to elaborate these 

apart from making one comment which is pertinent to the present discussion. The 

CAS's boarding-out system did not operate on the basis of 1paid homes" but rather of 

"free or work homes" whereas several British societies paid boarding fees for their 

youngest children in Canada. Not surprisingly British children were in more in demand 

than their Canadian counterparts. If the placement money was used somewhat as a 

futile attempt to reduce stigma and minimize abuse the Canadian policy of free homes 

would only have added to social stigma. 

Provincial child welfare authorities, particularly the network of Children's Aid 

Societies which evolved after 1893 in the various provinces, objected strenuously to the 

fact that the children were not their wards and they were, therefore, unable to claim per 

capita state funding for their supervision. A more curious objection was that the young 

Britons were unfair competition with Canadian wards for scarce homes: curious 

T 
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inasmuch as the most vociferous of critics of the immigration movement were asserting 

that the Britons were subject to exploitation and mistreatment in these Canadian homes! 

Legitimating their objections by the newly emerging child welfare criteria of 

professionalism, social welfare workers and policy makers continued to appropriate the 

eugenic rationale. Thus we see how Charlotte Whitton, Canada's foremost figure in 

scientific child welfare in the 1920s, organized surveys of immigrant children. These 

sought to unearth as many examples of "taint" ~ possible through records of charitable 

agencies, asylums, reformatories, penal in.stitutions, the Toronto General Hospital, 

psychiatric departments, and female rescue homes. Although the CCCW survey of 1928, 

Several Years After, bore all the outward signs of a humanitarian document condemning 

the exploitation of unprotected British child life, its spurious data base was generated 

from a profound belief that such children also represented undesirable immigrants. 

Several Years After, it continued that "this must be constantly born in mind lest the 

reborn Canadian of the future be a weakling race, and a menace in its [eugenic] 

constitution. tt47 

In her own correspondence, Whitton herself freely used the expression "the 

backwash of juvenile immigration" quoting from a 1925 Social Science Council of 

Canada report which deplored "the eugenic effects of bringing in thousands of boys and 

girls, a considerable proportion of whom have sprung from stock, which, whatever else 

may be said of it, was not able to hold its own in the stern competition of the 

motherland. 11 Whitton vigorously defended psychiatric examinations as a qualification for 

juvenile emigrants when such examinations were still primitive and frequently punitive, 
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if for no other reason than to prevent children who might be, or might become, •sex 

morons1 from entering Canada.~ The metaphoric power of blood and sex remains 

close to the surface in Whitton's consciousness during the 1920s. 

Nevertheless there is evidence of a sharp rebuttal to the claims that federal or 

provincial authorities should automatically assume guardianship. For example, The 

Hamilton Spectator, 3 May 1924, in a succinct summary of the issue, stated: 

Does one think they will become better Canadians by retaining the tag of 

'State Ward' until manhood than they would if placed in the care of 

responsible employers and left to their own resources? Why ought they 

be constantly reminded of the handicap of an orphanage instead of a 

system being provided to forget their misfortune? 

This summary of the matter was in keeping with Quarrier's observations twenty-seven 

years previously that "those who are not criminals ought not to be dealt with in any other 

way than as full-born subjects of Canada and Britain ... We will not have our children 

bearing the additional stigma of being government children. 11'49 

Almost thirty years later, in 1927, John Hobday, Manager of the Barnardo Training 

Homes in Canada rejected claims by a national organization that it be given the records 

of children's placements for follow-up studies. 

They are the records of the children rather than the records of the Home 

and they are certainly not intended for the public. The view taken by Dr. 

Bamardo's homes has always been that these, usually humble members 

of society are entitled to demand the history of their childhood should be 
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as much shielded from public curiosity as the history of more fortunate 

children who have been brought up in the privacy of their own homes. 

Finally it is noteworthy that neither was the federal inspector, J . Bogue Smart, convinced 

by the critics. Instead he sympathized with Hobday's sentiments adding that if a child 

was allowed to enter into Canada in the first place he had '1he right to settle where he 

wishes without being enrolled as a ward of that province . .ea 

CONCLUSION: THE MANAGEMENT OF SPOILED IDENTITY 

Neither did the moral career of social stigma end with the children's 

apprenticeships if we are to discern and decode the meanings found in the mini­

biographies so eloquently recorded in collection of interviews in Phyllis Harrison's The 

Home Children (1979). This collection points to the incremental effects of what Goffman 

describes as '1he spoiled identity." 

One man, brought over at nine years between 1911 • 12, observed that Canada has 

been promised as "one big apple tree" wt)ere all one's worries would cease for life, but 

wryly concluded that "jt wasn't my fault that I picked a wrong apple .... I damn near 

died of loneliness. I was sure I would die, but little boys don't die easily.• Another 

bitterly said, "The whole family ridiculed my accent and jeered at my clothes' and 

another observed that what hurt most was "the fact that the people would not believe me 

or trust me. 11 Born in a Union Workhouse in 1897, William Wood, who came to Canada 

at eight years of age, was exploited, beaten and, as his wife enigmatically remarked, had 

been "owned by a beast. "51 
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As isolates with little or no sense of group identity they coped with the residual 

effects of their experiences In a variety of ways, all well known strategies for members 

of a stigmatized category. Some, for instance, coped by •passing,• a realistic option due 

to the invisibility of their particular stigma once they moved into the broader society. As 

adults they passed as ordinary immigrants. Still others remained "closeted,• reluctant 

to make public their origins. Fearing the possibility of "outingn they adapted subtle 

codes of revealing and concealing. The fact of this 11historical hiding• has been 

demonstrated by other historians as a phenomenon which continued until at least the 

early 1970's when the interest in finding one's roots and the good press given minorities 

and the disadvantaged allowed these forgotten immigrants to surface in Canadian history 

and the popular imagination. Some examples of group-identity can be seen 

intermittently before this time as with the Barnardo boy, James Webb, whose 1924 

complaint has been cited. The purpose behind this and later solidarity was more 

therapeutic and social than in the militancy of nidentity-politics. • As a personal aside, 

even during the teaching of this subject during university courses an instructor is 

regularly informed by a student that only at that point did he or she make "sense" of the 

silence surrounding the background of a grandparent or a relative, either deceased or 

living. 

Running away from one's placement was another strategy in managing the effects 

of spoiled identity. Joy Parr's Labouring Children (1980) refers to runaway Barnardo 

boys who abandoned agricultural pursuits in favour of urban employments while seeking 

the anonymity as well as the familiarity of city life. However unlike the runaway orphans 
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from the Canadian asylums whom we have documented elsewhere there were no 

familiar locales, relatives or families waiting. 52 Home girls ran away less frequently than 

boys. This is partly explained by their vulnerability to prostitution and sexual predation 

but in a New World with a short supply of women there was less scrutiny of a female's 

past or family origins. Therefore another strategy for home-girls was to •marry-up.• 

Many became the wives of farmers who included the next generation of home-girls 

among their household help. 

Yet again many in later life searched tor separated siblings or returned to Britain 

to find and reunite with families. Subsequently many discovered other children had been 

born since they had been surrendered. There were boys who joining the army as young 

men solely to get back to Britain. As with adoptees and foster children this exploration 

was fraught with compulsion, anxiety, ambivalence, and disappointment 

Labouring Children also records that a disproportionate number of Barnardo boys 

remained unmarried, either unable to emotionally commit themselves or assume the 

burdens of family life. 

As for family life it is heartening to observe that to the best of our knowledge the 

so-called abuse syndrome was not perpetuated by the majority of those who had 

families of their own. Indeed, Phyllis Harrison records many of them being hyper­

sensitive to child neglect and abuse and therefore solicitous of their own children. 

Because this is perhaps the most comforting aspect of this particular case-study it seems 

an appropriate point to conclude except to add that nowhere in the annals of British 

emigration history is there a more calloused expulsion of children and nowhere in 
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Canadian history is there a more shameful response to and treatment of the young and 

vulnerable. 
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The Scientific Study of Children 

in Orphanages in the United States: 1900-1945 

Around 1900 physicians and social scientists began to enter orphanages in the 

United States. Their intention was to use the children who lived there as subjects in 

research. This activity became a vast field experiment in which newly-developed 

techniques of middle-class social science were inadvertently applied in the study of 

children of disadvantage. 

In the nineteenth century, to philanthropists, volunteers, charity workers, and 

citizens of the community the orphanage seemed like a good idea. However, during 

45 years of medical, psychological and psychiatric research that began around 1900 

scientists studying children in these institutions gradually came to believe that 

children could not thrive in orphanages. This discovery came slowly, for scientists 

had not entered orphanages to study the children who lived there. Instead they came 

to use children in orphanages as proxies for family'-reared children in their study of 

the normal child. Upon study, these scientists realized that children in orphanages 

were often not normal in many of the attributes under investigation. 

Researchers discovered that children who lived in orpjlanages were shorter, 

weighed less, had lower intelligence test scores, were more likely to have been 

exposed to the serious childhood illnesses, were less likely to recover from illness, and 

were retarded in school. Infants in orphanages were listless, needed more food to 

make the same weight gains as other children and were slow to reach developmental 

milestones. Some one-year olds Jay in cribs unable to turn over or to pull themselves 
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up at all. Infant mortality rates were several times higher than for the population at 

large. 

These findings came from research in which children in orphanages were used 

because they were available, because they were available without parental consent, 

or, occasionally, because medical procedures carried out on them would not have 

been approved by parents to have been carried out on their own children. 

In these studies scientists were confronted with the effects of disadvantage, but 

few had come to orphanages to study disadvantage. Findings about the differences 

between children in orphanages and those in families were explained as hereditary 

differences. For decades researchers resorted to these timeworn, nineteenth-century 

explanations about the poor to interpret their twentieth-century scientific 

observations. 

This evidence becomes apparent when one shifts attention from the science of 

the normal child to the subjects used in the establishment of this ~cience. ~ee 

perspectives of scientists will be considered: their knowledge of the orphanage, their 

attitudes toward children of the poor, and their conception of their own science. As 

was intended, the study of children who lived in orphanages helped lay the 

foundations for a science of the normal child. It also revealed, to those who took 

notice, the devastating effects of disadvantage on children. 
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The Orphanage 

The orphanage was a contradictory institution and difficult to define. The 

Newton Home for Orphans and Destitute Girls in Newto~ Massachusetts was 

located in a home in 1872. Although proud of operating as a family, the matro~ 

"Aunty Pomroy" forbade the adoption of girls from the orphanage by couples wanting 

to make them members of their family. Instead she trained her charges for work as 

cooks, seamstresses, or servants.1 

Some orphanages housed a dozen children or fewer, in a family home. Others 

housed over a thousand children in institutional buildings. Still others were way 

stations for placing out programs, housing children for a short time until they bad 

been placed out into families. 

The exteriors of many large orphanages were grand and imposing in 

architectural style, reminiscent of prisons, armories, or castles. Sometimes 

constructed on a promontory or at the edge of a town, orpbanag~s were buil_dings 

that reflected civic pride. The orphanage was tangible evidence of a civic response to 

Indian massacres, epidemics, shipwrecks, an influx of destitute immigrants, or the 

effects of westward migration. 2 

In contrast to lavish exteriors, the interiors of orphanages were Spartan, 

befitting their task to train laborers. Sleeping rooms were so filled with cots that 

sometimes there was no space between beds. In some orphanages two or three 

children slept in a single cot or crib. Though considerable sums might be spent to 

build an orphanage, people expected that the institutions use measures of extreme 
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fiscal economy in daily management. The Superintendent of the State Industrial 

School in Lancaster, Massachusetts suggested in 1891 that children could be fed for 

as little as sixteen cents per day. One superintendent who was proud of his 

management of funds, noted that no cloth bad been purchased because second-hand 

clothing had been altered to fit inmates. Annual reports from orphanages often 

proudly listed donations of soup bones, of fish, of clothing and shoes, testimony to the 

pride in community participation combined with carefuL economical management. 3 

Orphanages were founded with the highest motives to "save" children from 

lives as paupers, but most institutions trained children for jobs in the lowest levels of 

society. The orphanage curriculum consisted of reading, writing, arithmetic, and 

moral and religious education, but teachers in the orphanage were often poorly 

trained and poorly paid. Vocational education, training in shoemaking, for example, 

was introduced to larger orphanages, and farming education at orphanages in the 

country. However, vocational education as often served the financial needs of the 

institution by providing the orphanage with cash or inexpensive shoes and vegetables, 

as it did train youngsters for future jobs. A historian of one institution noted that no 

apprentice shoemaker went on to work making shoes after leaving the orphanage and 

that adept shoemakers were coerced (by having wages withheld) into staying in the 

orphanage shop beyond the age of "graduation.'"' 

Educational programs in orphanages often bad more to do with John Locke's 

eighteenth century suggestion for working schools and Johann Heinrich Pestalozzi's 

experiments with orphanage-workhouses than they did with twentieth-century 



educational programs for children in public schools. Sometimes academics seemed 

secondary to intentions to train children for work, though children in orphanages 

often benefitted from considerably more educational instruction that their brothers 

and sisters outside the orphanage were able to obtain. Fortunately, children in 

orphanages were enrolled in public schools in increasing numbers across the 

twentieth century, although health quarantines of the institution often prevented 

children from attending public school for mo]lths at a time.5 

6 

Most contradictory of all, typically orphanages opened to serve orphans, the 

most deserving of children, those having no living parent. Within a short time after 

opening, however, orphanages were besieged with requests to take children who had 

living parents. Some destitute parents permanently relinquished children to 

orphanages; others housed their children in an orphanage while the parent or parents 

got back on their feet. 

Consumption of alcohol was a principal reason orphanages filled with children. 

In 1890 social reformer Jacob Riis noted that for 111 Protestant churches below 

Fourteenth Street in New York City, there were 4,065 saloons. Destitute parents who 

spent scant resources on alcohol often found their ragged, hungry, and sometimes 

abused children placed in orphanages by charity workers, police, or poor-law 

officers.6 

Finally, though it was believed that orphanages were founded and managed by 

citizens with the highest motives, it was acknowledged that the lack of standards in 

orphanages permitted a low level of care. In some cases people unfitted or untrained 
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for work with children, poorly-paid older women, or young adults, some of them 

barely older than their charges, took care of children in orphanages. It was not 

uncommon for a large orphanage to have a single matron for 100 children. Work 

was delegated to older girls in the orphanage, or to monitors. Monitors often were 

orphanage graduates who worked as disciplinarians for younger children, perpetuating 

a Draconian system of harsh treatment and abusive punishment. Some well-run 

smaller orphanages operated as families, but in larger orphanages, supervision was 

often lax, as one incoming superintendent discovered. When he took over 

management of the orphanage he found the Babies' Department was run by a woman 

he was forced to discharge. He found her "entertaining a policeman in her 'shed' in 

the evening" leaving around 70 babies unsupervised for the night.7 

Children moved in and out of orphanages with frequency. In 1915, in New 

York State, around one-third of children left the institution, returning home to 

relatives, leaving to work, or both. Scientists who entered the orphanage carried with 

them the idea that the orphanage was a benevolent institution that housed full 

orphans from infancy until they were old enough to work. Researchers were not 

aware of the use of orphanages by families in poverty as a way-station, a temporary 

shelter for children.8 

The Children 

In 1920 in Delaware, an eight year-old boy and his companion were left alone 

to guard the house, not to let anyone in, and "and to shoot anyone who tried to steal 



8 

tomatoes from the garden." When a man entered the garden and began stealing 

tomatoes, 'The youngsters ... rushed into the house and upstairs, one getting a revolver 

and the other a shotgun. The gun went off and fell out of the second-story window, 

the boy who was holding it falling out with it. The other boy then made a grab for 

his friend's heels and fell out after him." As reported by a Children's Bureau 

investigator, 'The result of all this confusion was that both boys were taken into 

custody and shortly afterwards were placed in an institution for dependent children."9 

Most children who fell into orphanages were not orphans, but had living parents as 

these boys did, and lived lives of poverty, neglect or inadequate supervision. The 

popular label for children such as these who lived in orphanages, was "orphan." 

Orphan is an umbrella term for any child bereft of protection or advantage of 

parents. The full or true orphan was a child bereaved by the death of both parents. 

A half-orphan was a child bereaved by the death of one parent. From Jewish and 

Christian sources, the orphan was traditionally considered to be the most deserving 

among poor children. 

This was a Protestant Christian system of classification. The deserving poor 

were those who, through no fault of their own ( as in the case of orphans) had fallen 

on bard times. For example, widows of soldiers were considered deserving poor. 

The undeserving poor were those whose shiftlessness, immorality, or intemperance 

had lowered them to the debased category of paupers. In Protestant thinking, they 

were the pernicious poor. Historian Charles Rosenberg noted the "unquestioned 

distinction between the worthy and unworthy poor, between the prudent and 

• 
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industrious objects of a benign stewardship and those less deserving Americans whose 

own failings justified their almshouse incarceration."10 

It is important to recognize that this was not a system for classifying children; 

it was a system for classifying adults. The labels for children came from the 

behaviors of their parents. In this way blame was extended to children. 

A two-tier system reflecting these beliefs operated in the nineteenth century. 

Orphanages served children of the deserving poor, and the poorhouse or almshouse 

was a repository for whole families of the undeserving poor. Toward the end of the 

nineteenth century, as laws were passed to remove children from the poorhouse and 

place them in orphanages, this two-tier system collapsed into a single institution for 

children, the orphanage. By 1900 orphanages were filled with children of the 

undeserving poor. 

By the end of the nineteenth century there was a non-correspondence between 

orphanages and orphans. Since children with at least one living parent were the 

majority of inmates, and since the number of orphans was decreasing, it was usually 

the case that only ten to 30 per cent of children in orphanages were true orphans. 

Furthermore, orphanages were designed to house orphans, although few true orphans 

them entered such institutions. In 1930 there were estimated to be 450,000 true 

orphans in the United States. According to the census of children living in 

institutions in the year 1933, there were 140,352 children living in orphanages in the 

United States. If one-third of children in institutions were true orphans, that meant 



that under ten per cent of orphans in the United States lived the orphanages. The 

other 90 per cent were cared for by relatives, friends, or neighbors.11 

10 

Around the tum of the century there was a movement to remove children 

from orphanages altogether by finding foster homes where they could live, yet it was 

another five decades before more children were placed with foster families than were 

placed into institutions. Though some charity writers noted that children needed the 

"fathering and mothering" of family life, they also wanted children placed in families 

because they believed that orphanage life was too easy on children. One writer noted 

that girls did not learn to wash and iron in orphanages, and boys did not learn to 

farm. She questioned, 

Will not children used to the comfort of steam-heated halls and to being 
waited on, find it a hardship to break ice for water to drink or wash in, to 
bring water from a well, to chop wood, bring coals from a cellar, make fires at 
dawn ... ?12 

People believed orphans should be accustomed to a life as laborers from an early 

age. Life in the orphanage, she continued, "Does it not rather weaken him?" 

Scientists who entered orphanages to carry out research shared with citizens the 

ambivalent attitudes that these children engendered. 

