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Abstract

Adoption is a topic of crucial importance both to those directdy involved and to
society. Yet, at this writing, the federal government collects no comprehensive
national statistics on adoption. The purpose of this article is to address what we do
know, what we do not know, and what we need to know about the statistics on
adoption. The article provides an overview of adoption and describes data available
regarding adoption arrangements and the characteristics of parents who relinquish
children, of children who are adopted or in substitute care, and of adults who seek
to adopt. Recommendations for future data collection are offered, including the
establishment of a national data collection system for adoption statistics.

doption is an issue of vital importance for all persons involved in
the adoption triangle: the child, the adoptive parents, and the
birthparents. According to national estimates, one million chil-
dren in the United States live with adoptive parents,! and from 2%1-2 1o

4% of American families include an

adopted child.

Adoption is most important for infertile couples seeking children and

children in need of parents. Yet adoption issues also have consequences
for the larger society in such areas as public welfare and mental health.
Additionally, adoption can be framed as a public health issue, particularly
in light of increasing numbers of pediatric AIDS cases and concerns
regarding drug-exposed infants, and “boarder” babies available for adop-

tion. Adoption is also often supported as an alternative to aboruon.

Limitations of Available
Data

Despite the importance of adoption to
many groups, it remains an under-
researched area and a topic on which the
data are incomplete. Indeed, at this writ-
ing, no comprehensive national data on
adopuon are collected by the federal gov-
ernment. Through the Children’s Bureau
and later the Natdonal Center for Social
Statistics (NCSS), the federal government

collected adoption data periodically be-
tween 1944 and 1957, then annually from
1957 o 1975, States voluntanly reported
summary statistics on all types of finalized
adoptions using data primarily drawn
from court records. The number of states
and territories parucpating in this report-
Ing system varied from vear to vear, rang-

ing from a low of 22in 1944 10 o high of

52 during the carlv 196054 This data col-
lection effort ended in 1975 with the dis-
solution of the NCSS.
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More recently, the federal government
has undertaken several data collection ef-
forts of a more limited scope.5 Since 1983,

- the American Public Welfare Association
(APWA) has been funded by the Admini-
stration for Children and Families
(ACF)—formerly the Office of Human
Development Services—to collect na-
tional data on adoption and substitute

« care through the Voluntary Cooperative
Information Svstem (VCIS). Although the
‘establishment of this ongoing data collec-
tion svstem is a positive step, it is still lim-
ited in that all reporting is voluntary and
often incomplete, and states use their own
definittons when reporting data. Addition-
ally, the VCIS includes data only on those
children who are in, or have passed
through, the public child welfare system.6
Most of these children are adopted
through public agencies, which handled
only 39% of all unrelated domestic adop-
tions or 19% of total domestic adoptions
in 1986. Private agency adoptions are only
occasionally voluntarily reported by states,
and independent adopuons are not re-
ported in any way.

The National Center for State Courts
(NCSC) was funded by the Children’s Bu-
reau to administer the Adoption Informa-
tion Improvement Project (AIIP) in order
to assess the feasibility of, and protocol
for, collection of national adoption data.
To locate sources of adoption informa-
tion and reporting ability, state data on
the number of legalized adoptions are
obtained from social service agencies, bu-
reaus of vital records, and courts. This
project has demonstrated wide variations
in record-keeping procedures (even
among agencies within the same state)
which make estimating total adoptions
difficult.?

Private organizations such as the Na-
tional Council for Adoption (NCFA)—for-
merly the National Committee for
Adoption—also collect voluntary data on
adoption. The NCFA collected state data
in 1982 and 1986. Although these data
offer much of the most current informa-
tion available on adoption in the United

States, they are also incomplete. While
some data were provided by every state and
the District of Columbia, data on all re-
quested items was provided by only 22
states. (An additional 16 states reported
data on more than half of the requested
items.) Because of the wide varation in
state adoption data (as noted above),
some data were estimated and some par-
tial counts or undercounts are suspected.8

As these recent data collection efforts
suggest, the source of adoption statistics
affects the inclusiveness and the complete-
ness of the data. This may be especially
apparentin the case of independentadop-
tions. If adoption agencies must be relied
upon as a major source of adoption stats-
tics, an underrepresentation of inde-
pendent adoptions may result because
these arrangements do not fall under the
auspices of the reporting agencies.

Other information regarding adop-
tion must be drawn from a variety of re-
search studies targeting or including
adoption issues as part of their focus. Small
samples, which are not representative of
the American populaton as a whole, are
informative in providing information on
various aspects of the adoption process.
However, they do not allow national esti-
mates to be made regarding statistics on
various aspects of adoption. Also, research
findings from these studies can be mislead-
ing if inappropriate generalizations are
made about the larger population not rep-
resented by the study at hand.

Other data come from national sur-
veys, such as the National Survey of Family
Growth (NSFG), the National Survey of
Families and Households (NSFH), and
the National Health Interview Survey
(NHIS), which focus on various aspects of
fertility-related behaviors, health, or fam-
ily life. The recent addition of adoption
questions in such large-scale surveys is a
useful step in the data collection process;
however, these surveys are primarily tar-
geted at gathering a variety of informa-
tion rather than focusing specifically on
adoption. Additionally, they permit only
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Figure 1

estimates of statistical information regard-
ing adoption. This may be problematic in
that adoption, like abortion, may be un-
derreported in such self-report surveys.
Also, because adoption is a relatively rare
event, the number of adoptions included
even in these national surveys is so small
that some statistical analyses cannot be
performed reliably.

In light of this lack of comprehensive
statistical informaton, there has been a
movement toward the reinstatement of a
national data collection system which will
eventually replace the VCIS. Section 9943
of the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation
Act (OBRA) of 1986 (Public Law 99-509)
added section 479 to Tide IV-E of the
Social Security Act requiring the federal
government to develop a national report-
ing system on adoption and foster care.
An Advisory Committee on Adoption and
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Foster Care Information was established,
and its recommendations, as well as those
of the Secretary of the Department of
Health and Human Services (DHHS) and
information provided by the AIIP, re-
sulted in DHHS-proposed regulations for
program implementation as published in
the Federal Register on September 27,
1990.9 This data collection system was 10
be implemented by October 1991 but, as
of this writing, is still not functioning.

An Overview of Adoption
in the United States

In actual practice, adoption encompasses
two different types of arrangements. It oc-
curs through both formal and informal
processes. Formal adoption occurs when a
legal recognition of a parental relation-
ship is made. Informal adoption occurs

National Estimates: Total Number of Adoptions, 1944-1990"
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‘The data on the above graph were drawn from various sources which relied on different data
collection techniques. Also, the completeness of reported data varied from year to year. Thus, a rigid
integration of adoption trends from these estimates should be avoided.

**Domestic adoptions only

Source: For 1944-1975 estimates, see Maza, P. Adoption Trends: 1944-1975. Child Welfare Research
Notes #9, Washington, DC: Administration for Children, Youth, and Families, 1984. For 1982 and 1986
estimates, see National Commitiee for Adoption, Washington, DC. 1989 Adoption Factbook. Wash-
ington, DC: NCFA, 1989. The 1987 and 1990 estimates are from forthcoming data provided by the
Natonal Center for State Courts.
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when the birthmother allows another per-
son (or persons), usually another family
member, to take parental responsibility
for her child without obtaining legal ap-
proval or recognition of that arrange-
ment.!0 Informal adoption arrangements
involving networks of real and fictive kin
appear to be widespread in the black com-
munity.!! However, there is a marked lack
of information about the prevalence and
particularities of such arrangements.
Therefore, the data presented here deal
only with formal adoption as practiced in
the United States.

An examination of national estimates
of the number of formal adoptions reveals
that there were 50,000 total adoptions in
1944 (see figure 1). The number of adop-
tions steadily increased, hitting a peak of
175,000 in 1970, then declining to 104,088
domestic adoptions in 1986, according to
NCFA data.?8 (See box 1 for an overview
of 1986 data.) Based on AIIP dawa, there
were an estimated 118,529 total adoptions
in the United States in 1990.12

For a more complete picture of adop-
von in the United States, the number of
total formal adoptions must be divided

Box 1

into two categories: related adoptions and
unrelated adoptions. Related adoptions
include stepparent adoptions and those
cases in which a child is adopted by a
nonparent relative. Such adoptions may
often formalize a preexisting parenting
arrangement for the child. Unrelated
adoptions are those in which a nonrelative
child is adopted. Therefore, unrelated
adoptions are more likely to involve a real
change in parenting for the child with the
establishment of new parenting and sib-
ling relatvonships for the child and the
adoptive family.

The number of related adoptions in-
creased from 38,200 in 1951 to 91,141 in
1982 (see figure 2).48 However, according
to NCFA data, this number dropped
markedly to 52,931 in 1986.8 Because the
majority of related adoptions involve step-
parents (primarily stepfathers) adopting a

stepchild, this drop may be a reflection of

the decreasing rates of remarriage in the
United States!3 or may indicate that fewer
stepparent families are undertaking for-
mal adoption.

During that same time period, the
number of unrelated adoptions increased

Numbers of Adoptions and Adoption Arrangements for 1986

Number of Percent Percent of
domestic of total unrelated
adoptions domestic domestic

Total domestic adoptions 104.088
Related adoptions 52,031
Unrelated adoptions 51,157

Unrelated placements
Public agency 20,064
Private agency 15063

Individually arranged 16.040

Infant adoptions

(under 2 years of age)® 24,589
Special needs adoptions® 13,568
International odoptionsb 10.019

adoptions adoptions

50.9% —
49.1%

19.3% 39.2%
14.5% 29.4%
15.4% 31.4%

48.1%
26.5%
16.4%

a The categories of infant and special needs adoptions are not mutually exclusive
and may include some of the same children.

b Domestic unrelated adoptions plus foreign adoptions total to 61,176 unrelated
adoptions occurting in 1986. The table above includes only domestic adoptions for

all other values.

Source: National Committee for Adoption, 1989 Adoption Factbook. Washington, DC:

NCFA, 1989.
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Figure 2

from 33,800 in 1951 to a high of 89,200 in
1971. That number then declined to
49,700 in 1974 and has remained close to
the 50,000 mark since that time.4 In 1986,
the number of unrelated domestic adop-
tions occurring in the United States was
51,157.8 Thus, these latest estimates reveal
arather even division between related and
unrelated adoptions.

Adoption Arrangements

The means by which adoptive placements
are made have also undergone a greatdeal
of change during the past four decades (as
shown in figure 3). In 1951, 18% of unre-
lated adoptions were arranged through
public agencies, 29% were arranged
though private agencies, and 53% were
independently arranged (meaning a third
party, such as a doctor, attorney, or mem-
ber of the clergy, handled adoption ar-
rangements between the birthmother and
the adoptive parents). The percentage of
adoptons arranged through public agen-
cies increased slowly and has more than
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doubled since that time. This percentage
has remained relatively stable at 38% or
39% since 1972.48

Private agency adoptions also in-
creased, accounting for 40% or more of
all unrelated adoptions from 1962
through 1973. However, since 1973, the
percentage of private agency adoptions

‘has declined, returning to 29% in 1986.4.8

The percentages of independently ar-
ranged adoptions declined toalow of 21%
of all unrelated adoptions in 1971 and
1972 then fluctuated, rising to 31% in
1986. However, this is still a substantially
lower percentage of placements than were
independently arranged in 1951.48 The
decline in independent adoptions reflects
actions undertaken by states to clarify
placement regulations after groups such
as the Child Welfare League of America
expressed concern over problems with in-
dependent adoptions. Additionally, Sen-
ate hearings during the early 1950s on
black market adoptions also brought at-

- Related and Unrelated Domestic Adoptions, 1951-1986
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tention to the issue of agency versus inde-
pendent adoption.4

Thus, recent estimates indicate that al-
most two-fifths (39%) of all unrelated do-
mestic adoptions are handled by public
agencies. Independently arranged adop-
tions and those handled by private agen-
cies account for similar percentages of
unrelated domestic adoptions (31% and
29%, respectively). Of the 104,088 total
domestic adoptions occurring during
1986, 19.3% were unrelated adoptions ar-
ranged by public agencies, 14.5% were
unrelated adoptions arranged by private
agencies, and 15.4% were unrelated adop-
tions which were arranged by private indi-
viduals. The other 50.9% of adoptions

.were related adoptions.?

Disrupted Arrangements

Disrupted adoptons are those in which
the child is removed from the home be-
fore the adoption is'legalized. This is con-
trasted to adoptive dissolution, or the
breaking of already legalized adoptions.
There are no national estimates available

Figure 3

on the numbers or percentages of dis-
rupted or dissolved adoptions. Instead,
informatuon on adoption disruption
comes from a variety of studies. Thus, esti-
mates of the number of disrupted adop-
tions vary widely based on the population
sampled and the calculation techniques
used; however, research indicates that dis-
ruption rates are increasing.

One review of the literature on adop-
tion disruption suggests that this is a re-
flection of the concentration in the
pre-1970 research on placements of very
young, nonhandicapped, white children.
Of such adoptions, only 1.9% disrupted.14
More recently, with the emphasis on
placement of children with special needs
{as discussed below), higher rates of dis-
ruption are reported, ranging widely from
3% 10 53% depending on the group being
studied and the calculating techniques
being used.11.15> “Current estimates indi-
cate thatapproximately 10% to 13% of all
adoptive placements disrupt.”16 Place-
ments of older children and children with
records of more previous placements and

by Percentage

Placement Arrangements of Unrelated Adoptions, 1951-1986
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longer stays in the foster system are more
likely to disrupt.14

Although accurate figures are also not
available on what happens to children af-
ter adoptive disruption, it does appear that
many do go on to a successful adoptive
placement.14 This implies that it is crucial
that children be moved through the place-
ment system as quickly as possible, rather
than kept in the system for extended peri-
ods. These figures also suggest that a dis-
rupted adoption does not mean that the
child is “not adoptable.” Rather, it implies
that adoptive parents should be fully in-
formed and prepared for the challenges
that adoptions of such children might
pose.

Relinquishment of
Children for Adoption

Data on women who voluntarily relinquish
their children for adopton are rather lim-
ited, and our knowledge of relinquish-
ment must be pieced together from a
variety of sources. Demographic research
indicates that women who choose to make
an adoption plan are often from back-
grounds of higher socioeconomic status
and express higher educational aspira-
tions than their counterparts who choose
to parent their child. Additonally, women
who relinquish their babies tend to come
from intact families which are supportive
of the placement decision and have not
experienced teenage pregnancies of other
women in the family. The child’s father
also has a strong influence on the young
woman'’s decision. 17

—
Most unmarried mothers choose to
parent their child. Indeed, the percentage
of premarital births being placed for
adoption has declined over the past two
decades.

e ]

Infants (particularly healthy white in-
fants) are more in demand than older
children in the adoption “market.” The
majority of children placed for adoption
are placed before age one (819%). and 86%
are under two years of age.! Data gathered
by the NCFA show that almost half (24,589
or 48.1%) of the unrelated domestic adop-
tons completedin 986 imvolved children
under the age of two ®
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The vast majority of children placed
for adoption are, and traditionally have
been, premarital births. According to the
1982 National Survey of Family Growth
(NSFG), 88% of all babies placed for adop-
tion are born to never-married mothers.
Six percent of placements are by pre-
viously married mothers, and 6% are
placed by currently married women.?2

Nonetheless, most unmarried mothers
choose to parent their child. Indeed, the
percentage of premarital births being
placed for adoption has declined over the
past two decades (see figure 4). Before
1973, almost 9% of all premarital births
were placed for adoption. For premantal
births occurring from 1973 through 1981,
this percentage decreased to 4%; for births
from 1982 through 1988, it decreased even
further to 2%.18

The data reveal that this decrease has
largely been the result of declining per-
centages of white women placing their
children for adoption. Relinquishment of
premarital births among blacks has consis-
tently been very low (less than 2%). How-
ever, among whites, over 19% of all
premarital births were relinquished be-
fore 1973, but just over 3% were relin-
quished from 1982 through 1988.

Several other childbearing trends have
been tied to the decline in the number of
infants placed for adopton. Some have
argued that the increase in abortions per-
formed each vyear after the 1973 Roe v.
Wadedecision may account, in part, for the
decline. However, the numbers of abor-
dons leveled off during the 1980s, remain-
ingaround 1.5 to 1.6 million per year from
1979 through 1988.19 Because declines in
relinquishment rates continued during
the 1980s, this suggests that factors other
than aboruon resulted in this trend.

[nterestingly, this decline is occurnng
even though birthrates are increasing
among unmarried women.?0 Fewer pre-
marital conceptions are being lcgiLimatcd
by marriage before birth.2! Additionally,
trends in earlier sexual initavon among
teenagers?2 combined with later mar-
n'agt:s13 result in more unmarried women
being exposed to the risk of pregnancy for
longer periods of ume.

The increase in the munber of unmar-
ried mothers coupled with high divorce
rates has resulied in a sitnation where
single-parent familics make up an increas-
ing proportion of all American families. Tt
is estimated thar at Teast one-hadf of all
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children will spend part of their childhood
inasingle-parent family.23 Greater support
(both social and financial) may exist for
such families from parents and society.
Peer pressure may even contribute to some
young unmarried mothers choosing to
parent their child.24 Taken together, these
trends suggest changing attitudes toward
single mothersand adecrease in the stigma
of unwed motherhood in recent years.
. Additionally, some have observed that
pregnancy counselors may not emphasize
the adoption option with young women.2>

Figure 4

Characteristics of
Adopted Children

Information regarding the characteristics
of children who are adopted is also lim-
ited. Data from the National Survey of
Family Growth and the National Health

“Interview Survey offer some characteristics

of children adopted over a period of
time.!2 However, data collected by the
American Public Welfare Association
through the Voluntary Cooperative Infor-
mation System (VCIS) provide the only
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national data available on characteristics
of children within the child welfare system
who are in the process of being adopted.

These data are divided into three adop-
tion statuses: children with finalized adop-
tions, children awaiting adoptive
placement, and children living in nonfinal-
ized adoptive homes (see table 1). VCIS
estimates indicate that approximately
19,000 children in substitute care had their
adopuons finalized in 1988. When final-
ized almost 50% of these children were
between the ages of 1 and 5 years with only
6.2% being less than 1 year old. The me-
dian age for these children was 4.8 years.
The majority of children who had finalized
adoptions in 1988 were white (60.7%).

In only 8% of all adoptions are
the parents and children of
different races.

