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WELTFARE

Kids on the Block

The government

now spends

$4 billion-$5 billion a
year to underwrite
foster care, some
adoptions and, to a
much smaller extent,
other child protection
programs. The future
of federal assistance—
and how changes might
help or hurt children in
need—is the focus of a
sharp debate.

BY ROCHELLE L.
STANFIELD

lisa and Deanna never knew cach

other. But those two little girls

from different parts of the country

shared the terror of being abused
by their familics and the frustration of
being trapped by o system that is sup-
posed to protect them.

Late last [all. both of them also cap-
turcd headlimes—Elisa tor o tragic end,
Deanna in achopetul beginning.

Their stories attach faees to the foster
care and adoption aspects ol Washing-
ton’s debate over welfare reform and a
halanced federal budget—ia debate that
has focused mostly on the dollar amounts
of tax cuts versus spending programs and
the abstract concepts of Tederalism and
federal entitlemients,

The prevailing theme of the debate has
been more flexibility for state govern-
ments. As the assues ol foster care and
adoption make clear, however, tlexibility
can mean very dilferent things to those
responsible for assuring the safety of ¢hil-
dren and linding them permanent homes.

The Tederal government spends $4 hil-
lion-$5 billion a year to subsidize foster
care, some adoptions and, to a much
smaller extent, other child protection pro-
prams. Foster care and adoption assis-
tance are entitlements: Any child who
qualifies gets aid regardless of the num-
ber of other children in the country who
have qualificd. Weltare reform might
convert all this child protection assistance
into block grants. The states would get
less money, and the amount wouldn’t
automatically increase if the number of
cascloads rose. But cach state would
receive s lump sum that it could spend as
1t chooses.

The current White House-congression-
al stalemate prolongs uncertainty for
ncatly @ halt-million children in foster
care across the country and several times
that number who—hke Elisa was—are at
physical risk at home.

Elisa lzquierdo was the battered and
tortured o-year-old who died in Novem-
ber in New York City, allegedly beaten to
death by her mother, even though teach-
ers, extended-family members and others
had repeatedly reported her peril to a

child-abuse hotline and the city’s Child
Wellure Administration,

Her case got national media attention,
including extensive coverage in The New
York Times and Time magazine. 1t
prompted New York Mayor Rudolph W,
Giuliani to overhaul the child welfare
ageney, the New York [egislature 1o con-
sider rewriting state laws on child protee-
tion and Connecticut Gov. John G. Row-
land to propose his own radical reforms.

Elisa’s case also raised the decibel Tevel
in an angry debate over managing child
profection programs. Some advocates,
pointing to the heavy cascloads of New
York City social workers, contended that
the case demonstrated the deadly results
of budget cuts on chifd wellure agencies
and deered the proposed block grantand
federal budget reductions.

Others used the case to denounce an
cxperimental approach to child protec-
tion called family preservation, although
this technique was not formally in use in
New York City. Family preservation pro-
grams aim to keep families together
through intensive counseling and other
services designed to head olf problems
before they escalate into crisis, neglect or
child abuse,

Even the President’s wile, Hillary Rod-
ham Clinton, weighed inon the subject in
her new book, Ie Takes a Village: And
Other Lessons Cluldren Teach Us: ™A
child’s safety must take precedence over
the preservation of a tamily that allowed
abuse to oceur.”

A small fraction of federal child pro-
tection dolars is now spent on family
preservation programs in about half the
states, a proportion that might rise in
some states if a block grant is enacted. By
far the largest chunk of federal aid is
devoted to Toster care, the traditional
step ol removing endangered children
and placing them with o fToster family or
ina group home.

Foster care is supposed (o be a stopgap
until a family is ready to care properly for
a child or unal a youngster is adopted.
But “temporay”™ foster care often Lasts
for years, with a child shunted from one
home to another.
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At a Los Angeles shelter for abused
and neglected children, “what we saw
over miny years were the same kids com-
ing back again and again,” recalled Naney
M. Dalv, a Los Angeles County Children
and Family Scrvices commissioner.
“Thevid go out to i foster home, and the
foster parents weren't prepared to deal
with their problems. so they'd come back.
And cach time a child comes back,
they're a dittle bit more damaged from
cach time that they are rejected.”

As Deanna’s hopeful story illustrates,
the traditional route of child protection
is a pretty rocky path,

DEANNA’S STORY

Deanna Lea Moppin's news media
moment was bricfer
and more localized
than Llisa's, bul
not without dra-
matic impact. She
is a0 P3-yvear-old
lrom Kansas City.
Kuan.. who was fea-

tured at o Nov, 13 White -' ”g._
House ceremony lor 'X?/}\

o . : 2\ A
National  Adoption i //// -
Maonth. . —r

Standing  beside
Hillary Clinton in the
Fast Room. Deanna
read @ poem she had
written about  her
anguish in foster care

\/
Gon
y ’;“\
. AR
and her longing (o be \

wE
adopted, Tt included the \ 4 /
lines: ‘ ‘¥ g

I don’t want to be here 2
Tforever. Fwant i home./ Y,

Please get me out of
this system and out of
this dome.™

She then told o roomful of
teary-cyed  Members  of
Congress, government offi-
cials and adoption advocaies,
“Iwant a family T could love
that would love me back.”™

Child protection officials
had removed Deanna from
her Family at age 3 because
she  was  abused. Joan
Wagnon, who brought Dean-
na to the White House cere-
mony. said in g subsequent
mterview, Deanna had spent
10 years in foster care, first
with a family and then in a
group home.