The Science 

The earliest scientists to study children in orphanages were the physicians who 

volunteered on a regular basis to care for the health needs of children in 

institutions.13 Around 1900 they were joined by other scientists who used children 

in orphanages as subjects to study height, weight and other physical attributes of 
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infants and children. Using the statistical idea of norms or averages, it became 

possible to describe typical or average growth for a child from babyhood into 

childhood, and to compare an individual child's growth to curves for the average 

child. Thousands of measurements of height, weight, skeletal growth, dentitio~ onset 

of puberty, blood pressure, and other measurable attnbutes were collected by 

physicians, anthropologists and other social scientists working in private practice, in 

schools and in children's institutions. 
• 

In these studies of the normal child, as they were called, researchers frequently 

referred to deviant and defective individuals, but these researchers were not focusing 

on deviance itself. Instead, they often employed the term deviant in its statistical 

sense, to suggest a distance from the average, the norm, or the "golden mean" they 

were establishing by measuring as many children as possible. 

This unintended racism was contrasted by the overt racism that characterized 

many of the comparisons among ethnic groups, in which differences were ascnbed to 

inferior heredity among members of a given ethnic group. In this research there were 

frequent references to norms for ethnic and racial groups, for a notion of culture as 

layered and decidedly hierarchical held in the early twentieth century. Starting around 

1880, enormous numbers of immigrants entered the United States, most of them from 

desperately poor sections of Europe. Not yet integrated into the dominant Protestant 

culture, or worse still in the public view, not intending to become integrated into 

Protestant culture, these immigrants were a source of despair and concern by citizens. 

Social science research reflected these attitudes. Thus, among the more than 2000 



12 

studies of physical growth and development indexed in a Children's Bureau 

publication in 1927 were references to the inferiority of growth among Italian 

children, to "physical differences between white and colored children," influences of 

diet on a "racial growth curve," to nutrition of Chinese children, along with 

observations on the health and growth of children in an orphanage in which it was 

noted, tellingly, that children were short and thin, but "a considerable deviation from 

the ideal diet" was still "consistent with good bealth."14 

. 
Physicians helping map out the characteristics of the normal child conducted a 

great number of studies of disease, of malnutrition and of basic physiological 

processes in research using children in orphanages as subjects. Some scientists 

studied children or babies in orphanages while others borrowed infants from 

orphanages to place on their study wards in hospitals. 

One of the few projects to arouse criticism within a few years after it took 

place was physician AF. Hess' study of rickets and scurvy. 15 Hess and his assistant 

Mildred Fish, researchers at the New York City Department of Health, allowed 

infants at the Hebrew Infant Asylum in New York City to develop rickets aIJ-d to 

develop scurvy repeatedly by withholding cod liver oil or orange juice from their 

diets. A former social worker named Konrad Berkovici wrote in indignation to The 

Nation that "A child is placed in an infant asylum because it is left 'without proper 

guardianship' because the parents 'are too destitute to care for it properly.' It is 

never intended" he continued, "to taJce the place of a guinea pig in a..Jaboratory.16 
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Berkovici asserted that physicians were aware that children who appeared to 

recover from scurvy often did not. They failed to gain weight, sometimes developed 

heart problems, and were more likely to die of infection. According to Berkovici the 

study by Hess and Fish confirmed others' observations of these conditions. Berkovici 

called on the medical profession to prohibit such research in the future. 

Studies of immunity to diphtheria illustrate a far more common use of children 

in orphanages to understand and control the infectious diseases of childhood. 

Diphtheria was among the most feared and most deadly of the childhood diseases 

early in this century. When a test was developed to assess immunity, it was used on 

over 100,000 children in schools and orphanages in New York State. When it was 

discovered that antitoxin could boost immunity (a discovery made by using children in 

orphanages as subjects) and when safe and reliable methods for antitoxin production 

were achieved, physicians from the New York City Health Department were ready to 

demonstrate to reluctant and frightened parents that immunity to diphtheria was 

possible. 

In 1921 they tested and immunized susceptible children in the Auburn 

Orphan's Home in Auburn, New York. They did this because parents in the 

community had refused to have their own children tested and immunized. Children 

whose parents refused their treatment formed the control group. Among children in 

this control group there were 78 cases of diphtheria and 13 deaths. Among children 

in the orphanage there was only a single case of diphtheria, one that occurred too 

soon after immunization to protect the child. The following year parents in Auburn 
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agreed to have their own children tested and immunized. By 1926 Auburn, New 

York was widely cited as a model city for the eradication of diphtheria in the United 

States.17 

This use of children in orphanages as an intermediate stage between animal 

trials and trials on children illustrates an enduring use of these youngsters as subjects 

in studies of infectious diseases. Since parents refused to have their own children 

participate, this trial also illustrated the fact that children who lived in orphanages 

were in some way looked at differently from children in families. 

With the translation into English and publication in 1906 of the intelligence 

test developed in France by Binet and Simon, and with revisions in 1908 and 1911, 

and educational psychologist Lewis Terman's standardization of the Binet tests in 

1916, the intelligence of children began to be investigated. 

The Binet-Simon test and the Terman revision of the test were not designed to 

provide a valid measure of the intelligence of children of preschool age, but to 

undergird the measures of children of school age. The Kuhlmann revision of the 

Binet tests was designed for use with children under four years of age, but it suffered 

from the same problem in assessing the youngest children. In spite of these technical 

problems, tests of intelligence began to be used to study preschool children. Though 

Binet argued for a large number of tests and for test scores as only a part of an 

extensive study of a child, a numerical score from a single administration of the 

intelligence test soon became the norm. 

.. 
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Mental testers entered orphanages to characterize the intelligence of the 

children who lived there. Or they entered to study the test itself, to use the test in a 

psychological investigation, or to study the relative influences of heredity and 

environmental experiences. 

Tests were also used for practical reasons, to sort children to send to different 

institutions or to place them in families. From around 1920, test scores rather than 

opinions of supervisors began to be used to decide which children should be adopted 

out, placed out, kept in the orphanage or transferred to institutions for the feeble­

minded. Scores were also used as objective evidence to certify as much as one could 

that a child available for adoption was normal. 

In February, 1934 the Board of Control of the State of Iowa hired a 

psychologist to use mental tests to sort children living in orphanages and to screen 

children waiting for admission. Orphanages were overcrowded, and with the 

psychologist's help, it was discovered that a number of children, ~ome very ypung, 

could be transferred to institutions for the feeble-minded. The state psychologist 

reported that in four institutions housing 3434 children total, 1026 individual tests of 

intelligence had been administered, and 580 group tests of intelligence were 

administered in the year ending June 30, 1934.18 

These data indicate that in one year, in the four institutions for children in 

Iowa, 47 per cent of inmates received a test of intelligence. Mental testing was big 

business, not just in the numbers of tests given, but in the importance placed on a 

numerical score for a child. Indeed, the me~tal testing movement can be likened to 
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a tsunami, a tidal wave that swept over the American social sciences. According to 

one social scientist, for decades "the momentum of the tests overrode all criticism."19 

While the mental testing movement gathered speed in society, mental testing 

in orphanages followed a curious course. When J. L Stenquist, E. L. Thorndike and 

M. R. Trabue entered an orphanage in New York State in 1915 to study the 

mechanical ability, school achievement and intelligence of the children who lived 

there they discovered that neither the children nor the record-keepers in the 

orphanage knew how old the children were. They found that records in the 

orphanage often consisted of the child's self-reported age noted down in the past 

When there was a small difference between the child's reported age and the age 

listed in orphanage records, the researchers split the difference. However, some 

discrepancies between the ledger book and the child's self-report differed by as much 

as seven years. 

Researchers suspected that sometimes parents listed a chi_!d's age as younger 

than it was in order to gain admission to an orphanage, and older than it was to gain 

the child's admission to a reformatory. This provided evidence for the popular belief 

that children in orphanages differed from those in reformatories only by age. 

The problem with chronological age arose when Stenquist, Thorndike and 

Trabue attempted to calculate intelligence quotients, for the intelligence quotient is 

the ratio of the mental age to the chronological age. Researchers decided to assign 

the child's mental age from the IQ test as chronological age, a move similar to 

assigning the average score, or mean~ to missing values in a data set. 
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In 1918 Terman and his graduate student Dorothy Wagner studied the 

intelligence quotients of children in an orphanage in California. Wagner collected 

the data, and Terman analyzed it and wrote the report. Terman decided to use IQ 

scores and length of stay in the orphanage to address the question whether 

environmental influences affected intelligence test scores or whether, as Terman 

believed, the IQ test was a relatively pure measure of inherited mental capacity. 

Terman found that children who lived for a <;onsiderable time in the orphanage had 

slightly lower intelligence test scores, indicating to him that environmental influences 

made no impact on the intelligence test score.20 

This interpretation came about because of a scaffolding of assumptions 

Terman made about the orphanage and about the children who lived there. His first 

assumption was about the institution. "Probably the well conducted orphanage offers 

a cultural environment as good as that of the middle grade home, if not better," he 

imagined.21 Building on this unexamined assumption Terman reasoned that "the 

child who enters it from a poor home at the age of five or six years ought, on the 

environmental theory to show a considerable increase of intelligence quotient within 

a few years." By this he meant an increase over and above that expected with normal 

growth. 

Although Terman recognized he was reasoning from a very small number of 

cases, he concluded that the inability of the orphanage to raise the intelligence 

quotients of inmates was an indication that the intelligence quotient was a measure of 

inherited ability, relatively uninfluenced by experience. 
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Terman reasoned incorrectly because he was not aware that most children left 

the orphanage to work around age 12. Children over age 12 in orphanages were 

those incapable of working because they were mentally or physically handicapped. 

This error in interpretation of data came about because Terman and other 

researchers did not understand how the orphanage functioned. It also came about 

because Terman reasoned longitudinally, that is about the life course of individual 

children, while the data available to him, we,te cross-sectional, that is, data points on 

many children measured at only one point in time. 

In another part of the same investigation Terman and Wagner looked at the 

issue of school retardation. Another investigator, physician Grace Fernald, published 

data on the same issue in 1918 as well.22 Both research groups found children in 

orphanages placed in grade levels for children much younger than they were. School 

retardation, common at the beginning of the twentieth century was typically 

characterized by a large boy seated at a desk built for a considerably smaller, younger 

child. 

Terman hypothesized and concluded that school retardation was caused by 

feeble-mindedness, though the data he presented in the Terman and Wagner study 

contradict this idea. In fact, the Terman and Wagner data indicate exactly the 

reverse, that many children were capable, based on mental age, of much higher 

(grade) level work tbam they were given. 

Fernald, on the other hand, noted that the children in the orphanage she 

studied "are very defective from the standpoint of education," that through poverty 
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and neglect most children in the orphanage she studied bad been deprived of 

opportunities to attend school. 

The Terman and Wagner study is an example of a research edifice constructed 

on a foundation of misinformation about orphanages. This combined with prevalent 

attitudes toward children in orphanages resulted in studies that were not impartial 

responses to the facts the researchers uncovered. Instead, there was evidence of 

investigator bias, the propensity of researchers to make adverse conclusions about 

youngsters in orphanages before they had collected sufficient evidence, or to make 

negative judgments in the absence of compelling grounds for doing so. 

Not just the incorrect interpretation of data, but the language used in the 

Terman and Wagner research report lend support to the idea of bias. Observations 

were interpreted in a way that condemned children in orphanages and their families 

as members of the undeserving poor. Terman 1) expressed hostility toward employees 

in orphanages because it was assumed they hid negative facts about the children, 2) 

offered statements that orphanages were repositories of mental inferiority and feeble­

mindedness, 3) stated a belief that mental inferiority and feeble-mindedness led to 

criminality, 4) made assertions that children in orphanages were unworthy because 

their parents exhibited criminal or immoral behavior. In 1918, the tenets of eugenics 

were at least in part the engines that drove Terman's science of mental measurement. 

Terman's science was, by extension, that of all mental testers, for he was the designer 

and publisher of the most frequently used American IQ test, the Stanford-Binet. 
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The test of intelligence began to be used as a measure of the outcome of 

educational interventions in the 1920s and 1930s. Two studies conducted by Iowa 

psychologist Harold Skeels and his colleagues illustrate most vividly the poor fit of 

this middle-class tool to the study of children in orphanages. In 1934 researchers 

from the Iowa Child Welfare Research Station opened a nursery school of the 

grounds of the Soldier's Orphans Home in Davenport, Iowa. During a three year 

study they used the Kuhlmann and the Stanf9rd-Binet tests of intelligence to 

investigate whether preschool experience made a difference for children in the 

orphanage. To their dismay, intelligence test scores remained rather stable for 

children who attended nursery schoo~ possibly indicating stability or constancy of 

intelligence, as predicted by Terman and other mental testers. To their utter 

surprise, however, children who did not have nursery school experience had 

intelligence test scores that fell steadily, leveling off around IQ 70, a level considered 

mentally retarded. 

Skeels and his group had discovered evidence that no one wanted to hear: the 

IQ was not constant over time for children of disadvantage. IQ test scores for the 

same child over time did not indicate a constantly low, inferior inherited level of 

ability but suggested that normal abilities were progressively lost in an environment 

that provided too little stimulation and too few opportunities to learn. Only with the 

enrichment of the preschool experience were the IQ scores for children in the 

orphanage kept constant. 
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The Iowa studies, as these investigations were called, provoked great 

controversy in the late 1930s when they were published. Terman assigned his 

statistician, Quinn McNemar to investigate the statistical methods used by the Iowa 

researchers. McNemar exposed and listed a number of errors in method and 

analysis. However, in spite of statistical errors, and through reanalyses and counter­

reanalyses of the data, the effects persisted. To mental testers these were troubling 

findings. To their relief, McNemars smokescreen of statistical reworking effectively 

buried this potentially damaging challenge to the notion that intelligence was fixed 

and constant across the life span. 

While the statistical controversy over these studies raged, Harold Skeels 

published an astounding research report that, had it been taken seriously, would have 

challenged both IQ constancy and the practices of using the test of intelligence to sort 

children into institutions. Skeels and the physician Harold Dye graphed a 45 months' 

series of intelligence test scores for two young children, C.D. and B.D., who by 

mental test scores and by family history were judged at 13 and at 16 months of age, 

respectively, to be feeble-minded. C.D. obtained a Kuhlmann-Binet IQ score of 46 

and B.C. a score of 35 at initial testing. 

These were babies who lived in the hospital nursery at the Iowa Soldiers' 

Orphans' Home. After initial testing they were transferred to the Iowa Institution for 

Feebleminded Children, where Harold Dye served as Superintendent. 

Each of the babies was placed on a different ward in the institution for the 

feebleminded. Mentally retarded young women on the wards played with the infants 

• 
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all day, took them on car trips, bought them presents, and showed the infant off to 

other patients. As soon as they could walk, the youngsters were sent to the 

institution kindergarten. The environment turned out to be a highly stimulating one. 

The intelligence test score for C.D. was 46 upon admittance to the institution for the 

feebleminded. Within three months it rose to 75. Then, at 30 months, to 98. The 

IQ leveled off above 90 (within the normal range) when the child was returned to the 

orphanage and placed into an adoptive home at three years of age. The intelligence 

test score for B.D. was 35 at initial measurement, and within three months rose to 85, 

also leveling off above :n:Q 90 upon return to the orphanage and placement into an 

adoptive home. If IQ was constant, as Terman maintained, what could explain these 

findings? 

Two other seemingly unrelated lines of research helped uncover other pieces 

needed for the explanation. These were the work by physicians to decrease infant 

mortality rates in institutions and the work by psychiatrists to help adopted and foster 

children with behavior problems. In 1940 physician Harry Bakwin published a 

research report entitled "Loneliness in Babies."23 Bakwin attributed the improved 

survival rates for infants to their being taken off pediatric wards or out of foundling 

homes and returned to their mothers at home. Bakwin studied a problem called 

hospitalism, the failure of an infant to thrive in an institution. For forty years 

physicians peeled away one after another of the causes of hospitalism and of infant 

mortality. Through improved sanitation infants were less likely to contract 

gastrointestinal diseases. Through improved knowledge of infant nutrition it was 
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learned how to feed infants who were not breast-fed. Through increased quarantine 

contagious infants were separated one from another. By 1940 there were incubator­

like devices to separate infants from one another, and still they did not thrive. 

Bakwin noticed that infants taken home recuperated and ones kept in the 

hospital were much less likely to r ecuperate. He reasoned from reports in Europe 

and from the work of an American psychiatrist, Lawson Lowrey, that infants in 

hospitals and institutions suffered from sensory ·deprivation and maternal deprivation. 

By describing what a mother did for her infant, Bakwin pointed to all the ways 

in which an infant in a hospital was deprived. He noted the unresponsiveness of 

infants on wards, compared to infants at home. He noted that an infant in an 

institution failed to thrive on a diet which at home had been adequate. Infants slept 

less in institutions than at home. In institutions infants showed less interest and 

enthusiasm for food and were less socially responsive than children who lived at 

home. Finally, respiratory infections which lasted a few days at home persisted for 

months in infants on hospital wards. It was Bakwin's belief that hospitalism was a 

psychological, rather than primarily a physical disease. He presented case studies of 

infants who made dramatic improvements in health and growth upon returning home. 

By 1940 the accomplishments of sanitation and the control of contagion bad brought 

about in institutions an exceptionally sterile environment in terms of the social needs 

of children. Bakwin noted that physical contact, handling, suckling, snuggling, 

cuddling, warmth, and security were missing in institutional care. 
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He called the mother and baby "a biological unit." It was Bakwin's belief that 

infants in hospitals failed to thrive because they missed all the affection and 

stimulation that are a part of natural mothering. 'Loneliness may be fatal," he 

observed, for an infant had neither 11nutritional ... [nor] social reserves ... to tide over" 

periods of loneliness in an institution. 24 

The evidence that Bakwin assembled to make his case was not particularly 

convincing to adherents of the medical model of disease for the temperature charts of 

infants suggested they were ill. What mattered, however, was the rapid recovery of 

the infants once they were returned to their mothers. In fact, Bakwin's ideas were 

supported by the findings of several psycboanalytically-trained psychiatrists who 

studied infants in institutions and children whose infancy had been spent in 

institutions. 

From 1940, psychoanalytically-trained psychiatrists reported that children who 

had spent their infancy in institutions seemed to display a certain set of behavior 

problems. They were unable to feel emotion, showed from babyhood a lack of 

interest in affection. Older children performed poorly in school, bad few friends, told 

lies. Some began to steal.25 Another psychiatrist reported children exhibiting 

"socially disturbing behavior" including an inability give and receive affection. These 

children were hostile, aggressive, had difficulties about food, were overaffectionate or 

rejecting, and some displayed a "cold disregard for the feelings of others."26 One 

psychiatrist studied children in foster care, separating into different groups those 

whose infancy had been spent in an institution and those whose infancy had been 
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spent with their own parents. He found children with institutional backgrounds were 

more often hyperactive and insecure even after having spent several years in a foster 

home.27 These psychiatrists recommended that children be adopted as early as 

possible to avoid spending their infancy in institutions. They cited the affective 

hunger," the "isolation factor," and "fixation at the most primitive levels of 

development," that arose when infants were deprived of the care and attention of a 

mother. 

The most well-known of these studies were those of psychiatrist Rene Spitz 

and psychologist Katherine Wolff, published starting in 1945.28 In 1936 Spitz and 

Wolff began to observe infants in two institutions, a study that replicated a much 

more extensive investigation Wolff and others conducted in 1932 in Vienna, Austria. 

Spitz and Wolff followed a group of infants through their first two years of life in a 

foundling home and in a jail nursery. Two groups from communities surrounding the 

institutions were used as controls, for comparison. 

In the foundling home Spitz and Wolff found developmental quotients 

(measures similar to tests of intelligence) dropped nearly by half during the first year. 