About 23% were black, 9.4% were His-
panic, and 5.7% were of other racial/cth-
nic backgrounds. Additionally, almost 60%
of these children had one or more “special
needs"—such as older age, physical dis-
abilities, or emotional or behavioral prob-
lems—which could result in their being
more difficult 1o place for u(lnp(ion.“

Of these children 40% were adopted
by people not related to them, while an
additional 37% were adopted by unrelated
former foster parents. Only 13.6% of these
children were adopted by relatves. For
more than 9% of these children, their
relationship to the adoptive parent(s) was
unknown.b

The characterisucs of the esumated
18,000 children awaiting adoptive place-
mentatthe end of FY 1988 were somewhat
different trom those of the adopted group.
The median age of this group was higher
at 8.3 years. A higher percentage of these
children were bluck (39.1%), and a higher
percentage had one or more special needs
(63.5%). Almost 55% ot these children
had been waiting two or more vears to be
placed for adoption 6

Transracial Adoption

Federally published estimares on orans-
racial adoption were lastaviilable i 1975,
Yet, in that vear, fewer than half the states
even reported data on vransracial adop-
liull\‘f—’“ A more recent estimate of nmns-
racial adoption s derved from the 1057
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National Health Interview Survey
(NHIS).! These data are limited to adop-
tions in which the child was still living in
the adoptive mother’s household at the
time the information was gathered.

According to these data, 92% of all
adoptions involve an adoptive mother and
child of the same race. Of all adoptions,
85% involve white mothers and children,
6% involve black mothers and children,
and 1% involve mothers and children of
other racial/ethnic backgrounds.

In only 8% of all adoptions are the
parents and children of different races.
An analysis of these transracial adoptions
reveals that most instances involve white
women adopting children of other races.
White women adopting black children
accounted for 1% of all adoptions, and
white adoption of children of races
other than white or black accounted for
5% of all adoptions. Mothers of other
races adopting white children ac-
counted for only 2% of all adoptions.
Because these estimates no doubt in-
clude foreign-born children, the actual
incidence of transracial adoption among
children born in the United States may
be very low indeed. !

International Adoption

Agency-sponsored adoption of children
from foreign countnes began after World
War II with the adopuon by US. citizens
of European and Japanese children. Dur-
g the mid-1950s, in response to the num-
ber of children orphaned in the Korean
War, the Republic of Korea (South Korea)
became, and has remained, the major
source of foreign adoptions in the United
States. However, under pressure from Ko-
rean officials, the number ot adoptions of
children from Korea dechmed during the
late 1980s.27 In recent vears, other coun-
uries such as Colombia, Peru, India, the
Philippines, and Romama have provided
many children for adoption by American
parents.

According 1o NCFA data, there were
10,019 foreign adoptions in calendar vear
1986, ;n:cmui[ing for 16.4% ot allunrelated
adoptions occurting e that vear. More
than 60% of these children were infants
under one vear of age S The avatlabnliy of
mfants makes foragn adoptions especiallv
attractive to many adopters,

During FY 1991 there were 9,008 for-

cign adoptions i the United States (see
table 2y More than 6070 (or D109y ol
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Table 1

Selected Characteristics of Children in the Public' Child Welfare System
by Placement Status of Child at the End of Fiscal Year 1988

Characteristic Finalized Awaiting Living in
Adoptions Adoptive Nonfinalized
Placement Adoptive Home
(in percentages) '
Estimated Number of Children 19.000 18.000 17,000
Age 22y 22)* 3)°
Under 1 year 6.2 2.9 7.1
1-5 years 46.5 29.7 39.7
6-12 years 37.8 _ 442 40.0
13-18 years Q.0 21.9 12.5
19 and over 0.3 1.2 6.0
. Unknown _ 0.2 0.1 0.1
Race/Ethnicity 29" (26)° (26)°
Black 23.1 3.1 33.9
Hispanic 9.4 8.3 58
White 60.7 49.0 54.6
Others 57 29 4.3
Unknown 1.1 0.7 1.4
Special needs status (28)° @n- 20"
1 or more special needs 59.2 63.5 54.1
None 38.4 36.5 45.8
Unknown 2.4 0.0 0.1
Relationship to adoptive 22)°
parents
Relatives 13.6 N/A N/A
Unrelated former foster parents 36.9 N/A N/A
Unrelated others 40.2 N/A N/A
Unknown 9.3 N/A N/A
Length of time awaiting
adoptive placement @
0-6 months N/A 143 N/A
6-12 months N/A 14.5 N/A
1-2 years N/A : 15.6 N/A
2 of more years N/A 54.6 N/A
Unknown N/A 1.0 N/A

*Numbers in parentheses indicate the number of states reporting information on the child
charactenstic in the subcategory immediately below.

Source: Tatara, 1. Characteristics of Children in Substitute and Adoptive Care: A Statistical Summary
of the VCIS National Child Welfare Base. Washington, DC: American Public Welfare Association,
1992,
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Toble 2
) I_ntemotlonal Adophons Dunng FISCCII Year 1991
by_ Reglon and Couniry of’ Ongln -
Total foreign adoptions by American parents : 9.008
Breakdown by geographic region and country of
origin of children adopted by American parents
Europe 2,761
Romania 2.552
Other Europe 209
Asia 3,194
Korea 1,817
India : 448
Philippines 417
Other Asia 512
Africa 41
Ethiopia 18
Other Africa 23
Oceania 16
Kiribati 10
| Other Oceania 6
North America*® 1,047
Guatemala ' 324
Honduras 244
Other North America 479
i South America 1,949
Peru 722
Colombia 527
Other South America i 700
‘For the purposes of this survey, North America includes other countries in Central America,
the Caribbean Islands, Mexico. and Canada.

Source: U.S. Immigration and Naturalization Service. Statistical Yearbook of the Immugration and
Naturalization Service, 1991. Washington, DC: U.S. Government Printing Office. forthcoming.

these adoptions were also of children  Special Needs Children
under one year of age. However, in 1991,

the number of children from Romania
\Ln(‘)dulcd with Romania providing

552 children for adoption by U.S. par-
ents, a number far exceeding the 1,817
Rorecan children l(l()plul by Americans

e
durimge thar vear.

During the past decade, the federal gov-
ernment has placed a particular emphasis
on finding adopuve homes for all children
awaiting adoption in the Unired States,
Through the Adopuon Assistance and
Child Weltare Aer of 1980 (Pabhic |aw
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96-272), the federal government has
attempted to encourage the adoption of
children traditionally considered hard to
place through subsidies for persons who
adopt these children with “special needs.”
Such programs include in this category
older children (with age specified by each
state), minority children, members of a
sibling group, and children with medical
problems, as well as children with physical,
mental, or emotional disabilites.

In 1986, some 13,568 children with
special needs were adopted. These special
needs adoptions accounted for 26.5% of
all unrelated domestic adoptions.8 Al-
though some infants may be included in
this category, emphasis on children with
special needs is especially important in
llghl of the general decline in the availabil-
ity of infants for adoption. It calls attention
o the needs and availability of other chil-
dren and to the incenuves which might
make the option available to more adop-
tion seekers. Also. some evidence suggests
that preferential adopters (those with no
ferulity problems who adopt for religious,
social, or humanitarian reasons) may be
more likelv 10 select children with special
needs.29

Adoption Seeking

The exact number of persons seeking to
adopt a child is unknown at this time. The
only national estimates of adoption de-
mand based on direct measures of adop-
tion seekers are made from the 1988
National Survey of Family Growth
(NSFG) .30 In that survey, women 15 to 44
vears of age were asked if they had ever
sought to adopt a child. An estimated
2,031,000 women hud taken the initial step
of contacting an agency or lawyer. Al-
though 620,000 (or 31%) of these women
had actually adopted (some more than
once), only 204,000 (or approximately
10%) were currendy seeking to adopt a
child. Thus, more than 1.2 million had
never adopted and were no longer seeking
to do s0.31 Unforwnately, data are not
available regarding the reasons these
women did not adopt or why or at what
point they disengaged from the adoption
seeking process.3?

Average waiting times for adoption
cannotaccurately be determined from any
available information. However, the fig-
ures indicate that the number of women
seeking to adopt surpasses the annual
number of unrelated adoptions by a ratio

of 3.3 10 1. The investigators suggest that
their findings are “roughly comparable”
with earlier NCFA estimates of waiting pc-
riods of two or more years to adopt
healthy, white infants.

Characteristics of Adopters

In most adoptions, the adoptive mother is
between the ages of 25 and 34.1.2 For the
35 and over age group, adopting drops off
sharply. Additonally, almost all adopting
parents are married at the time of the
adoption. One national survey conducted
in 1982 found that more than Y9% of all
women who had adopted a child were
married at the time of the adopuon ®

However, the results of other studies
wtilizing a variety of much smaller, non-
representative samples have suggested
that the number of nonmarried persons
adopting has increased in vecent years,
One literature review addressing family
compuosition in adoptions occurring be-
tween 1970 and 1988 suggests thai, al-
though the percentage of single-parent
adoptions in the studies varies as a result
of the sampling strategies used by the vari-
ous researchers, the number of single-par-
ent adoptions has increased during the
past two decades. Estimates of the percent-
age of single persons completing adop-
tions range from 5% to 4% i research
conducted during the 1970s and from 8%
10 34% in 1980s’ studies. i

Most of these single adoptive parents
are female. Additionally, single adoptive
parents are more likely to adopt older chil-
dren than infants. They are also less likely
10 adopt members of a sibling group, less
likely to have been a foster parent wo the
adopted child, and tend to have lower
family incomes than couples who adopt.15

Addivonally, it appears that “marital
status has little, if any, effect on adoption
outcome as it relates to disrupted or intact
;1dop[ions.":"3 Thus, a recommendaton
may be supported to actively recruit single
adults as adopuve parents.!® This sugges-
don may be especially .1ppl()plmle in light
of the dcgrcasmg proporuon of infants
available for adoption, the current empha-
sis on special needs adoptions, and the
increasing proporton of single-parent
houscholds overall,

Race is also an important charactenstic
of those who adopt. According 1o 1987
NHIS daw, although never-married white
and black women are similar in their rates
of adopting children (1.8% and 1.5%, re-
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spectively), unrelated adoptions are more
common among white women while re-
lated adoptions appear to be somewhat
more common among blacks. Hispanic
women are much less likely ever to have
adopted any child than are their black or
white counterparts.!

Also, women reporting higher levels of
education or family income are signifi-
canty more likely to have adopted, espe-
cially unrelated children. However, these
data also suggest that related adoption
may be more common among those with
lower educational or income levels. Thus,
a relatonship may exist among race, pov-
erty, and educational status. Although
data clearly demonstrate that unrelated

As we approach the mid-1990s, the
nation still needs a comprehensive data
collection system at the federal level for
all legalized adoptions as well as
standardization of reporting.

adoptions occur more frequently among
whites and those of higher socioeconomic
status as measured by education and in-
come, they also suggest that adoptions
among persons of color and those with
lower educatuonal and income levels tend
to be adoptions of related children.!

Needs and Suggestions
for Future Data Collection

Maza emphasizes the need for reliable na-
uonal adopuon statisucs, including such
basic information as annual numbers of
adoptons, relinquishments, families wait-
ing to adopt (and the length of their
waits), disrupuons and dissolutions, the
numbers of adopted persons living in the
United States, and the characteristics of
those involved in the adoptive process.?
With the availability of information from
such sources as the American Public Wel-
fare Association’s Voluntary Cooperative
Information System (VCIS), inclusion of
adopton on national surveys, and data
collection ctforts of organizatons such s
the National Council for Adoption
(NCFA). the statstcal mformanon avail-
able on adoption has greatly improved.
However, as we approach the mid-1990s,
the nution sull needs o comprehensive
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data collection system at the federal level
for all legalized adoptions as well as stand-
ardization of reporting (see box 2). Na-
tional statistics on numbers and types of all
adoptions and placement arrangements
are necessary to identify and assess adop-
gon trends and outcomes.

Comprehensive national statistics
would furnish policymakers and practitio-
ners with solid information to facilitate
program planning, to develop policy, and
to design outcome evaluations of those
policies and practices. Such statistics
would include pertinent information
(such as numbers and characteristics,
including reason for relinquishment and
medical history) about the birthparents
who relinquish a child for adopuon, as
well as similar information (including
numbers and charactenstics such as any
special needs, permanency goals, and
placement history) about the children
who are relinquished.

Case-specific data (the tracking of in-
dividual cases) as opposed to summary
statistics would be especially useful in
providing information about children as
they enter and move through foster care
and adoptive processes. Data identifving
the point of relinquishment would be
very important given that the age at
which a child enters and leaves the sub-
stitute care system, as well as his or her
length of time within that svstem, has an
unpact on placementsuccess. Currently,
the available natonal survey data pro-
vide some information as to percentages
of relinquished children but do not pro-
vide information regarding the child’s
age at relinquishment or length of sy
within the svstem (although some
sources, such as the VCIS, offer some
aggregate information on this point for
certain groups). Such knowledge would
be benetficial in program planning and
outcome evaluation.

Also, more information regarding
those on the third side of the triangle, the
adoption seekers, is crucial to developing
a full picure of adopuon i the United
States. Unfortunately, tracing the move-
ment of adopuon scekers into and out of
the adopuon system is currently not possi-
ble. The collection of case-level data re-
garding adopuon secking would not only
provide needed intormation on waling
periods but could also offer some insight
into the reasons people stop sceking 1o
adopt. Some mayv stop becanse they con-
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Box 2

Adoption Information Needed on a National Level

Information regarding the number of adoptions
State maintenance of minimum adoption information data base
Uniform definitions and methods for tallying total adoptions
Systematic reporting of all adoptions to a responsible tederal agency with penalties for noncompliance
Case-specific data (confidentiality maintained)
Breakdown of placement arrangements (public, private, independent)
Data on relative versus nonrelative placements
Information regarding child characteristics
Numbers of children relinquished
Demographic information
Date of birth/age. racial and ethnic background. sex. religion, siblings
Special needs status (handicapped status as a separate category)®
Reasons for entry into substitute care
Length of time in substitute care system
Placement history
Current care arrangements
Available subsidies
Permanency goals (adoption, returning 1o birthparent, etc.)
Reasons for discharge from substitute care
Information regarding birthparents
Demographic information
Date of birth/age, racial and ethnic background. refigion. education, income, marital status
Reason for termination of parental rights for birthmother and biological father (voluntary versus court-ordered)
Other children born/fathered and their current care status
Medical history
Drug use/abuse, genetic information, prenatal care
Information regarding adoption seekers
Numbers of persons seeking to adopt
Numbers who successfully adopt
Movement into and out of the adoption seeking process and the reasons for those movements
Demographic information
Date of birth/age. sex, racial and ethnic background. religion. income, marital status
Characteristics of desired children
Previous relationships of adopted children with adoptive parents (relative. foster parent, unknown)
Waiting times for adoptions
Subsidies received
Previous adoptions/placements
Information regarding adoption outcome
Numbers of adopted persons
Demographic information
Age. sex, racial and ethnic background, religion, income, marital status
Characteristics of adoptive famity
Racial and ethnic background, religion, income, marital status
Disrupted adoptions
Dissolved adoptions
Postadoption services

* See Maza, P. Trends in National Data on the Adoption of Children with Handicaps. Journal of Children in
Contemporary Society (1990) 21.3-4:131.

** For other discussions of needs and suggestions for future national data collection efforts, see Maza. P. What We
Do—and Don’'t—Know About Adoption Statistics. Permanency Report, Child Weltare League of America. Perma-
nent Families for Children (Spring 1985) 3.2:5; Department of Health and Human Services. Title IV-B and Title IV-E of
the Social Security Act: Data Collection for Foster Care and Adoption. Federal Register (Thursday. September 27,
1990) 55,188:39540-3957 1; Administration for Children, Youth and Families/Office of Human Development Services.
Report on the Advisory Committee on Adoption and Foster Care Information (October 1, 1987), Washington, DC.
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ceive a child through natural means or the
use of various reproductive technologies;
some are successful in adopting; some are
rejected by agencies; and some may be
discouraged by the wait or the nonavail-
ability of children with certain charac-
tersucs.

In addition to data on the formation
of adoptive relationships, national data re-
garding disruption and dissolution of such
arrangements are also needed. These data
are especially crucial in light of the evi-
dence suggesting that disruptions are in-
creasing as more emphasis is placed on
special needs adoption.

Unless data on all adoptions
are collected, much important
information will be lost.

As discussed above, existing statistics
are drawn from a variety of sources with
the result being that many of the data are
scattered. Although the NCFA has done a
commendable job of compiling these sta-
ustics into one source book and collecting
data on adoption, the establishment of a
national reporting system would assign a
tederal governmental agency the task of
data collection and compilation of a com-
prehensive data base and publicaton se-
ries. This would provide convenient access
tosuch informaton by policymakers, prac-
utoners, researchers, and other mdividu-
als interested in adopuon while allowing
other organizations and agencies to direct
their resources toward goals other than
data collecuon, for example, more service-
onented endeavors such as education and
advocacy.

The recently legislated natonal data
collecuon system could be a very positive
step ifatis properly implemented.? Unlike
the NCSS and VCIS, this new federal Svs-
tem would gather needed case-level data.
Thus, 1t would be a more flexible dita
source in that some analyses would be pos-
sible thatare now precluded by the exist-
ing aggregate data which can be
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recombined only in limited ways.35 How-
ever, the regulations (as proposed) require
the reporting of only those adoptions with
public welfare implications. Data on pri-
vate and independent adoptions (60% of
all unrelated domestic adoptions and 30%
of total domestic adoptions in 19868) will
not be included unless voluntarily re-
ported by states. Unless data on all adop-
tions are collected, much important
information will be lost.

Such a national data base could also
provide a good starting point for a better
understanding of the dynamics of the
adoption process itself: how, why, and
when people enter, move through, and
exit the substitute care system as either
birthparents, children in need of care, or
adoptive or foster parents. Effects of the
adoption and substitute care process and
outcomes for all involved need to be more
fully understood. Such a data base would
also provide a starting point for analyzing
some current trends in adoption, such as
the increasing numbers of foster parent
adoptions and “open” acdoption arrange-
ments. Concewably, such a data base could
be expanded to include information
about “wrongful adoption™ and scarches
and reumons.

The implementation of a national data
base, inand of iself, would, ot course, not
provide all the answers to questions about
adoprion. However, it would provide a
more complete statstical picture of adop-
ton in the United States than we are cur-
rently able 1o develop. Tt would also
provide a useful foundaton for future re-
scarch and evaluation of adoptive prac-
tices and outcomes. Addivonally, the
implementation of such a program would
represent acknowledgment by the govern-
ment of the mportance of adopuon and
demonsuate a commitmentto developing
a more complete undersianding and
broad-bascd research approach to substi-
tute care and adoption.

The author gratefidly acknowledges the as-
sistance of Dr. Christine A, Bachiach, Dr.
Penelope L. Maza, Dr. Karen A, Polonko, and
The Futare of Children editorial staff for thetr
helpsful comments on carlier drafis of this puper.
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The goal of the Initiative is to create and nurture a national network of state-
based coalitions. These state-based groups will, in turn, work with communities.
The state coalitions will offer information, resources, and training for local
advocates. Both sets of coalitions will be able influence policymakers.