In the aftermath of the
White House ceremony,
Deanna got her wish. She s
now being adopted.

But 1he happy ending
shouldn't hive taken 10 long

.

The curren
House-congressional
stalemate over welfare
reform and the budget
prolongs uncertainty for
nearly a half-million
children in foster care
across the country.

years—{orever o a child, complained
Wagnon, exceutive director ol Kansas

Familics for Kids, @ private. nonprofit
ageney in Fopeka that is trying to over-
haul the state’s foster care and adoption
system. 1 [federal and state policies] had
helped her adoption carly on” she said,

“it could have been avery ditferent
o slory.”
/ Fveryone in the child pro-

2 j tection debate agrees
that (he lirst priority is
to assure the child’s

safcty; the second priori-
Bty is to find the child & per-

b manent home.

But of the children in
foster care in 1990 (the
latest year lor
which there

P

Ze
Wl

\ _5,//

t White

\d

e

are rehiable figures, compiled by the
American Public Weltare Assoctation),
more than two-thirds had been in state
custody for more than a year and more
than a fourth for more than three years.
Of those who left state custody that year.
two-thirds returned to their birth Gumilies
and fewer than 8 per cent were adopted.

In theory, at least, everyone is for
adoption. The President’s wile and
Speaker Newt Gingrich, R-Ga., who sce
cye to eye on little else, agree that adop-
tions need to be made easicr and cheap-
er, as does the Congressional Coalition
on Adoption, an organization headed by
two unlikely pairs: Sens. Larry E. Craig,
R-Idaho, and Paul Simon, D-11., and
Reps. Thomas J. Bliley Jr., R-Va. and
Tames L. Oberstar, D-Minn.

But not all adoptions arc equal or even
similar. The out-of-pocket cost to a fami-
tv adopting a child from the foster care
system is minimal. Tn addition, federal
and state governments often provide a
subsidy until the child reaches age 18. But
those children are difficult to place. They

are typically older and disproportion-
\ ately minority, and many have severe
3 physical. emotional and mental prob-

lems. Nounetheless, these children
account for two-fifths of the 51,000
adoptions that take place cach vear,
according to the National Council For

/" Adoption, the largest Washington-

bascd organization
A\ representing private
y adoption interests.

' Co On the other
iFE - hand, adopting «
healthy infant

through a private
agencey or a lawyer,
the council figures,
costs a family a mini-
mum of $17.725 for agency
fees, legad fees and prenatal
care for the mother. Lor
years, the council and other
adoption  activists  had
pressed in vain for a tax cred-
it to case the financial bur-
den. The House Republi-
cans” Contract With America
included a tax credit propos-
al, and the budget and tax
package  that  Congress
passcd but the President
vetoed would have provided
a onctime, nonrefundable
$5,000 credit for out-of-pock-
¢l expenses associated with
adopting a child. Whether
the provision will survive is in
doubt.

No one openly opposes
the credit, but many chil-
dren’s orgamizations are am-
bivialent about it. President

——

{
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Clinton’s various balanced budget pro-
posals, for example, haven't included
credit. Child wellie lobbyists view it as o
nice ideas buta lusury.

“Certinly an adoption s eredit can
be very useful to families,” said Marylee
Allen, dircctor of ¢hild wellare and men-
tal health for the Childrens Defense
Fund (CDF). "But ar the very time Con-
gress s saving we have to cut back in
these other arcas, does it make sense (o
provide tax credits?™

Then guotimg her boss CDE president
Marion Wright Ldelman, Allen contin-
ued I you can’t payv the rent. you
shouldn't go on vacation.”

SAFETY FIRST

The first and foremost priority of child
wellare is keeping voungsters safe—a
task that gets harder o accomplish every
year. Whether a child welfare block grant
would make it casier or next to Impossi-
ble 1o achieve that goal is at the heart of
the debate over flexibility and entitle-
ments.

The numbers on child abuse are even
sketehier than those on foster care, but
most studies conclude that abuse is on
the rise. In o December speech, Health
and Fluman Services (HHS) Sceretary
Donna k. Shalali cited preliminary find-
ings from o department survey showing
that the incidence of child abuse had dou-
bled from 1986-93. The most widely quot-
ed figures are those from the National
Center on Child Abuse and Negleet,
unit ol HHS, estimating one million con-
firmed cases of child abuse in 199] ,oul of
three million reported. A 1995 report by
the US. Advisory Board on Child Abuse
estimated that 2,000 children dic cach
year from abuse or neglect and 18000 are
permanently disabled.

A great many of these abused and
neglected children Tand in foster care.

“More youngsters are coming into fos-
ter care, prinxarily duc to the explosion of
crack cocaine, unemployment and home-
fessness,™ Judith Goodhand., director of
the Cayahoga County Children and Fam-
ily Scrvices Department in Cleveland,
said inareeent interview, “Poverty has
the highest corrclation with child abise of
any tactor, and the epidemic of drug
abuse has exacerbated that cnormously.”

Wellare reform, medicaid cuts and
changes contemplated in other federal
programs such as supplemental sceurity
income for the disabled poor are likely to
compound the problem.