These were infants whose mothers stayed with them until three months of age, then 

mothers departed leaving infants in the foundling home. Infants at one year of age 

were unable to lift themselves out of a hollowed mattress or to roll over. There was 

greatly increased infant mortality compared to that in the community. During a 

measles epidemic 26 percent of the infants in the institution died of measles while 

only one-half of one per cent of babies in the community died. By the age two, the 
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average developmental quotient for foundling home infants was at the mental age of 

an imbecile. 

In contrast, infants in the jail nursery continued to remain within the normal 

range on tests of development. The researchers likened infants in the jail nursery, 

spurred on by their proud mothers, to South Sea islanders climbing palm trees in the 

ways they clambered up, about, and out of their cribs by the end of the first year of 

life. Spitz and Wolff believed their work illustrated the irreparable damage done to 

children deprived of the mother-infant relationship during the first year of life. 

Two characteristics of these investigators predisposed them to view their 

science differently: they were of the Jewish faith and they subscribed to 

psychoanalytic theory. Because they did not come from a Protestant, Christian 

tradition that in the past assigned blame to children of the poor or believed in 

original sin, they were predisposed to consider that the environment, rather than a 

child's hereditary character, accounted for these findings. Because they adhered to 

the tenets of psychoanalytic theory they looked at children not as individuals, but as 

members of the all-important mother-infant dyad. They asked different questions 

and they made different interpretations than scientists had in the past. 

This was a research program carried out on a moving train. From 1934 when 

the Iowa researchers opened their nursery school on the grounds of an orphanage, 

social science findings began to be applied to modify and improve the care of 

children in orphanages and on hospital wards. As soon as the beneficial results of 

nursery school experience were seen by orphanage staff in Iowa, they made it 
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possible for all children to attend. More workers were added to children's cottages 

as it became apparent that children needed more attention. The Spitz and Wolff 

findings were equally powerful incentives for orphanages to change the ways they 

handled children; this line of research helped accelerate the emptying of orphanages. 

Thus, by 1940, when psychiatrists began to study children in orphanages, and to 

report on the emotional problems of children in orphanages. they were reporting on a 

different sample of children than those typically studied in orphanages early in the 

twentieth century. By 1940 most normal children bad been placed in homes with 

foster or adoptive families. 

Summary 

Between 1900 and 1945 a vast field experiment was carried out in which 

children in orphanages were used to map out the characteristics of the normal child 

and to learn how to control some of the infectious diseases of childhood. As one 

would find in any field experiment, there were variables that were beyond the control 

of scientists. One of these turned out to be the effects of disadvantage, an issue that 

was not on the research agenda of American scientists in the first decades of the 

twentieth century. Scientists unwittingly carried out the first studies of children of 

poverty when they brought tools and techniques developed for middle-class 

youngsters and applied them to children in orphanages. 

Researchers found they could not measure IQ without knowing chronological 

age. IQ testers could not decide whether nursery school helped children, though 
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everyone involved agreed it did, because of a model about IQ constancy that 

characterized middle-class children. Scientists had anomalous findings to explain. 

Initially, their explanations bore little relation to the facts of the lives of children in 

orphanages because scientists had not bothered to find out about orphanage life or 

about the comings and goings of children in institutions. 

There was much to be learned from the ways these technologies failed to fit 

the children in orphanages. Their findings called into question the middle-class 

assumption that a bed, clothing and the rudiments of education (with prayer and hard 

work) were adequate requisites of the normal child. Scientists came to recognize that 

a child's social and emotional needs could not be met in the kinds of institutions 

provided for children in the United States. 

In order to focus on the use of subjects in this research I examined three 

different viewpoints of scientists: their views of the orphanage, of the children and of 

their own science. Lack of information and sentiment clouded scientists' view of the 

orphanage. Rather than examining children's lives more closely, scientists used 

nineteenth-century ideas about children in poverty to interpret twentieth-century 

observations. In effect this reified a very old and stigmatizing set of ideas about the 

poor, providing a twentieth-century scientific underpinning for them. Researchers 

made use of children in orphanages at times when parents would not allow their own 

children to be used. Thus, study of social scientists' responses to orphans in the past 

illuminates something about our moral system; we seem to have different categories 

of children. Children in orphanages were available to be used. 
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As this research took place, findings caused scientists to modify their views of 

children in orphanages and caused orphanage workers to modify their treatment of 

children. By the 1940s many more normal children were placed in families. 

Epilogue 

It may seem surprising that very little in today's codes of ethics for 

experimentation on children bas come about as a result of scientific work carried out 

in orphanages. Medical research in children's institutions that has been deemed 

unethical today were studies (such as those of hepatitis and radiation) in which 

severely mentally retarded children were used as subjects. 

Today's codes of ethics for experimentation using children as subjects were 

written following public outrage with fetal research and with research on hepatitis 

using retarded children as subjects. In the past these would be called deserving 

children. That is, they were vulnerable through no fault of their own. They merited 

our protection and charity. In contrast, children who lived in orphanages during the 

years 1900 to 1945 were considered to be members of the undeserving poor.. It was 

noted that research using them as subjects was generally approved of by people. This 

suggests the possibility that people have thought in a different way about children in 

orphanages. 

In the study of children in orphanages there are several issues that suggest 

topics for discussion of orphans of the AIDS epidemic today. They include: 
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1. The possibility of exploitation or use by social scientists and physicians. 

There may be keen interest in studying children of the AIDS epidemic because there 

are relatively few of these children. There may be few people interested in raising 

objections to potentially unethical uses of them. 

2. The evidence of stigma. Children of the AIDS epidemic may come from 

backgrounds of poverty, they may be minority children. they may be children in the 

child welfare system. That is, they may belong to groups traditionally called 

undeserving. 

3. The persistence of a culture of blame. There is a long tradition of 

separating a child from a family rather than helping the family keep the child. 

4. The existence of sentimental attitudes toward orphans. It has always been 

more interesting to Americans to build orphanages, which are monuments to orphans, 

than to consider helping the families, for example, black grandmothers, who care for 

most orphans in our society. 

5. The use of a test as a gatekeeper. Today a medical test for AIDS can 

prevent or facilitate the placement of children into families or can be used tp 

warehouse children in institutions, in a similar way the test of intelligence was used 

earlier in this century. 
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('II citysmarts 

i The 

Mother's 
Dilemma 

Should she tell her children she 
has RN- and how can she arrange for 

their care when she's gone? 

BY MARY TALBOT 

T
c~/~e:: a~;~~~~ 
learned she was 
UlV-pos111ve. thl' 
we1,mt of tlw worlct 
fPII on her s houl• 
den, '" f'or days. I 
didn·t get OUI or 

bed,~ reealls the suiate moth-
1:>r of three. ,.·ho 1mmign11ed 
to Npw York from tile Do• 
n11n1can Repubhc 21 }'ears 

ago. " I\OI beeause I didn' t 
11 ant ro. but because I phys!- . 
,·ally couldn'L I crted con-
5tanUy. Thinking about what 
would happen 10 the kids Ju5t 
tore me apart.·· !"The names 
of cllonls In this story have 
bttnchanged.) 

But o,-er the last )'\!&r. with 
the encouragement of two 
caseworken - one from the 
cit)··s Department of AIDS 

Sel'\iccs tDASI und one 1)-on, ha,-c gro\\n from th<' l't":Jh,.. 
the tiOC1at. servic:e n(!('ncy Sc>lf• lion that no safMy n('{ e~•"NI 
help - Glenda has done what for the childn•n of p,•oph.• 
many HIV-lnft>cted parents with AIDS, HamN f'nl'dtiu.­
never maw,.ge 10 do: She h3s der. a director of SPllltt>IP 
told h e r children i1be bas Community SPn '"""· ,. :1,-
HIV and she his 5eleclt>d a ~'l'ar-okl UJA-~pnnMll't'd ilJ!t'D­
ll•gal 81JOrd1.in. her sister. to ,•y that pro,id<'~ home-care 
care for them when she dil'II.. workens for the poor and c-1-
Gleoda's aister. then. will tnke derly. exph1111S' '" II C'a1111.> 10 
custody ol' Ille three t bUdren. our attention uwt \\h<>11 a p;ir­
llll'lud lng 10-yt>ar-old Raoul. l'ot was looking at d,•ath. un­
" 'hom Glcndll ha,; •~entJy less there was nnotlwr fum1Jy 
lcanled Is lllso HIV-positt\'e mf'mber right tlwr,.. tht>tt 

The U.S. C"enters for 1)1s- were ollen no plans for t h<' 
ease Control er,umate lbnt by child~en Th\' pan•nt would 
lhe end oflhl• dK-ade. 12:1.000 die und the d11ldrt•11 would 
children 11nd ad o lescents ,a,1 IW In the ~)~em 111.- iw~ 
across lhl' US will be lell da~ They llltl,?hl 11111 l'\'Cll 
motherless by AIDS. About know thetr mother had AIDS-
30.000 or those kids "Ill ~ m So Selllt!"lp l'BmP up \\'lib 
New \'ork. In a romprehl'n- the New Guarthan l'rogrnm. 
shoe 1ww publication from lhe "'htl'h M'ne~ 1100111 50 ran11-
Untled H0Epil11I Fund . .. A hes wtth AIDS i!lld focuse, 
Death In thl' fH1111ty· Orphans partly on hl'lpm11, parent" be­
of the H-1\' Ep1dem1r," Carol gin guard1ansh1p proc-N•<hngs 
Levine. a dtr<'<' tOr of the Or- and 1ra11~fl'rrlng entttlt>rnf'nt 
phon ProJPcl, and Oa, 1d benelits 10 thus,. 1ward1a11~. 
Michaels. an ep,demlologlst at Many hospirnl,. 100. ha,·e 
the City University Medical started programs tor AIDS 
Sl'bool. e&timate that between fomi lies. like Heth 1,, url, 
now ond the yeur 2000. HIV- Well C'hildrt>n 111 ,\ll)S Funn• 
Infected mothers "Ill lll\'e he,. Projects. "hich pr.i\ld,.,. 
birth to betwel'n 32.000 und <'Ot1 nseltng for kidi \\'ho,e 
38.000 HIV-Jnf~ led l·h1tdren. parents ha,·e AIDS. 

and 10 '" tee as man) Other group•. hkP thl' Jc" 
lfJV•llt!gllll\'l' bubt<'S ,,h Board or Fa111ilv bttd Chit 

for man} :-ew York drt>tt < M>r'\ 1r <'~. ,ttir<r h011Mn2 
l'amllle5. a parl'nl • 111- µroJZra111~ al<>n.i "1th rw<,• 
11(,'f,S f'rom AID:.,,. 111<1 man32l'IIWIII und b<'11•,1,,• 
one p1e1.·t> ot II chHultc l111'ttt roun,;,•hng lor .\IDS 
puzzle or dl\'nrce Klld lamtlil'S ~rtd lhPtr •·hildt<'ll 
sep;irahon. drug addle· The O,\S rer,•ttll) re11<>rll•d 
11011. lncor<'f.'ratton. ll1a1 a 1i,l1 35', ,,r 11, •·a~l'lm1<1 
menial lllne~•. domt>S 11{'('(1.-d hou~mg 
he vtolPnce and pal'er• F'ur .-\11dre ("a11111"• th,• 1h· 
ty lo addition lO d«td- namo beh11td S<'ltht>lp's '.\•·" 
•Iii ,.._-belher 10 tell their Guardian progrnm. th,, tn-k ul 
rhfldren about thl.'ir 1,·orkin2 with AIDS fanulw, 
HIV 5tat!H. parents ha$ two mseparablP pron~ 
\\'Ith AIOS must make on(• l.'11Wltonal. tht• oth,•r Ill 
excnic1altnl!h' 1011gb \!1stwal "Baswali). 111) 10 b\.'· 
dl'<'ts-lons about 1hf' fu. r omc II k,• an 1•\lt•nde<I port 
turc care and custod) of the f.inui} . "° the chtldl'Ptt 
OI 1hl'1r <'luldren l\lan, ha,-e ~'""""•' tlW) ran tru~I · 
newr takl' tha1 step. o,>xphuns Campo, . " ~011 fP"· 

Childn>n. ontbeoth- ken man \\ho Mlffl<'t1n11·, 
er hand. no1 o nly fore seems '" ,·n·nme ll., th,­
loslJll[ a parent - u~u- pum ful '"'•ldlt of th1• ''"rll h.­
ally a suigle motht'r - do .. ~. " I may be th.- <'1111) 
but also bl'ar the cn- 1an1fliar fa<'e lhl') hu,r aC\,·r 
dunng and emba~ 1he parent pa!;Sff ,l\\n) •· , ·Jnt• 
Ing 11igma of that par- pos a lso tral·k, 1h<' ramll} ~ 
Pnl's dyjne of AIDS. ent1tleml'flts: m,·en th,> uwr.,,• 

Today. an expand mg of 011enc·1es 1n,·oh ••<I ,n I h,• 
handf'ul of agencies - fa11111it'S. 11\e:s. ..,f'\ 11'<'5 - ,11111 
usually tho1e that HI· <'ht>t'ks - ,·a~II) foll through 
ready work with AIDS lht> rrada1. 
p;itlent&. hke hospitals. Whik> C'ampo, ""'<'r 10......,_ 
or those :hat pro,·ide a di&-us.•wn. h(•~ 111 111<' n>dd, 
home-care to PQOr fan,- \\hPn a p,1rent or child "'"11'~ 
,lies. likt> Selfhelp - 111formic11011 or ,iu,1 to tolk 
are cre1111ng s pecial " It's ,·er,· hard ror 111nl11ers In 
program~ to help fami· think about pn'pan1111 for lh•~ 
lie~ with the tungle of - how doc~ a p;m•111 lhtnlt 
problems lh~)' fac<'. ubuul handimt o,,.r hPr <'hot• 

...,.,.""1_-.i-.-.. • ~--,..--1,....,;):l.¥,~1'1.,- ,ul ~.l"-:;:.o r:i,1,111,!,1,i:...:'~•re.:;1.11 ...!1/l-~notlwr ,.Ht~o.-f'~' ,a~b 
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I·· 
bls progran1 are some of 
the bes1rcase scenarios. 
''A mot her wh o brln1s 
her ch ild to me 1s ndt 
the son who's 101111 to 
be a_galnsl l)la nn1111 for 
the future. or &Pttlna 

·f .. co11 ns ellng. T he se are 
mothers who are taking 
care of bust ness." 

One such fo r ward• 
lhinkina v.•oman 1s Deb­
bie Bryant . the mother 
of three children. aged 2 
to 8. who lives with her 
boyfriend. Charlie (the 
rather of he r )'ounge11 
son) In a t idy. lWO•bed· 

from a series of oppo1tumsur 
gynecolog1cal in:fect ro ns. has 
decided no t to tell lie r chil• 
d ren, o r most or her family. 
that s he has AIOS. " I don·t 
want them to , take i t our 011 
the chlld ren.~-she ~'S. 

EMPTY PLACES, Th,~ om,ier taOle oraw111g ~-as 1nd(Je 0y Angelina. a J.4-year-Okl Brook!ynite whO anenos a 
, up00tt group at Beu, lsraers weu cn,loren progran Angehra tias IOst OOtll parettts to AIDS. 

room apartment In 
Boero m Hill. part of the 
J ewish Board's scauer­
slle ho11slng p rogra m 
Less 1llan two years ago. 
Dc!bble was home less. 
an IV drug user . and her 
cWldrcn wt.-re in foster 

care. When a fourth child died 
01 .-\J DS. says Oebble . " I was 
still drugging. t found out I 
was HIV-positive, and I ke pt 
running. Then I got mixed up 
with a drug deale r who kept 
me captl\·e for three months 
i n his a partment In 
BrownS\1lle, and when I llnal­
ly go1 out. I knew I had to tun 1 
my life around." 

Tolldni;wilh Glenda Ramos 
on one or her good days. 11·, 
bard to be lieve thut 1h1s ro­
bust . witty wnman 11,tho has 
j11st orchestrated an ,•la.borate! 
--sweet 16 .. pa ny for Ana has 
also begun malung funeral ar­
rangemen ts for he rsetf Or 
that Just 1851 s ummPr . she 
teamed lbat I0•)'e1tr·old 
Raoul, a brighL rambune1ious 
boy who wears thick glasst?S. 
is also HIV·poSlll\'e. Glenda 
doesn't want 10 tell h1111; ··tr 
people know. lbey11 trPat him 
badly," she insisLS Bui lhloul 
seems to know he share~ ht~ 
mothe r's Illness · t:.'very mom • 
ing. he gets out of be d aud 
tt'lls me. ·)toninw. 11·~ u a,e tu 
uoke our nied1e1nc.'" 

1 ,u u J><A · \\'ttl'n I see- • lot or 
10N I tc-a,·e orr:· 1111 rac t. 
C,ou pos ol\cn has had lhe 
task of wlliug ehildre 11 1he1r 
pHre111 hu died of AJOS. bl>· 
~11use the parent j ust couldn't 
l~c.- IIP h> lhP IBSk.l 

In turn. when a child 11• k~ 
ubout II pa r t'nt's lll uess. hl' 
;ay,. ··1 answe.r the question. I 
don' t gi\'l' thl' m any mort> or 
any less Uwn wllat they asked 
to r I stal'I ~ · te lling them that 
.,.-~ -bod>· has to d ie sont<'lin,f' 
or oth!'r. nnd tll111 they wo11·1 
IM' IPft alo 11!'. But they have to 
he ablP 10 lead I he d iscus• 
~ 1C11•' lie \'lSIL> UP\\. (1111111,.,,, 
.umed ",u, rolonng books dt"­
-.<,ribing how HIV e-nters the 
bloodstream. a nd gently , teers 
eh,ldren toward rounM'llng ··1f 
,t seems like ther·rc ha,•1ng a 
lot of ll'Ouble.· 

When a mothe-r hu ~d,'ct· 
,•d :i guardian 1or he r C'lut ­
ctren. Campos helps arran~P a 
1111.'!'UllJI I\ 1th tnl' pro, l)t'c·1" ·p 
,.:uard1an. ond ··we do an a,-­
<essmen1 of \\ hat tht',r nl!t'd• 
\\ tll l>P. hl>th Ullltl!fla l and 
tnedical. II' the kids Krl' HI\ '. 
1.10,111.-r Thi' euard ,un 1s i:o• 
1112 10 nl'rd he lp durinti lhe 
1r:rns1110 11. anJ \\·he n t h ose 
Jud• be-gm 10 deterio rate ·• 

Two rl'nrs ago. 10 eas,• th ,s 
;on nf 1ra11s11ion. Nell' York 
St:<te pas.sed a ncxible ··siand­
bv guard11rnshn1 l.t\\" that al 
lows a ,;t'rt011•I:: ,II parem 10 
d\'Slgll<11C' ,1 1;11ard1an who wtll 
rnke O\"t'r "hen the parent 
d l~s o r b<>COltlCS physically or 
111entall)' 111rapac11atcd. That 
w,1y if a IIIOlher \\"Ith ,\IDS 
, u1h•rs from d e-,nen11a. or 
111u;;;t be h<>spitallzcd. the 
guard1n11 C8n take 01·er. Under 
.1n ea rher ~ •a rdianslup low. a 
pare-nl 1·ould lose- cu5tody of 
her ch i ldren Just bf " 0 1ng 
through the court proceedings 
to designate tl1e gua rdlHn. 