At the local level, organizers will work in communities to gather data on teen
pregnancy and related problems such as sexually transmitted diseases and
substance abuse. They will survey young people's attitudes towards sex and
present an "Adolescent Health Index" to community groups such as school boards
and churches. Then organizers will plan "summits" with all relevant community
members. At the summits, community members will identify the range of solutions
needed and the pieces of these solutions that are missing in their own
communities.

In reality, these coalitions won't be addressing teen pregnancy. They will be
addressing the broader—and more appropriate—issue of youth development. We
won't reduce teen pregnancy without tackling related problems such as education
and jobs and substance abuse. But it is easier to begin the discussion around an
issue that generates so much public concern, then allow commaunities to broaden
the scope of their efforts as they discover the "web" of related issues.

These coalitions will be broad-based and non-partisan. At the state and local level,
the coalitions will include parents, teens, educators, members of community and
neighborhood organizations, and professionals from public agencies that work with
young people. They will also include churches, Chambers of Commerce, United
Ways, Catholic Charities, Kiwanis and Rotary Clubs. Finally, they will include
representatives of the media and the corporate community.

How would these initiatives be funded? The funding requirements will be modest.
At the outset, the national initiative must provide organizers and resources for the
states. These organizers will help build support for state coalitions; the coalitions
will raise funds from corporate and foundation sources for state-level staffs. These
state-level staffs will help build local coalitions. The coalitions, in turn, will raise
money for their own staffs. At the state level, only a handful of people are needed;
at the local level, one person can keep a coalition knitted together.

When communities decide what they need, many of the "pieces" of the solution will
be available though existing public or private efforts. Effective coalitions will be
able to raise funds to fill in the gaps at the local and state levels. Eventually, the
coalitions will be able leverage public funds. In North Carolina, for example, the
state legislature now looks to the state adolescent pregnancy coalition for guidance
about which efforts it should fund.

Paz
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|
This kind of initiative wi}l complement what many progressive foundations, |
including Annie E. Casey, Carnegie and Edna McConnell Clark, are already doing. .
These foundations are abandoning pilots and seeking to support strategies that set '
new priorities and change governance structures.

* The Campaign Will be Specific and Practical

The role of the "central” entity in this initiative is to catalyze and support efforts
designed and carried out|by churches, non-profits, businesses, civic organizations,
and state and local governments. It would accomplish this goal by doing the
following:

1) Breaking down the issue into understandable terms and offering basic, useful
information about the elements of the problem and possible solutions.

The question of teen mothers under age 18 offers a good model. A year ago, 1
pulled together these facts about teen mothers under age 18: Most come from
homes strained by poverty and dysfunction. Most do badly in school; many drop
out before they become pregnant. Most have been badly nurtured; many have been
subjected to neglect or physical violence. As many as two-thirds were victims of
rape or sexual abuse at an early age and suffer from mental and emotional
problems. They are easy prey for older men: Two-thirds of teenage mothers have
babies fathered by men who are 20 or older. They have few role models; they don't
know how to be good mo#hers. Then I looked up one more salient fact. I discovered
that there are only 69,000 of them.

With this information, I looked for a practical solution to address their problems
and came up with "Second-Chance Homes." The Senate embraced the idea as did
governors, legislatures, 1nd community groups in a half dozen states.

2) Offering resources and advice from others who have built effective coalitions for
teen pregnancy campaigns. It will be important to link new state coalitions to
leaders of state coalitions that have been effective. There is no central entity that
links those efforts now. |

3) Help in measuring anL e\}'aluating results so that state and local efforts have a
means to build support for good results and adjust efforts when strategies don't
work.

4) Appropriate and sustained media reinforcement.
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* The Campaign Will Divide the Task

Teen pregnancy isn't a single problem, it's a collection of dozens of problems. The
only way to solve such a problem is to break it down, identify the pieces, and
divide the task. That means deciding on appropriate roles and tasks for the
federal government, others levels of government, the media and corporate entities,
community-based organizations, and families. If the tasks are divided thoughtfully
and they are orchestrated to'reinforce each other, the results will take some time
to achieve, but they will be significant.

* The Presidential/Federal Role:

You can lead this effort wit ' a series of pragmatic and highly visible responses to
your own observation that “the epidemic of illegitimacy is our most serious social
problem." i o

1. Announce a new role for the federal government.

End federal money for pilot programs. Tell citizens that the new federal role will
be responding to the needs expressed by communities. Promise those communities
that no politicians or researchers or experts will try to impose solutions from
Washington. Assign a high-raking federal official to handle requests from
community groups for waivers in federal programs and to be a voice for them in
government. They have no such voice now.

The Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, for example, recently announced
grants for AIDS-prevention programs. Teen pregnancy prevention advocates point
out that the money might have been better used if it had been designated for
AIDS prevention and teen pregnancy prevention since AIDS is growing very
quickly in the adolescent population.

In addition to making government a responsive partner for communities, you
should pick several issues where there is a clear federal interest. Then announce
that the Clinton Administration will tackle them. I would suggest the following:

|

2. Appoint a National Cofnmission on Adoption and Foster Care Reform.
Promise the commission's recommendations by November of 1996 to be considered
by the new Congress.

The commission should study the causes of low adoption rates; barriers to
transracial adoption; and the crisis in the foster care system. You could announce
it by highlighting these problems: 1) Adoption rates are about 1 percent for
African-American teens and 3 percent for whites; 2) despite federal guidelines
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requiring child-custody cases to be resolved in 18 months, an African-American
child in an urban area may spend an average of 51 months in a first foster care
placement; 3) the Family Preservation Act of 1980 says child welfare agencies
should make "reasonable efforts" to keep families together; this confusing mandate
has caused too many children to stay too long with unfit parents; 4) On any given
day, a half million children are in foster care, and there aren't enough foster
homes for all the children who need them.

8. Expand the mandate of the Justice Department's Domestic Violence
Initiative to include the proposition that sexual abuse is a root cause of teen
pregnancy.

Studies show that as many as two-thirds of teen mothers were victims of rape or
sexual abuse at an early age—crimes often committed by males living in the same
household. Victims of early sexual abuse often develop emotional patterns that
make them vulnerable to thé attentions of older men. Two-thirds of teenage
mothers have babies fathered by men who are age 20 or older. Federal leadership
is needed in both public education efforts and criminal justice reform.

4. Commit key administration officials to lend their authority to projects of
the teen pregnancy initiative as needed. Several members of your Cabinet have
enormous credibility on these issues. I hope they will join the effort.

5. Convene a national "Summit on Media Responsibility."

In a nation where the average teenager watches 21 hours of television a week, we
must look to the media as a powerful influence on values. These statistics alone
are enough to provoke a discussion: The Kaiser Family Foundation reports that in
1994, the average number o;' sexual activities per episode on the average soap
opera was 6.6. The average soap opera viewer also sees unmarried intercourse 2.4
times per episode and rape 1.4 times per episode.

8. Declare May Teen Pregnancy Awareness Month and participate in state
summits during May. May is the month when the highest number of teen
pregnancies occur. The national teen pregnancy initiative should be in full swing
by May, and many state coalitions will be formed. You can boost the effort by
offering them an opportunity to build public awareness and by adding visibility to
some of their efforts.
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* The Role of the Teen Pﬂegnancy Prevention Initiative:

The role of the “central” entity in this initiative is to catalyze and support efforts
designed and carried out by state and local governments, churches, non-profits,
businesses and civic organizations. It would re-engage communities in efforts to
solve the problem; change public attitudes and perceptions about teen mothers
and build support for legislative and community initiatives by highlighting
successful programs. It should be governed by a partnership of business,
community, and public-sector leaders. '

Among its specific functions:

1. Offer basic and useful information. Many communities are now going
through goal-setting processes in which they are trying to define goals (such as
reduced teen pregnancies) and need to know what range of services are necessary
to reach that goal. Communities and states also need information that helps them
build support for ideas. The Initiative should offer each state a "cost-of-bad
outcomes" study to quantify the true costs of teen pregnancy and help them justify
spending on prevention.

2. Create a central interactive network that helps legislators and successful
practitioners connect to each other. There is no formal linkage between the people
who are working on these igsues across the country. Some efforts are based in the
health community, some in social services, some in education. These folks don't
ever meet at a national convention. The Initiative should offer them that central
connection point until they have established their own linkages.

3. Offer a speakers' buresu and a "talent bank" of celebrities willing to
bolster state and local efforts. '

4. Set a goal of helping 10 states to hold state summits on teen pregnancy in
the first year. :

5. Create a teen pregnancy handbook for state legislators. Offer state
legislators some practical ideas for what they can do to curb teen pregnancy.
These might include opening "second-chance homes" for teen mothers; adopting
new sex education and decision-making curricula; establishing Underage Sex
Offenses Units; establishing Individual Development Accounts for teenagers who
finish school and don't become parents; or creating neighborhood centers for at-
risk teens. A dozen states have already adopted a variety of these ideas, which
were suggested in the Progressive Policy Institute's teen pregnancy paper.

10
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6. Work with Congress. Members of Congress are eager for suggestions on
sensible ways to talk about teen pregnancy and for ideas that work. This year, the
Senate embraced two specific "pieces" of the problem for which PPI offered ideas: a
proposal for "Second-Chance Homes" and the notion that sexual predators are a
major factor in teen pregnancy. There are other appropriate "pieces" of the teen
pregnancy agenda for the Congress to address, and they should be offered in the
next congressional session.

7. Task the grass-roots organizations. There are a number of groups that
have money, willing members, and ready-made infrastructures to tackle some
pieces of the teen pregnancy problem. They lack specific goals and a vision of
where those goals should take them.

One such organization is the Coalition for America's Children, a grassroots
organization that includes the Junior Leaguse, the NEA, the American Academy of
Pediatrics, the Child Welfare League, the American Public Welfare Association
and others—representing 40 million members. The second is the Coalition of
Community Foundations for Youth, which now includes a significant number of
the country's 420 community foundations.

8. Work with businesses to explore appropriate corporate involvement in
this issue. Corporate sponsorship of public service ads is not enough. We must
consider how the corporate entities that want to help could offer teens real
incentives—incentives that would change their expectations about life—such as
Individual Development Accpunts, mentors, scholarships, summer jobs, or jobs
after graduation. Once we'vé devised a menu of options, we should work with the
business community to promote those ideas. This same menu can be offered to
business leaders at the state and local level by the state and local coalitions.

I've studied the relevant models of domestic social policy reforms that may apply
to this problem and incorporated the elements of many in this memo. But there is
one element of this project that should be borrowed from Sri Lanka, where the
Sarvodaya Shramadhana Movement offers an important example of David
Korten's "learning organization."

The SSM, which I believe Hillary visited in Sri Lanka, is a rural development
initiative that succeeds because it is open to new goals and strategies, welcomes
criticism, and adapts to the changing needs of its rural clients.

SSM's development from a school teacher's experiment into a national movement.
took place in three stages. At each stage, SSM was forced to learn how to address
changing needs in order to survive. Eventually, the organization invited its
external critics to help it form an internal "learning mechanism." The SSM

! 11
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established a research institute to identify and study areas for improvement and
to serve as a self-correcting mechanism for SSM.

While we know enough to design launch an effective initiative now, the initiative
will have to reinvent itself many times before the problem is solved. As this teen
pregnancy initiative grows, the Initiative and the state entities will constantly
modify their roles to serve the grassroots efforts. They must be learning
organizations. Thus the Initiative needs an evaluation component:

* The National Teen Pregnancy Prevention Council

This should be a separate entity, guided by a board of both academics and
practitioners, whose research would complement the work of the Initiative.

The council should offer a challenge to the academic community: Produce
information that is relevant and useful for the people trying to solve the problem.

1. It would guide academic research by working with practitioners to identify
areas in which they need more information.

2. It would offer independent evaluations of prevention initiatives and
insights about the characteristics of what works. This would enable existing
coalitions to modify their efforts continuously and offer up-to-date information to
new coalitions.

8. It would lend credibility to the effort because it would be privately-
funded—protected from politics and freed from the constraints that limit federal
research efforts.

4. It would provide insights for the media campaign by initially identifying
the messages that must be communicated to young people and later evaluating the
effectiveness of those messages. Identifying these messages calls for an unlikely
combination of expertise in youth development, psychology, policy, and media. The
council should convene these entities and help design a media campaign.

* The Teen Pregnancy PtJ:evention Media Campaign
The media campaign will have three stages and many audiences.
|

1. First, the general public must be educated to disregard the stereotypes
about teen mothers. Conservatives have successfully promoted the myth that these
young women are promiscuous and manipulative. The public needs to know that
many of these young women are essentially vulnerable "children" who have been
badly nurtured, victimized by sexual predators, and raised in isolation from the
opportunities and values of the society that condemns them. Conservatives have

12
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also. successfully convinced zxﬁany people that compassion has failed and only
punitive measures will work. Thus, the early media campaign must focus on the
lives of teen mothers and on programs that work.

We know enough to create the first segment of the media campaign and to begin |
work on the second. There are many journalists ready to look again at the lives of [
teen mothers in the context of welfare reform and to do stories about programs

that work. I've put many in the pipeline already. l

2, Next, as community groups put forward possible strategies such as

school-based health clinics, the general public and parents must be

educated about why those strategies are sensible and effective. In other ,-
words, educate the adults who are creating barriers to young people getting |
effective help. _ |

Phase two of the media campaign is relatively simple too. Community groups must |
be armed with public education materials, data, and stories about programs that !
work. Public involvement needs to be stimulated with public service ads that :
generate interest and offer immediate followup. We should take our cues from the

Beautiful Babies Campaign, which told pregnant women in Washington, DC that

they needed pre-natal care, told them where to get it, and offered incentives for

those who did. A second model comes from the enormously successful Runaway

Hotline, which offered a toll-free number and immediate help for runaways.

8. Finally, the campaign must focus on young women and the men with
whom they are involved. This will be very difficult. We must direct the largest
and most sustained media effort toward changing young women's attitudes about
early childbearing and changing male attitudes about responsible behavior toward
women and young girls.

I don't believe we know enough yet about the right message for these groups. The
clues will come from the people working to solve this issue at the grassroots level,
from the young women and men who would be the audience for such a campaign,
and experts in youth development, psychology, policy, and media. I've had a
preliminary discussion with Jay Winsten at Harvard and he's expressed interest
in helping pull together this project.

Once we figure out what the message should be, we can challenge the corporate
entities that market successfully to teens—such as Nike, Reebok, Coke, Pepsi, and
Levis—to devise a national advertising campaign that will send the message. Then
it will be appropriate to call on Hollywood for free media and ask entertainers and
sports figures to help bombard young people with messages that reinforce the
messages they're getting in their own communities.

13



Carol Williams: excellent pilot she can summarize; Karen Dorsey

205-8419 substance (ask about "next week lots of adoption
activity")

Frances Keys secretary 205-8618

Wendy: Carol is expert



Debbie Both: Friday; adoption event and proclamation: 6-7284

lpm Dave thomas and FL; 10-12 states waiting kids and success
stories of adoptive families; 30-40 fams, a few advocates, a few
CEO's; Dave Thomas will announce IBM, ATT, and Marriott and DT
foundation, put on internet to get waiting parents/children
together; FL will talk public, DT ; Wayne Thomas community;
adoptive parent: how changed; waiting child; reception

Message too many waiting children



“I could not have expected these two particular magical
children. | could not have predicted the ways in which they would
crawl inside my heart and wrap themsefyes around my soul,
I could not have known that | would pg £0 entirely smitten
as a friend described me, so ufterly possessed., And |
could nof have anticipated that this family
formed across continents would seem so clearly
the family that wag Mmeant to be, that
these children thrown fogether
with me and wish each other,
with no blood figs linking us together
orfo a common history,
would seem so clearly the

children meant for me.”

- Elizabeth Bartholet,
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FAMILY BONDS:
Adoption and the Politics of Parenting

by Elizabeth Bartholet

In the fall of 1985, after spending a year in this country and two months
in Lima, Peru, arranging an adoption, Elizabeth Bartholet returned with an
infant son. In 1988, she spent two more months in Peru to undertake a
second adoption. All this followed a decade during which she did battle with
infertility, engaging in IVF (in vitro fertilization) treatment in programs in
three states. A Harvard law professor and recognized expert on civil rights
and family law, Bartholet emerged with a powerful story, which she tells in
FAMILY BONDS:; Adoption and the Politics of Parenting, to be published by
Houghton Mifflin in May.

Bartholet says she emerged from her experiences with changed views
about the meaning of parenting and with powerful convictions about the
need for major changes in the policies that shape parenting options for the
infertile. “We need to stop defining parenting in terms of procreation. We

‘need to stop treating adoption as a last resort and to recognize the uniquely
positive features of this form of family.” She argues for radical
transformation of the laws and policies that structure adoption. “We must
reduce the extraordinary barriers that stand in the way of placing children in
need of homes with those who want to parent. Requiring the adoptive parent
to spend months in a foreign country is enough to prevent almost all of those
who might want to adopt internationally from doing so.” She also calls for a
new approach to the currently unregulated world of reproductive technology.

FAMILY BONDS argues that current policies make no sense for people
interested in parenting, for children in need of homes, or for a world
struggling to take care of the existing population. Bartholet questions the
wisdom of encouraging women to spend years of their lives in infertility
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treatment while simultaneously pushing them away from adoption.

Throughout her book she weaves her compelling personal story together
with trenchant social and policy analysis. |

| This is a powerful book by a remarkable woman. FAMILY BONDS is a

vivid account of Bartholet’s personal experiences as a single parent with the

infertility treatment and adoption worlds. It makes a persuasive case for

_ change in the sodial policies that shape our understanding of the meaning of

parenting and of family. The book should be of great interest both to those

struggling with issues of infertility and parenting in their own lives and for

those making policy decisions about adoption, infertility treatment, and such

infertility bypass methods as surrogacy.

Elizabeth Bartholet has been a professor at the Harvard Law School
since 1977. She writes, lectures, and consults widely on issues involving
adoption and reproductive technology. Her law review article, “The Politics
of Race Matching in Adoption” (May 1991), has generated a great deal of
controversy and interest in the adoption world and in the media. Thousands
of copies of that article have been sold over the past year to interested
individuals and organizations.

Title: FAMILY BONDS: Adoption and the Politics of Parenting
Author: Elizabeth Bartholet
Publication date: May 10, 1993
ISBN: (0-395-51085-6
Price: $21.95 cloth
263 PP
Contact: Barbara C. Henricks
Telephone: 212/420-5820

Fax: 212/420-5850



Advance Praise for . . .

FAMILY BONDS

“A riveting look at life through the lenses of adoption and
infertility. It is difficult to imagine a reader who could put this
book down before experiencing an inalterable change in
thinking about the meaning of family.”