I live-year per litetime limit is put on
ard 1o fmihies with dependent children—
an approach that is common to all ver-
sions of welfare reform—360.000 ¢hil-
dren would be dropped from the rolls in
Los Angeles County, Peter Digre, diree-

tor ol children’s services tor the county,
estimales,

CLven il assume that 19 out of 20 of

their tamilics went into the ceonomy, gol
good jobs and raised their own kids—and
that would be i real miracle—we would
end up with 18,000 more kids who would
become destitute . and come into (he
foster care system.™ he said. That would
represent nearly o 50 per cent increase in
his current population o about 40,000

MaryLee Allen, Children’s Defense Fund’s child welfare and mental health director

director of Michigan's Social Services
Department and a consultant o the
House Republicans, had for his state. Not
only is Miller—like his boss, Republican
Gov. Johm M. Engler—an outspoken
advocate of block grants, he is also one of
the foremaost practitioners of family
preservation. As he saw i, Washington's
programs hampered his efforts,

“The federal government focus is 1o
remove the child,” he said in a recent

Richard A. Bloom

“Does it make sense to provide tax credits” when Capitol Hill is pushing for broad cuts?

youngsters in foster care. “How would |
handle 50 per cent increase with a
capped block grant?”

The Congressional Budget Office fig-
ures that the dozen or so federal child
protection progriams provided about $4
billion i fiscal 1995, most of it in three
pots: $3.28 billion for the foster care and
adoption assistance entitlements, $295
million for child welfare services and
$150 million for family preservation pro-
grams. Should those programs be consoli-
dated and capped?

The Contract With America was silent
on child welfare. At the prompting of
Republican governors, however, Flouse
Republicans decided to merge all the
child welfare programs into o block grant
as part of the welfare reform packiage
that the House adopted last March. With
one stroke, they could provide (lexibility,
advaimcee federalism, remove an entitle-
ment and cut costs,

Impartant politically. a child wellare
block grant was even more vital 1o the
particular plans that Gerald H. Miller,

interview. 1001 go into o home and want
to help that family—remove the risk [to
the childj—the federal government will
not help me. But if 1 remove the child
and put the child in foster care, the feder
al government will pay me money. [ think
that's just wrong.”

Michigan’s statewide Tamily preserva-
tion program is the Lurgest in the nation,
Esscentially, it provides a four-six-weck
crash course in domestic problem solving
to Lamilies at risk of abusing their chil-
dren. A caseworker is constantly on call
to mediate disputes and secure other ser-
vices such as child care or cmergency
moncey to pay overduc rent.

The Michigan program. calied Familics
First is financed primarily by the state
and the New York City-based Fdna
McConnell Clark Foundation The feder-
al fanily preservation program “is minor
money,” Miller said. “Tts good. T worked
harder than anybody with the Clinton
Administration 1o pet it through [Con-
gress in 1993), but s small dollars com-
parcd (o the [foster care] eatitlement.”

B T LD
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Fanmily prescervation is also cheaper
than foster care, although Miller doesn’t
talk about that aspect. When asked for
linancial comparisons, he responded: “1
never looked at that. s not one of our
abjectives.”

But the Clark Foundation touts the
fancial advantage as one ol the pro-
gram’s benefits. Citing a report by the

Opponents of federal
child weltare block

grants hired

Washington lobbyist

Marina Weiss, a
former aide to
‘Texas Democrat
Lloyd Bentsen.

Center for the Study of Social Policy, i
think tank in Washington, & Clirk FFoun-
dation fact sheet contrasts an average
annual expenditure of $4.500 per Tamily
For family prescrvation services with
$17.500 to maintain a child in foster care
and $100.000 Tor institutionalization.

Missouri also has an ambittious fmily
preservation program supported primarily
by the Clark Foundation
and state tunds. But
Gary Stangler, Missouri’s
social services director,
has a view of federal pro-
grams that is radically
different from Miller's.

“I've been a staunch
opponent of a block
prant,” he said in an
interview. Missouri’s
Giov, Ml Carnahan s a
Democrat, but Stangler
was hired by Carnahan’s
predecessor, Republican
John DU Asheroft.

“There's not much 1
would gain by increased
flexibility,” he continued.
"It would clearly be on
the margins in the child
welfare program, which
is. to me, unlike cash
welfare [such as aid to
Families with dependent
children], where 1 would
like a great deal more
Ilexibility.”

FFor cach cligible child,
the federal entitlement
program guaranteces
three kinds of payments:
room and board in foster
care, the local ageney’s
administrative expenses
and traiing, To Stangler
and to Digre of TLos
Angeles County, the Tat-
ter  Iwo o categorices
increase flexibility rather
than inhibit it. A block
grant would “wipe out
the core infrastructure
of lexibility you need to
run the system and to
relform  the system.”
Digre said.

Whether they support
a block griant or oppose
it child welfare experts
agree on the need for
change. More than 20
child welfare systems are
already operating under
court deceree Tollowing
lawsuits brought (o con-
test the state or local sys-
tem's ability to care for
children salely.

John Eiscle

Opponents ol block grants insist that
the only way to buy reform s to keep the
administrative and training funds as part
of the entitlement. The Youth Law Cen-
ter in San Frimeisco sued the Los Ange-
les County child welfare system about five
years ago. Digre was hired in the result-
ing overhaol and made dranmatic changes
in management and training.

“If the block grant went through, it
would be impossible to improve that sys-
tem today,” said Carol Shautfer, exceu-
tive director of the law center. “You
wouldn’t be able to bring up the number
of workers or bring up the training.”