After the death or a parent 
Campos continues ,·1S1t 1111( Lhe 
children for s ix months 11nd 
offers su pport 10 the new 
guardian. Bur alter s ix 
months. the case is c lose d. 
and he moves 011 to another 
fami ly. Campos de scn bes his 
cuseload as a brutal trloge: 

··we ba,·e a h•• - u~ually re­
te r r1tls "°om hospnals and 
<'linlcs Soonetlm~s. b~ the 
tune I call a name 0 11 the Im . 
I (ind 0111 the r h e nl d ied 
wee k., or e\'t:!ll months ago." 

F'or Lockhan McKcl,1·. a ~ 
c1ol worker" ho beads BPth 
l~roc l's Well t'h oldre n p ro­
gram, a child's fear and grie f 
over a parr111 5 Illness and 
death li'om ,\!OS IS more <'Om­
ple~ than 1r1c, ·111g O\'er a 
dPath from.~ .. ~. lung ,·anr t'r 
F'o r o n r . chtldr,:n 11111y b .. 
a$hamrd and cont\Jsed about 
AIDS. espcc1all)' 1f 1he p3relll 
a lso a bu,;cd druv. ··K ids are 
1el)' unhkl'ly 10 te ll e1-en the ir 
bl.'M frie nd that Mo111mr h:is 
AlDS - th~ · ca ll 11 1r.e s luru,y 
dis.-h~· - IM>r ausi> of rhr sug­
mu.· 5.1ys :Mr Keh) · J ust say• 
1111. ·vour nio1her has A I DS: 
IS PllOHgh to ,tart B fll!h l Ill 
1110,.l school Y•t'dS 

~lo1"N>\-er. tbl!re 1, thl' 1:rro­
neous l>l·hr l that 1he children 
01 .\IDS mot:ien mu~, bf' 
HIY-1,.,,.ll:\ C as \\('II, " lt"s c las• 
M<' guilt by 3<, llC1a1,on. · ~I C'• 
1\1,'I\~ OOIC'!t But Sl 8 11Sl fCa lty . 
that'~ 1101 e1(•11 r<'lr•,nuL·· be· 
cau~!' most t~t'naaers were 
bonl l)(>fore HJ\. \\'BS clrt·u lllt• 
1111(, Rml o nl~ •bout a third ot 
th,• r h1ld1-e11 bilm 10 Ill\" pos• 
1\1\ t1 m 11th,1 1· .. ht"r ome 1nfc<.·t • 
.. d ' 1'h,•, P ~,d, h•<ically Just 
\\' JUtl •·• b,· aunu, 11u-1t..:-

)IC'l\eh'\ t• llh 11111 .. s 
The (lllt'SI 111r >t'l'ri't') ~ 1111 

a11on ~·m11y h.i, ~h11p o,d t; len­
d d 0$ li fe u,•,: r t hP las t two 
~ears. and thal UI h,•r ltl-l'Nr• 
o ld dau2ht1•r . .\II• .\nd . ci11111s 
Shl• h.is lll!\er luld a s ingle 
fr1t"nd >IUOUt h t' r ntuth,•r', 
HJ\ '. ··1t·s like- I :,h, •Y~ r,;tT>' 
this bag st:<'r,., ,, 1111 nw ·· ,ll), 
,\nit. an 11n1c11l»IP til,hoon de­
s1an studt'III who abu 111lk, 
11bou1 becon11n11 11 su rge on 
-- But ll'hl'II people f111d O\lt, 
lhPy 1rcot you differently·· 

While sh r s su ll healthy. 
Gle nda is lookana: to nuwp the 
fannly from their apartment 
In the- Morrisanla seriion or 
the Bronx. where "t!~e-rybody 
knows me. If J g11ln weigh t , 
tbt')' nollce If I losp v.·eight . 
they l blnk I'm uck. .. She long, , ........ 

ror a new neighborhood full 01 
UllqUestlOD.Ulg Slr811gers. "The 
1'e" ·c r fr iends I have:· sa)·S 
GIC'nda. '1he better:· 

Wh ile teenagers of\en Chun 
up about t heir 1rlef and 
anger. younger childre n tend 
10 act out a t home an d a t 
school. says McKeh,y. " ff 
mommy·s In bed all day, a11d 
cry1ng doesn 't help gel her up. 
maybe starting a tlrc In the 
kuchen w,11:· 

A chlld·s violent reaction . 
111 tum. may spur a parent to 
baner 1he child. ··AJOS really 
hits th.is pepulation. r.amllie s 
rroru a culwre of po,·ercy, In 
an extreme way:· McKelvy 
<'Oncl11des. ·--rhey ha~e fewer 
resources. the p11r e n1 is 
scrapped from t ht! bl'11i11oinj!. 
aud bei113 faced with this ii~ 
ness is a huge add11lorull bur· 
deu A.II that soothing s1urr. 
drawing and talking. that mad• 
d ie-class parents nught man-
11gt> to do in a r rts1s. some or 
these f11mll ies Just do11·1 
When they get mad. they mar 
hit and scream." 

McKelvy points out, howe-,·­
~r. that the families who cntrr 

S he d id. chec king hl.'rsetf 
Im o a DAS-r un d rng rehab 
program and app lying fo r 
housing. With the he lp of ht>r 
J(•wlsh 8 0 11n:I socia l w.irker . 
E lle n Cdnik. she has ar· 
ranged for her mother to ~ke 
cu stody or 1he ch ildren once 
she becomes 100 ill to t'are (or 
the m, But Ocbbil'. who sutlers 

• 

Despll<' lhc 111cesso,1t stress 
a nd 58dness th.at shrouds Ith 
work, AJ1dre Campos take~ in• 
s plr a 1ion from ch e nts lik<' 
Glenda: " She helps me. too. 
by making me laugh. We talk 
about e very t h i ng , No thl ng·s 
too embarrass111g. !':ow:· he 
add , care fully. "we·re at 1he 
stage where we s11 and wait ·· 

Tv oblam a copy vf' . \ D.>fftll 
rn !ltt F'omil11: Orpbnns of 
1hc AIDS Ep11Je,,11,·:· ,d11rl1 
rouruo,s o romp,.,,1,.,,,'(/r-' "t' 

>Ollft'e (IUW ... S.-tttf II .-11~,-J~ /0' 
$13.SO to lht' P nb/1f'<llt'JII>' Pr~ 
11ra111. l'llllcd HfJ.,pllm f'uttd 
5S Fi/Ill ·-'•·~ . • V \".. S. Y. 1011"3 
Tel~µltm1e: 1;?1:,/, 6-15-:1,,m 

'Kids are ve1·y unlikely to tell eL·e;1 
their bestjiiend that lvl om111y 

has AIDS beca·use of the :-;tigma. 

• 

ltElJ'INQ HAND: Andre Campos ot Sei1helP's New Guardian P<Ollrlm gives AIDS families emollOl\al 
al\O PQICtlall 5Upl)Olt. MICIIMLSCOIWMITZ 

, ...... ..... ~-

I .. 



THE ORPHAN PROJECT 
FAMILIES AND CHILDREN IN THE HIV EPIDEMIC 

March 17, 1994 

Kristine Gebbie, R.N. 
National AIDS Policy CoordincJ.tor 
Executive Office of the President 
750 17th Street, NW 
Suite 1060 
Washington, DC 20503 

Dear Ms Gebbie: 

CAROL LEVINE 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 

ADMINISTERED BV 

THE FUND FOR THE CITY OF NE:W YORK 

MAR 2 \ \994 

121 AVE OF THE AMERICAS 

SIXTH FLOOR 

NEW YORK. NY 10013 

TELEPHONE (212) 925·5290 

FAX (212) 925-5675 

Allan and I want to thank you for the superb way in which you participated in the 
panel at our recent history symposium. We truJy feel exhilarated, albeit exhausted, 
by the discussions. Over the n ext few weeks we will be working on a book 
proposal. At this point we do not anticipate asking you for anything in writing, 
but we would like to keep that option open. 

Once again, thank you for your skillful handling of the session. 
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Carol Levine 
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ORPHANAGES AND THE SPECTER OF SOCIAL CONTROL 

In thi s paper I explore how the concept of " social 

control" -- meaning the regulation, repression , and socialization 

of the poor in accordance with middle class standards , and the 

labeling of deviance by dominant professional norms -- helped to 

delegitimize the use of inst itutions o f all kinds , inc luding 

those that cared for " dependent " or " neglected" children. One 

consequence of this discrediting is that we are left with a 

distorted understanding o f the history of " orphanages" , which are 

now misleadingl y lumped together with other asy l ums, but isolated 

from the history of publ ic education. And , as evident 

forerunners of foste r c-are and " welfare, " orphanages are tangled 

in a thicket of anachronism, euphemism , and theoretical jargon. 

More important, a lingering prejudice aga inst institutions may 

get in the way of adequate policy responses to the crisis in 

foster care, now Pxacerbated by the growing number of AIDS deaths 

among mothers of ~oung c hildren. 

I am going t~ pr ocPed this way. First r ~xamine n ~virl 

Rothman ' s writing on " asylums. " Then I eavesdrop on the great 

in-gathering of Progressive c hild-savers at the White ~ouse 

Conference in 1909 . which has frequently been caricatured and 

misunderstood. 1 I n fact . t hat Conf erence anticipated many of 

our present concerns. Then I turn to a little intel lectual 

history of the notion of " social control " ::i.nd to its 119,=, in 

recent years. 

* * * 
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Out-of - home, government-sponsored care for anybody has a bad 

odor these days -- not just the old orphanages, but mental 

hospitals, reform schools, nursing homes, and special schools for 

children with special needs. Institutions are bad, mainstreaming 

is good, community-based care is good. The aforementioned 

"institut i ons " , diverse as they are, share these defining 

characteristics : they divide and isolate people in part through 

the use o f arbitrary labels given out by legal and/or therapeuti c 

experts , t heir standardized routines are needlessly coercive and 

repressive, they are more like ly to admit those who should be 

elsewhere than to miss t hose who can benefit from admission, and 

they keep people too long . The only instituti on that has been 

largely spared is the medical/surgical hospita l -- perhaps 

because health promotion is the quintessential liberal social 

objective . 

This presumption against i nstitutions as such is in one 

sense of quite recent vintage. In popular cu l ture it is marked 

by West Side Story, The Loneliness of the Long Distan ce Runner. 

A Thousand Clowns , and One Flew Over the Cuckoo's Nest . But it 

has , as we all know . deeper roo ts and a longer history. 

Institutions stand in the way of human liberation , some s ay , t hey 

violate rights. Originating in European Romanticism, these 

claims have usually been thos e of the Left. But the Right a lso 

has complaints against i nstitutions : for b ias , fo r political 

co rrectness, for a s ecular humani s tic agenda, others say : in 

short, for failing to maintain standards of various kinds . 
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That "institutions'' should be at the center of our disputes 

and anxieties about standards, order, and discipline is fitting. 

"The household and hence patriarchy may even have been stronger 

in America than in England precisely because of the weakness in 

the colonies of other institutions, such as guilds ... [T]he 

family [household] remained the primary institution for teaching 

the young, disciplining the wayward, and caring for the poor and 

insane. 112 

When in the early decades of the 19th century the seaboard 

states grew rapidly and the family no longer seemed sufficient, 

the outpouring of associations and new institutions -- social, 

religious , economic, and political -- must have been staggering. 

With respect to the ominous but also heartening trends that 

Tocqueville identified in these years , we might say that American 

individua l ism has always e xhibited an ambivalence about 

institutions: the thin institutional landscape is liberating but 

also disquieting , it provides myriad opportunities for 

institutional innovation and a thickening of the landscape for 

collective goals , and therefore new targets against which to 

vindicate individual rights. This American ambivalence is t h e 

native version of a modern social identity that defines itself , 

Peter Berger te ll s us, 

apart from and o ften against the institutional rol es through 
which the individual e xpresses himself in society. The 
reciprocity between indi v idual and society , bet ween 
subjective identity and objective identi f i c ation thr ough 
roles, now comes to be experienced as a sort of struggle. 
Institutions cease to be the 'home' o f the self; instead 
they becore oppressive realities that distort and estrange 
the self. 
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In the history of American child-saving or child-rescue , 

opposition to i nstitutions was there from the beginning. The 

earliest alternatives to the orphanage were indenture and 

apprenticeshi p ( especi ally since this traditional pattern was 

consistent with parents' themselves placing their chi l dren for 

training and discipline ). Chi ldren ' s Aid Societies -- especially 

New York ' s under Charles Loring Brace , which began before the 

Civil War - - organized massive placing-out efforts involving tens 

of thousands of children. In effect Brace espoused an updated 

but traditional app roach to meeting the needs to dependents. He 

enlarged the community far beyond the localism of a society of 

households, and added modern transportation, making chi ldren into 

migrant wards in a migratory society. 

David Rothman' s Asylums 

Many of us discovered the asylum with David Rothman. Along 

with Anthony Platt , Rothman linked the old concept of " social 

control " to child- saving in particular , to several distinct 

strategies of child saving . None of us who have learned to be 

critical of Rothman ' s interpretati ons should forget to be 

grateful that he broke the ground. 

Asylums as model societies -

First, the orphanages were one exampl e of a broader 

phenomenon that interested Rothman : institutions, benevolence and 

social control. But his examples did not include schools , 

despite the fact that the early orphanages were part a nd parcel 
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of the effort to found common and parish schools and to help 

widowed and abandoned women more than to rescue their children 

from the degradation of poverty. 

The process of " i nstitutionalization" was his subject. The 

new republic , its states and locales, confronted social 

circumstances of disorder and dependency that they could not 

understand in the old static and hierarchical categories. 

Disorienting change , in all dimensions of life, "prompted a 

c ritical reappraisal a nd revision of the ideas and techniques of 

social control. "
4 

" Family controls" in a society of households 

were no longer sufficient. Deviancy and dependence began with 

the family , its troubles or misfortunes. 5 But how to shore up 

families or prevent some of them from passing along their 

deficiencies ? A democratic culture seemed naturally drawn to 

optimism about what a n improved, nurturing environment could 

accomplis h. Strengthening the mo ral environment meant new 

institutions, e ach in its way founded on the (to Rothman) fate f ul 

assumption tha t " a n o rderly society had to be a fixed one . " 6 

Rothman ' s exampl es -- penitentiaries, insane asylums , 

almshouses , houses of refuge, and orphanages -- all were :~uncled 

as n ew-modeled s oc iet i es , c ontro ll ed environments. They p romised 

to fix what t he new, rapidly c hanging soci ety and its families 

under intense new pressures had failed to maintain. These 

institutions described themselves in o l d-fashioned ways: 

sometimes artificial households, sometimes more elaborate and 

new-fangled designs. 
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End urance -

Second , he was concerned with the " enduring" i nstitution or 

the enduring asylum , the institution as a gravitational field. 

This was the underlying concern: that ins titutions that began as 

agents of reform inevitably became custodial operations as the 
, 

19th century wore on . When Rothman turned to what he expected 

was the later era when t he institutions were put o n a course 

toward c losing , he was surprised to find that the P rogressives 

were , like himself, anti-institutional but on l y " in a s pec ial 

way." They wan ted to indivi dua lize treatment; they (mistaken ly) 

embraced the discret i on of the juvenile cour t, the mental health 

worker or t he case worker. As for institutions , they could be 

improved , and used for s pecial cases as they were mostly phased 

out . For Rothman, the subject in the ear ly 20th century became 

control by professiona l and therapeutic disc re c ion, the seque l to 

c ontrol b y incarceratio~ pure and simple. Orphanages figured 

hardly at all i n the second volume, Conscience and Conveni ence 

( 1980 ) . 

The Progressive a ssumption that institutions could continue 

for a whil e , for want of something better -- lik e still-habitable 

sod houses s tand i~g :~ the chill wind until progress could 

deliver wood and brick -- was a mistake , according to ~othman. 

And t his was not just a his t orica l mistake , but a mistake 

c haracteristic of a certain brand o f reform itself . It was 

mistaken because leaving institutions standing , Ro t hman seems to 

say, is like ignoring Machiavel li' s advice about naive , s elf-
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defeating accommodations and half-measures. 8 Some antagonists 

are mortal enemies: so it is with institutions and reform, and 

the advantage, Rothman asserts, inevitabl y lies with the 

institutions. They will tend to drive out non-institutional 

reforms; the established dominance of institutions apparently 

makes other options " almost impossible to realize." At best, 

reforms as add-ons increase the overall reach of " the system" 

into the target population; they do not replace what is to be 

reformed. 9 

In sum, i nstitutions that are left standing tend t o 

undermine or forever postpone options that were to supplant them. 

Or institutions win by doing even greater damage : they coexist 

with supposed alternatives , thereby contriving to expand the 

client or dependent population and making things worse. 

The White House Conference of 1909 

With new legislation in 1875 , New York State further 

developed its distinctive system of chil d wel fare: a reliance 

primarily on private charitable and church- sponsored instituti ons 

suppo rted largely by per capita charges l evi ed on the counti~s. 

This legislation provided that children should be placed in 

i n s tituti ons " governed or controlled by o ff icers or p ersons o f 

the same religious fait h as the parents of the child, as far as 

practicable ."H Soon there were Negro a nd Jewish i nsti tut ions 

as well. 11 In this conception o f child care, t he state 

continued to be composed of families , inc l u ding the substitute 
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families of orphanages and hospitals, private associations that 

nevertheless served public pur poses such as education. 

At the center o f this post-1875 "New York system" was an 

accommodation between Catholics and Protestants: sectarian 

institutions (including allegedly non-denominati onal ones) would, 

in cont rast to t he parochial schools, be publicly financed . In 

1894 this accommodation was seriously challenged at the New York 

c onstitutional convention by various nativist and anti - Cathol ic 

groups. 

The long-scheduled Convention was unexpectedly controlled by 

a newly resurgent Republi can Party that was k een to consolidate 

its recent el ectoral g ains in both the City and upstate. Lay 

Catholics , by the leave of Church leaders , and the blue chip 

State Chari ti es Aid Association (SCAA ) beat back attempts by 

nativists to d eny publ i c funds to s ectarian charities , inc lud ing 

orphanages . The eminent Republ icans who found themselves in 

c harge o f the convention saw the advantage in breaking away :rom 

anti-Cathol ic nativists on this issue. The Catholic Church 

stopped plugging for support of parochial school s, in r ~turn for 

con tinued funding of its orphanages and other char~ties. 

Accordingly , the existing pattern o f state support o f ?riva te 

i nstitutions - - t he " New York system" -- s urvived . Everyone was 

abl e publicly to claim some credit , even the nativists who 

bragged that at least t hey put exis ting practice -- treating 

schools one way and orphanages a n o ther -- into the 

constitution. l2 
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Homer Folks, the new secretary of the State Charities Aid 

Association ( SCAA ), a long wi th infl u ential lay Catho lics , took 

the lead in broker i ng t he key compromises while at the same time 

accomplishing what the SCAA wanted above all: increasing the 

state Board of Charity' s regulatory powers and encouraging the 

devel opment o f a placing out syst em acceptable to New York 

Catholics and Jews . 13 The SCAA had itself proposed the "Charity 

Article" that surv ived t his challenge and that wrote into the new 

constituti on a more resolute distinction between public support 

for religious schools and public support for sectarian chariti es. 

By joining in the fight against the nativists, Folks increased 

t h e SCAA' s c redibi lity in the eyes o f New York City ' s lead ing 

Catholics and Jews. 