- Richard Barth,

Hutto-Patterson Professor of Social Welfare,
University of California at Berkeley

“EAMILY BONDS succeeds both as a compelling and courageous
personal story and as a brilliant analysis of the important issues
facing anyone who thinks seriously about adoption.”

-- Michael Meltsner,

Family therapist, Distinguished University Professor of Law,
Northeastern University

“Essential reading for policymakers, lawyers, and child welfare

workers committed to improving contemporary adoption laws
and practices.”

- Joan Hollinger,

Editor, Adoption Law and Practices,

Reporter, proposed Uniform Adoption Act

“Bartholet interweaves a compelling personal story with

trenchant discussions of the policy issues surrounding in vitro

fertilization, interracial adoption, international adoption . . .

This book provides the discussion to which all others will have
to account.”

- Robert Bennett,

Dean, Northwestern University School of Law

“At long last there is a well-researched and well-written book

affirming the right of homeless children to be adopted. FAMILY
BONDS is a joy to read.

-- Betty Laning,

President, International Concern Committee for Children



More Praise .

“Any single person who has adopted or is considering adoption
needs to read this book; it is full of information and hope.”
- Betsy Burch,

Executive director,
Single Parents for Adoption of Children Everywhere

“Professor Bartholet makes a compelling case for rejecting

restrictive and arbitrary definitions of the family which

downgrade the increasingly important role played by adoption in
our society.”

-- Philip Alston,

International authority on children’s rights, Chair,

United Nations Committee on
Economic, Social, and Cultural Rights

“I know of no better demonstration of the insight that the
personal is political than FAMILY BONDS. Most provocative is
the treatment of racial matching in adoption, an issue recast here
with the original and riveting arguments of a civil rights lawyer
who became an adoptive mother. Anyone interested in family
law — and families’ lives and love — will welcome this
powerful and challenging book.”
-- Martha Minow,
Professor, Harvard Law School



A Conversation with Elizabeth Bartholet

Q. In _your book you describe your own experience with infertility treatment
‘and_adoption and make a_strong argument for the advantages of adoption.
But you also describe how you had to spend five months in Peru, coping with
terrorist blackouts and seemingly endless bureaucratic requirements, to
accomplish_your own_adoptions. Is adoption really doable for normal human

. beings?

A. Adoption is doable, although the world conspires to make it much more
difficult than it should be. My book argues for changing social policies to
facilitate, rather than impede, the placement of children in need of homes
with the people eager to parent. Even at present, however, adoption
represents a good option for the infertile. Those with enough determination
and other resources can actually achieve their parenting goal through
adoption, whereas most of those who pursue infertility treatment will never
be able to achieve this goal.

Q. You were able to experience pregnancy, childbirth, and biologically linked
parenting in addition to adoption. Do you think that your views on the
positive features of adoptive parenting are really relevant to those who_will
never_be able to bear their own child?

A. Actually, I think that I am in a particularly good position to talk about
ways in which adoptive parenting is the same as and different from biologic
parenting.

Q. You talk a good deal in your book about something you call “the biologic
bias.” What do you mean by this?

A. I'mean the tendency to equate parenting with procreation. I mean the
societal policies that push the infertile to spend years of their lives in
increasingly intrusive and burdensome forms of infertility treatment so that
they can produce a child of their “own” rather than provide care to an
existing child in need of a home. I mean the propensity to define parenting
in terms of genetic connection as opposed to nurturing relationship.



Q. Your book’s subtitle is “Adoption_and the Politics of Parenting.” What do
you mean by this phrase?

A. “The politics of parenting” includes the societal policies that shape
parenting options for the infertile, pushing them away from adoption and
into infertility treatment. It also includes the policies that shape the

- institution of adoption, modeling adoptive families on a socially traditional
idea of family — policies that give privileged treatment to heterosexual
married couples in their twenties and thirties, and limit or altogether deny
adoptive parenting opportunities to those who don’t fit this traditional
parenting profile (singles, older couples, gays, and lesbians).

Q. Who is your book written for?

A. It is for people struggling in their personal lives to deal with infertility
and with choices about whether to pursue infertility treatment, adoption, or
some of the new “child production” methods, such as surrogacy. It is
designed to help people understand the meaning of infertility and of
adoption as a form of family, as well as to help adoptive parents cope with
issues involved in this form of parenting. It is not a “how-to” book, but it is
designed to help people make decisions about whether to pursue adoption
and, if they do, what kind of adoption to choose (whether, for example, to
consider transracial or international adoption). And it is designed to help
those who become adoptive parents think about such issues as how to deal
with the child’s connection to his or her birth family and racial or ethnic
heritage.

It is also for policymakers — the people who shape the political context in
which personal decisions are made. It is for infertility treatment doctors,
child welfare workers, adoption agency personnel, state and federal
legislators. My book pushes for major changes in the way current laws and
policies structure adoption, infertility treatment, and what I call the new child
production methods (surrogacy, IVF embryo adoption, egg and sperm
“donation, and the like).

Q. You started your adoption quest as a single person in her mid-forties.
Are_there lots of people in this category who would like to_parent? What can
you_tell them about their options?

A. There is a huge group of women and a growing group of men in this
category. All those with the wherewithal to pursue fancy forms of infertility
treatment and infertility bypass methods such as surrogacy will be able to
adopt if they choose to.



Q. You make a strong argument against infertility treatment and for

adoption. But isn’t it natural for people to want their own child?

A. My contention is that it is hard to know what is “natural” given the
societal pressures at work. It seems to me odd to describe as “natural,” the
effort to produce children through methods that make women virtual
_prisoners of the high-tech fertility specialists.

Q. What do you mean by “the adoption stigma”?

A. This stigma is created by the negative myths that shape our understanding
- of infertility and adoption, that help make adoption the last resort for birth
.mothers contemplating what to do about an unwanted pregnancy, for the
infertile people contemplating their options, and for social policymakers.

Q. You question whether IVF (in vitro fertilization) is_in_women’s best
interests, and you condemn the trend toward mandated insurance coverage.
But shouldn’t women have the right to choose for themselves whether to

pursue IVE?

A. Of course they should have the right to choose, but choice is complicated.
My point is that society is shaping and conditioning women'’s choices now,
pushing them to define themselves in terms of their capacity to reproduce.
Mandated insurance coverage simply adds to the coercive pressures pushing
women toward IVF and away from adoption.

Q. One hears all the time that there are no adoptable children -- that there
are five- to seven-year waiting lists at adoption agencies for the few children
available, and many couples are told not even to bother to get on_the lists.
How can you argue for adoption as a viable parenting option in this context?

A. The fact is that there are millions on millions of what I would call
adoptable children. The problem is that societal policies stand in the way of
placing the children who need homes with the adults who would like to
provide those homes. There are close to half a million children in foster care
in this country. Many of them are permanently locked into foster care either
because we refuse to free them from inadequate biologic families or because
we refuse to place them across racial lines. There are countless millions of
children in foreign countries growing up on the streets and in orphanages;
these children are not for practical purposes “adoptable” because the legal
barriers to international adoption are such that only a tiny percentage of those
who would want to engage in this form of adoption are able to do so.



Q. You describe the search movement, which pushes for contact_and
openness between the birth and the adoptive family, as one of the most
powerful forces for change in the adoption world. _What are your views _of

this_movement and its goals?

A. Tbelieve that adoption would be a healthier institution if we moved to

. greater openness. But I disagree profoundly with certain search movement
tactics and goals. Many in the movement are essentially antiadoption: they
see elimination of adoption as their ultimate goal, and they propagate
negative myths about the adoptive family.

. Q. You criticize the racial matching policies that require children to be placed
with_same-race adoptive families. How do you deal with_the concerns of the
National Association of Black Social Workers and others that black children

placed with white families will suffer identity and other problems?

A. Decades of research have produced no evidence that transracial adoption
causes identity or any other problems for the children involved. Children
placed across racial lines do just as well on identity and all other adjustment
measures as children raised in same-race homes. In fact, it is current racial
matching policies that are doing untold damage to black children, by
preventing their placement in the only permanent homes realistically
available to them.

Q. What do you mean by your claim that racial matching policies are
anomalous?

A. Our nation is committed to the principle that race should not limit one’s
life opportunities. Yet in the adoption world, the government quite openly
insists that race should play a major role, restricting opportunities both to
parent and to be parented. Racial matching policies look much like the laws
that used to forbid racial intermarriage. They should be struck down as
fundamentally inconsistent with the law and with our commitment to an
integrated society.

Q. You adopted your children from Peru. What is the likely future of
international adoption in the larger adoption picture?

A. International adoption is of central significance to the future of adoption,
since the world divides into two parts for adoption purposes, one part
consisting of countries with many children in need of homes but few
prospective adopters, and the other consisting of countries with many
prospective adopters but few adoptable children. The future is uncertain.
Some claim that international adoption is inherently exploitative, and others,



like myself, argue that it clearly serves the interests of the world’s homeless
children.

Q. Isn't international adoption plagued by problems of baby-buying and
kidnaping? Don’'t we need, at a minimum, stricter regulation to deal with the

kinds of abuses that occurred in Romania?

A. The enemies of international adoption tend to focus on those abuses that
do occur. In fact, documented instances of baby buying and kidnaping are
very rare and pale in significance when compared to the real problems of
abuse and neglect suffered by the millions of children in poor countries who
. live and die on the streets or in seriously inadequate institutions. Those who
genuinely care about children know that their interests are best served by
placement in permanent homes. The tragedy for the children of Romania is
not that some adoption abuses occurred, but that recent adoption law
“reform” has created new restrictions on international adoption, and these
have condemned thousands of children to the horrors of Romania’s
institutions for the forgotten. B

Q. What do the studies show_about how well adopted children do? _There
seem to be a lot of reports that they suffer lifelong identity problems because
of the separation from their birth family.

A. The so-called adoption syndrome and the reports you talk about are part of
the negative mythology surrounding adoption — part of what I have called
the adoption stigma. In fact, the studies show that adoption works extremely
well for all parties involved — birth parents, adoptive parents, and adopted
children. Children adopted in infancy do just as well as children raised in
biologic families. Children adopted later in life do much better than children
kept in foster care or reunited with their birth families.

Q. You write in your book about your own experience with IVF. Can you
tell us something about what it was like? What do you see as the most
significant risks and costs of the IVF process?

A. The most obvious costs are the financial ones — $5,000 to $10,000 per cycle
for the individual, and over $100 million for the country as a whole in 1990
alone. This is money that could be put into basic health care for women and
children. Less obvious but at least as significant are the costs in terms of
health and safety for the women patients and their children, exacerbation of
the pain and shame of infertility, years lost from the lives of IVF patients,
and, ironically, lost opportunities to parent. Limited numbers of IVF patients
are ever enabled to give birth; by the time the unsuccessful patients get off the
treatment track, many find that they don’t have the emotional and other



resources needed for the uphill battle that adoption presents, particularly
given the age they probably are by the time they do get off that track.

Q. You say that our society is headed in_the wrong direction now, with the
move to mandated insurance coverage for IVF. What, in your view, is the

right direction?

“A. We need to deregulate adoption and to regulate IVF and other forms of
high-tech infertility treatment, as well as the new world of child production
(surrogacy, IVF embryo adoption, and the like). We need to begin to deal
with the twin stigmas surrounding infertility and adoption. We need to get

. Tid of the barriers to adoption and redesign adoption law and policy to
facilitate rather than impede the placement of children in need of homes
with those who want to parent. We need to create new forms of counseling
so that those dealing with infertility can experience more genuine choice as
they consider their parenting options.

Q. How has adoption changed you?

A. It has changed my understanding of the nature of discrimination in our
society — the role of race, age, disability, sexual orientation, marital status. It
has changed my understanding of the role of law in our society. And it has

changed my understanding of the nature of parenting. Also, of course, it has
changed my life.



FACTS ON ADOPTION & HIGH-TECH REPRODUCTION

from

FAMILY BONDS

© While the overall incidence of infertility has remained relatively stable
in recent decades, treatment has increased threefold.

© Close to 5 million women (or their partners) suffer from infertility
problems. Estimates indicate that at least one in seven of all couples who are
trying to conceive are unable to do so.

© Society subsidizes those who produce children but generally makes those
who provide homes to existing children in need pay every step of the way to
parenthood. Tax laws, health insurance policies, and employment benefit
plans generally favor those who reproduce over those who adopt. The
current trend toward mandated insurance coverage for IVF (in vitro
fertilization) means that in a number of states it is cheaper to engage in
repeated high-tech infertility treatment cycles than to pursue adoption.

© Adoption is heavily regulated in ways designed to preserve the
biologically linked family. The new world of child production is a free-
market regime in which people are encouraged to sell their sperm, eggs,
embryos, and gestational services to produce children to be raised by others.

© The most basic rules of the adoption regulation game forbid the use of
money to buy babies and mandate screening to ensure parental fitness. Yet
the adoption system permits those with money to buy their way around the
screening system to find the healthy white infants deemed most desirable in
the adoption “market.”

© The adoption agency home study system is justified on the ground that it
serves the best interests of children by ensuring parental fitness and
maximizing the chances of appropriate parent-child matches. In fact the
system operates to a significant degree as a crude market system, ranking
prospective parents and children in terms of market desirability and then
matching the highest-ranked parents with the highest ranked children. The
lowest ranked children, who often have special needs and present the greatest
parenting challenges, tend to be matched with the prospective parents ranked
as marginally fit.



O Our society’s commitment to civil rights has produced an ever-expanding
arsenal of state and federal laws banning discrimination on the basis of race,
gender, age, religion, and disability. Discrimination on the basis of marital
status and sexual orientation is increasingly suspect as well. Yet in the
adoption world these are the very factors that are central in assessing parental
fitness and in determining opportunities to parent and to be parented.

- © While adoption is denigrated as a last resort in our society, in some
societies it is considered an especially revered form of family. In some Pacific
Island cultures the majority of households are involved in either placing or
receiving children in adoption, and adoption seems to be at the top of the

. family hierarchy, the goal being to establish “between parents and natural
children relationships which coincide as nearly as possible with those
between parents and adopted children.”

O In this society the stigma surrounding adoption affects birth parents as
well as adoptive families. It is considered unnatural to relinquish your child
for another to raise, even if you are not in a position to provide a nurturing
parenting relationship. Only 2 percent of the children born to single mothers
and fewer than 1 percent of all children born are relinquished for adoption.
By contrast, in some societies a woman who already has children feels an
obligation to relinquish a new child born to her to an infertile woman who
wants to parent.

© Adoption is regularly described in this country as a problematic solution
of last resort for birth parents, for the infertile who want to parent, and for
children. Yet the evidence shows that adoption works extremely well for all
parties involved.

© Studies that compare single birth mothers who place their
children for adoption with single mothers who keep their
children to raise themselves indicate that the decision to place
for adoption is likely to have a positive impact on
socioeconomic status and is not likely to have any negative
psychological effects, as compared with the decision to parent the
child.

© Infertile people who pursue treatment have only a limited
chance to achieve their goal of parenting, whereas those who
devote similar resources to adoption will almost surely be able to
become parents. The studies indicate that they will gain great
satisfaction from this form of parenting.

© Children placed in adoptive homes do far better in terms of
standard measures of adjustment and self-esteem than children
raised in institutional situations or foster care, children returned



from foster care to birth families, and children raised by birth
mothers who considered adoption but decided against it.

O Studies indicate that when children are placed in adoptive
homes in infancy, they do just as well as children raised in birth
families. Even children who suffer traumatic experiences in
their preadoptive lives are generally able, once placed in -
permanent adoptive homes, to recover and lead essentially
normal lives.

O In public adoption agencies throughout the nation, rigid policies forbid

. the placement of children with other-race parents, even when there are no
same-race families available. These policies mirror the laws from our
'segregationist past, which prohibited interracial marriage as well as transracial
adoption.

© These racial matching policies cause African-American children to be
held in foster or institutional care for years on end, and often their entire
childhoods, rather than giving them permanent homes with the many
waiting white adoptive applicants.

© More than one third of the children in foster care are black, and roughly
half are children of color. Minority children are pouring into the foster care
system in escalating numbers; the total population increased by 50 percent in
a recent five-year period. Many now claim that we will need to construct
institutions like the orphanages of old to house these children. Yet racial
matching policies continue to prevent placement of minority children with:
waiting white adoptive families.

© Despite efforts to recruit black adoptive families, to subsidize same-race
adoption, and to revise parental fitness standards for black adoptive
applicants, there are not nearly enough black adoptive families for all the
waiting black children. By contrast, there are many waiting white adoptive
applicants and many more who would apply if they thought that there was
any possibility of having a child placed with them. For example, over half the
children in Massachusetts foster care are children of color, whereas almost 90
percent of the waiting parents are white.

O The research on transracial adoption shows clearly that such adoption
serves children’s best interests. Transracial adoptees do as well on all
measures of adjustment, including racial identity measures, as children raised
in same-race homes. By contrast, the delays in and denial of permanent
adoptive placement caused by current racial matching policies does serious
and permanent damage to the children affected.



© Despite claims that there are no children to adopt, there are many
children available for adoption, and many more who could be available if
societal policies were designed to facilitate rather than impede the placement
of children in need of homes. There are close to half a million children in
foster care in this country, many of whom will never be reunited with their
biologic families. There are countless millions of children living and dying
~_on the streets and in inadequate institutions in the poor countries of the

- world.

© Many pursue infertility treatment and such infertility bypass methods as
surrogacy because they think that adoption is not practicable. But in fact,

. almost all of those with the resources to pursue IVF, surrogacy, and the like
could adopt if they chose to.

© The IVF practitioners have systematically misinformed the public,
putting forth claims that IVF treatment gives patients a 25 to 50 percent
chance of success, when the relevant success rates have in fact been in the 6 to
12 percent range. The success rate for women aged thirty-five to thirty-nine is
10 percent and for women forty and over only 3 percent.

O In a brief fifteen years, IVF has gone from being a wildly improbable
experiment to an established part of the infertility treatment regimen. There
are now some 270 IVF clinics operating in this country. Over $100 million
was spent for IVF treatment in this country in 1990, and over $1 billion for
infertility treatment services as a whole.

© IVF practitioners are engaged in major experiments with the structure of
the family, brokering the sale of eggs, embryos, and gestational services,
arranging IVF embryo “adoptions,” and stockpiling tens of thousands of
frozen embryos for future use. Yet there is virtually no regulation in place or
even in the works designed to protect the interests of the various affected
parties. The trend in the direction of mandated insurance coverage for IVF
seems certain to give a huge energy boost to the burgeoning IVF industry.

© While the adoption world pushes singles, gays and lesbians, older
parents, and other nontraditional parent types away by restrictive regulation
and home study policies, the free-market regime of the reproductive
technology world lures them in, encouraging them to produce their own
children or to engage in various forms of technological “adoptions.” The net
result is to deprive existing children of needed homes, without serving any
arguable state interest in fostering traditional family models.