In the wake of the House vote on a
child welfare block grant, Stangler and
Digre joined a loose coalition of child
wellure administrators, advocates and
organizations to fight block grants. They
hired Marina Weiss, a lobbyist with the
law firm of Powers, Pyles, Sutter &
Verville, who had been an aide to Texas
Democrat Lloyd Bentsen when he was
chutrman of the Senate Finance Commit-
tee and during his Tater tour as Treasury
Sceretary. They soon discovered some
surprising bedfellows among conserva-
tives and right-to-life groups.

“We had working with us o really
broad spectrum, everybody from the
Catholic Charitics and Lutheran minis-
ters and Baptists, who [all] have an orien-
tation toward adoption. all the way to the
more liberal, social-work-type groups that
had an interest in policies related to
kids,” Weiss said.

In the Scnate, the campaign against a
child welfare block grant was led by such
Republicans as John H. Chafee of Rhode
Istand and Christopher S, (Kit) Bond of
Missouri. But staunch conservatives such
as Craig joined in.

“My concern is that we have a safety
net available to ensure that the children
who may be affected will be adequately
tuken care of through our foster care and
adoption asststance programs,” Craig
wrote last May to Bob Packwood, R-
Ore.. who was then the Finance Commit-
tee’s charrman. “A block grant with u lim-
ited inflation adjuster,” he continued,
would provide “no flexibility in the sys-
tem to protect children.”

The Senate passed @ welfure reform
bill in September that didn’t include o
child welfare block grant. But the attempt
to allay Scnate concerns while retaining
the flexibility that the House demanded
resulted inaconference committee com-
promise that both sides denounced.

The compromise would have left room
and board payments for foster care as an
entitlement but blocked and capped
everything celse, including the administra-
tive and tramimg funds. "So all the fiscal
incentive would be to take kids away from
their parents,” Stangler said.
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Chnton vetoed the whole package, cit-
ing in his veto message “massive struc-
tual changes in o variety of programs,
ncluding foster care and adoption assis-
tmee.”

Neither the veto nor the budget stale-
mate has been met with any cheers. *Do
think a block grant is going to pass? No,”
Miller said. “And I think it’s very unfortu-
nate for Kids.”

The CDE's Allen is no more sanguine.
She said. T eertanly have gotten no hard
assurances that the child protection pro-
gram will be protected.”

A PERMANENT HOME

Assuring the physical safety of children
is a prerequisite for child welfare pro-
grams, but it s not their ultimate goal.
“The issue ol protecting children has
sometimes been seen in a vacuum, and
therefore we forget that children have
other needs hesides not being abused,”
Cuyihoga County's Goodhand said. And
Missouri's Stangler added, “In my mind,
the printary consideration should be that
cvery kid needs a family.™

But what cun and should the federal
covernment do about that? Even the
most passionate defenders of child wel-
tare can’tseem to agrec.

For William L. Picree, exceutive diree-
tor of the National Council for Adoption,
part of the answer should be the adoption
tax credit. Families that adopt children
from the foster care system aren’t likely
to benefit from the tax credit, however,
because the credit covers only out-of-
pocket expenses that are minimal when
deading with a public agency.

“Sothe typical question is raised: Why
would you give a tax credit for someone
to adopt ahealthy infant? Theres plenty
of people who want to adopt healthy
kids,” Picree said. “My answer is: Yeal,
But theyre not all rich. A ot of white and
black Tolks who have modest incomes
would like to adopt, and they need help.
Not everybody can adopt through public
agencies, and the public agencics don’t
do healthy Kids.”

Even belore the Contract With Ameri-
cit, an adoption tax credit was popular
with Republicans. Thus, many child wel-
farc prafessionals fear that the Republi-
can Congress would trade off the child
wellare entitlement for i tax credit,

“You get alot of denials about trade-
offs, but you know that the rules of the
gane are that vou've got (o find income
ollsets [Tor tax cuts].” said Joe Kroll,
exceutive director of the Minneapolis-
based North American Council on
Adoptable Childien, i ageney that seeks
adoptive parents for foster care children.
“So the tradeotis are there, fotks.™

The congressional Joint Committee on

“A lot of white and black folks

who have modest incomes
would like to adopt, and they

need help.”

—National Council for Adoption’s

Taxation figures that the tax credit would
cost about $1.3 billion over five years,
The Congressional Budget Office csti-
mates that the version of the child wel-
fare proposal that Clinton vetoed would
cost about $400 million less.

Mancey is only one of a formidable
array of barriers to adoption. All adop-
tions, public and private, are mired in
paperwork and legal obstacles. Many
judges are reluctant to terminate parental
rights, especially of older children in fos-
fer care.

“The whole issuc s avast conspira-
cy.” Los Angeles County’s Digre said.
“The Laws are pathetic, and the system s
setup so that long-term foster care
becomes the route of Teast resistance.
Adoption is set up in the law to he the
hard path.”

Legal reform is a state issuc, he and
others concede. But federal child protec-
ton dollars can help state officials navi-

William L. Pierce

gate through the administrative and legal
maze. So, Digre and others argue that by
keeping child welfare an entitlement,
Congress would spur adoption.