As Theda Skocpol a nd others have pointed out, the first 

s teps toward a new American s tate -- with implied capit al 

letters, still ~n a ~~en-sounding term, despite all the scholarly 

interest were taken ~Y men and women who knew the Civil War 

first hand, and who continued in new ways '' to care for ~i m who 

shall have borne the battle, and for his widow, and his orphan. " 

Founded in 187 2 b y vetPrans o f the U.S. Sanitary Commission, ~~e 

SCAA was from the s:3rt well positioned for an ambitious role i~ 

oath s tate and na ti on . Sy the ea rly 1890 ' s, the SCAA had f ound 

in young Homer Folks an energetic executive with his own network 

o f professional and po li tical contacts. Modern s tate-building 

began in the sta tes in the l at ter part o f the nineteenth cent ury, 

but those efforts rested upon personal associations and ethical 
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impulses first c alled out o r instilled by national crisis and 

war . 14 

The late ni n eteenth and earl y twenti eth century orphanage 

served a complex variety of f unctions . Orphanages not on ly 

provided the basic needs of children whose families for whatever 

reasons couldn ' t provide them, t hey also sought to instill self ­

discipline and Tocqueville ' s " habits of the heart." If 

orphanages f unctioned as expected , dependent chi l dren would in 

due course take t heir places along side other citizens, hav ing 

learned to earn their way and p ossessing qualities o f char acter 

that would give t hem both self-respect a nd the respect of others . 

Reformers on both s ides o f the debate between i nst itutional ca re 

and " placing out " s hared similar goals. When Charl es Loring 

Brace criticized insti tutiona l life, it was to say the " homes " 

weren ' t capabl e o f e1uipping citizens with the mor al self-suf-
• t 

ficiency o f f ree laborers . ·· 

Factory work, i ndustrial confl ict, i mmigration, and i nternal 

migra tion had an P~o rmous impact in the nineteenth century o~ 

both famil ies and rhild-caring institutions . S omet i~es 

orphanages he l ped ~~ansient families over the hump , w~en wo~~i~g 

class families , ~~ ?eci a !!y those new in t 0wn , turned to !oc3l 
, ~ 

agencies to provide advantages to their children. ·· In 

deploring the overuse of t he orphanages f ollowing the 1875 law, 

the SCAA laid part of the blame with parents themse lves . By the 

ea rly part o f the twentieth century , some people were prepared to 

s ay that institutions were, fo r " dependent a nd negl ected" 
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children, better than foster homes insofar as orphanages provided 

schooling to those who would otherwise do without. 17 Of course, 

the proper response was, make the public schools mo re suitable, 

as you reduce child labor, and as you find suitable f amily homes! 

The next stage o f reform was epitomized by the 1909 White 

House Conference on the Care of Dependent Children, convened by 

President Theodore Roosevelt who served as nominal chairman. 

Its os tensible purpose was " to get the problem of the dependent 

child before the American people. nlS But in a larger sense , 

the principal organizers sought to use the occasion to extend 

reform begun in New York in the years since the 1894 state 

constitutional convention to the other states o f the Union. In 

this they had t~e advantage of a highly visibl e home placement 

campaign undertaken by The Delineator, a successful, high-toned 

women ' s magazine o f the time edited by Theodore Dreiser. 

The White House conference marked the transition between 

sectarian accommodation in the c are o f children (preserv Pd :•~t 

transformed in 1894) , a nd a more professional a nd !~cul ar , state-

sponsored and regulatory future as envisioned by the SCAA . 
. , 

Ye t s atisfying the historic concerns of Catholic and Jewish 

child-placing agencies was integral to that future. Placement 

would continue to be ef fectively controlled by these agenci es 

working along side the ''non-denominational" ones like Children's 

Aid and the Soci ety for the Prevention of Cruelty to Children. 
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The meeting resolved : 

As to the children who for suff icient reasons must be 
removed from their own homes , o r who have no homes, it is 
desirable that, i f normal in mind and body and not requiring 
any specia l training, they should be cared for in famil ies 
whenever practicable . . Such homes should be selected by a 
most careful process of investigation, carried on by skil led 
agents through per sonal investiga~ion and with due regard to 
the religious faith of the child . 

The immediate inspiration for the confe rence came from James 

E. West, a lawyer with Washington experience who had played a big 

part in the Delineator c ampaign and who eventually became famous 

for being the long-time head of the Boy Scouts. Roosevelt want~~ 

the endorsement of Homer Folks, the ubiquitous secretary c f ' ew 

York's SCAA, and wanted Folks to get the blessing of oth~r key 

figures in " child- saving" ci rc les. 21 The man in the " bully 

pulpit " was prepared to advance an agenda originating among 

professionals acquainted with each other and conversant in t~e 

field. 

[The President] warned us, I think , at the time that he 
wouldn ' t be able too get any legislation passed at ~~at !3te 
hour. . But he said it was a good megaphone and if there 
were some real things that needed to be s aid and ~dvocated, 
he would be perfectly glad to use the White House and the 
machinery o~ it meetings, publicity and so on, to get it on 
record. . . ·· 

This "White House Conference, " which started out as a plan for a n 

"unofficial affair " ( as Folks remembe red in later years), led to 

many others just because the devi ce proved so useful. 

It was Folks who assembled the group that " requested" that 

Roosevelt c all the conference.:3 Folks served as toastmaster 

when the President addressed the conference , and Fo lks arranged 
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the complicated agenda and kept the clock to a tight schedule. 

He was circumspect , however , serving offi cially as only one o f 

three vice-chairmen on a balanced ticket that inc luded his 

prominent Catholic and Jewish c ounterparts: Thomas Mulry , 

president of the St. Vincent de Paul Society , and Judge Julian 

Mack o f Chicago , former president o f the National Conference of 

Jewish Charit ies. In Folks ' New Yo rk , Mulry was the key ~igure. 

While Folks and the SCAA played the broker among charitabl e 

groups , Mulry and the St . Vincent ' s Society played a comparable 

ro le wi thin a Catholic church divided on whether to conti~ue a 
• 4 

re liance on the ~rphanag~s. · 

The object ~~ ~he ccnference , its organizers told P.oosevel t, 

was t o di stinguish " dependent" children from delinquent c hildren , 

and t o do for the former what had al ready been done for the 

latter. The dependent populati on was broadly def ined. 

The State [sic ] has dealt generously with her troubl esome 
children [the l e tter t o the President mention s j uvenile 
courts , probation o ffic e rs, and detent ion homes instead o f 
jai l]; but what is she doing for those who make no t couble 
bu t are simp ly mfort:.unate? . . [ T]here is need of s:9e c1.-;.l 
activity and interest. Some are orphans o r half- orphans ; 
some are abandoned by heartless parents; s ome a r e vict i ms of 
c r uelty or neglect. ~hey are not delinquents; they are 
accus ed of n o faul ~ : ► hey are s imp ly dest itute o r 
neglected . . ~O]nly a few states.chave defined ::-esp :~nzi -
b il i t y f o r t ~ i s ,:: l ass o f chi 1 d re n . -· 

This Confe rence , s ays Folks ' b iographer , " gave t o social 

work a d ignity and a p lace in the national life that i~ never 

be f ore had." In part- :c-u!ar , " the strong recommendat- ion ,- :-2vo!."" 

of fami ly , ins t ead o : !nstitutional, care solidifi ed na t ic~al~ y 

the movement for placing- out o f children. 112; "t.:ome li fe " ~he 



1 4 

Conference concluded, " is the highest and finest product o f 

civilization. .[H]ome should not be broken up for reasons 

?1 
of poverty al one ."· 

These are the key contemporary principles ( though , 

signi f ica ntly, concerns about religious match-ups have been 

replaced by concerns about racial match-ups). Poverty i s a 

social problem, not a family prob l em. The family, nat~ral a nd 

evidently pre-political , is to be distingui shed from any 

" institution." Foster care of whatever kind is temporary. 

Foster homes are he tter than institutional homes (whi ch, f3ut~ de 

mieux, should be made as home-like as possible ) . ~~ Children 

lacking parents should be adopted. Professional social work, 

case work, should aim at rescuing children by strengthening 

famil ies and amelio ratir.g the conditions that put children at 

risk. And local welfare agencies should review cases and move 

children back to th~ir families if possible, or t o foster homes. 

Pushed forward by the White House conference, iieinztitn­

~ionalization (to use a !ater ~erm ) became a n ati onal ry~al , 

Roosev~lt helped invent the idea of nationa l goa l s . 

Homer Fo lks and ot~er Progressive reformers saw 

i nstitutional care as no better than a default ~pt i on, and 

emphasized the l imitations o f institutions as a substitute for a 

real family. They cr iticized institutions for ► heir 

r egimentation, ~heir rul~s. their rigidity, for their promoti~~ 

of conformity. They ~riticized institutions, i~ ~t~ 0 ~ words . ~or 
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In addition to the effect of the rout ines imposed upon them by 

their institutions, those living in orphanages suffered from 

their treatment by the community at large. When they were out i ~ 

the wider communit y as s tudents in public school , for example, 

they were consci ous of being regarded as kids from the " home. " 

Some teachers signalled that less was expected of them; some 

middle-class classmates were cruel. Community groups might give 

parties , or churches might play host on Children's Day: such 

outings were mi xed blessings. Prominent women in the community 

the remnant of the old Visitors of bygone days -- might take 

it upon themse l ves to offer the girls lessons in gracious l i ving , 

occasionall y in remarkably crass or even exploitative ways. 

While most reformers want ed dependent children place d with 

families rather than in institutions , by the first decade of the 

t went ieth century they al so wanted government t o take 

responsibility for ?rotecting and maintaining families. Tt wa s 

families, a fter all, t hat nurtured the qualities conducive to 

good ci tizenship. Such Progressives thought that govarnmen t 

s houl d take an active rol e in maintaining " a state o f 

f ami 1 i es . " 29 

Moved by such concerns, a nd i n all i ance with leaders o f 

Catholic and Jewish charities , Somer Fo lks a nd the SCAA took the 

lead in New York State , where c hild welfare policy h ad long ~een 

thoroughly wedded to the institution. There was no case wnrk 

func tion i n t h e counties , so the SCAA s et about t o build 3 such ~ 

network wit~ priva t e funding (a network t ~at i~ 1929, a s ~ ~~sul t 
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of a statute written by the SCAA, in ef f ect became the county 

welfare departments ) . 

In 1925 , t he State Board of Charities dec l ared that 

es tablished charitable institutions in general -- and es pecially 

the orphanages - - s h ould ready themselves for a new day. The 

c lear implication was that many " homes " s houl d and would close . 

The future was being revealed by the SCAA: 

Surveys made by inspectors of [thi s] Board have indicated 
that the needs of dependent children are better met in those 
counties where special agents are employed and the Board has 
repeatedly recommended that appropriations by boards o f 
supervisors be made for the salaries and expenses of women 
workers to assist chi ldren ' s courts, poor law officers and 
boards of c hil d welfare. 30 

Progressive reformers left us with two sets of questions or 

problems , both related to an ambiguity about " the family" that 

Progressives set out t o nourish and protect. 

The rejection of "institution s " - In the first p lace , is 

the preference f o r foster families over instituti ons ( f o r 

" normal " c hildren for whom adoption was not an immediat e option ) 

a s firmly grounded a s most observers probably ass ume? ~igh t ~a t 

orphanages produce some o f the good qualities that ?rog res s iv~s 

a tt r ibuted to family l i fe? For examp le, while orphanages onl y 

appro ximate " r eal homes , " they do imi tate some feat u res of fami l J 

and neighborhood life. One finds in the r eform litera t ir e 

constant r eferences t o the r ole of orphanages i n r 0 ~r ing qoo0 

c ompli a nt behavi or. S u t t~e re may b e somet~ing more~ ~ t~e 

d eclared objective , and to the lived e xperi ence . 
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It is not true that children in orphanages received no 

individual a ttenti on. There were companions , others in the same 

boat sharing complicated f eelings of rejection, loyalty to family 

no- matter-what , and sel f-doubt. "Home kids " as adults seem to 

form a community of mutual recognition, even as they frequently 

conceal the circumstances o f their upbringing f rom others. 

Institutional c hil dren were also immediately visible to many 

adu lts , few o f whom were in anything close to a therapeutic role. 

This may have encour aged a kind of resourcefulness in shopping 

fo r mentors; 

were others, 

if a c hild did not get along with one adult, there 
1 " 

in contrast to a foster home. ·· 

Some adults do testi fy to having been " s aved," and compare 

t heir own experiences favorably with the uncertain prospects o f .. 
contemporary child:.--en in some sense like themselves. ~; ''Ther e 

are tens o f t housands o f such children as I was in the street s of 

American cities ri ght !'low, " says Richard Rhodes. 

o f institutional " :::,lar::ement " meant chil dren finisheti ~t l;;ast 

h igh school . r:hot'es may have taught them 11seful :=:ld! 's n r 

1' 
c hallenged them to sur?ass thei r own expectations .·· Some 

forgiving compared wi ~r. t~e real world. 

belie the pict ·.1:-'::' ,:, :- '::':-:- cruel, rigid , enviror.ment a ~'::-::. '!:'..1 '- e f ._ _ 

~rphanages by th'::'ir ~~i ::cs. 

insti~utic~s hav~ t~ei~ ~:ace when all ~ls~ f~ils' 
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easily assumed by many people to be a Dickensian anachronism -­

to be swept aside by progress and enlightenment. But there is 

fine print, so to speak, in what Folks and the Conference 

resolved. In l ight of the present state of things , the caveats 

are of interest: 

.[ F ]or chi ldren requiring temporary care only[,] the 
free home is not available. .Contact with family life is 
preferable [to institutions] for these children , as well as 
for other normal children. It is necessary, however, that a 
large number o f carefully selected boarding homes be found 
if these children are to be cared for in famili es . rhe 
extent to which such families can be found should be 
ascertained by careful inquiry and experiment in each 
locality. Unless and untiJ such homes are found, the us e cf 
institutions is n ecessary. --

In fact , orphanages, by whatever euphemism call ed , survived 

in New York and in many other states (Massachusetts had for many 

years been the exception) longer than anyone could have expected 

in 1909. Their ~dministrators proved more enterprising than 

re formers wanted. 

to hire case work~rs . !~ss energetic in recruiti~g ~~!~~~ 

re formers expected. Depress ion and Wor lrt W~r mocked the 

assumptions 3bcu~ ~~er!~an society, and mock ed e xpecta+ions ?~cu~ 

state ~dmi~istrative ~apacity, on which the new SC~A-en~arsed 

:ram the discuss ion at ~ omer Fo lks' White ~ouse r.on f ~-~~~e. 

How to fix families - Progressives made famil i~s an obi~c~ 

of public policy for the first time . But they lacked a fullr 
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articulated defense of government ' s taking on s ome degree of 

responsibility for families and children. 

To be s ure , the greatest importance attached to assuring 

good citizenship and economic self-sufficiency. Government had a 

role , after a ll , in attending to the perpetuation of basic 

institutions: children were the country's future , as re formers 

never tired of repeating. Under contemporary conditions , child­

rearing surely required governmental s crutiny; so l i kewise did 

the proper conservation of the nation's natural resour ces. But 

when to intervene in the family ( or in the marketp lace )? 

Poverty was no reason to break up a h ome. This confident 

declarati on (one o f the bywords of the Whit e House Conference) 

i mplied that there were other , sufficient reasons, made 

benevolent by the intent t o remedy problems arising in f amilies. 

But the Progressives did no t provide c lear answe rs as r o h ow 

intervention cou l d " fix " families , who was to have the autho::-it :· 

~ ~ do so, or what standards ~hat ~uthor: ~y ~ad ~o meet. ~~~ 

heirs 0 f ?r~gress:ve re f 0rrn ~ventua lly fai led , ~or e xampl ~ ~~ 

ancho r norms de f ining " suitabl e homes " (in Aid f er D~pend,=,r.t 

Child r en) fi r mly i:1 what was onc e quai::itly call ed " s cient : fic­

phil ant~ropy " ; instead , ~~e stand ar-:. was easi l y c.isc redi~ .,,~ - ":=--ed 

as it was as a license t -: rii ::;c ~imi n a t e :::i.gains t '?lacl:::-. '!Pni~-:-: 

and ~ttack the caus es by scientifically-proven rne tho~s . · ~ 

r,ontrast , the ~auses and even the r.onstituen t e lement s Qf the 

psychic hea lth of a child are amorphous , in spite of the ~lai ms 
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sometimes voiced on behalf of developmental psychology. 

Without the equivalent of a " germ theory," the Progres sive 

preference for families at all costs over inst i tutions runs the 

risk of being a merely arbitrary, unjustifiable prejudice. The 

threshold of intervention into the private fami ly circl e rose a s 

standards of propriety became less monolithic . Stronger reasons 

and more regular procedures became necessary to justify 

interference . Accordingly , c hild abuse and special needs 

replaced "dependency" a nd " n eglect" as reasons for publi c i:-esp on­

si bility for children. The former seem more concret e , less open 

to debate than the latter. 

The Progressives thus left us with a legac y of b oth publ ic 

responsibility for child welfare and important unanswered 

questions . On the positive s ide, Progressives connected 

government regulation and action on behalf o f c hil d ren with 

concerns o f good chara cter and c iti~enship. Famili~s . 

0 =ogressives t~ought , b y t he individual a tt~nti ~n ~~ey ~~VP t o 

-hil~ren, better ~=emote t~~ habits o f i~i t iative . ~~ 1 ~-es~~c­

r esponsi bility, and autonomy that are necessary rot o~! ~ : ~~ 

economic s uccess but ~o r democratic self-=ule. ~he~ rec~J~~:a~ 

t ~a t families, the primary institu ti on o f civil soci~~y . perf~,m 

=3. civic f unc ti on . TogeL~er ·1it~ t.he sc~cols, L~P~' !"''1::-t• · - f':' 

c hil ~ren ' s co~petenc ies, inc l inations and h 3bits, ~ual~ ~~ ~~ , c 

~ha=~=t~r that are rewarded in the ~~o~omy ~~t a!so P~Pded f ?­

~ emocrati c self - rule. 