Boston Globe, 3/17/92, p.l7, col.l

" In foster-care limho

o 'ELIZABETH BARTHOLET

B ecent problems in the fos-
¥ ter-care system provide ad-
 -ditional evidence of two
i WA well-known facts: 1) foster
care is no place for children to grow
up; and 2) large and increasing
numbers of children are doomed to

grow up there. The recent report -

" by the Department of Social Ser-
vices confirms the explosion in the
foster-care population; it shows

" that almost twice as many children
become available for adoption ev-

ery year as are actually adopted.

But most discussions of the fos-
ter-care situation don't give any in-
dication of the degree to which
state policies against transracial
adoption are responsible for the
foster-care limbo in which so many
black children live. Hidden in the
.- DSS report is an unanswered ques-

. tion that hints .at the problem:
“Should children of color be placed

;" in’ the homes of white families?”

* The answer is obviously yes,” at
.

Race-matching
policies are unfair
to black children.

least when the alternative is for
them to grow up in foster or insti-
tutional care. What is shocking is
that the answer embodicd in Mass-
achusetts policy is no.

In a recent study, I documented
that powerful race-matching poli-
cies in Massachusetts mandate that
children available for adoption be

placed with color-matched families.

If they cannot, they are to be held
in foster care rather than placed
transracially. Since there are not
nearly enough black adoptive fam-
ilies for the black children in need
.of a home, these policies mean that
black children are held in foster
care for months, years, and often
their entire childhood, “waiting” for
color-matched families. Mcanwhile,
large numbers of white families sit
on their own segregated waiting
lists or are turned away on the
. ground that no “appropriate” chil-
dren are available to adopt.

Matching policies affect black
children more than white because
more than half of the children in
foster care are nonwhite, whereas
e majority of the eager adoptive

-zpplicant pool is white. Some hint

¢ the discriminatory impact is re-
.caled in the DSS statistics show-
ing that white children account for
just 45 percent of the adoptable
children in Massachusetts but al-
most 70 percent of the children ac-
tually adopted.

My study also showed 1) the
Jevastating impact that race-
matching policies have on black
children, denying them the oppor-
tuaity for the permanent homes
that child-care professionals agrec
unanimously are essential to
healthy development; (2) the ab-
sence of any evidence in research
on transracial adoption that there
are risks to black children inherent
in these adoptions.

In a comment on the study Wil-
liam Pierce, president of the Na-
itional Committee For Adoption,
agrees with my conclusion that “ra-
cial-matching policies should be
benned because they are doing se-
rious harm to black children.”

Massachusetts’ race-matching
policies are not only unfair to black
children. They are financially
wasteful, requiring the expenditure
o significant resources on foster
care for children who could be sup-
ported by adoptive families. They
are unwise social policy, constitut-
iy state endorsement of an illegit-
imate form of racial separatism.
Ard they are inconsistent with le-
gal and constitutional provisions
bunning racial diserimination. They
cannot be justified as “affirmative
action” because of the demonstra-
ble harm they inflict on the black
children at issue.

I am not alone in this view. Joan
Hollinger, who is the chief staff
person for the effort to draft a Uni-
form Adoption Act, has stated that
race-matching policies are “incon-
sistent with the anti-discrimination
priaciples embodied in our civil
rights laws and constitution.” The
Minnesota Supreme Court recently

accepted a case involving the con-
stitutionality of the state's race-
matching law. The NAACP filed an
amicus brief supporting a white
foster family whose efforts to adopt
its black child triggered the state’s
attempt to remove the child.
Massachusetts  officials should
not wait for a legal challenge. They
should climinate the kind of racism
embodied in race-matching policies
and free the children of color living
in foster limbo so that they can be
placed in availuble adoptive homes.

Elizabeth Bartholet is a professor of
luw at Harvand Law School and the
author of “Where Do Black Children
Belong? The Politics of Ruce Match-
ing in Adoption.”



CUSTODY DECISION
~ DIVIDING EXPERTS

Boy's Trial Victory on Ending
Ties to Parents Prompts
Debate on the Family

By ANTHONY DePALMA |
Special to The New York Times

ORLANDO, Fla., Sept. 26 — The rul-
ing on Friday by a Florida judge ap-
proving a 12-year-old boy's request to
end the>parental rights of his natural
mother has failed to quiet the debate
among lawyers and children’s advo-

»cates over whether the case has
strengthened or weakened the status of
the family in America. -

Some believe that permitting minors
to sue their parents to improve their
lives extends to children the rights
guaranteed them by the Constitution.

NEW YORK TIMES September 27,

Often in child custody cases, minors
are forced to accept what parents, le-
gal guardians or other adults see as in
their best interests: The boy himself, ;
12-year-old Gregory Kingsley, has said |
that he hoped his case would encourage |
other young people to take action to
gain their happiness.

. As Gregory had sought, the judge
approved his adoption by George H.
and Lizabeth Russ, who have been his
foster parents since last October. Mr.
Russ, a lawyer, said after the trial
ended that he was pleased with the
verdict, in part because of the message
it sent. ““Let the law protect real fam-
ilies,” he said, “not families in name
only."

But others have warned that the case
has substantially weakened the tradi-
tional ties that bind families and set a
dangerous precedent. '

‘Lied Consistently,’ Judge Says

Much depends on what happens to
the ruling now. Judge Thomas S. Kirk,
a state circuit court judge, said that the
natural mother, Rachel Kingsley of
Missouri, *“had lied consistently’’ dur-
ing the trial about her actions and that
he believed there was clear and con-:
vincing evidence, ‘‘almost beyond a |
reasonable doubt,” that she had ne-
glected and abandoned Gregory.

In the last eight years, the boy had
lived with his natural mother only sev-
en months. .Gregory testified at the
trial that for almost two years while he
was in foster care, his mother never
visited, called or wrote to him. *] just
thought she forgot about me,” he said
on the stand.

Lawyers for Ms. Kingsley said after
the trial that they intended to appeal
the ruling to the Fifth District Court of
Appeals in Daytona Beach, Fla. If the
ruling is upheld in appellate court, law-
vers believe, the case could then set an
important precedent.

“People are much too ready to
equate a child's interests with the in-
terests of biological parents,” said

.ﬂﬁ—‘% a professor of law
at Harva sitv. *This case is

likely to advance thinking about that."

‘Message to Parents’

Howard Davidson, director of the
_American Bar Association's Center on
Children and the Law, said he did not
expect the case to cause a flood of
inappropriate or f{rivolous lawsuits.

* But, he said, “The case clearly sends a
. message to parents that they are not
.. {ree to neglect and mistreat children

without consequence.’
One of Ms. Kingsley's lawyers, Jane
E. Carey, said the ruling would have a

_ more sinister impact. *“What has hap-

pened is we have decided to place
children’s wishes over the preserva-
tion of the family,” Ms. Carey said.
“Maybe America has gotten in this
particular situation what it wanted, but
that has torn this family apart.” ]

Ms. Carey said the lawyers did not

" believe that Gregory understood exact-

ly what was in the legal papers he
signed initiating the court action to
sever his ties with his biological family.
The boy hired his own lawyer, Jerri A.
" Blair of Orlando, but he was advised at
every step by his foster father, Mr.
Russ. Gregory's natural father, Ralph
Kingsley, did not contest the adoption.
In the trial, Mr. Russ represented
himself, as the foster father petitioning

. to adopt Gregory.

A Cool Witness

While on the witness stand during the
trial, Gregory gave every indication
that he knew exactly what he was
-doing. In clear and cool answers to
questions {rom the lawyers, he said
"that the legal petition he filed, if grant-

. -ed, would mean *“my mom's not going

‘to have legal custody over me any-
_more.” .
" Ms. Blair then asked Gregory with
whom he had discussed the issue of
termination of parental rights and
- adoption. ‘‘My lawyer,” he responded.

Gregory was also asked why he had
taken the unusual step-of trying to
change his own parents. “'I'm doing it
for me so I can be happy,” he said.

Experts believe there were other
ways for this case to have been pre-
sented without going the route taken by
‘Gregory. Mr. Davidson of the ABA said
Mr. Russ, as the foster father, or a
court-appointed guardian could have
filed a petition for adoption. Another
method, after the Florida Department
of Health and Rehabilitative Services
failed to take decisive action — even
after Gregory had spent nearly twice
as long in foster care as the 18 months
allowed by state law — would have
been for a judge to have insisted that
termination proceedings begin.

1 don't think it is realistic to expect
that the Gregory K. case is going to
Jead to large numbers of children hav-
ing available to them in any practical

“'sense a new remedy,” Mr. Davidson
said. ““Hopefully, though, it will mobi-
lize those attorneys involved in juve-
nile court to try to do a better job on
behalf of thetr clients.”
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Adoption

A‘féross the
Color Line

By Charles Trueheart
Wastungton Post Staff Weiter

In 2 mere four issues Reconstruction has
proved itself the most intelligent and promis-
ing journal of opinion tc appear in a long time.
The subject at its heart is race, but what
distinguishes Reconstruction is its vigorous
catholicity. It is open to searching discussions

about racial suspicion and divisiveness, about -
the imponderables of racism and ethnicity, -

about the mess the instrument of law seems
to get us into in our quest for racial justice.
Leading the new winter issue is a compel-
ling argument, By Tegal scholar Elizabeth
Bartiglet, thal current laws and taboos
—3aRast. “trans-racial adoption™—that is,
against the adoption of nonwhite children by
white parents—are unconstitutional and un-
wise.” She says this country’s continued ad-
herence to racial matching in adoptions is
also-cruel in a demographic marketplace
dominated by so manv unwanted nonwhite
babies and so many des..ing white parents.

Washington Post 2/25/92, p.E7

What is more, Dartholet says, existing
research reveals no basis for concluding that
black children suffer from being raised in
white families. The evidence, rather, is that
they-grow up with a strong sense of racial
pride, comfort with integrated life and a

- healthy perspective about the place of race in

the -jigsaw of the self. This evidence the
author calls “heartwarming.”
Bartholet would be predisposed to believe

" such.conclusions. She tells us in a moving

opening section that as a single white mother
she adopted two Peruvian children. She re-
ports being appalled at the racial stereotyp-
‘ing jn the adoption experience, and just as
perturbed by the patronizing reactions of her
friends in the United States.

The essay moves from the personal to the
political, as she examines the (to her, shaky)
legal foundations of racial matching. And in
classic Reconstruction style, Bartholet's ar-
guments are examined and challenged in
responses by other scholars and experts.

This package is accompanied by snapshots
and bios of kids from poor circumstances who
sadly-are up for grabs, and a touching vi-
gnette by Mary Ann Glendon about the lady
in the kilt-and-tam shop in Edinburgh who
ridiculed Glendon's teenage daughter, a Ko-
rean adoptee, when she tried on Scottish
garb.

Also’ in this issue: essays on Clarence
Thomas and Anita Hill, Leonard Jeffries, Alan
Dershowitz, Duke Ellington, black gay expe-
riences and the coup in Haiti. (One year/four
issues, $25. Reconstruction, 1563 Massachu-
setts Ave., Cambridge, Mass. 02138-9718.)
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Adoption Across
the Races

A faw professor argues that easing bar-
riers to cross-racial adoption can help us
consider issues of family and race in a
new light.

In 1972 the Nartional Black Social Work-
ers Association issued a strong state-
ment oppostng cross-racial adoption.
The group contended that for whites to
adopt African-American children was
harmful to the children and the black
community. Professor of law Ehzabeth
Bartholet believes that this statement 1s
the root of the current practice of “race
matching”—placing children with adop-
uve parents of the same racial group. In
her forthcoming book, Family Bonds:
Adoption and the Politics of Parenting.
Bartholet argues that current adopuon
policies embody the idea thaticis better

for a black child to be e a black foszer

Elizabeth Bartholet and her sons
Christopher and Michael.

home than i a white permanent home,
and that this attitude has harmed black
children who are suspended in limbo for
vears while watang for a black family
adopt them.

Bartholer first became interested n
adoption policies seven vears ago when
she herself began che process of adopt-
ing a child. “Socieny structures adoption
by making 1t a choice of last resort, and
then by atermpting to imitate biological
families racher cthan expanding our
thinking about race and familv.” she
says. As an illustration she points to the
now discarded practice of matching, chil-
dren’s eve and hair color with those of
adoprive parents. Such policies link chil-
dren closely o their genetic groups, os-
tensibly o help them form u racial or
cthnic denury, Bartholet finds analo-
gous concepts behind laws thar impede
or prohibir cross-racial adoption.

FFor example. subsidies for disabled
children may require macching the child
with parents of the same race. Smularly,
a child of color on the National Adoption
Center’s register of hard-to-place chil-
dren will not be adoprable by whie par-
ents for six months—and even then,
adopton agencies” race-matching rules
often prevent the adopuon. The upsho
15 that black chitdren, while vounger and

healthier on averaee than then whine

O1INOVISYD 3A31S

counterparts, wait longer to be adopred
and spend more time in foster care.

Massachusetts reflects national staris-
tics: of its children waiting for homes,
one third are African Americans and half
are children of color, while 90 percent of
the waitng parents are white. The adop-
tion process separates children and par-
ents into pools by race. After the pool of
black parents has been exhausted, the
black children continue to wait while the
agencies recruit more black families.
“The adoption agencies accept black
parcnts who don't fit the criteria placed
on white parents,” says Bartholet. “The
standards are lowered in an attempt 10
make the family a single racial unit.”

Studies that compare black children
adopted by white families with those
placed in same-race homes “all show
that in school performance, mental
health, and self-esteem. transracially
adopted kids do at least as well as their
counterparts in black homes,” savs Bar-
tholet. In fact, she asserts that research
shows positive effects of cross-racial
adoption. “Black children from whire
homes have all reacted to their multicul-
tural family. They seem to have a strong
sense of black identity. while at the
same time thev feel more comfortable
in white society than other black chil-
dren,” she says. Other studies clearly in-
dicate that prolonged foster care dam-
apes children’s development.

The issue also has a legal component.
“In this country we have laws and poli-

‘] believe it is wrong
for the state to insist that
race be a factor
in the formation of
families.”

cies that say vou can't discriminate on
the basis of race. In every area other
than adopuon, those policies are taken
to mean vou cannot have race-conscious
policies unless they can be justified as
affirmative action,” savs Bartholet. *1
believe it is wrong for the state to insist
that race be a factor in the formation of
familics, for the same reason that 1o was
wrong for the states 1o ban interracial
marnaee. Both are examples of govern-
MCNT SUPPOTLNE NEEALVE CONCEPUOns
of ree. —Amanda Frose



FAMILIES FOR KIDS

Strategic Plan
1992 - 1998

GOAL

To insure permanent families for all children in foster care.

PLAN OF ACTION

The W K. Kellogg Foundation (WKKF) will achieve its goal for the Families for Kids initiative
through activities targeted at five strategies. These strategies include:

¢ Articulating a new vision for the child welfare system which achieves our goal.

¢ Development of community-based proposals for achieving our goal.

¢ Networking key players to coordinate activities directed toward achieving the goal.
+ Evaluation of the Families for Kids strategies to assess accomplishment of the goal.

¢ Sharing the accomplishment of the new vision with public policy networks through social
marketing and communication strategies.

Strategy 1: Articulate the vision for system change needed to achieve permanency outcomes
for children and families. The vision seeks to realize five systemic outcomes.

To insure permanent families for all children in foster care:

A.  any family in contact with the child welfare system will have available services
which promote their ability to solve and/or cope with their problems of everyday
family living;

B. a permanency outcome will be achieved for all children, who are in real threat of
out of home placement, within one year of coming into contact with the child
welfare system;

C.  afamily and child will be provided one caseworker gr casework team throughout

the implementation of the permanency plan;

D.  acoordinated, Which includes family members will be
used to evaluate a family's needs for all levels of service; and

E.  achild placed in foster care will be assured of a single, stable foster placement
v!_igli,n his or her own community until a permanency outcome 1s achieved.

Strategy 2: Demonstrate through grantmaking, community-based models for achieving the
Families for Kids goal of accomplishing the five systemic outcomes.



Consistent with these unique outcomes, grantmaking will be focused in the foilowing program
categories:

¢ Community-based family preservation and adoption system reforms in
Michigan and the United States.

¢ Specialty agency enhancements in the areas of:
African-Americans
Hispanics
Native Americans

¢+ Legal and Policy Reforms

¢ Promotion of public and private sector employer benefits which are supportive
to adoptive families.

+ Communication and Marketing Strategies

Proposal development for the Families for Kids initiative is viewed as an interactive process
whereby WKKF staff will have extensive and ongoing involvement.

Strategy 3: Network key players to facilitate coordination of efforts and dissemination of
accomplishments and findings in overall achievement of the vision.

Networking s viewed as a critical activity within the initiative because the lessons learned
regarding positive systemic changes will need to be shared. These key players will include persons

from communities of color and represent both the public and private sectors. The network will
include:

¢ Public policy representatives of the executive, judicial, and legislative branches of
the government

4 Local and state administrators
+ National experts
¢ Academic leaders
+ Grantees
# Corporate and Philanthropic foundations
So that the resources of various national and community foundations can be maximized, the

Families for Kids initiative will also support and plan a series of meetings of these organizations
oriented toward discussion of the topics of family preservation and adoption.




P

Strategy 4: Evaluate the Families for Kids cluster of projects in order to assess the core
strategies that work toward accomplishing the vision's systemic outcomes.

It is expected that 10-15 projects will be evaluated throughout the United States. The purpose of
the cluster evaluation is to:

¢ provide technical assistance in project evaluation to grantees;

- ¢ address important strategy and public policy questions about the overall cluster of
projects and what is accomplished; and

¢ inform the Kellogg Foundation and other network of key players about the
implications of lessons learned.
Strategy 5: Through social marketing, public policy networks and communication strategies,
share the vision for promoting permanency and stability for children.

Because the Families for Kids initiative secks to achieve sustained institutionalized change in
public policy and practice, communication with service providers, public policy makers, parents
and the general public will be critical.

These strategies involve providing information on program standards, financing systems, legal
changes and evaluation outcomes to parents, parent advocacy groups, policy makers, service
providers and professionals in the broad range of child and family human services.

)
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e have been bombarded

in recent months with

vivid. front-page media
imagpes of children caught in the cross fire
of contested adoptions. More often than
not. the children presented are attractive,
the picture of health. and very voung —
often not more than a veuar or (wo old.
Large headlines above therr wary,
quiz?ical faces ask us, “Whose little girl is
this?” or announce an ominous “Buattle
over Jessica.” Inside the covers. we learn
that two sets of grieving parents are
fighting passionately to establish exclusive

custody rights in a series of complex
legal maneuvers.