Other analysts, however, note that
Michigan’s family preservation program
has specded adoption. Because foster
care is really a fast resort for those pro-
grams, by the time a child enters state
custody the way is clear for termination
of parental rights and o serious scarch for
an adoptive family. And Miller, who runs
the Michigan program, opposes the enti-
tlement in favor of a block grant that
would expand his family preservation
program.

Thus the argument about budget and
tax cuts, federalism and entitlentents
comes full circle. And there's not hikely o
be much agreement on anything other
thim that everyone wants children o be
safe and to find a permanent home—
somchow. n
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PROFILE: CONNA CRAIG

Conna Craig is President and a Trustee of the Institute for Children, Inc. Ms. Craig bnngs to the

Institute a solid commitment to promoting effective and humane approaches to substitute care. She
advises governors, other policy makers and opinion Icaders on practical steps that must be taken 10
restructure foster care and adoption and help tens of thousands of children find pcrmancnt families.

r . ' PBIb)E) Ms. Craig graduated with honors from Harvard College.
At Harvard she wrote her honors thesis on the relationship between rescarch and legislation on

child abuse. In the course of her research, she traveled across the United States, meeting not only
with experts in child protective scrvices but also with children in foster care, group homes and
shelters. She met many children who, temporarily or permanently scparated from their families of
origin, languished for months or even years in state-run care. Her deep and abiding interest in
discovering how best to serve these children led herto investigate how other countries approach
substitute care. Ms. Craig has lived in Japan as a Harvard Graduate Fellow; there she studied child
abuse and related issues. She has traveled throughout the world to research foster care and
adoption practices; most recently, she has advised legisiators and scholars in China, Hong Kong,
Papua New Guinea and the United Kingdom. '

Ms. Craig’s published articles include ** What 1 Need [sa Mom: The Welfare State Denies Homes
to Thousands of Foster Children,” published in the Summer 1995 issue of Policy Review and
published in condensed version in the November 1995 issue of Reader’s Digest: "What Will
Happen to the Children?” (a written symposium for which Ms. Craig was one of seven
contributors), published in the Winter 1995 issue of Policy Review, and various op-cds including
“Adoptable children go wanting,” USA TODAY, 14 March 1996.

Ms. Craig's commitment to rebuilding foster care and adoption is rooted in her belief that children
oct a better start in life with a family and a loving, permanent home and that indeed cvery child
deserves such a foundation. Adopted into a family that has to date cared for 110 foster children,
Ms. Craig has spent her entire hife involved in and very much aware of the “client” side of the

foster care cquation.
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MEMORANDUM

To: Carol Rasco cc: Elizabeth Drye
Jeremy Ben-Ami Carol Williams, HHS

From: Lyn Hogan

Date: July 17, 1996

Re: July 18 Child Welfare Chat Session

Briefing Memo

Following is a list of those attending the child welfare chat
session. Also attached is a one-page list of questions we sent
to the participants. (Several participants called me asking for
more structure, so Jeremy and I drafted the attached memo with
questions and faxed it out.) Finally, the last attachment is a
draft agenda. Please let me know if you'd like changes.

Thanks.

Confirmed Participants

Marylee Allen

Senior Program Advisor
Children's Defense Fund
Washington, DC

Expertise: Child Welfare Policy

Conna Craig

President and Founder

Institute For Children

Cambridge, MA .
Expertise: Foster Care and Adoption, author of "What I Ne&d Is A
Mom: The Welfare State Denies Homes to Thousands of Foster
Children," published in Policy Review.

Kathleen Feely

Associate Director

Casey Foundation

Baltimore, MD

Expertise: Child and Family Systems Reform

Mark Hardin

Director, Child Welfare

ABA Center On Children and the Law
Washington, DC

Expertise: Juvenile and Family Court Reform



MEMORANDUM
To: Child Welfare Discussion Participants
From: Lyn Hogan
Senior Policy Analyst
Domestic Policy Council

Date: July 16, 1996

Re: Questions To Consider for The White House
Child Welfare Discussion

As I said in the fax I sent yesterday, we are delighted that you
are able to join us on Thursday, July 18 from 3:00 p.m. to 5:00
p.m. in Carol Rasco's office at the White House to discuss the
child welfare system. :

This meeting is an informal opportunity for Carol Rasco to
discuss with you your views about the state of the child welfare
system and your recommendations to improve the system.

Several of you have called asking for more detail on the
structure of the discussion. We want to keep the conversation
open and creative so have tried to keep it unstructured.
However, we have put together a list of questions for you to
consider to help guide your thinking and drive the discussion.

1)  What is your area of expertise and from your work, what
have you found to be the most troubling aspect of the child
welfare system?

2) In your opinion, what role should the federal government
play in addressing the problems in the child welfare system?
Should it be simply financial? Should it be financial and
programmatic? To what extent should the federal government
prescribe child welfare policy to the states? In what way€can
the federal government make the biggest contribution?

3) What is and/or should be the end product of the child
welfare system? How do we measure success or failure?

4) If you were in charge of child welfare policy, what would be
your first action?

5) What interesting solutions or approaches to the child
welfare system problems have you come across in your work?