Prog ressive r eform in chil d welfare was a state- hnilding 
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enterprise, and thus the state was thought justifi ed in and even 

duty bound to get involved. But the Progressive c laim to exper t 

authority in t his realm o f poli c y re l ied upon ba r el y a rt icul ated 

( and of course inherited ) socia l norms regarding family life that 

were challenged fr om many directions in the 1960s and 1970s. On 

matters of social policy , Homer Fol ks and his coll eagues we re 

dependent upon the mundane bequests o f their own f o rebe ars.=~ 

The Discovery of Social Control 

Referring to ':he exis t ence of communit:,.· and to rr.u tual 

r estrai nts i n the common interest, the Pr ogressives h ad a ff: :rned 

a benevolent " social rontrol . " Use of this concep t \.las par t of 

the national ism a: the profess i ona ls , especial ly the more 

academic among th~ phil anthropist s . What family ~nd reli gion had 

once cione la rgel y o!: t "l<?ir 0 wn , s, xpertise r:ou l o and !"',1st 

('Ontinue. 

o f ::-<? f ormers, as ind<:-e-i t ~othman migh t say) " a sy!ur." l-:.., ,.., -~-~"" .. 
been. : 

something t o August~ romte, t-~e term helped scciology 4-? 1:e ;4-_::.­

first s teps as a d ist inc t discip l ine, ye t one 4i t h c ! ose links ~o 
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" scient ific philanthropy . " In its classic American f o rmulations, 

Mo r ris Janowitz s ays , social control meant something like " the 

capacity of a society to regulate itse l f according to desired 

!?rinciples and values. " The opposite of social control is 

punitive control. Social control is voluntary ; as such, it is 

a uthority working in our minds instead of on our bodies. 

the Americans ' early formulations seem to have r emained 

Though 

remarkabl y parochial , thei r basic idea seems to have referred to 

the forms o f control characteristic o f modernity, and the fraying 

o f the ethi c al fabric of modern life , issues that preoccupied 

their French and Ger man counterparts. 

topic has been Janowitz's o wn. !~ 

Certain ly that broader 

The concept o f social control i n this old and comprehensive 

s ense proved contag i ous in American academic sociol ogy. The 

Amer ican Sociological As sociat ion made the i dea the thP.mP o f it~ 

n ational r. onventi c ~ i~ :c17 _ An e~rly text book o f 1921 , ssert e ~ 

•.?it~ ccnt~mporary u rban rr0bl ens. 

from the en trenched ::\n t :.- 1 1r ban mora 1 ism. 

urbanization, despit~ al! its attendant s trains, ~Qop ~ ~~ la3 ~ 
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beg an to recognize, " Paul Boyer has observed, " that the rise o f 

the city was not necessarily a signa l for the inevitable collapse 

of mor ality and the social order . .. 4o 

This recognition might at first be mistaken for weary 

acceptance in the decade of normalcy, Boyer argues. but it was 

rea l ly a sign of something differen t that could spark a new 

spirit of reform: a willingness to embrace heterogeneity , a 

c apacity to differentiate between diversity and disorder , a 

celebration of the " cultural pluralism" (a new term in the 1 920s\ 

o f the city. Robert Park e xpressed a developmental ideal i~ 

American thought, one that brings to mind the Olmsteds , father 

and son. I n city life, Park said, every person f i nds " t.he mora l 

cl imate in which his pecul iar nature obtains the stimulations 

that bring h is ir.nate qualities t o f ull and free expres s ion. 

~he sma l l community o ften toler3tes eccentricity. 

the contra ry , rewards it. ,.!J 

The city , rm 

~ -:iw lo!y not on ly in T"'\Oral deviance nr social .-lisintegraticr. 1- ·t 

3 }so in s terile conforrnity 3nd the loss of i ndividuali~~­

? rederick E. Luml ey in Heans o f Soci a l ~?ntrol fl9 ~5 ~ ~• -~s~ 0 ~ 

privat e lives and issue never-~nding ~ltimatums. 

many of us who li k e t o be ordered ~bont. " '1'he 0 oci r. lor;i~ +- r 11th 0 •­

Lee Bernard , who twenty-five years e~rlier had tried t o f i~d ~~ 
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"objective standard o f social control " , was by 1 939 rea dy to 

t hrow in the towel : the various means o f social contro l t urned 

out to be used just f o r '' t he subordinati on of the weak or the 

underprivileged to the s ervice o f the powerful a nd the 

o verpri vi 1 eged . 0 42 

There were other relevant s igns of cultu r al and moral changP 

between the wars. Boyer notes: 

The progress ion o f Charlie Ch aplin from the cop who subdues 
the brawling toughs o f Easy S t r eet ( 1917 ) to the urban 
wo rker wh o is the hapless victim of his boss• ~ insane 
infat ua tion with e ffi ciency and standardization i ~ Mode~n 
Times (1933) sums up a crucially important transit ion i~ 
Amer i can soci al ':bought. . The press i ng urban dange r wa s 
now seen not in disorder and degeneracy , ~ut i n~ s terile 
conformity. . With this shift , the ~ffort to r e-~~eat~ t~ 
the city the moral homogeneit~ o f t~e vil l ag@ -- ~n p ~~ c~~ 
that f or 3 cen t ury had been EC power f ~ ! a~d pr~tea~ ~ ~oci3l 
f orce in Americ~ -- was e ff ectively ?.bandoned. · 

!n ~~e r eri od ~ollowing World War T! . i t is prohabl~ ~ -

Europe?.n ~ackground . 

to be sor:"'d 

amusing memoir o f the New C::,:hool right -.f t~ r '- :-: 0 •1:1.~ ,.\..., • 0 

abroad. " I quote from it to indi cate i.n a li.;htheart 0 ii W"IY H,,,. 
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end of what Louis Hartz called the par ochial " irrat i onal 

Lockeanism" of American intellectual life. 

Because they were disp laced themselves, o r angry with us f or 
failing t o understand history, t he pro f essors did t heir best 
to make us feel like exiles in our own c ountry. 

All the courses I t ook were about what ' s wrona: 11hat ' s 
wrong with the government , with the family , wit h -
interpe r sonal relations and intrapersonal rel a t ions. 

We admired the German professors. We had won the f ight 
against f ascism and now , with their help , we wou l d de f eat 
all the dark forces in the culture and the psyche . As a 
reaction to our vi c t ory, s ens itiv e Americans had entered an 
apologeti c phas e in our national l i f e ~nd there was no thing 
the profes s o r s could say that was too much . We c rtme out of 
c lass with duel i ng s cars.~5 

The genera l t rend in soci ologica l ~riting , t r 3 c~e~ ~Y ~or r~ s 

c on f ormi t y . 

work by Everet t~ . ~ughF.'s on skilled groups and t hei~ 

s oci a li zat i on , ~<?gu: 3~: -:,n . and pro f essi onal soc ial ':'":>'"l t ::: -:> 1 .. ~. t hi :-

this s train of ana lysis to doct or s and t heir wo rk; Charles P~rr0w 

and Michael Li psky . t o ~1.1man s e r v i ce o r g rtni ~~ t ion5. J~ 

What was doing ~~e mysti f ying , what needed leg i t ~~i : i ~n ? 

Somet imes t he answer came f rom n eo -MarY. ist con c ept ions ~f ~ L 3 ~ ~ 

and ideo l ogy , P. V F.' n t ~ouc;t h " s ocia l cont ro l " is no t. c1 Ma r x::."!-:--. 0
~1,,,;::;. . 

For P. Y.ample , in a standa rd professi ona l handbook , Gi . ~~y~ t~~ r 

" child welfa r e :9ol i.r i e~ :.nd s erv ices are. 

o f the State empl oyed i n reproduci ng a nd preserving t ~A snc i 3 l 
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status quo and its ideol ogy. " The point o f the system of f os te1.· 

care is to regulate the poor , through fear and other means of 

" disempowerment." The main ro l e of the welfare s ys tem ove r a l l 

has been t o regul a t e t he l abor market , s ay Pi ven and r cwarn: 

r elief and its p r ogeny thus s erve the larger political and 

. d t7 economic o r er. · 

By t he l 0 7 0 ' s a r~vi sioni st , di dactic o r " 1.\s e ab 1 e ½ i ~ +- -:--- :, " 

o f ,.._enevo l e r: c':! ,ltr~ism, a nd r eform had been j0in e1 ~ J a 

10 
:,r~duct. · 

'~ ~ef arious motives. ,..'1-'lri .. '! and welfare wPr<" ,.,;:\v~ 1-,- -,1-,ich 

f ::-om bec oming " riang.,. ,..o '!s. " 

words c f Lewi s C'oser. oir- t-he " •,ari"?ty f') f mechan isms"''-' whir"' 

~o l l ective beh av~ o ~ :£ -:::-ganized , con tain~d and c ~nnnel 1 ~~. " Tr 

operates " to harness i~di v iduals t o the ne~es sa ry -r~c:,:uir"'rnF?r.t-: -f 
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the social order. " There can never be any permanent equilibrium 

amid perennial social conf l ict, to be sure , but " antagonisms ~re 

driven into social l y acceptab l e channels. 050 But the t ~ r m 

remained contagious , and it did not prove especially i~ ~~?:"mati ~~ 

when empl oyed in a " n eutral " fashion : " To a ttach a label c f 

s ocia l cont ro l .... and to let the matter rest there hardly 

represents an advance , " Rothman rightly ~ointed out. " Socia l 

control by whom? ~or what purposes? And why in t~is f or~ r ~the!'" 
~, 

than in anothe?::? " · 

A clo~ely 'llli ed concept:.on of " devi3.nce" •ras 1 :.1:~•d :;; 0 

brought into play : deviant behavior as soci3ll y const~~~~ 0 d . 

"Rules " n.ef i ne deviance and t hey are among the principal 

instruments o f social control. Deviance is " not a cruali~:· o t the 

act the person commits , " Becker wrote, "but rather a consequence 

of the appl ication by others of rules and sanctions to an 

'offender . ' The deviant is one t o whom that label has s11cr::~E's-

fully been a pp l ied; deviant behavi or is behavio r t hat ;eo~ le ~~ 

l abel. "52 

These in te 11 ec t ua 1 t !"ends re i nf arced the rl einst i h: t- i ~n-

~ 1 i za ti on movement as a who 1 e , especi a 117 i.n r ~gard t o y,.,, . .. h 

netention facilities and mental hospi t~ ls. 

gave a new justification to the long-c oming s hift away f -om 

i nst i ~u tions f or dependent and neglected children , a shi ft 

authoritatively announced a half-century earlier !c3 

Concl usion 
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The Scientific Study of Children 

in Orphanages in the United States: 1900-1945 

The institutions of today where the work is done for charitable reasons ... are 
indeed laboratories in which many of the great problems of our civilization 
may be worked out. ... 1 

2 

In 1905 E. R. Johnstone recognized the opportunities that work in orphanages 

and other charitable institutions offered scientists. Johnstone was Superintendent of 

the New Jersey Training School for Feeble-Minded Girls and Boys and was one 

among many scientists who used children in institutions as subjects in research. 

Although Johnstone's work took place in an institution for the feebleminded, a 

number of scientists who intended to study the normal child carried out research in 

orphanages. Between 1900 and 1945 the orphanage became a laboratory where 

newly-developed techniques of middle-class social science were applied in the study 

of children of disadvantage. 

In the nineteenth century, to philanthropists, volunteers, charity workers, and 

citizens of the community the orphanage seemed like a good idea. However, during 

45 years of medical, psychological and psychiatric research that began around 1900 

scientists studying children in these institutions gradually came to believe that 

children could not thrive in orphanages. This discovery came slowly, for scientists 

had not entered orphanages to study the children who lived there. Instead they came 

to use children in orphanages as proxies for family-reared children in their study of 

the normal child. Upon study, these scientists realized that children in orphanages 
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differed considerably from children in families in many of the attributes under 

investigation. 

Researchers discovered that children who lived in orphanages were shorter, 

weighed less, had lower intelligence test scores, were more likely to have been 

exposed to the serious childhood illnesses, were less likely to recover from illness, and 

were retarded in school. Infants in orphanages were listless, needed more food to 

make the same weight gains as other children and were slow to reach developmental 

milestones. Some one-year olds lay in cribs unable to turn over or to pull themselves 

up at all. Infant mortality rates were several times higher than for the population at 

large. 

These findings came from research in which children in orphanages were used 

because they were available, because they were available without parental consent, 

or, occasionally, because medical procedures carried out on them would not have 

been approved by parents to have been carried out on their own children. 

In these studies scientists were confronted with the effects of disadvantage, but 

few had come to orphanages to study disadvantage. It was customary to explain 

findings about the differences between children in orphanages and those in families 

by citing hereditary differences among social levels or among immigrant groups. 

These issues become apparent when one shifts attention from the science of 

the normal child to the subjects used in the establishment of this science. Three 

perspectives of scientists will be used: their knowledge of the orphanage, their 

attitudes toward children of the poor, and their conception of their own science. As 



was intended, the study of children who lived in orphanages helped lay the 

foundations for a science of the normal child. It also revealed, to those who took 

notice, the devastating effects of disadvantage on children. 

The Orphanage 

4 

The orphanage was a contradictory institution and difficult to define. The 

Newton Home for Orphans and Destitute Girls in Newton, Massachusetts was 

located in a home in 1872. Although proud of operating as a family, the matron, 

"Aunty Pomroy" forbade the adoption of girls from the orphanage by couples wanting 

to make them members of their family. Instead she trained her charges for work as 

cooks, seamstresses, or servants. 2 

Some orphanages housed a dozen children or fewer, in a family home. Others 

housed over a thousand children in institutional buildings. Still others were way 

stations for placing out programs, housing children for a short time until they had 

been placed out into families. 

The exteriors of many large orphanages were grand and imposing. Some 

resembled prisons, armories, or castles. Sometimes constructed on a promontory or 

at the edge of a town, orphanages were buildings that refle.cted civic pride. 

Orphanages were founded as civic responses to Indian massacres, epidemics, 

shipwrecks, an influx of destitute immigrants, or the effects of westward migration.3 

In contrast to imposing exteriors, the interiors of orphanages were Spartan, for 

their task was to train laborers. Sleeping rooms were so filled with cots that 
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sometimes there was no space between beds. In some orphanages two or three 

children slept in a single cot or crib. Though considerable sums might be spent to 

build an orphanage, people expected that the institutions operate as cheaply as 

possible. The Superintendent of the State Industrial School in Lancaster, 

Massachusetts suggested in 1891 that children could be fed for as little as sixteen 

cents per day. One superintendent who was proud of his management of funds, noted 

that no cloth had been purchased because second-band clothing bad been altered to 

fit inmates. Annual reports from orphanages often proudly listed donations of soup 

bones, of fish, of clothing and shoes, testimony to the pride in community 

participation combined with careful, economical management. 4 

Orphanages were founded with high motives to "save'' children from lives as 

paupers, but, in fact, trained children for jobs in the lowest levels of society. The 

orphanage curriculum consisted of reading, writing, arithmetic, and moral and 

religious education, but teachers in the orphanage were often poorly trained and 

poorly paid. Vocational education, training in shoemaking, for example, was 

introduced to larger orphanages, and farming education at orphanages in the country. 

However, vocational education as often served the financial needs of the institution 

by providing the orphanage with cash or inexpensive shoes and vegetables, as it did 

train youngsters for future jobs. A historian of one institution noted that no 

apprentice shoemaker went on to work making shoes after leaving the orphanage and 

that adept shoemakers were coerced (by having wages withheld) into staying in the 

orphanage shop beyond the age of "graduation.'.s 



Educational programs in orphanages often had more to do with John Locke's 

eighteenth century suggestion for working schools and Johann Heinrich Pestalozzi's 

experiments with orphanage-workhouses than they did with twentieth-century 

educational programs for children in public schools. Sometimes academics seemed 

secondary to intentions to train children for work, though children in orphanages 

often benefitted from considerably more educational instruction that their brothers 

and sisters outside the orphanage were able to obtain. Fortunately, children in 

orphanages were enrolled in public schools in increasing numbers across the 

twentieth century, although health quarantines of the institution often prevented 

children from attending public school for months at a time.6 

6 

In another contradiction, typically orphanages opened to serve orphans, those 

having no living parent. These were considered the most deserving of children. Once 

an orphanage opened, however, managers or superintendents were besieged with 

requests to take children who had living parents. Some destitute parents permanently 

relinquished children to orphanages; others housed their children in an orphanage 

while the parent or parents got back on their feet. 

Consumption of alcohol by parents was one of the reasons institutions filled so 

rapidly. In 1890 social reformer Jacob Riis noted that for 111 Protestant churches 

below Fourteenth Street in New York City, there were 4,065 saloons. Destitute 

parents who spent scant resources on alcohol often found their ragged, hungry, and 

sometimes abused children placed in orphanages by charity workers, police, or poor­

law officers. 7 
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A well-managed orphanage was a source of civic pride, but there existed cases 

of poor management as well. The lack of standards allowed a low level of care in 

the absence of adequate supervision. In some cases people unfitted or untrained for 

work with children, poorly-paid older women, or young adults, some of them barely 

older than their charges, took care of children in orphanages. It was not uncommon 

for a large orphanage to have a single matron for 100 children. Work was delegated 

to older girls in the orphanage, or to monitors. Monitors often were orphanage 

graduates who worked as disciplinarians for younger children, perpetuating a 

Draconian system of harsh treatment and abusive punishment. Some well-run 

smaller orphanages operated as families, but in larger orphanages, supervision was 

often lax, as one incoming superintendent discovered. When he took over 

management of the orphanage he found the Babies' Department was run by a woman 

he was forced to discharge. He found her "entertaining a policeman in her 'shed' in 

the evening" leaving around 70 babies unsupervised for the night.8 

Children moved in and out of orphanages with frequency. In 1915, in New 

York State, around one-third of children left the institution, returning home to 

relatives, leaving to work, or both. Scientists who entered the orphanage carried with 

them the idea that the orphanage was a benevolent institution that housed full 

orphans from infancy until they were old enough to work. Researchers were not 

aware of the use of orphanages by families in poverty as a way-station, a temporary 

shelter for children. 9 
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The Children 

In 1920 in Delaware, an eight year-old boy and his companion were left alone 

to guard the house, not to let anyone in, and "and to shoot anyone who tried to steal 

tomatoes from the garden." When a man entered the garden and began stealing 

tomatoes, "The youngsters ... rushed into the house and upstairs, one getting a revolver 

and the other a shotgun. The gun went off and fell out of the second-story window, 

the boy who was holding it falling out with it. The other boy then made a grab for 

his friend's heels and fell out after him." As reported by a Children's Bureau 

investigator, ''The result of all this confusion was that both boys were taken into 

custody and shortly afterwards were placed in an institution for dependent 

children."10 Most children who fell into orphanages were not orphans, but had 

living parents as these boys did, and lived lives of poverty, neglect or inadequate 

supervision. The popular label for children such as these who lived in orphanages, 

was "orphan." 

Orphan is a term for any child bereft of protection or advantage of parents. 

The full or true orphan was a child bereaved by the death of both parents. A half­

orphan was a child bereaved by the death of one parent. From Jewish and Christian 

sources, the orphan was traditionally considered to be the most deserving among poor 

children. 

This was a Protestant Christian system to classify the poor. The deserving 

poor were those who, through no fault of their own (as in the case of orphans) had 

fallen on hard times. Widows of soldiers were considered deserving poor. In 
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contrast, the undeserving poor were those whose laziness, shiftlessness, immorality, or 

intemperance had lowered them to the category of paupers. These were the 

pernicious poor, in Protestant thinking. Historian Charles Rosenberg noted the 

"unquestioned distinction between the worthy and unworthy poor, between the 

prudent and industrious objects of a benign stewardship and those less deserving 

Americans whose own failings justified their almshouse incarceration."11 This was 

not a system for classifying children; it was a system for classifying adults. The labels 

for children came from the behaviors of their parents. In this way blame was 

extended to children. 

A two-tier system reflecting these beliefs operated in the nineteenth century. 

Orphanages were opened to serve children of the deserving poor, and the poorhouse 

or almshouse was a repository for whole families, including children, of the 

undeserving poor. Toward the end of the nineteenth century, as laws were passed to 

remove children from the poorhouse and place them in orphanages, this two-tier 

system gradually collapsed into a single institution for children, the orphanage. By 

1900 orphanages were filled with children traditionally labeled as undeserving poor. 

By the end of the nineteenth century there was a non-correspondence between 

orphanages and orphans. Since children with at least one living parent were the 

majority of inmates, and since the number of orphans was decreasing, it was usually 

the case that only ten to 30 per cent of children in orphanages were true orphans. 