What do these media images and
stories tell us? Cenainly that cases of this
Kind are agonizing and tragic for all
concerned. But these high profile stories
also promote false assumptions and
questionable values. Theyv tell us. first of
afl, that safeguarding parental rights — not
serving the best interests of children — ix
the muain issue facing us in the realm of
adoprion. They also suggest that all
children waiting for permanent homes
look ot hke Jessica, when in fact they
do not. These stories also
convey  the  inaccurate
message that most waiting
children will be fought over
by two well-fixed and well-
intentioned nuclear families.
and that our ouly challenge
will be to determine which of
these  famihies s more
deserving under the law.

Current media coverage
may alsoe be reinforcing the
himited view that traditional
adoption. or a return to the
fanuly of origin. are the onls
ways 10 secure permanent
homes for children: in fact.
there are many different ways
to give children a sense of
lasting family connections.
Some are known but not vet
umiversally practiced: others
we are now in the process of
creating.

In sum. these media tales
obscure both the phight and
the possibilities of a far larger
and more beleaguered group
of our nation’s children:
“special needs” children in
the carce of our child welfare
svstem (children of color:
older children: children who
are part of a sibling group: and
children with physical. mental.
or emouonal problemis).

The child welture svstem
provides publicly funded
substiiute care for children
who must live apart trom their
famihes of origin temporarity
or permanently. A vast arriy
ol public and private agencies.
the svstem is charged with
accomplishing a complex
nmission: to protect children
from maltreatment. 1o provide
care o those with absent or
disabled parents. to assist
troubled  famities  with
reunitication. and to find

alternative, permanent homes. if reuni-
fication proves impossible.

The number of children in substitute
care has in fact nsen steadily over the past
10 vears. Current best estimates put the
number of children in public foster care
alone at 500.(KK) — more than double the
number of a decade ago. !

The situation for children of color 15
particularly disturbing, They muke up
nearly 57 percent of the children in
substitute care in the 31 states tfrom which
data are available — nearly twice their
representation in the nanonul populanon.-
In larye urban areas like New York and
Chicago. children of color constitute %0-90
percent of the child welfare populaton.?

We know that waiting children lucky
enough to be adopted will first spend an
averuge of between 3.5 and 5.5 vears o
hmbo of temporary placements.® Less
fortunate are the thousunds of children in
care who “uge out” of the sysiem or are
“emuncipated” without ever experiencing
a stable. loving. permanent home. Tt
doesn’t take an expert to imdagine the
terrible suffering and damage thas
circumstances like these visi on children
during their formative vears. Children
waiting for permanent homes are among
the most vulnerable and pooriv-served
CIZENS N our society.

" Children
waiting for
permanent
homes are
among the
mMost

vulnerable
and poorly-
served
citizens-in
our society.”




racteristics
of Children
Served by the
Child Welfare
System, 1990

‘Cha

Chiidren in Care

4.3%

Other 429
\ Unknown
\

11.8%
Latino/Hispanic

Children Awaiting
Adoptive Placement
3.7%

7.0%  Other ;3¢
Latino/Hispanic, *“ Unknown

Children in
Finalized Adoptions
4.5%

Other 524
Unknown

13.3%
Latino/Hispanic

Source: These data on the race of children

werned by the child wellare sysiem in the
21 swtes reporting were taken trom the
Green Book tWass and Means Commutice.
LS. House of Representatest 1490
Separaie national figures on Native
Amencan children 1or the wame perind
were not available. although some Natn e
Amencan children may be counied in the
“Onher” categon
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Tradition and timely coincidence have
made these waiting children a top priority
of the W.K Keilogg Foundution. Few
perhaps realize that the Founduation was
originally established in 1930 10 improve
the weltare of children Tt has continued 1o
emphasize programming for children —
particularly those with special needs —
even as ils mission has expanded. Four
vears 4go. as we were finalizing the
Foundation's Plan for the 1990, we began
to actively guestion one of the flawed
assumptions that have tradinonally guided
carly childhood programs across the
country' that children grow up in ther
own fumilies and are nurtured in their own
communitics, Al the same time. many of
us at the Foundation who are adoptive and
foster care parents were reflecting on our
own cxperiences with the child
weltare svstem.

Qut ot these formal and informal
discussions grew a resolve 1o find out how
the Foundation might help communitics
and our child welfure svstem do a betier

job of finding permuanent homes for

waiting children — especially those

DRSNS EFSTENIITIN

90.000- 100.000 who will not be returning
to their biological famihes © To carry out
that resolve. we have developed Families
for Kids. a $42 million national grant-
making initiative that has supported 21
national. state. and local reform nutiatives
with the clear promise of achieving
substantial. permanent reductons i the
number of waiting children.

In structuring Families for Kids. we
were determined to focus our atiention on
a target population thui has remadined
largely invisible to the general public and
too little served by the reforins of the past.
We were also determined 10 avoid two
pitfatls common to svstem reform: +1) the
proliferation ot individual. isolated
programs designed merely to 01l gaps in
existing systemss and (27 goabs that focus
on changing bureaucratic process. rather
than on achieving specific resulis tor
children and families.

From the outset we have xought much
bolder thinking and action: compre-
hensive, fundamental chanee that dares o
look at the exisung svstem trom the
child’s perspective, that creates new

policies and paradigms ot care. and that
measures success in terms of positive
outcomes for chitdren and families To
encourage the svstemic reform we need

and 10 ensure that our efforts and those of

our grantees make a real ditference. we
have established these five outcomes:

1 Family Support: Many cut-of-
home placements of children could be
prevented if timely, comprehensive
services were made available to
biotogical families before problems
become unmanageable

Outcome: Vulnerable families wvill
have the help they need to stay
together and meet the challenges
of daily life.

2 Coordinated Assessment:
Families and children who seek help
from human service and child veeltare
systems must often undergo several
ume-consuming  and redundant
assessment procedures.

Outcome Famihies will participate

fully in a single, coordinated assessment
process that evaluates their needs in a
comprehensive way.

3 Consistent Casework
Services: Because the waiting tme
for placement 1s so long in the current
system and because worker turnover is
so high, families and children may be
forced to work with many different
caseworkers. This situation causes
unnecessary delays and loss of
confidence n the system.

Outcome: One caseworker or
casework team will work with a child
and his/her family or famiies through-
out the permanency planning process.

4 Stable Foster Care: Research
shows that most children now in foster
care have lived in several different
placements, often far away from all that
is familiar to them Multiple placements
damage children’s capacity 1o value
themselves and form positive
relationships

Qutcome: Children awarting perma-
nent placement will be cared for in their
own communities by a single, stable
foster family.

5 Swift, Permanent Placement:
Delay 1in permanent placement is
extremely detrimental to the healthy
development of children, and could be
greatly reduced in most cases if new
policies and practices were developed.

Outcome: Waiting children will be
placed in nurtunng, permanent homes
within one year.

Because children of color make up such
A large portion of our varget group. we are
also making special efforts 10 understand
the cultural dimensions of svstem retorm.
In 1993 and 1994, the Foundation
facilitated a serics of dialogues that
convened experts from those communities
of color with the largest populations of
children in care: African-American,
Latino/Hispanic. and Native American
Therr numbers included foster care and
adoptive parents: professionals from
philanthropy: state. local. and privare
agency representanves: advocates:
lawyers: judges: educators: legislators:
and administraiors from community-based
organizations. (See Acknowledgments. pp.
1%-19. for a list of dialogue participants.)

Each group spent many hours discussing
the special needs and possibilities of 1x
own c¢hildren. Soon after the three
dialogues concluded. the Foundation
hosted a People of Color Summit. where

representatives from each group shared
their findings and reflected on differences
and commonalities across groups.

To give these different discussions
consistency and focus. we asked all groups
1o 1dentify both key problem arcas and
specitic actions needed 10 achieve the five
Families for Kids outcomes. This report
summarizes the reflections and recom-
mendations trom all four dialogues. The
first section deseribes the participants’
axsesspients of the chaltenges that reform
must address. the second defines the major
principles of reform advocated by
discussantx: tollowed by a section Ii,\-uni_v
the specific actions recommiended for cach
ol the five Fumihlies for Kids outcomes.
The report’s conclusions reflect the mujor
contributions of the dialogues to tuture
refarm While there wus astonishing
unanimity of opinion and experience
across all dialogue groups. we have made
every effort 1o reflect the ditferences that
surfaced in discussion.

The following pages riaise some
cantroversial  issuex  about  which
reasonable  people  may  disagree.
Nonctheless, our commitment has been (o
fully retlect the views of all participants.
We believe that our participants” views are
especially important because many of our
discussants have had unigue experiences
with the child weltare svatem. Ton ofien.
these views have been absent from the
public discussions that shaped pust
reforms. Extablishing a forum for these
volces has been even more important for
the Foundation and for Families for Kids
thun we imagined it would. Each dislogue
advanced our own thinking. sometimes by
directly challenging. sometimes by
vilidating our ideas and assumptions. We
trust that vou will find these highlights
helpful as vou consider ways 1o muke a
difierence for the children who wait.

,/ pias !.'UM’-WJ 7L AL
" Valora Washington L

Vice President-Program
W.K. Kellogg Foundation




1l three of our dialogue groups

defined a wide range of

challenges to be addressed
by reform. Most related directly to
inadequacies in our child welfare system.
Thexe systemic problems were being
compounded. participants told us. by a
comphlicated set of economic and social
forces. Discussants also helped us
understand cultural differences in their
communities of color which must be taken
into account when shaping successful
chunge efforts.

An Inadequate Child
Welfare System

We were struck by the remarkably
uniform picture all groups painted of the
current child welfare system. a system
they described repeatedly as too often
nsensitive. ineffective. fragmented. and
remiote. Six problem areas emerged as the
principal targets of reform:

RACISM AND CULTURAL INSENSITIVITY.
Participants were convinced the current
svstem was more focused on addressing
its own institutional needs than on
addressing the real needs of children.
particularly children of color. That is. u

.SyStémS'
that are
‘generic’

culturally

The Honorable David Ramirez, Judge,
Denver Juvenile Court, Denver, Colorado.

did not serve children of any race as well
as it should. and 1t often accorded families
and children of color a second-class status.
Discussants reported that families of color
often confronted a continuum of
prejudice-driven practices. At one end of
this continuum were racist attitudes and
stereotypes: at the other. u pervasive
ignorance and fear of culwral ditferences.
These conditions prevented system plavers
at all levels from understanding and
appreciating the strengths of different
family structures and values.

6 FAMILIES FoR Kibs OF Conok A SEFCIaL RPmoRT

milies
Ikids
0l Color-

Discussants traced much of this
intolerance to America’s historical
oppression of groups of color and to the
original tendency of adopuon systems: 1o
help middle and upper class white families
adopt healthy, white infants While
participants acknowledged the importance
of later reforms such as those advocating
an behall of “special needs children.” they
al<o puinted out that those movements had
not typically empowered familics of color.

Participants also reminded us that
people of color had not been included in
early svstem development and were <till
grossly underrepresented in its workforce.
parucuburly in leadership positions. This,
in spite of dramatic changes in the

compesition of client groups. A luack of

diversity and the system’s slow, incremental
cvolunion had. they tald us. prevenied the
fundamental reforms needed to address the
chunging needs of new client groups.

lgnarance and fear of cultural
differences alse created a comples series
of problems. Participanis said that the
system often expected families and
children of color to adopt nuddle class
white norms 1n order to be deemed
acceptable. Generic. technique-driven
processes. rather than culturally appropriate
ones that valued und buili on diversity.
disempowered families of color. And
differences of race, ethnicity. and class
hetween workers and famities ofien led.
partcipunts told us. 10 a mutual mistrust
and misunderstanding  that tainted
decistons about the fate of children.

Our review ol the emerging hierature on
cultural differences in the human services

N CHALLENIES A Ot o jes

é‘“ORGANlZA‘I'ION THAT
: BECOME IMPLICITLY OR
EXPLICITLY MEANINGFUL TO
THE PARTICIPANTS DURING
" AN ENCOUNTER. "¢

For decades, both the value
and complications of cultural
differences in our national life have
been minimized by the myth of
the “melting pot “ This ideology
allowed proponents to imagine
that real differences were largely
negative, or at best, quaint, and
would ultimately dissolve as
groups surrendered their individual
identities to become part of a
new, uniform national identity.

While the "melting pot”
metaphor still has a grip on the
popular consciousness, there is no
social science evidence to suggest
that it has or will become a reality
There s, however, a great deal of
evidence to suggest. as ). W Green
has noted in Cultural Awareness
in the Human Services, that
“cultural differences reflect
fundamental variations in what
people hold to be worthwhile, and
that as long as these variations
persist they will invite comparnson
and questioning of the practices
and values of the larger society.”7

The growing body of knowl-
edge on cultural sensitivity in
social work practice is bringing
such comparison and questioning
to the social service professions. €
Green argues, as do many other
investigators, that the profession
has a history of cultural insensitivity,
and that the field should provide
services to people " ways which
are culturally acceptable to them
and which enhance therr sense of
ethmic group participation and
power. This means that the

“policies; and'supportlve educational
- .and training programs all have the
- obligation to meet thé client not only
“in terms of the specific problem

presented, but in terms of the client’s
cultural and community background
as well.” 2
i ‘Green offers, as an
example of cultural
sensitivity, his evalua-
tion of an encounter
between a white
practitioner and a
. Native American
client discussing the removal of the
client’s child:

“...The very fact that the interview
was conducted in English would be
culturally meaningful to the chent, if
not to the worker, because English is
the language of the dominant society.
An equally explicit cross-cuitural
feature of the relationship would be
evident if the client proposed that the
child be placed with the grandparents
who understand Indian culture,
rather than removed from the
community The culturally sensitive
worker would recognize the client’s
proposal as a reference to an entire
set of group-specific values on the
role of older persons as having
authority and providing advice to
younger adults as well as to children.
A cultural element — intergenerational
family patterns within the group —
would have been introduced into the
encounter.” 10

There 15 still much work to be done
to develop explicit guidelines for
culturally sensitive practice in the
child welfare system, as well as in the
larger field of social services.
However, the findings of Green and

Nathaniel H. Mayes, and several other investigators
provide a basis for determining many of the general
characteristics of culturally competent practitioners.

The following questions are drawn from this research to
help readers assess — in a shorthand way — their own
“cultural competence.” Those who can answer
all or most of the questions are likely to be effectve at

intercultural interactions:

B Have you assessed critically the strengths and
limitations of your own family culture or ethnicity?
® Do you recognize that your own profession is itself a

The Honorable
David Ramirez

Judge, Denver Juvenile Court,
Denver, Colorado,

Participant, Latino/Hispanic
Dialogue on Adoption Reform

"CLTLTURE. ETHNICITY.
RACE AND GENDER MUST BE
CONSIDERED IN ASSIGNING
APPROPRIATE CASEWORKERS.
AT A MINIMUM. THE WORKER
SHOULD BE CULTURALLY.
EDUCATIONALLY. AND POLIT-
ICALLY COMPETENT TO
REPRESENT THE CLIENT BASE.
THEY MUST ALSO UNDER-
STAND THE PROBLEMS OF
PARTICULAR NEIGHBOR-
HOODS. SYSTEMS THAT ARE
“GENERIC CULTURALLY
DON'T WORK . F¥

cuItu_re with a specific self-interest,

values, language, rules, and

limitations?

Are you open intellectually and

emotionally to evidence of

cultural difference in others?

Do you enjoy exploring the

implications of cultural differ-

ences with others?

Can you recognize and adapt

easily to the learning styles of

others?

When acting as an advocate for a

person of another culture, do you

clearly identify the person or
persons to whom you are
ultimately accountable?

When you manage, control, or

discipline others, do you think

carefully about whose interests
your interventions actually serve?

When you act as an intermediary

between clients and institutional

authorities, do you define the
positive changes you strive to
bring about for both parties?

Are you skeptical about

—standardized diagnostic tools
when applied to persons not
of the dominant culture?

—claims for the universality of
culture-specific rules, norms,
research samples, and
“solutions”?

—belief systems that divide
cultures into those that are
“deprived” and those that are
“superior”?

—"value-free,” “culture-free”
assumptions and practices?
—research on “other” cuftures
that focuses on problems and

ignores strengths?

Recent research on culture and ethnicity also asks us to
remember that a given culture cannot be defined simply as
a static bundle of fixed trats. It is better understood as
something that constantly evolves and may shift even in
the moment of intercultural communication, as workers
“yes” to and service recipients address different needs, see new
opportunities, and attain different levels of trust. All parties

to a transaction are responsible for understanding
and responding constructively to cultural differences.

They should also remain alert to instances when false
images of culture are being used to mask pathology or
block needed change

s e
Toaen




supports these perceptions. Consider these
examples from James W. Green's Culrural
Awareness m the Human Services:

T A survey was conducted among a
aroup of social services workers in Alaska,
workers who had daily contact with a
number of urban Eskimo.... Despite the
fact that the Eskimo have survived for
thousands of vears in one of the world’s
mast harsh environments . . fone] worker
stated confidently that "Natives have no
long-range goals. Thev don’t understand
anvthing about planning for the future.”
Although the Eskimo huse been long
known to anthropologists as a people with
a finels developed sense of humor and
decorum. one that assures emotional
survival in uny hiving spaces during the
Arctic winter. one worker told an
intervicwer that the "Natives have no
pavehological awireness: they don’t know
how 1o verbahize and eapress their
emotions. .. 0 doesn U matier what they say
because our central task s (o teach them to
verbalize and eapress emotions. nathing
can deter us from thae, ™!

For further discussion of these issues,
see the feature article enutled ~Assessing
Your Cultural Competence.” pages 6-7.

PROBLEMATIC TREATMENT PHILOSOPHIES
D Goars, The discussions served to
remind us all of the dilemmas inherentin o
sustem charged with ensunng the welfare
o1 children. many of whom have alreads
suffered neglect or abuse On one hand.
every ctfort must be made 1o protect them
from further harm. Yer flexibility.
mnovation. and some degree of risk are
necessary o honor the htelong importance
o family connecthions. 1o ailow for grawth
and change i birth families, and to

consider a full range of placement options
if reunification is not possible.

Participants voiced strong support for
vigilance on behalf of children, but felt the
current system was too driven by a
“protection and removal™ mentality. This
crisis orientation often preciudes long-term
planning. hampers prevention and
reunification. rewards deficit thinking and
permanency planning, and fails to
distinguish between poverty-related
parenting problems and actual unfitness.
While a crisis orientation clearly and
correctly recognizes the importance of
safeny. discussants said that it often fails 10
recognize the long-term damage caused by
severing or limiting contact between
children and their biological families.