Please arrive at the Northwest Corner Gate of The White House,
closest to 17th Street, N.W. Remember, you must bring a photo
I.D. with your birthdate to be admitted to The White House.
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Dr. Alfred Kahn

Professor Emeritus and Special Lecturer

Columbia University School of Social Work

Distinguished Visiting Professor

Fordham University Graduate School of Social Work
Co-Director

Cross-National Studies

New York, NY

Expertise: Family and Child Welfare, Child Welfare Systems,
Social Service Planning, Income Maintenance

Jane Spinak

Attorney In Charge of

Juvenile Rights Division

Legal Aid Society

New York, NY

On leave from Columbia University School of Law where she teaches
Family Law and runs a legal clinic for children and families
Expertise: Family Court, Family Law, Juvenile Justice

From the White House

Carol Hampton Rasco
Assistant to the President
for Domestic Policy

Jeremy Ben-Ami
Deputy Assistant to the President
for Domestic Policy

Lyn‘A. Hogan
Senior Policy Analyst

From Health and Human Services Staff

Carol Williams

Associate Commissioner

The ‘Children's Bureau “
Administration On Children, Youth and Families

Department of Health and Human Services



Draft Agenda

Child Welfare Chat Session
Thursday, July 18, 1996
3:00 p.m.-5:00 p.m.
The White House

I. Welcome
Carol Rasco

I1. Brief Self-Introductions

III. Discussion

(Carol--Here we can leave it open-ended; we can follow the
questions above; or we can break the discussion into topic areas,
e.g. legal system, foster care and adoption programs, etc.

What's your preference?)

IV. Closing Remarks
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“WHAT I NEED Is A MoOM”

The Wellare State Dentes Homes to Thousands of Foster Children

CoNNA CRrAIG

ohn. 100 is one ol America’s children who waits, He waits
forahome, and he has been waiting nearly all of his life,
When fohnwas actoddler, his drug-addicted mom losther
proental vights, andd claimed not o know who the fatha
was. John hus heen legally ree to be adopted since he was
bue instead has lived i staterun foster homes and
grovp homes. While his childhood slips away, John's social
workers debate his best interests and the programs they

three,

hopewill address them. But this skinny kid who Toves hase-
ball knows berier: " all wrapped up in progriams,”™ he
svs, “What T ncad is oomom.”

Across the country, there are H0,000 foster chifdren like
John, who no longer live with their mother or father and
hive been dechinved by courts as free to be ;|(ln]')l(-<l, (BRI
who Lunguish for months or years in state-run, state-fund-
cobsubstitute cares On any given day, nearly 400,000 other
children—mnaonce of theme eligible for adoption—can b
found i government foster homes, group homes, and
shelters: Many of them e kept there by absentee parents
clinging to the legal rights 1o their children.

Foster care and adoption in America have sunk 1o a
state of new=catastrophe,

According 1o the American Public Welfan ¢ Association,
the population of children in substitute cre s growing 3%
tines fhster tham the USC child popualaton in genceral,
Durving cach of the past 10 yvears, more children have
entered the svstem than exited. Exery year, 15,000 chil-
dren “gracduate” from foster care by tirning 1R with o
permanent Lunilv; A0 percent of all foster children leaving
the system end up on wellare, according to the American
Civil Liberaes Union.

What was {or most of America’s history an entively pri-
vate endeavor has become o massive, incflicient govern-
ment system, State agencies consistently fail 1o recruit
umuwh Lunilies Tor lln childiren (llgll)lg for adopuon
every vear: polental parents olten are turned  down
because of racial considerations, or tirned ofl by pro-
acted and unnecessiry waiting periods; cumbersome
state regulutions extend 1o private adoption agencies and
can even prolubit privite attorneys from hi ll)(”ll]” adop-
tnons. The result s that wens of thousands of children are
now free to he adopted but have nowhere o go.

This is the diry linle scoret ol the welfare stater Fvery
child is acloptable, and there e waiting lists ol fumilies

Summer 1995

ready to tike ineven the most emotionally troubled and
l)lww,‘\ll\' handicapped children. Government adopton
policies are utterly failing in their most basic purpose—to
quuickly place children who are free o be adopted inwo
permanent homes,

The problem lies not with the children. What keeps
Kids like: John bound to state care arce the tentacles of a
leviathan: a public funding scheme that
rewinrds and extends poor-quality foster care; an anti-
adoption bias that creates numerous legal and regulatory
barricrs; and a culture of victimization that places the
whims of irresponsible parents above the well-being of
their children.

I canidentily with these kids. T was a foster child in
family that cared for 110 children. That family—my fimi-
I\—.ulnpn «l'me in the early 1970s. Years later, as a student
At Harvawd, T happened upon a book of statistics on chil-
cdren e state care. T was stunned o learn that decades of
rescarch, policymaking, and government funding had
only intensified the system’s fatlures. was one of the Jucky
ones, but luck will not stem the tide of parendess children.
By the vear 2000, well over a million children will enter
foster care, and tens of thousands of kids will become ch-
gible for adopuon. Unless the government apparatus of
foster cire and adopton is dismanded, these children
could spend their childhoods wishing for what most peo-
ple take for granted: stability, a family that will fast longer
than a few mumhs, a last name.

hurcaucratc

SUBSIDIZING FAILURE

For yvears the rallying cry of many children’s acuvists
has been: “More nmnc&f!" The National Commission on
Family Foster Care, convened by the Child Welfare
League of America, says that *family foster care and other
child wellare services have never been given the resources
necessary” 1o meet federal standards, and calls for a “tully
finded array of child and family welfare services.” When
it comes to child weltare, rare 1s the rescarch article that
docs not call for more money and further research.