Furthermore, orphanages intended to house orphans, although few true orphans 

entered such institutions. In 1930 there were estimated to be 450,000 true orphans in 
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the United States. According to the census of children living in institutions in the 

year 1933, there were 140,352 children living in orphanages in the United States. If 

one-third of children in institutions were true orphans, that meant that under ten per 

cent of orphans in the United States lived the orphanages. The other 90 per cent 

were cared for by relatives, friends, or neighbors.12 

Around the turn of the century there was a movement to remove children 

from orphanages altogether by finding foster homes where they could live, yet it was 

another five decades before more children were placed with foster families than were 

placed into institutions. Though some charity writers noted that children needed the 

"fathering and mothering" of family life, they also wanted children placed in families 

because they believed that orphanage life was too easy on children. One writer noted 

that girls did not learn to wash and iron in orphanages, and boys did not learn to 

farm. She questioned, 

Will not children used to the comfort of steam-heated halls and to being 
waited on, find it a hardship to break ice for water to drink or wash in, to 
bring water from a well, to chop wood, bring coals from a cellar, make fires at 
dawn ... ?13 

People believed orphans should be accustomed to a life as laborers from an early 

age. Life in the orphanage, she continued, "Does it not rather weaken him?" 

Scientists who entered orphanages to carry out research shared with citizens the 

ambivalent attitudes that these children engendered. 
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The Science 

The earliest scientists to study children in orphanages were the physicians who 

volunteered on a regular basis to care for the health needs of children in 

institutions.14 Around 1900 they were joined by other scientists who used children 

in orphanages as subjects to study height, weight and other physical attributes of 

infants and children. Using the statistical idea of norms or averages, it became 

possible to descnbe typical or average growth for a child from babyhood into 

childhood, and to compare an individual child's growth to curves for the average 

child. Thousands of measurements of height, weight, skeletal growth, dentition, onset 

of puberty, blood pressure, and other measurable attributes were collected by 

physicians, anthropologists and other social scientists working in private practice, in 

schools and in children's institutions. 

In these studies of the normal child, as they were called, researchers frequently 

referred to deviant and defective individuals, but these researchers were not focusing 

on deviance itself. Instead, they often employed the term deviant in its statistical 

sense, to suggest a distance from the average, the norm, or the "golden mean" they 

were establishing by measuring as many children as possible. 

This unintended racism was contrasted by the overt racism that characterized 

many of the comparisons among ethnic groups, in which differences were ascribed to 

inferior heredity among members of a given ethnic group. In this research there were 

frequent references to norms for ethnic and racial groups, for a notion of culture as 

layered and decidedly hierarchical held in the early twentieth century. Starting around 
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1880, enormous numbers of immigrants entered the United States, most of them from 

desperately poor sections of Europe. Not yet integrated into the dominant Protestant 

culture, or worse still in the public view, not intending to become integrated into 

Protestant culture, these immigrants were a source of despair and concern by citizens. 

Social science research reflected these attitudes. Thus, among the more than 2000 

studies of physical growth and development indexed in a Children's Bureau 

publication in 1927 were references to the inferiority of growth among Italian 

children, to "physical differences between white and colored children," influences of 

diet on a "racial growth curve," to nutrition of Chinese children, along with 

observations on the health and growth of children in an orphanage in which it was 

noted, tellingly, that children were short and thin, but "a considerable deviation from 

the ideal diet" was still "consistent with good health."15 

Physicians helping map out the characteristics of the normal child conducted a 

great number of studies of disease, of malnutrition and of basic physiological 

processes in research using children in orphanages as subjects. Some scientists 

studied children or babies in orphanages while others borrowed infants from 

orphanages to place on their study wards in hospitals. 

One of the few projects to arouse criticism within a few years after it took 

place was physician A.F. Hess' study of rickets and scurvy.16 Hess and his assistant 

Mildred Fish, researchers at the New York City Department of Health, allowed 

infants at the Hebrew Infant Asylum in New York City to develop rickets and to 

develop scurvy repeatedly by withholding cod liver oil or orange juice from their 
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diets. A former social worker named Konrad Berkovici wrote in indignation to ~ 

Nation that "A child is placed in an infant asylum because it is left 'without proper 

guardianship' because the parents 'are too destitute to care for it properly.' It is 

never intended" he continued, "to take the place of a guinea pig in a .. Jaboratory.17 

Berkovici asserted that physicians were aware that children who appeared to 

recover from scurvy often did not. They failed to gain weight, sometimes developed 

heart problems, and were more likely to die of inf e.ction. According to Berkovici the 

study by Hess and Fish confirmed others' observations of these conditions. Berkovici 

called on the medical profession to prohibit such research in the future. 

Studies of immunity to diphtheria illustrate a far more common use of children 

in orphanages to understand and control the infectious diseases of childhood. 

Diphtheria was among the most feared and most deadly of the childhood diseases 

early in this century. When a test was developed to assess immunity, it was used on 

over 100,000 children in schools and orphanages in New York State. When it was 

discovered that antitoxin could boost immunity ( a discovery made by using children in 

orphanages as subjects) and when safe and reliable methods for antitoxin production 

were achieved, physicians from the New York City Health Department were ready to 

demonstrate to reluctant and frightened parents that immunity to diphtheria was 

possible. 

In 1921 they tested and immunized susceptible children in the Auburn 

Orphan's Home in Auburn, New York. They did this because parents in the 

community had refused to have their own children tested and immunized. Children 
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whose parents refused their treatment formed the control group. Among children in 

this control group there were 78 cases of diphtheria and 13 deaths. Among children 

in the orphanage there was only a single case of diphtheria, one that occurred too 

soon after immunization to protect the child. The following year parents in Auburn 

agreed to have their own children tested and immunized. By 1926 Auburn, New 

York was widely cited as a model city for the eradication of diphtheria in the United 

States.18 

This use of children in orphanages as an intermediate stage between animal 

trials and trials on children illustrates an enduring use of these youngsters as subjects 

in studies of infectious diseases. Since parents refused to have their own children 

participate, this trial also illustrated the fact that children who lived in orphanages 

were in some way looked at differently from children in families. 

With the translation into English and publication in 1906 of the intelligence 

test developed in France by Binet and Simon, and with revisions in 1908 and 1911, 

and educational psychologist Lewis Terman's standardization of the Binet tests in 

1916, the intelligence of children began to be investigated. 

The Binet-Simon test and the Terman revision of the test were not designed to 

provide a valid measure of the intelligence of children of preschool age, but to 

undergird the measures of children of school age. The Kuhlmann revision of the 

Binet tests was designed for use with children under four years of age, but it suffered 

from the same problem in assessing the youngest children. In spite of these technical 

problems, tests of intelligence began to be used to study preschool children. Though 
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Binet argued for a large number of tests and for test scores as only a part of an 

extensive study of a child, a numerical score from a single administration of the 

intelligence test soon became the norm. 

Mental testers entered orphanages to characterize the intelligence of the 

children who lived there. Or they entered to study the test itself, to use the test in a 

psychological investigation, or to study the relative influences of heredity and 

environmental experiences. Tests were also used for practical reasons, to sort 

children to send to different institutions or to place them in families. From around 

1920, test scores rather than opinions of supervisors began to be used to decide which 

children should be adopted out, placed out, kept in the orphanage or transferred to 

institutions for the feeble-minded. Scores were also used as objective evidence to 

certify as much as one could that a child available for adoption was normal. 

In February, 1934 the Board of Control of the State of Iowa hired a 

psychologist to use mental tests to sort children living in orphanages and to screen 

children waiting for admission. Orphanages were overcrowded, and with the 

psychologist's help, it was discovered that a number of children, some very young, 

could be transferred to institutions for the feeble-minded. The state psychologist 

reported that in four institutions housing 3434 children total, 1026 individual tests of 

intelligence had been administered, and 580 group tests of intelligence were 

administered in the year ending June 30, 1934.19 

These data indicate that in one year, in the four institutions for children in 

Iowa, 47 per cent of inmates received a test of intelligence. Mental testing was big 
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business, not just in the numbers of tests given, but in the importance placed on a 

numerical score for a child. Indeed, the mental testing movement can be likened to 

a tsunami. a tidal wave that swept over the American social sciences. According to 

one social scientist, for decades "the momentum of the tests overrode all criticism."20 

While the mental testing movement gathered speed in society, mental testing 

in orphanages followed a curious course. When J. L Stenquist, E. L Thorndike and 

M. R. Trabue entered an orphanage in New York State in 1915 to study the 

mechanical ability, school achievement and intelligence of the children who lived 

there they discovered that neither the children nor the record-keepers in the 

orphanage knew how old the children were. They found that records in the 

orphanage often consisted of the child's self-reported age noted down in the past. 

When there was a small difference between the child's reported age and the age 

listed in orphanage records, the researchers split the difference. However, some 

discrepancies between the ledger book and the child's self-report differed by as much 

as seven years. 

Researchers suspected that sometimes parents listed a child's age as younger 

than it was in order to gain admission to an orphanage, or older than it was to gain 

the child's admission to a reformatory. This provided evidence for the popular belief 

that children in orphanages differed from those in reformatories only by age. 

The problem with chronological age arose when Stenquist, Thorndike and 

Trabue attempted to calculate intelligence quotients, for the intelligence quotient is 

the ratio of the mental age to the chronological age. Researchers decided to assign 



17 

the child's mental age from the IQ test as chronological age, a move similar to 

assigning the average score, or mean, to missing values in a data set. 

In 1918 Lewis Terman and his graduate student Dorothy Wagner studied the 

intelligence quotients of children in an orphanage in California. Wagner collected 

the data, and Terman analyzed it and wrote the report. Terman decided to use IQ 

scores and length of stay in the orphanage to address the question whether 

environmental influences affected intelligence test scores or whether, as Terman 

believed, the IQ test was a relatively pure measure of inherited mental capacity. 

Terman found that children who lived for a considerable time in the orphanage had 

slightly lower intelligence test scores, indicating to him that environmental influences 

made no impact on the intelligence test score.21 

This interpretation came about because of a scaffolding of assumptions 

Terman made about the orphanage and about the children who lived there. His first 

assumption was about the institution. "Probably the well conducted orphanage offers 

a cultural environment as good as that of the middle grade home, if not better," he 

imagined.22 Building on this unexamined assumption Terman reasoned that "the 

child who enters it from a poor home at the age of five or six years ought, on the 

environmental theory to show a considerable increase of intelligence quotient within 

a few years." By this he meant an increase over and above that expected with normal 

growth. 

Although Terman recognized he was reasoning from a very small number of 

cases, he concluded that the inability of the orphanage to raise the intelligence 
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quotients of inmates was an indication that the intelligence quotient was a measure of 

inherited ability, relatively uninfluenced by experience. 

Terman's conclusion came about because he was not aware that most children 

left the orphanage to work around age 12. Children over age 12 in orphanages were 

those incapable of working because they were mentally or physically handicapped. 

This error in interpretation of data came about because Terman and other 

researchers did not understand how the orphanage functioned. It also came about 

because Terman reasoned longitudinally, that is about the life course of individual 

children, while the data available to him, were cross-sectional, that is, data points on 

many children measured at only one point in time. 

In another part of the same investigation Terman and Wagner looked at the 

issue of school retardation. Another investigator, physician Grace Fernald, published 

data on the same issue in 1918 as well.23 Both research groups found children in 

orphanages placed in grade levels for children much younger than they were. School 

retardation, common at the beginning of the twentieth century was typically 

characterized by a large boy seated at a desk built for a considerably smaller, younger 

child. 

Terman hypothesized and concluded that school retardation was caused by 

feeble-mindedness, though the data he presented in the Terman and Wagner study 

contradict this idea. In fact, the Terman and Wagner data indicate exactly the 

reverse, that many children were capable, based on mental age, of much higher 

(grade) level work than they were given. 
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Fernald, studying the same issue, noted that the children in the orphanage she 

studied "are very defective from the standpoint of education," that through poverty 

and neglect most children in the orphanage she studied had been deprived of 

opportunities to attend school. 

The Terman and Wagner study is an example of a research edifice constructed 

on a foundation of misinformation about orphanages. This combined with prevalent 

attitudes toward children in orphanages resulted in studies that were not impartial 

responses to the facts the researchers uncovered. Instead, there was evidence of 

investigator bias, the propensity of researchers to make adverse conclusions about 

youngsters in orphanages before they had collected sufficient evidence, or to make 

negative judgments in the absence of compelling grounds for doing so. 

Not just the incorrect interpretation of data, but the language used in the 

Terman and Wagner research report lend support to the idea of bias. Observations 

were interpreted in a way that condemned children in orphanages and their families 

as members of the undeserving poor. Terman 1) expressed hostility toward employees 

in orphanages because it was assumed they hid negative facts about the children, 2) 

offered statements that orphanages were repositories of mental inferiority and feeble­

mindedness, 3) stated a belief that mental inferiority and feeble-mindedness led to 

criminality, 4) made assertions that children in orphanages were unworthy because 

their parents exhibited criminal or immoral behavior. In 1918, the tenets of eugenics 

were at least in part the engines that drove Terman's science of mental measurement 
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Terman's science was, by extension, that of all mental testers, for he was the designer 

and publisher of the most frequently used American IQ test, the Stanford-Binet. 

The test of intelligence began to be used as a measure of the outcome of 

educational interventions in the 1920s and 1930s. Two studies conducted by Iowa 

psychologist Harold Skeels and his colleagues illustrate most vividly the poor fit of 

this middle-class tool to the study of children in orphanages.2A In 1934 researchers 

from the Iowa Child Welfare Research Station opened a nursery school of the 

grounds of the Soldiers' Orphans' Home in Davenport, Iowa. During a three year 

study they used the Kuhlmann and the Stanford-Binet tests of intelligence to 

investigate whether preschool experience made a difference for children in the 

orphanage. To their dismay, intelligence test scores remained rather stable for 

children who attended nursery school, possibly indicating stability or constancy of 

intelligence, as predicted by Terman and other mental testers. To their utter 

surprise, however, children who did not have nursery school experience had 

intelligence test scores that fell steadily, leveling off around IQ 70, a level considered 

mentally retarded. 

Skeels and his group had discovered evidence that no one wanted to bear: the 

IQ was not constant over time for children of disadvantage. IQ test scores for the 

same child over time did not indicate a constantly low, inferior inherited level of 

ability but suggested that normal abilities were progressively lost in an environment 

that provided too little stimulation and too few opportunities to learn. Only with the 
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enrichment of the preschool experience were the IQ scores for children in the 

orphanage kept constant. 

The Iowa studies, as these invest~gations were called, provoked great 

controversy in the late 1930s when they were published. Terman assigned his 

statistician, Quinn McNemar to investigate the statistical methods used by the Iowa 

researchers. McNemar exposed and listed a number of errors in method and 

analysis. However, in spite of statistical errors, and through reanalyses and counter­

reanalyses of the data, the effects persisted. To mental testers these were troubling 

findings. To their relief, McNemar's smokescreen of statistical reworking effectively 

buried this potentially damaging challenge to the notion that intelligence was fixed 

and constant across the life span. 

While the statistical controversy over these studies raged, Harold Skeels and 

physician Harold Dye published an astounding research report that, bad it been taken 

seriously, would have challenged both IQ constancy and the practices of using the test 

of intelligence to sort children into institutions.2.S Skeels and Dye graphed a 45 

months' series of intelligence test scores for two young children, C.D. and B.D.; who 

by mental test scores and by family history were judged at 13 and at 16 months of 

age, respectively, to be feeble-minded. C.D. obtained a Kuhlmann-Binet IQ score of 

46 and B.C. a score of 35 at initial testing. 

These were babies who lived in the hospital nursery at the Iowa Soldiers' 

Orphans' Home. After initial testing they were transferred to the Iowa Institution for 

Feebleminded Children, where Harold Dye served as Superintendent. 
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Each of the babies was placed on a different ward in the institution for the 

feebleminded. Mentally retarded young women on the wards played with the infants 

all day, took them on car trips, bought them presents, and showed the infant off to 

other patients. As soon as they could walk, the youngsters were sent to the 

institution kindergarten. The environment turned out to be a highly stimulating one. 

The intelligence test score for C.D. was 46 upon admittance to the institution for the 

feebleminded. Within three months it rose to 75. Then, at 30 months, to 98. The 

IQ leveled off above 90 (within the normal range) when the child was returned to the 

orphanage and placed into an adoptive home at three years of age. The intelligence 

test score for B.D. was 35 at initial measurement, and within three months rose to 85, 

also leveling off above IQ 90 upon return to the orphanage and placement into an 

adoptive home. If IQ was constant, as Terman maintained, what could e.xplain these 

findings? 

Two other seemingly unrelated lines of research helped answer this question. 

These were the work by physicians to decrease infant mortality rates in institutions 

and the work by psychiatrists to help adopted and foster children with behavior 

problems. In 1940 physician Harry Bakwin published a research report entitled 

"Loneliness in Babies."26 Bakwin attributed the improved survival rates for infants 

to their being taken off pediatric wards or out of foundling homes and returned to 

their mothers at home. Bakwin studied a problem called hospitalism, the failure of 

an infant to thrive in an institution. For forty years physicians peeled away one after 

another of the causes of hospitalism and of infant mortality. Through improved 
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sanitation infants were less likely to contract gastrointestinal diseases. Through 

improved knowledge of infant nutrition it was learned bow to feed infants who were 

not breast-fed. 1brougb increased quarantine contagious infants were separated one 

from another. By 1940 there were incubator-like devices to separate infants from one 

another, and still they did not thrive. 

Bakwin noticed that infants taken home recuperated and ones kept in the 

hospital were much less likely to recuperate. He reasoned from reports in Europe 

and from the work of an American psychiatrist, Lawson Lowrey, that infants in 

hospitals and institutions suffered from sensory deprivation and maternal deprivation. 

By describing what a mother did for her infant, Bakwin pointed to all the ways 

in which an infant in a hospital was deprived. He noted the unresponsiveness of 

infants on wards, compared to infants at home. He noted that an infant in an 

institution failed to thrive on a diet which at home bad been adequate. Infants slept 

less in institutions than at home. In institutions infants showed less interest and 

enthusiasm for food and were less socially responsive than children who lived at 

home. Finally, respiratory infections which lasted a few days at home persisted for 

months in infants on hospital wards. It was Bakwin's belief that hospitalism was a 

psychological, rather than primarily a physical disease. He presented case studies of 

infants who made dramatic improvements in health and growth upon returning home. 

By 1940 the accomplishments of sanitation and the control of contagion had brought 

about in institutions an exceptionally sterile environment in terms of the social needs 
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of children. Bakwin noted that p·hysical contact, handling, suckling, snuggling, 

cuddling, warmth, and security were missing in institutional care. 

He called the mother and baby "a biological unit." It was Bakwin's belief that 

infants in hospitals failed to thrive because they missed all the affection and 

stimulation that are a part of natural mothering. 'Loneliness may be fatal," he 

observed, for an infant had neither "nutritional ... [nor] social reserves ... to tide over" 

periods of loneliness in an institution. n 

The evidence that Bakwin assembled to make his case was not particularly 

convincing to adherents of the medical model of disease, for the temperature charts 

of infants suggested they were ill. What mattered, however, was the rapid recovery of 

the infants once they were returned to their mothers. In fact, Bakwin's ideas were 

supported by the findings of several psychoanalytically-trained psychiatrists who 

studied infants in institutions and children whose infancy had been spent in 

institutions. 

From 1940, psychoanalytically-trained psychiatrists reported that children who 

had spent their infancy in institutions seemed to display a certain set of behavior 

problems. They were unable to feel emotion, showed from babyhood a lack of 

interest in affection. Older children performed poorly in school, had few friends, told 

lies. Some began to steal.28 Another psychiatrist reported children exhibiting 

"socially disturbing behavior" including an inability give and receive affection. These 

children were hostile, aggressive, had difficulties about food, were overaff ectionate or 

rejecting, and some displayed a "cold disregard for the feelings of others.'129 One 
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psychiatrist studied children in foster care, separating into different groups those 

whose infancy bad been spent in an institution and those whose infancy had been 

spent with their own parents. He found children with institutional backgrounds were 

more often hyperactive and insecure even after having spent several years in a foster 

home. 30 These psychiatrists recommended that children be adopted as early as 

possible to avoid spending their infancy in institutions. They cited the affective 

hunger," the "isolation factor," and "fixation at the most primitive levels of 

development," that arose when infants were deprived of the care and attention of a 

mother. 