LIMITED DEFINITIONS OF “FayiLy™
AND "PERMANENCY.™ Participants were
concerned by the system’s tendency 10
limit children’s placement options by
seelng success 1 “either/or” terms: either
reunification with birth families: or legal
adoption within nuclear. unrelated
fanulies. This narrow perspective often
leaves many viable opportunities
unesplored. open adoption arrangements
providing safety and preserving valuable
contact between children and their
biologrcal families: kinship care by
extended family and members of the
familyv’s natural support network:
accelerated adoption by foster care
parents: new forms of legal guardianship:
single parent adoption: and co-parenting
maodels involving more than one faniiy.

FRAGMENTED FISCAL STRUCTURE. The
categorical nature of federal and stte
funding streams wis discussed extensively
at all the dialogues. Participants
acknowledged thut many  system
madequacics were directly related 1o
fragmented funding and inflexible
resources that allowed individual workers
virtually no discretion. Participanis said
that the svstem’s fiscal underpinnings.
though substantial. lead to frugmented
program dessgn and delivery. inhibn
necded innavation, and set up fiscal
incentives that encourage foster cure
placement rather than adoption.
Participants al<o reminded ux that the
problem of fiscal fragmentation extends
well bevond the programs and services
designated for children. Since child
removals disproportionately affect voung.
poor families with low levels of education.
fiscal reform needs (o address a wide
range of family suppori services bevond
the child welfare svstem itself.

INADEQUATE SERVICE DFLIVERY
SysTEMS, Participants also identified a
serics of non-Niscal factors Iimiting syxtem
effectivencess. The lack of focus on
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R. Langdon Company’

Participant, African-American
Dialogue on Adoption Reform

"WE MUST

ACKNOWLEDGE THAT WE
HAVE EVOLVED AN
INDUSTRY THAT THRIVES
ON OUT-OF-HOME CARE
WITH ALL THE TRAPPINGS
OF MAINTENANCE OF THE
STATUS QUO. WE WILL
NEED A RANGE OF
SOLUTIONS: ONE IS TO GO
BACK TO SMALLER
NEIGHBORHOQOD
NETWORKS. ... PEOPLE
WANT LESS GOVERNMENT

INTERVENTION. ¥
outcomes tor children — as distinel from
bureaucratic convenience — was their

primary concern. They saw the absence of
child-centered standards for adoption.
post-udophive services, and reunificaiion.
wogether with inadequate quality controls,
as c¢lear suppeort for this position.
Discussants also told us that the
covernmentalization of child wellare
services in the 19605 hud proliferated
centralized bureaucracies that oo often
concentrated services far awayv from
community centers and ¢lient homes. The
etfectiveness and sensitivity of front line

workers — frequently well-intended and
hard-working — are oficn compromised.

discussants believe. by excessive
caxcloads, over-speciahizatton. high
wrnover. and the division between child

Guadalupe Lara
Director of Social Work,
Children’s Hospital of Michigan,
Participant, Latino/Hispanic
Dialogue on Adoption Reform

"CHrLD WELFARE
WORKERS NEED TO LOOK
AT THE STRENGTHS OF
THEIR CLIENTS. ASSESS
WHAT WORKS IN A
PARTICULAR FAMILY, IN
THEIR SOCIO-CULTURAL
CONTEXT. IT’S IMPORTANT
NOT TO BEGIN A FAMILY
ASSESSMENT BY FOCUSING
ON DEFICITS; INSTEAD
WORKERS MUST BUILD ON
THE STRENGTHS OF
FAMILIES AND
conmuniries. ¥

protective services and permanency
plunning units.

LACK OF ADVOCACY FOR CHILDREN OF
Coror. Many ol our dialogue participants
huve worked 1a the child welfare field all
their professional Tives or dealt closely
with system representatives as parents
and/or advocates These experiences guve
their reflections an the current swte of
advocacy for change un especrally
compelling and troubling ring. They sid
that the communiiy-based advocacy
allizances which developed real strensth in
the 19605 were now weak or absent
altogether. Newer efforts have been forced
10 compete with each other for funding and
dre often focused at the “ground level.”
rather than at the policy evel where muor
change is formulated. Participants also

reported that advocates both inside and
outside the system fack support, focus.
coordination. and cnitical resources such
as action-oriented data and financing.

The Impact of
New Economic and
Social Forces
Our discussion participants were
careful 1o place their reflecuons on the

child welfare sy<tem in the context of

several larger econcime and social forces.

They reminded us. first of all. that the
last decade and o half had been
extraordinarily difficult for many
communitics of color Unemplovment
rates. homelessness. and poverty had
increased dramaticalls in many regions
of the country. at the same time that
satety net programs had been cut back or
eliminated. Both developments, they said.
had had devastating impacts on fragile
urban neighborhoods. their institutions,
and an the fumulies that looked 1o them for
matenal assistance und support. Participanis
saw economic breakdown. widespread
despair. youth violence und desiructive
addictions to drugs. alcohol. and gambling
within communitics of color as directly
related to long-term poverty and
oppression Communiiy cohesiveness and
eftectiveness were further compronnsed.,
they said. when the tederal government
concentrated resources in Large. centrul-
ized burcuaucracies while neglecting smualler
neighborhood networks and community
development. The AIDS epidemic. with its
disproportionate cflects on poor urban
neighborhoods. was abso increasing the
numbers of both special needs infunts and
healthy children who would wltimarely be
left without brological parents.

The dialogues repeatedly acknowledged
that these developments were unraveling
many vulnerable fanulies. dramatically
increasing the numbers of children in care.
und thereby taxing the capactties of an
already inadequate child weltare svsten.

The discussions reminded us all that
comprehensive reform must emphasize
prevention by incredasing support services
to vulnerable tamilies. These reforms
should  also anclude communiy
development and economic revitahization
strategies 1o capiabize on existing
neighborhood strengihis und ta rebuitd the
networks necessary 1o sustain fanulies

Recognizing Cultural
Differences
While most of the problems identified

i the discussions were common to all
sroups, our participants did identify some

sigimificant variations based on cultural
differences and historical circumstances.

AFRICAN-AMERICAN PARTICIPANTS (old
us, for example. that adoption fees charged
by private agencies were significant
barriers 10 the adoption of African-
American children by African-American
famuilies. Since children of African-
American slaves were often removed from
therr families by slave owners and
summarily sold mte bondage. such fees
raise the specter of trafficking in children
for profit. These fees are therefore
opposed on principie by manyv African-
Americans, even those who could afferd
1o pay them. Others. who are less well-off.
could not afford 10 pay adoption fees. even
if they felt comfortable with the notion.

African- American participanis also
atlirmed the importance of supportng and
tncreasing the capacity of adoption
agencies that speciabize in placing of
Afncan-American children. and are
operated by African-American child
welfare professionals Discussants
identified several advantages of these
agencies. First and foremost. thear
commitment 10 African-American children
and families could be assured. Second.
they typically have the trust of the
community. strong family recruitment
networks, and enhanced sensitivity to
cultural 1ssues Finallv, their small size
and flexibilny often allow them to uy
innovaiive approaches that might ultimately
spur reform in lurger public systems.

As major obstacles to reform. dialogue
partucipants idenufied the dearth of these
specialized agencres. their economic
fragihity. and the tendency of public
agencies 1o resist releasing adoplable
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children to them for placement. (See the
feature entitled “Learning From Success:
How 1o Recruit Adoptive Families of
Color.” page 16.)

LATINO/HISPANIC PARTICIPANTS were
especially concerned about the perceived
crosion of their culture’s strong traditional
family values. They noted that while
families continue (o remain pivotal. the
specific forms families assume are
changing 1n their culture as well as across
all of soctety. Several delegates. tor
example, pointed to the rise in single-
parent Latina families that are unable. tor
a variety of reasons. to turn to therr
eatended fanulies for support. The tack of
culturally congruent public and private
support services are complicaung the lives
of these famihes rather than addressing
their needs. participants told us.

They also reminded us all thul
Latino/Hispanic culture in America 1s now
composed of Spanish speaking groups

Jaime Gutierrez
Assistant to the President,
University of Arizona (at Tucson),
Participant, Latino/Hispanic
Dialogue on Adoption Reform

a
WE TALK ABOUT

HIRING BILINGUAL AND
BICULTURAL STAFF AT THE
ENTRY LEVEL IN CHILD
WELFARE, BUT IT'S NOT
HAPPENING. THE SYSTEM
IS VERY UNFRIENDLY.
THERE'S AN AVERSION TO
FOLKS WHO SPEAK A
LANGUAGE OTHER THAN
EncLisn.T¥

from af least 21 countries. The increasing
dinverun of their own communities was in
major pomt of discussion. While
20> and Puerto Ricans still comprise
e~ Latino/Hispanic groups (13.5
million. rexpectively). new
nt~ from Central and South
can countries were said to be
new service and advocacy
e~. The immigration to North

a of Salvadorans — particularly
Salv aieran children orphaned by civil war
In Gz 7 awn homeland — was cited a» &
cavz = peint. Latino/Hispanic discussants

;cent movements by different
to tarm coalitons and work
tor the enhancement of services ta
Hispanic families as a sign of
unity strength.

L:uno/Hispanic participants atso
««d strong concern about the child
re <ystem’s lack of culturally
competent workers at every level of
senviie This lack of cultural competence
evrreses kel most obviously, participants
said in the widespread assumption that all
Latine Hispanic clients are the same and
can he treated identically — despite therr
ditterent countries of origin. Participants
arzusd that workers need comprehensive
information about o variety of human
<ertide issuesan order 10 create viable
plans Workers need 1o know. for example.
the history of Latino/Hispamies in their
~erice aress: their reasons foF immigraung.
their imnuizration status and level of
emplovment or unemplovment: their
acces~ 10 housing and transportation: as
well us their capacity to speak Enghsh.
Bevond ~uch  basic information.
parucipants <aid that cultural competence
requires a knowledse and appreciation ot
Latna/Hrispunic salues. traditions. and
family structure.

Since bunguage 15 a principal medium
tor expressing and understanding culture.
and the keyv o negotiating exchanges in
any svstem. participants saw the lack of
bicultural and bilingual workers as a major
obstacle 1o effective communication
between the svatem’s representatives and
families und children. Parucipants strongly
opposed the widespread practice of ustng
children 1o provide transfation services.
Thes areued instead that the svsiem
should hire more workers who are both
culturalls and lingwistically competent.
and provide traimming on sophisticated
translation-related issues such as confiden-
tighiy . liability. and agency mission.

The pervasive lack of cultural
competence among providers. together
with the dearth of Latino/Hispanics in a
position to advocate on behalt of these
concems within the system. were seen as
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the most serious barriers to serving
Latino/Hispanic families and children well.

NATIVE AMERICAN REPRESENTATIVES
also raised issues of diversity and cultural
competence. They reminded us first of the
astounding diversity ot federally-
recognized tribes: 500 that are federally
recognized. many others recognized by
states but not the U.S. government. and
over 100 Alaska Nauve villages. Taken
together. they represent a remarkable
variety of languages and value systems.
This diversity, coupled with small overall
numbers and wide  geographical
dispersion. makes effectove advocacy on
behalf of Native American children and
fumihies extraordinarily difficult. participants
told us. Advocacy is also hampered. they
siaid. by the low priority of child welfare
issues on many tribal council agendas The
ceographical remoteness that limits
advocacy alse acts as a barrier to

ACCCSMNE SETVICS.

Tug

Indian participants were profoundly
troubled by the rising rates of child abuse
and carly addiction in many of their
reservation communities. and with the
widespread denial of these problems by
manv. but not atl. tnbal leaders and Indian
sovial services agencies. The long assault
on tribal spintuality. customs, and values
(particularly  those related 1o the
sacredness of children) that has been
carried on historically by federal and state
covernments. as well as churches and
Private agencies. was scen as a major
cause of Indran cultural and family
decline. The Bureau of Indian Affairs’
long-standing practice ol using Indian
boarding schools as “instruments of
assimilation™ is 4 particularly  tragic
example of this assault on culture.!? For
much of the first half ot the century and as
recentdy as the 1970, this practice was
responsthle both for the removal of
thousands of Native American children

trom their families and communities and
for the systematic denigration of Native
American culture. Alienated from their
cultures of origin and deprived of healthy
models of family life. many Native
Americans who grew up in these schools
have becn unable to transmit essential
values to their children. Discussants told
us thai the loss of Native American culture
among today’s Indian youth was
particularly striking and disturbing.

The extreme oppression  and
paternalism of the tederal government
toward Native Americans over time had.
participants said. resulted 1n low
community selt-esteem and in a scnse of
powerlessness 1o exercise existing inbul
authonty in child welfare cases. This. in
spite of Indian culture’s strong commitment
to care for its own. Differences in values
and perceptions. and a lack of under-
standing between reservation and urban
Native American poputations only
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complicated the successtul exercise of
independent authority on behalf of Indian
children and families.

Finally. Native American participants
told us that the passage of the Indian Child
Welfare Act had been a bitlersweet
victory. On the one hand the Act had
established tribal sovereignty and
jurisdiction over the placement of Indian
children. On the other hand. the Acts
inadequate funding and accountability
structures. together with its lack of
specificity regarding critical terms.
reduced its effectiveness in encouraging
the placement of Indian children with
Indian families.

Both Native American and Latino/
Hispanic participants told us repeatedly
that the lack of a child welfare data
collection and analysis capacity was the
single most important obstacle lo
effective. coordinated. national advocacy
efforts on behall of their children.

Faith Smith_
President, DRI
NAES College, ;
Participant, Native American
Dialogue on Adoption Reform
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NDIAN CHILD
WELFARE WORKERS ARE
TRAINED IN MAINSTREAM
SYSTEMS AND MAY BE
CO-OPTED BY THEM.

WE NEED TO ARTICULATE
STANDARDS FOR
CULTURALLY
APPROPRIATE care. "
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‘Dialogue
-participants
advocated

a shift of
emphasis
from out-of-

home
placement
to family -
preservation
andsuppo '

s we pored over transeripts of

the dialogues. we could see

the broad outlines of u reform
agenda for families and chitdren of color.
[ts goal was. of course. 10 muake a real
difference for waiting children in vers
particular ways. To achieve this goul.
participants offcred several overarching
principles of reform. logether with a large
number of guite specific recommendatons
for achieving each of the five Fumilies for
Kids outcomes for children We turn now
to this prelinunary blueprint for change

The Driving Goal

All the dialogues realfirmed this central
goal: the need to secure swift. suitable.
culturally appropriate placements lor
waiting children. When such placements
can be achieved by assisting hiological
parents. all necessary support services
should be available. When reunificanon is
not possible. 1 coninuum of permanency
options — including but net limited 10
traditional adoption — should be consid-
ered. When children are removed from
their birth families. the ties to their
biological families. and 1o their
communities and culture. should be
honored and preserved if at all possible.
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Tes
I'kids
of Color:

The Overarching
Principles

The princtples of reform defined by our
participants are direct]y related to the
problem areus thev idenufied as the major
trgets of reform: racism and cultural
insensitvity, limiting treatment orientations
and “either/or™ permanency thinking.
frugmented (iscal structures. inadequaice
service delivery svstems. and a lack of
eftective advocacy for all children.
particularly children of color.

EMPOWERING  THE  COMMUNITY
REsroNskE. To counter the racism and
cultural insensitivity in the child welfure
svetem. partictpants proposed that reforms
focus on empowering the community
respons<e. This means giving parents.
children. extended families. churches,
advocates. and other community plavers
cleur roles in shaping new systems of cure
and in day-10-day system decision making.
Examples of such empowerment include:
® building community capacity through
strategic leadership and community
development. and antipoveny initratives
B cstablishing commumity-based. family-
centered. cuburally appropriate services,
and disseminating successful models
& traming and hiring more people of color
for roles in the svstem: reassessing the
need for graduate degrees in some jobs
B supporting culture-specific adoption
agencies

CHALIENLRS S5 e TSI TR S

B allowing muiti-tnibal entities to provide
services to children and families of
color (e.g.. let them license foster care)

B supporting community-based organiza-
tions and contracting out some services
1o these agencies

W relocating system services 1o individual
communities

B cducating community members to
understand and use avarlable services

CHANGING THE ORIENTATION OF THE
SvsTEM. Dialogue parnicipants advocaled
a shift of emphasis trom out-of-hame

placement to family preservation and
support, and 4 change of professional
thinking from deficit-hased models of
assessmient and permanency planning to
family-centered models that build on
existing tamily strengths. Panticipants also
stressed the need to win institutional
support for a more realistic and expansive
definition of “tamily™ that transcends the
narrow confines of the nuclear model.
They also argued for a greater range of
plucement options for children. To
accomphish these changes. participants
recommended-
® bringing family preservation programs
1o scale
B widely dissemimating family-centered
model programs and approaches
B legitimuzing new permanency optians
B expunding the use of kinship cure
models already common in communities
of color
The dialogues also recognized the need
for a major change in public atutudes
about adoption and foster care, as well as
substantial reonientation and  shilt
development for professionals who work
with families and children. To bring these
broad-based changes in thinking and
attitudes about. participants envisioned
B massive training initiatives on cultural
competency and tamily-centered
service maodels for child welfare
workers. students of social work uand
law. attornevs. judges. and other
system players
B nationwide communication campiigns
1o make the veneral pubhic aware of the

plight of children in care. and to correct
myvihs and misunderstandings about
who they are

REORDERING  Fusping  PaTTERNS,

Discussants recognized that system

design. service qualiy, and worker

attitudes are driven 1o a significant extent

by funding patterns. Thus they affirmed

the need to:

W de-categorize funds and bridge
diftferent fiscal streams

B ncrease the use of fiscal incentives.
and change them 1o emphasize family
preservation and support: and to reward
permanency placement. not fosier care

B develop stronger partnerships with the
federal government to bener utilize
enisting dollurs

B use foundabion grants tincluding granis
trom minority philanthropiex) 1o
achicve these ends

REVISING SERVICE DELIVERY SysTEMS.
Participants sugaested that services to
ramilies and childien need 10 be more

culturally appropriate. collaborative,

simple.  effective. and accessible.

Examples of needed changes include:

| installing community-based service
centers with a comprehensive range of
services

B using advanced telecommunications
and computer technology to enhance
cotlaboration. service accessibility. and
efficiency

| personalizing services by dropping
unpecessary formality and symbohsm,
and decentralizing delivery

W developing and using
competent assessment and placement
tools and tests: beter bualancing
quantitative and quahitative data o
decision making

® developing culturally appropriate
mental heatth services

B sceing camnmunity organizalions as
partners and resources

® pushing for syvstem accountability
throuaeh the use of Total Quality
Nanagement principles and practices
and other performince-based measures

culturally

tincluding long-term evaluation of
oulcomes)

& considering the use of mediation to
replace formal adversarial court
Pr()f@.\\k'}

STRENGTHENING ADVOCACY FOR FAMILIFS
ann CHILDREN OF COLOR. Participants
were unanimous in their beliet that strong.
centrulized advocucy organizations armed
with data. authority, resources. and
community support are desperately needed
(o exert real influence at the national level:
first 1o develop broad visions of child
welfare reform. and then to push agendas
for change on behalf of families and
children of color.