America alreadyis spending $10 billion o year on foster

CONNA CRAIG a5 pesident of the Iustitute for Childyen, o -

witle, non-profit groupy based in Cambridge, Massachuselts, ded-
icaded to veshaping foster cave and adopition.
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care and adoption services through public agencies.
Federal dollars now account for nearly o third of all fosier
care fundinge, with most of the rest coming from state col-
fers. Californie alone spends at least $6:35 million aovear
on substitine cres the Disiicr of Columbia spent $53 mil-
lion Tast venr on asystem that was so poorly run it recent-
v was tiken over by federal court

According

(o the ACLU, wvewr in foster care: costs

Al least 90,000 children /;q‘,v_g Jb‘een 5

i foster care longer than three years.

One an len foster children remains

. ~
i care longer than 7 years.

abaut $17.500 per child, including per-child payments o
foster familics and administrative costs of child wellre
agencies. That does notnclude counseling and treatment
programs for hiological parents or foster parent recruit-
mentand raiming. The San Francisco Chronele reports thad
per-child costs for toster home or group home care have
mcreased more than fourfold in the past decade.

The problem with foster care is not the level of gov-
ernment spending, it s the structure of that spenching.
The funding svstem gives child-welfare burcaucracies
incentives 10 keep even hree-to-be-adopted kids i state
care. Stte=socialservice agencies are neither rewarded for
helping children find adoptive homes nor penalized for
There s
no financial mcentive to recruit adoptive fumilies. And as

failing to do so i reasonable amount of time,

more children enter the system, so does the
support them m substitnle care.

By contrast, private adoption agencies are paid o find
suitable families quickly, even if it means going out of
state. The public socialservice bureancracy, nearly over-
whelmed by other urban problems, has little o gain by
devoting exira resources 1o adoption. Private adoption

LX money (o

agencies are free to focus on finding homes for Kids and
are fmanciallyv motivated to do so. Privade adoption agen-
ces are paid according to the number of successtul place-
ments: public agencies, in a sense, are paid for the num-
ber of children they prevent from being adopied.

There s asimilar reward for foster parents to keep Kidls
in state care. By law, adoption subsidies cannot exceed fos-
ter care payvments, and in practice they wre alimost always
National  Foster
foster families in 1993 received anywhere
from $200 1o $530 a month for cach child under age 10,
plus additional money from states and counties. The sub-

lower, According 1o the Parent

Association,

42

sidies are tx hree, and foster parents receive more money
as the children under then e get older So the longer
the sestem fails to find permancent homes for kids, the
more tmoney flows 1o those fostering.

I some states, pavinents o foster parents caring for
four kids cqual the after-tax income of 4 $35.000<ycar
job. The money is tax breed Tedoesn ™t take much imagina-
Han tosee that paying people to parent can lead 1o mis-
chict, Parents are not held accountable for how they
spend their federaland state allocations; for too many fos-
ter parents, the children in their homes are reduced o
mere imcome streams. [Moster parents don’twish o adopt
the children under their care, what incentive do they have
to alert other parents hoping to adoptz

Let me be very clears There are many dedicated and
compassionate people in the loster care system, serving as
case workers, counsctors, and foster parents. My own expe-
rience infoster care was a positive one. But I have seen and
heard of oo many that were heartbreaking failures.

SPECIAL -NEEDS STIGMA

I have heard perbaps a thousand times that the chil-
dren who wait cannot be adopted because they have “spe-
cial necds” Of cowrse they do—they need parents. Thev
require love and nurtaring that endures. But the “specic \
needs™ referved o by advocates come with federal dolars
attached, In 1980, Congress started offering states match-
g funds o assist the adoption of children with special
needs, which included children of various ages. cthnic
backgrounds, and those with severe mental and physical
handicaps who may require expensive care. The subsidy
was to hecome available only after a state determined thia
it could not reasonably expect to place a child without it

As with so miany other federal subsidies, states gquickly
expanded their slice of the government pie by broaden-
g the arteria for receiving money. Today, nearly two-
thids of all foster children qualily. In some states, special-
needs children include kids who have a sibling; are bliack,
biracial, Hispanic, or Native American; arc
defined by the state; or have been in foster
than IS months.

“older,” as
care longer

Fwo leading adoption organizations report that there
are no national ligures availe ll)]( that break down the wpe
ol need, or indicate the number of children who have
physical or cimotional handicaps that would require exua
expenses by thenr new parents. This leaves the door wide
apen toall sorts of graftand fiscal abuse.

But there are other unintended and unconscionable
conscquences of this masquerade. One is that the needs
ol vervvulnerable children are downplayed. The plight of
ateen-age girl ina wheelchair who requires constant
attennon s tvialized when she is included e the same
group as children whose “needs™ are that they are cight
veurs old, Another 1esuli—one T see ofien—is thia lug |
fiunilies from
adopting by elling them, “Oh, these kids aren’t for vou.
We only have specral-needs children.”

social-services departments  discourage

This emphasis on Kicls
with 1he most challe ‘nging emotional and physical handi-
caps unwittingly contribittes to the false notion that foster
children are “unadoptable.”™ Tronically, the Adoption
Assistance and Child Welfare Act of 1980 that established

Policy Review



spectl-necds matching Tunds warned tha (llil(ln-n Nitist

not be ronnmely classilicd as hard-to-place Cion-
crinment funding his had Just that etteor and i is ln Ipig
1o detay the placement ol childien ready for adopion.
[oun convineed o the entire mcentive straconre lo
foster care and public ageney adoption helps perpeniate
the svsten’s Balones Tes acBalore rooted in the notion th
government funding is the panacea for funily disintegra-
tion. The Noanonal Commission on Family Foster Caoe
clanms the foster care crisis 15 “the logical result of two
decades of national neglect in providing funding and ser-
vices lor children, vorths and then famihes.” On the con-
ary, as long as these children come with s money
aached—wih ode in the way of accotmtabilitv—those
invested in perpetmating the svstem will dodlicde 1o reform
As one loster child put iz "Fverywhere 1 go, somebody

g(-h‘ money 1o keep me from Imun‘gI amom and dad.”