The most well-known of these studies were those of psychiatrist Rene Spitz 

and psychologist Katherine Wolff, published starting in 1945.31 In 1936 Spitz and 

Wolff began to observe infants in two institutions, a study that replicated a much 

more extensive investigation Wolff and others conducted in 1932 in Vienna, Austria. 

Spitz and Wolff followed a group of infants through their first two years of life in a 

foundling home and in a jail nursery. Two groups from communities surrounding the 

institutions were used as controls, for comparison. 

In the foundling home Spitz and Wolff found developmental quotients 

(measures similar to tests of intelligence) dropped nearly by half during the first year. 

These were infants whose mothers stayed with them until three months of age, then 

mothers departed leaving infants in the foundling home. Infants at one year of age 

were unable to lift themselves out of a hollowed mattress or to roll over. There was 

greatly increased infant mortality compared to that in the community. During a 
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measles epidemic 26 percent of the infants in the institution died of measles while 

only one-half of one per cent of babies in the community died. By the age two, the 

average developmental quotient for foundling home infants was at the mental age of 

an imbecile. 

In contrast, infants in the jail nursery continued to remain within the normal 

range on tests of development. The researchers likened infants in the jail nursery, 

spurred on by their proud mothers, to South Sea islanders climbing palm trees in the 

ways they clambered up, about, and out of their cribs by the end of the first year of 

life. Spitz and Wolff believed their work illustrated the irreparable damage done to 

children deprived of the mother-infant relationship during the first year of life. 

Two characteristics of these investigators predisposed them to view their 

science differently: they were of the Jewish faith and they subscribed to 

psychoanalytic theory. Because they did not come from a Protestant, Christian 

tradition that in the past assigned blame to children of the poor or believed in 

original sin, they were predisposed to consider that the environment, rather than a 

child's hereditary character, accounted for these findings. Because they adhered to 

the tenets of psychoanalytic theory they looked at children not as individuals, but as 

members of the all-important mother-infant dyad. They asked different questions 

and they made different interpretations than scientists had in the past. 

This was a research program carried out on a moving train. From 1934 when 

the Iowa researchers opened their nursery school on the grounds of an orphanage, 

social science findings began to be applied to modify and improve the care of 



27 

children in orphanages and on hospital wards. As soon as the beneficial results of 

nursery school experience were seen by orphanage staff in Iowa, they made it 

possible for all children to attend. More workers were added to children's cottages 

as it became apparent that children needed more attention. The Spitz and Wolff 

findings were equally powerful incentives for orphanages to change the ways they 

handled children; this line of research helped accelerate the emptying of orphanages. 

Thus, by 1940, when psychiatrists began to study children in orphanages, and to 

report on the emotional problems of children in orphanages, they were reporting on a 

different sample of children than those typically studied in orphanages early in the 

twentieth century. By 1940 most normal children had been placed in homes with 

foster or adoptive families. 

Summary 

Between 1900 and 1945 the orphanage became a laboratory. Children living 

in orphanages were used by physicians and social scientists to map out the 

characteristics of the normal child and to learn how to control some of the infectious 

diseases of childhood. As one would find in laboratory work, there were variables 

that were beyond the control of scientists. One of these turned out to be the effects 

of disadvantage, an issue that was not on the research agenda of American scientists 

in the first decades of the twentieth century. Scientists unwittingly carried out the 

first studies of children of poverty when they brought tools and techniques developed 

for middle-class youngsters and applied them to children in orphanages. 
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Researchers found they could not measure IQ without knowing chronological 

age. IQ testers could not decide whether nursery school helped children, though 

everyone involved agreed it did, because of a model about IQ constancy that 

characterized middle-class children. Scientists had anomalous findings to explain. 

Initially, their explanations bore little relation to the facts of the lives of children in 

orphanages because scientists had not bothered to find out about orphanage life or 

about the comings and goings of children in institutions. 

There was much to be learned from the ways these technologies failed to fit 

the children in orphanages. Their findings called into question the middle-class 

assumption that a bed, clothing and the rudiments of education (with prayer and hard 

work) were adequate requisites of the normal child. Scientists came to recognize that 

a child's social and emotional needs could not be met in the kinds of institutions 

provided for children in the United States. 

In order to focus on the use of subjects in this research I examined three 

different viewpoints of scientists: their views of the orphanage, of the children and of 

their own science. Lack of information and sentiment clouded scientists' view of the 

orphanage. Rather than examining children's lives more closely, scientists used 

nineteenth-century ideas about children in poverty to interpret twentieth-centu.ry 

observations. In effect this reified a very old and stigmatizing set of ideas about the 

poor, providing a twentieth-century scientific underpinning for them. Researchers 

made use of children in orphanages at times when parents would not allow their own 

children to be used. Thus, study of social scientists' responses to orphans in the past 
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illuminates something about our moral system; we seem to have different categories 

of children. Children in orphanages were available to be used. 

As this research took place, findings caused scientists to modify their views of 

children in orphanages and caused orphanage workers to modify their treatment of 

children. By the 1940s many more normal children were placed in families. 

Epilogue 

It may seem surprising that little in today's codes of ethics for experimentation 

on children has come about as a result of public reaction to scientific work carried 

out in orphanages. Medical research in children's institutions today deemed unethical 

were studies such as those of hepatitis and radiation in which severely mentally 

retarded children were used as subjects. 

Today's codes of ethics for experimentation using children as subjects were 

written following public outrage with fetal research and with research on hepatitis 

using retarded children as subjects. In the past these would be called deserving 

children. That is, they were vulnerable through no fault of their own. They merited 

our protection and charity. In contrast, it is possible that children who lived in 

orphanages during the years 1900 to 1945 were considered to be members of the 

undeserving poor. It was noted that research using them as subjects was generally 

approved of by people. This suggests the possibility that people have thought in a 

different way about children in orphanages. 
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In the study of children in orphanages there are several issues that suggest 

topics for discussion of orphans of the AIDS epidemic today. They include: 

1. The possibility of exploitation or use by social scientists and physicians. 

There may be keen interest in studying children of the AIDS epidemic because there 

are relatively few of these children. There may be few people interested in raising 

objections to potentially unethical uses of them. 

2. The evidence of stigma. Children of the AIDS epidemic may come from 

backgrounds of poverty, they may be minority children. they may be children in the 

child welfare system. That is, they may belong to groups traditionally called 

undeserving. 

3. The persistence of a culture of blame. There is a long tradition of 

separating a child from a family rather than helping the family keep the child. 

4. The existence of sentimental attitudes toward orphans. It has always been 

more interesting to Americans to build orphanages, which are monuments to orphans, 

than to consider helping extended families, for example, black grandmothers, who 

care for most of the orphans in our society. 

5. The use of a test as a gatekeeper. Today a medical test for AIDS can 

prevent or facilitate the placement of children into families or can be used to 

warehouse children in institutions, in a similar way the test of intelligence was used 

earlier in this century. 
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spiritea defence of the movement by its advocates, and invidious comparisons of social 

conditions in:the Dominion and Great Britain by Canadlans.20 

Moreover, In addition to isolation the Immigrant child countered persecution and 

ostracism. The Doyle report quoted thQ complaints of 'S. M." whose young voice, no 

longer silenced, wu wise beyond her years. 

As long ss 1t'l8'J bring our poor children to be pounded half to death and 

slave to the utmost •. • I was not going to be told 1.hat I was glad t0 com:e 

to Cenada for I was half-starved, and was picked off the streets in Londo,, 

and m; parents were drunkards. Dear Sir, nobody knows what a 9irt has 
I ' 

' ' 

t0 put up with that comes from the Old Country, for they know we have no 

par~ tc take cur part and 1hey do as th81/ lffe." 

Another home girl, dfscont&nt with her lot in life proved 'troublesome• aryd badly 

wanted to retum to her father in england who could cnly support himseif and his two 

son.s7 and ~ose wife was an alcoholic in a wor1<house. Mtllle FaJrbanks, had been 

. advel'tised for adoption in 1he WeeklyGlobg. Ontario, in August, 1889. Another _gil\ Ann 
i 

Scanlon, desperate to return to her father who had rid himself of her, proved such 'a bad 

case• that s~e was returned to England eft:el' having been pJaced unsatisfactorily iix 

times.22 

I 

For other chJ1dren the wrenching separation fi'om a sibling meant ttiat they would 
I 

rarely, If wer, see them again for contact was almost invariably tost Even Harry :Dowson 

and ·his twin 'were separated. as were the Butts chIIdren who were brought to Canada 
I 

by Charlotte Alexander in the 1880s. The four Butts chlldren had been adve,:tfsed by 

• 
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relatives after the bresk-up of tne family due to mother's death and father's gambling 

debts, They. we!"$ separated variously in England and Canada.~ Thus, the original 

separation from parents and homeland or from the Home in England was reinforced. 

Oomestic servan1s were always scarce, and their presence not only reli~ the 

femaJe family members of·undeslrable tasks but also confirmed the family's social 
I 

. standing. Home girls were in derr.and but were helpless not only against seduction but 

also the narrow confines of soda! mcpectations set for them as househof q helps. 

' Dom~c serACt3 was no less rigorous an occupation than agricuttural s~ce but 

: opportunities for mobility, sett-expression, and variety were far fewer. Domestic service 

· ~ based on the presumption that all dependent gfris, whether Canadian or immigrant, 

were tam~entally suited for and socially bom Into such msk:s. ~ 

In 1902, Annie Garwood was returned to her receiving home by a h1gtily r~arded 

. Marifime fartjlly beca11se she was pregnant. The family had left on an extended trlp 

· leaving her alone with the hired hand. The remark macte of her • and not the pi-adat~ 

hired hand - was that 9the girf ls not bad - only week and 1'00lish an~ rather 
., 

lrresponS1ble. • Two years later, fourteen year old Alice Britnell was St:;11t a19ne from 
I 

I • i 
NfN/ Brunsw.ick to Winnipeg becalJse she was pregnant by a son trorr. the household 

. where She was placeo. GJadys Hunt was harrassed by her master bur felt It impossible 
I 

I I 

to share hei- ordeal with anyone and Instead locked herself in ht-':r room coristanUy, 

abject and afraid. The Saint John Stat. 13 November 1907, report&ld the case of a-man 

who had "carnal l<nowl$dge• of twelve year old Ada Francis and wno skipped ball and 

was not rea,rested. • 
f 

I 
I 

• 
1. 

I 
I 
I 
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REPORT CALLS FOR NATIONAL LEADERSHIP TO MEET NEEDS 
OF ORPHANS OF THE HIV/ AIDS EPIDEMIC 

New Statistics for Six U.S. Cities; Recommendations for 
Services, Policy & Legal Changes 

New York, NY, March 29, 1994 •· One of the most far-reaching and least 

confronted tragic legacies of the HIV/ AIDS epidemic is the growing number of 

youngsters whose parents are dying of the disease. A new 64-page report, "Orphans of 

the HIV Epidemic: Unmet Needs in Six U.S. Cities," describes the complex needs of 

these vulnerable children and teenagers, as well as those of their existing families and 

new guardians. The report was produced by The Orphan Project, which is a 

foundation-supported research project administered by the Fund for the City of New 

York. 

The report, written by Carol Levine, Executive Director, and Gary Stein, Policy 

Director, of The Orphan Project, is the first nationwide analysis of the choices, or lack 

of choices, facing family members and service providers. "Just as the unmet health 

care needs of people with AIDS highlighted the gaps in our health care system, the 

unmet needs of children and adolescents orphaned by AIDS point out with stunning 
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clarity the gaps and even irrationalities in our child welfare and family support 

systems," said Ms. Levine. "Familly members and service providers have told us what 

needs to be fixed. Their stories, described in eight personal and organizational profiles 

in our report, are compelling eviidence that there are some actions that can make a 

difference. Now we need national leadership, as well as the political will and the 

resources, to carry out our nation's shared responsibilities to these vulnerable 

children." 

The report describes, for iinstance, how the death of a parent with AIDS cuts off 

youngsters and their new guardi1ans from AIDS-related benefits, including rent 

subsidies and homemaker servic(:s at a very vulnerable time in their lives. It relates 

how a relative who is willing to take on the responsibility for the care of one or more 

children is penalized financially for becoming a legal guardian. It explores the ways in 

which the traditional mission of agencies to protect children from abuse and neglect 

inhibits families from seeking voluntary placement in times oJ illness for feat that they 

will lose their children. "Systellils that are supposed to help families and children 

sometimes work against each other and against the best interests of the child," said Mr. 

Stein. 

First-time Statistics for Newark,, Miami, San Juan, Los Angdes, W asbiogto14 DC 

"Here in New York the number of children whose parents have already died of 

AIDS or are living with the disc~e is already reaching staggering proportions,,. said 

Ms. Levine. By the year 2000 in this city alone, 15,000 children aged 0 to 12 and 
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15,000 teenagers aged 13 to 17 will have lost their mothers to AIDS. "But this is not 

just a New York City problem," she said. "Statistics for the other five cities in our 

study - Newark, NJ; Miami, FL; San Juan, PR; Los Angeles, CA; and Washington, 

DC - are equally devastating, given the smaller population in these areas. It is 

especially important to recognize that children in these six cities account for 60 percent 

of our nationwide estimate of 72,000 to 125,000 orphans by the year 2000. This means 

that 40 percent arc in other cities, small towns, suburban areas, and rural areas, where 

services may be scarce." 

The estimates were developed by David Michaels, Ph.D., an epidemiologist at 

the City University of New York Medical School, who is currently spending a year in 

Washington as a Robert Wood Johnson Health Policy Fellow working with Congress 

on health care reform. Estimates for the U.S. and for New York City were published 

in the Journal of the American Medical Association (December 23, 1992). This report 

presents for the first time statistics for five other U.S. cities. 

Dr. Michaels emphasized that the estimates are very conservative; they include 

only children and teens whose mothers have died, not those whose fathers have died 

(no data are available) and not those in families with a living HIV-infected parent. 

"The Centers for Disease Control recently reported that heterosexual transmission is 

increasing at a higher-than-predicted rate in the U.S. This means that the number of 

HIV-infected women continues to grow steadily, leading to a future in which even 

more children will lose a caregiving parent," he said. "The good news that AZT seems 

to reduce HIV transmission to newborns is unfortunately accompanied by the bad 



news that infants spared from AIDS will still be orphaned." 

The medium-range estimates for the six cities are: 

New York City: 
Newark: 
Miami: 
San Juan: 
Los Angeles: 
Washington, DC: 

30,000 
7,200 
4,900 
4,200 
1,900 
1,400 

{15,000 children, 
(4,700 children, 
{3,200 children, 
{2,900 children, 
{1,200 children, 

{900 children, 

The Care and Custody of Orphaned Children 

15,000 adolescents) 
2,500 adolescents) 
1,700 adolescents) 
1,300 adolescents) 

700 adolescents) 
500 adolescents) 
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Most orphaned youngsters are not HIV-infected but are at high risk for a range 

of behavioral and psychological problems. Although they require a broad range of 

services, including health care, the most urgent needs are for mental health services, 

including bereavement counseling; transitional services for the reorganized family to 

help overcome the loss of AIDS-related benefits following the parent's death; legal 

services to implement custody plans; housing subsidies; and appropriate evaluations by 

juvenile justice and school staff to community-based services. 

The report profiles four innovative and successful service models: The Special 

Needs Clinic at the Columbia-Presbyterian Medical Center in New York City; the 

Children's Programs at the St. Francis Center in Washington, DC; the AIDS Resource 

Foundation for Children in Newark, NJ; and the Department of Pediatrics at the 

University of Miami School of Medicine. Nevertheless, the needs of the majority of 

well children orphaned by AIDS have not been met either by AIDS-specific services 

focused on their parents or siblings or by general child welfare and youth 

organizations. 



5 

"Family members and service providers are struggling to find solutions to very 

complex and difficult situations concerning children. All too often the existing legal 

and social service systems are not flexible enough to meet the needs of this new 

population," said Ms. Levine. In the policy arena, the report urges foster care agencies 

to develop flexible and supportive programs for voluntary placement of children 

during periods such as a parent's hospitalization. When the parent regains good 

health, the children would be returned. Following the parent's death, the children 

would continue in foster care, with the ideal outcome being adoption or legal 

guardianship. 

"Because foster care has developed largely as a way to protect children in 

abusive or neglectful home situations, removal of children from the home is often 

necessary. Yet in many families affected by AIDS the problem is not abuse or neglect. 

Because many families fear that the agency will keep their children, they are reluctant 

to seek services in times of illness" said Mr. Stein. ''Families need more voluntary 

programs explicitly committed to flexibility and maintaining the parent in control as 

long as possible." One model is the Early Permanency Planning Project of the New 

York City Child Welfare Administration (CWA). 

The current crisis has also highlighted a problem in policies that govern placing 

children with relatives. Although in some cases there is no relative willing or able to 

take some or all of the children, even when family members are available, the financial 

burden of assuming care for several children may be too great. The children then 

become at risk for foster care placement with non-relatives. Even in states that 
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subsidize some types of kinship foster care (New York, California, and Illinois), the 

kinship foster parent does not have legal custody of the child and cannot make many 

important decisions, such as decisions about the child's medical care. 

"Family members are the traditional source of substitute care for orphaned 

children," said Mr. Stein. "Public policies should support viable family arrangements, 

financially if necessary, and certainly with social services and counseling, to ensure 

stability and continuity of care." To do this, the report recommends the creation of 

subsidies for low-income guardians, which will require new authorizing legislation at 

federal and state levels. 

Furthermore, the report urges states to pass new laws that enable terminally ill 

parents to appoint standby guardians. Standby guardianships permit parents to have 

continued custody and control of their children for as long as their health permits and 

facilitate transition to legal guardianship after they die. These laws should not, 

however, jeopardize the guardian's eligibility for foster care subsidies. In New York 

State, for instance, a legal guardian is not entitled to such subsidies. "In this instance, 

as in so many others, laws that encourage what is in the child's best interests -- a long­

term, stable relationship, in which the guardian has legal responsibilities and rights -­

present financial disincentives for potential guardians who simply cannot afford to 

assume that responsibility without help," said Mr. Stein. 

Much of the burden of care falls on grandmothers and aunts. "If we are going 

to lean on women to take care of children and grandchildren, we have to make it 

easier for them," said Ruth Bezares, founder of Mothers of Children with AIDS and 
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the caregiver for her five-year-old granddaughter following her daughter's death from 

AIDS. Ms. Bezares, one of four family members profiled in the report, strongly urges 

consultation with the affected family members. "Programs have to make sense to the 

people they are serving. Service providers, hospitals, social workers and doctors ... 

have to provide a service based on what we tell them our needs are, not based on some 

model that was created for other purposes." 

The report is based in part on a meeting of representatives from the six cities, 

as well as from federal and national agencies. The meeting was supported by grants 

from the American Foundation for AIDS Research (AmFAR} and the Prudential 

Foundation. Production of the report was supported by a contribution from the 

Johnson & Johnson Family of Companies and additional funds from the Prudential 

Foundation. 
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