We encouraged all three groups to
consider how they might plan and
implement activities that would help their
own children. A good deal of dialogue
nme was used for acuon-oriented planning
to transform ideas for change into specific
initiatives and grant proposals. Uluimately.
cach group developed and submitted a
proposal to the Foundation. In the summer
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=i _
. Projéct Director,”. -
. The -Native American Child and
- Family Resource Center,

. Participant, Native American
-_ Dialogue on Adoption Reform

THERE IS NO FORMAL
ADOPTION CEREMONY
AMONG NATIVE
AMERICANS, NO WORD FOR
“ORPHAN,” NO SUCH THING
AS A CHILD WITHOUT
PARENTS, BECAUSE THE
NATIVE AMERICAN
EXTENDED FAMILY IS SO
IMPORTANT. WHY NOT GIVE
SUBSIDIES TO EXTENDED
FAMILY MEMBERS WHO
CARE FOR CHILDREN—IF
YOU’'RE WILLING TO GIVE
THEM TO INSTITUTIONS?

of 1994, the Foundation awarded each
group a one-vear. $100.000 planning grant
to flesh out their reform initiatives and
enlist others to help refince goals and
strategies.

Native American participants. for
example. began to imagine a national
Indian advocacy resource center that could
take direction from Indian communities
but maintain a nattonal focus The center
would offer policy education on the needs
of Indian children 1o national Indian
organizations and mainstream children’s
lobbying groups like the Child Weltare

League of America. Some immediate
issues for advocacy would be cultural
competency for child welfare profes-
sionals and amendments to the Indian
Child Weltare Act. Participants thought
such a center could also develop a
sophisticated data collection and analysis
svstem for advocacy purposes, provide
technical assistance to tribes on such
matters as computer literacy and legal
intervention, develop media strategies. and
facilitate networking and empowerment
within and across tribes.

Bringing Each Outcome
into Being

The five principles of reform define
acneral shifts in thinking and structure
needed to bring about comprehensive,
fundamental change. Of course. many.
more specific actions will be necessary 10
bring each of the Fanulies for Kids
outcomes 1n1o being.

We present now the specific recommen-
dations that dialogue paruicipants endorsed.
together with brief annotations of our own.
1o clanfy relationships between individual
recommendations. The annotations and
participant recommendations appear below
the full text of each outcome. as follows.

Outcome #1:

Vulnerable families will
have the help they need to
stay together and meet the
challenges of daily life.

Readers <hould note that recommen-
dations here Tall into two broad categorics
an a continuum of services that runs
from early prevention cfforts (o
post-adoptive support. (1) services that
encourage expanded traming and suppon
for parents and communites to prevent
tamuly breakups. and 23 those that help
children and families pass swiftly and
positivels through the <vstem once out-of-
home placement of children has occurred
® increase the quality and duration of

prevention efforts to keep famihies and
children out of the svsiem n the first
place te.g.. extend in-hame family
pre<erviation programs and teach
farmilies assertiveness skills)

m reform tederal child welfare statutes 10
provide family preservation funds 1o
local communities

B develop and use specific standards for
family reunification

W encourage communities to actively
confront sexual abuse and train child
welfare workers on this 1ssue

m provide mentors 1o help children
and families get appropriate lTegal
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representation and support in negotiating
the system
m provide educational stipends to
minority social work students in
exchange for postgraduate placements
in adoption agencies
m make translation services more
available and cuiturally competent
Native American participants suggested
several additional interventions to ensure
adequate family support services:
educational programs and cultural
opportumties to help tribes reaffirm and
revitalize cultural values. traditions. and

customary law: consclousness-raising ol

tribal teaders on Indian child welfare
issues: and assistance for reservation and
urban Indian populations to help them
overcome barriers to understanding and
cooperation. Indian dialogue participants
also urged tribes to use therr legal
authority 1o develop and codify into law
new child protection standards based on
traditional values and practicex.

Outcome #2:

Families will participate
fully in a single, coordinated
assessment process that
evaluates their needs in a
comprehensive way.

We noticed that recommendations for
this outcome focused on wavs 1o empower
the commumity and family as real partners
in dssessment and case planning These
recommendations would improve the
systemi’s capacity to understand and cap-
italize on culwral differences. They would:
B press lor carly assessment
B give famihy and community members the

decision-making power und resources

necessary to mahe a difference in
assessment and case planning

m use relatives (o provide secure environ-
ments for children when placement 1~
dispured

| give community -based haison people
and agencies influential roles an the

QSSeRNICNT Provess
& conduct assessments outside bureau-

cracics 1 family and community seftings
B support new placement paradigms.

particularly those that bresk down
taditional boundaries 1See p. 8. Limited

Detimuons of Family and Permuanency.”™
8 help workers teel safe in “war zone”

communities 50 that they can percenve

strengths and see new family-friendly
aptions

| Create more opportunities for profes-
sionals of all races 1o work side by <ide

QN caNes
w create standards tor cularally appro-

m Pate care

"\When children are removed from their
birth families, the ties to their biological

families, and to their communities and
culture, should be honored.”

Outcome #3:

One caseworker or casework
team will work with a child
and his/her family or families
throughout the permanency
planning process.

Recommendations tor this ouicome
were about evenly divided between
strategies to help professionals find the
time and expertise to work collaboratively.
and those that point the way o better
relationships with and among famihies
They encouraged systems io:

B use muludisciplinary case teams with
generalist capabihties

m cncourage collaboration between
agencies. with a single point ol entry
for children and famihes

® reduce and imit the size of cascloads

& make services more mohile e.g.. use
interactive TV und Intemet)

B use clectronic technology 1o create a
paperless system

m cnsure that permanency plans take
contextual issues hike transportation.
drug treatment. and cmployment nta
account

| use incentives more than sanctions 1o
euin families” cooperation

m cxtablish mechanisms for biological
and foster parents to work together
cooperatively

m revisit and revise old confidentiality
laws

Outcome #4:

Children awaiting permanent
placement will be cared for in
their own communities by a
single foster family.

These recommendations offer strateges
io increase the number and quality of foster
care families. Of special interest is the
cmphasis on expanding the use of relatives
and members of the famuilies” natural
support svstem. Purticipants also suggested
that child welfare professionals should

m screen foster care parents mere
carefully and monuter placements

m fully inform and train foster care
parents. and provide them with respiiv
care. counseling. and other supportive
services

B recruit more foster care parents

B use waivers to increase the numbers of
foster care parents

m use AFDC moms as foster parents

B allow foster parents to train workers in
the system

m require states 1o follow existing Kinship
care laws

B insist on better kinship care scarches.
and consider placement bevond fumily
members and among neighbors: consider
kinship guardianships with subsidies

Outcome #5:

Waiting children will
be placed in nurturing,
permanent homes
within one year.

Here recommendations offer a hroud
range of ways 1o speed permunent place-
ment: by streamlining the placement
process. increasing the supply ol
traditional and nontraditional adoptive
familics. ensuring culturally sensitive
adoptions. and supporting adoptive parents
after adoptions have been finalized so that
disruptions are less likely to oceur. Such
reforms would:

m simplifv the adoption process instead of
adding more bells and whistles tdo in
three steps what's now done in ~ix)

B establish definite time frames for
placement. and tie funding o comphiance

® train and win the support of judges on
new, shorter imelines for placement

® improve recruitment and training of
adoptive families

B support nontraditiondl placement para-
digms such as those described on page 8

m capand and subsidize kinship care
practices

B cxtablish and support more culture-

specilic adoption agencies. help them

develop their own ¢conomic base. and

create fiscal incentives to expand the
number of children released to them
from public agencics

W insist on evidence that communny
representatives have been involved in
placement decisions

m fund rescuarch on post-adoption und

AdOpLION SCFVICE OUECOmEs
m cxtablish post-adoptive standards and

practices
m provide ongoing. post-adoplion services

1o families with difficult circumstances
B increase the number ol culure-speciiic

adoption support groups. and recognize

the value of the support group model us
one aption te be considered
W use surrogate parenls 1o provide <uppont

10 loster und adoptive parents
m support same-race foster care and

adoptive plucement

The Foundation itself does not have an
official poxition on the sxame-race
placement of children. Yet. we think 1t
important to emphuasize that in evers
dialogue we heard passionate resisiance
(o transtactal placement of children
Participants acknowledged that the
pumber of transracial adoptions. in
particular. renin relatively ow. but
feared sigmificant increases 1 the issue s
not addressed forcefully. !

Their conviction appeared to arow out
of two different. but closely refated.
helicrs. First. that children of all cultures
are best nurtured within their own
cultures: and second. that a sufficient
<upply of famibes of color would he
available to care for children ot calor
i\ child welfare agencies developed
positive. collaborative relationships with
communities of color. and recruited more
ageressively and effectively. Participants
pointed to the documented successes
of culture-specific adoption agencies
and their capacity o estahlish such
relavionships quickly. and to atiract large
numbers of prospective. same-riace
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Success:

‘Recruit

Adoptive
Families of
Color

More than half of all children
waiting to be adopted are children of
color. Most of these children are
African-American. They not only
suffer by being overrepresented in
the pool of waiting children, statistics
show that their adoptive placement
percentages are well below those of
white children (See pie charts 2 and
3 on page 4.)

Clearly, effective recruitment
of families of color interested in
adoption must be a fundamental
part of child welfare service in every
locality Unfortunately, two persistent
stereotypes continue to hinder
recruitment efforts by many mam-
stream agencies: (1) that families of
color are not interested in adoption
and will not come forward in
sufficient numbers even when
recruited aggressively, and (2) that
children of color are hard to piace.

Sydney Duncan
President,

Homes For Black Children,
Detroit, Michigan
Participant, African-American
Dialogue on Adoption Reform

1
’WH EN APPROPRIATE

SERVICES ARE OFFERED.
FAMILIES OF COLOR WILL
ADOPT; SUCCESSFUL
RECRUITMENT DOESN'T
HAVE MUCH TO DO WITH
SUPPLY. IT'S MUCH
MORE AN ISSUE OF
AGENCY PROCESS AND
BEHAVIOR.¥¥

; _supply It's much more an
“issue of agency process and behavior.

..We need to use common sense.and.

“remove the barriers that get in the way.”
= “In-addition to achieving its central
‘mission, HBC has sparked change in a
number of area child-placing agencies,
many of which have initiated
African-American placement projects
inspired by HBC's approaches. Duncan
explains HBC's role this way: “HBC
made it impossible for people to go
on saying, ‘It can't be done.” That's
when accountability starts.”

Although specialty agencies have
some unique characteristics — small
size, flexible personnel practices,
absence of fees, and strong roots in
communities of color — tlarger
mainstream agencies can incorporate
key elements of their philosophy and
practice. These larger agencies can:

m serve the interests of the child first
and foremost
m hire professionals of color at all
levels and make cultural sensitivity a
top priority
m locate services in communities of
color near public transportation,
and offer additional evening hours

m reevaluate eligibility requirements
and remove standards that
discriminate irrationally on the basis
of age, fertility, income, home
ownership, marital history, family
size, and single-parent status

m streamline application and home
study processes

The track records of placement agencies established m personalize service, and avoid unnecessary formality

expressly to place children of color —

call these stereotypes into question And, their experences

programs

"specialty agencies” — m develop aggressive and culturally sensitive outreach

offer valuable lessons to mainstream agencies seriously @ focus more resources on recrutment and target efforts
committed to improving their profiles in communities of W discover and use channels of communication preferred
by communities of color

color.

The oldest and one of the most successful of the

specialty agencies is Homes For Black Children (HBC)
located in Detroit, Michigan. Founded in 1969, the agency
now operates with a predominately African-American
staff of 17 HBC prowvides both family preservation and
adoptive services, and prides itself on its strong
collaborative relationships with 13 other child-placing
agencies in the area. To date, HBC has placed 1,100
children, including newborns, teenagers, large sibling
groups, and children with significant drug exposure and

other handicapping conditions.

Sydney Duncan, HBC's founding president, draws
several conclusions from her agency's impressive track
record: “When appropriate services are offered, families of
color will adopt; successful recruitment doesn’t have much

Spaulding for Children (Southfield, Michigan) is
another pioneering specialty agency, having, since 1968,
placed children least well served by the child welfare
system — now African-American boys over the age of 10.
Judy McKensie, Spaulding’'s executive director, sees
specialty agencies as indispensable elements of balanced
child piacement systems.
not the whole solution. You don’t want the other
agencies simply abdicating their responsibtlities to place

“They are very important but

special needs children, but specialty agencies should be

one element of a diverse, collaborative system. They bring
2 potential energy to agitate the system, they cpen
doors to the minority community, and they demonstrate
the best practices.”
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adoptive families. (Sece the feature entitled
“Learming From Success: Haw to Reerunt
Adoptive Families of Color,” page 16,

Latino/Hispanic participants believed
that their children were bemng transracially
placed at higher rates than children of
other culturex. They auributed this
difference to the desire of many white
tamilies to adopt children with light
complexions. and to the Lack of public and
private agencies willing to recruit
specifically for Latino/Hispanic fanulies.
Since agency funding is otten tied 1o
numbers of placements completed.
Latino/Hispanic participants also feared
that cultural sen<itivity in placement
decisions was beng compromised by
budgetary pressures.

In addition to the preceding list of

veneralhy applicable recommendations tor
speeds. appropriate placement. Nanve
Amernican pariicipants recommended
several it es particular to therr
tanrbies and chiddren: pushing tribal
enrollment in a systematic way o establish
children’s heritage carly on: sirenyihening
trihal-state relationships therghteming
recognition of tribal leaders. expeciallyy
mcreasing adoption subsidies to Indian
fomilies: changing Indian Child Welfare
Act (1CWA Y delhminons related 1o
adoptions and coadifving inte indian
customury  law tribal concepts of
permanent placement. They wilso noted that
some (ribes would need technical
assistance o Tully implement ICWA and
other releviant faws.

Ax we reflect on all the dialogues. several lessons stand out for us. First there
is the recognition that. to our knowledge. these people of color dialogues on
adoption reform are unique. We cannot remember ever having heard of a series of
forums which invited advocates from African-American. Latmo/Hispanic. and
Native American commumities to gather in both individual and cross-culiural
groups to define a child welfare reform agenda.

What might this aware-
ness telb us about the history
and the future of reform?
We think it points to the
central. enduring importance
of mvolving all stakeholders
in reform planning and
implementation. parucularly
those who were excluded in the past. The recent history of reform is rife with
failures and hlemished successes. partly because we've taken so long to learn this
lesson. and partly because we tend to forget it as the political context changes and
new reform paradigms gain favor.

I our omn experience. the benetits of commumity-hased. inclusive approaches Tar
outweigh their complicauons — and the benetits accrue to evervone. Our dialogue
participants have told us again and again how important it is 1o have continuing
opportunities 10 overcome their sense of 1solation from fellow reformers in their
own groups and rom other groups of color. Our awn sense of what retormis are
needed has been enlarged by the diversity of our collaborators. Our other
Families for Kids grantees will learn valuable lessons from the dialogues to
ampliry their already expansive commumty-based planning processes.

We eapect that “empowering the community response.” 1o mvohke our
discussants’ first principle of relform. must also be 4 mujor thrust in future
national policy development. This call for the intensive engagement of fanuly
members and communities ot color should not. however, be misinterpreted s
support for separatist selutions or for a return to block grant funding without
mandates and accountability We believe, in concert with our discussants, tha
existing child welfure agencies must increasingly enler into cooperative.
collaharative relationships with tamilies. members of their natural support
syvslems. and community organizations. giving them more responsibility Tor and
influence in decision making that affects their destinies. And. while child welfure
refonm must he addressed locatly, most state and local governments do not have
the resources necessary to go it alone: thus. the federal government will have o
maintam a strong role in child welfare tunding. policymaking. and oversight.

Accountability at every level of service must also he improved: first by
developing standards of care based on the real needs of children. and second. by
measuring performance in terms of an exacting bottom line: virtually every
waiting child must he placed swifily and sppropriately in o family sening tha
aftords stability and Litelong ties.

We think that inany of the other overarching principles of reform. as defined in
these didlogues. must also become part of the national wemplate for change. The
child welfare svstem will need to make a major investment of energy and
rexources 10 overcome lingening prejudices. as well as ignorance and fear of cultural

differences Such an investment must begin with i new <vstem-wide awareness of

the imponance of cultural sensitivity in service deliven and include serious eftorts
w diversify system worklorees af every level. increase the cultural competence of
enisting workers. and make culture an issue in professional educanon.

The current limuting definitions of “family™ and “permanency™ will need to be
reimagined and expanded through the development of new concepts und options
Fragmented tiscal structures must be realigned 10 support fanuly - and child-centered
programs and services. Our child welfare svstern must emphasize pemnanency place-
ment rather than perpetuating the current over-rehance on foster care. Services
should be decentralized und rooted in the communities they are designed 1o serve

We fook forward ta the advances of our grantees. and we coniinue 1o remimd
ourselves of this stmple truth: All that we do will be of little conseyuence if we
fail 1o tind loving. permanent homex for the chuldren who wan
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Notes

1 This estimate was provided by the North American Council on Adoptable Children
(NACAC) It is based on the last known number of children in pubtic foster care
(442,000 in 1992} as reported in the Green Book (Ways and Means Committee, U S
House of Representatives, 1992). NACAC has updated the 1992 figure using
prajections from selected states.

Data from The Voluntary Cooperative Information System (VCIS) of the American
Publiic Welfare Association are the basis for the Green Book figures  The substitute
care population as defined by the VCIS report entitied, “Characterstics of Children in
Subsuiute Care,” (FY 82 through FY 90) are “those children residing outside of their
own homes under the case management and planning responsibility of the primary
state child wellare agency or child placing agencies under contract to the primary
agency " “Residing outside of their own homes” was detined 10 include such lving
arrangements as foster family or adoptive foster homes, group homes, child care
facihties, emergency care shelters. supenssed independent Ining, non-finahzed adopive
home placements, and all other arrangements regarded as 24-hour substitute care by
the tiaie agency. excepl inchzed adoplive home placemenis.

2 According to the ULS. Census, “Cuirent Fopulation Reports P25-1105, Population
Projecuons of the Urited States by Age, Sex, Race and Hisparic Orign 1993 (o
2050, children of cclor age 12 and under compnsed 32.49 perceni of the chid
population nauonally in 1993, thus, iher represeniaiion in the substriute care
populaion—approximately 57 perceni—is 1 75 tmes their representation in tne
general child pepulation.

The 57 percent hgure is an aagregeucn of afncen-American. Hispanic, and Other”
categones isee Gaia sifebai on page 4i. The “Other” category 1s thought o include
mainty Asian Amencen ang Nelive ~mencan children but may also count some
children wwho are nGi recegnized as noniv” under existing federal aefintons.
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