ANTI- ADOPTION BIAS

Government Tanding schemes and elficiencies that
provent adoption existwithin a Lrger framework: asteadi-
v growing bhias agimst adoption. Despite all the sociolog-
ical evidence ol the henetits of adoption, the conviction
that o child dacs best i aperniment, loving, and stable
home s all hot missing, frome the ethos ol statearan substi-
tite cares How can this ber

In both the popular and elite media, a deep suspicion
ol adoption s all too evident. Marvin Olasky, a professor
ab the Thversitv ol Fexas at Austing, has noted that o New
SYorl: Tines series onadoption included such headlines as
“The Hes thae Trammanze™ and “Adoption s Gening
Some Hhrder Looks.™ And whae do Playboy, Mivabelia, and
Good Howseheeprng hive i commonz As Olasky savs, cuch
has jomed the offensive with an article that warns readers
against the
cdlvis adoption,

“distustelul o bartering of lives™ that suppaos-

Television writers would have us believe tha adoption
has no happy endings. TV portays adoption as shady,
risky, and shimetul. Over the Tast year, o dozen progiams
feanured adoption in thenr plots, and inevery case the
adopton agency was depicted as callously Im)lll -driven.
The adopting Gunilics were white, middleclass couples
who kept secrets trom the authorities or from cach other,
Birtho mothers were uanfaily portrayed as selfish or dis-
nubed. The programs paid hde attenton 1o the well-
bheing ol the children.,

Groups such as Concerned United Birthparenis (GUR)
help give legal expression 1o this bias, CUBR was behined the
“Baby Jessica " case that led 1o the removal of i two-year-old
from her adoptive Lunily. Groups Tike CUD claime tha
adoption s o lenimist issue that only the outmoded ideal
ol iwo-parent Fumilv makes the notion of adoption palku-
ables As Ohisky notes, Joss Sawvers book Deathr by Adoption
calls adoption e violent act, a political act ol aggression
towanrd @ wornan,”

Perhaps more signilicant, however s the battle agains
transracial .ulnl)lmn that has been waged by the Natonal
Assocnuton of Black Social Workers (NADB \\\) for more
than two decades, Tis 1972 position papar reads: “Black
children helong physicallv, psychologically, and cultarally
in Black Lunilies in order that they receive the total sense

Summer 1995

ol themselves” Otherwise, the group claims, black chil-
dhren “will not hove the background and knowledge which
IS HCCESSIrY 1o strvive 1 racist society.” O instiine has
received leters from adoptive Taimilies i many states who
have heen harred Irom adopting ll.m.\l.u.l.lll). Accaording
1o the North American Conmneil on Adoptable Children,
state adoption Luws may allow for race-matching b
“their preferencing policy isn’twritten down.”

When i comes to dransracial adoptions, there is no
longer much doubt that current policies e bringing the
eradest Tarm to the very commumity they were intended
1o helps Afvican Amaericans. Just consider the numbers:
Though bliuck tamilies adopt atvery high rates, black chil-
dren represent nearly hall of foster kids waiting 10 he
adopted. Tilteen percent ot all children in Amenca are
blacks but 40 percent ol the children in foster care are
black. Stue delavs in finding homes for black children, as
cuse workers search for “cultuvally consistent™ placements,
cun keep Kids linguishing in state care for vears,

“These policiesare se nuuslv larmbul 1o black ehildren,
requiring, that black kids who conld get good homes he
left e foster care,” Harvard Taw - professor Elizabeth
Bartholet told the Newe Yok Thnes. “There is notan iota ol
evidence i all the erpirical studies that tanseacial adop-
ton doces any harm at alll JThere s plenty ol evidenee
that defay inadoption does do harm.”

Such policies reveal a prolound misuncerstanding of
the e and effects nf:l(lnplinn To insist that suceess-
[l adopton means placing a child ina family of his racial
or cthime heritage is to overlook what every .l(h)l)l( | child
undaerstands intitively: Adoption is not easy. No mater
how much i child’s i nmh looks like him, it does not alter
the et that someone gave him up. Having the same skin

The population of children ihv-substitute care

e

is growng 33 times faster than the overall

U.S. child /)()/)uldlié)n,. Evm year, 15,000 foster

children turn 18 with'no ‘perm.dhén't. family.

coloras the peaple in his houschold doesn™t automeatical-
I erase that, Only love does. As somcone whao grew ap in
a mualti-ethnie fanunlv, 1 find it imcomprehensible when
people el me that T cannot love my siblings the wav |
could il our skin color matched.

THE FALLOUT

Attitudes against adoption, whether ractally motivated
or not, share at least two tlaws, First, they ignore all the best
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The Myth of Alienation

A conmmon view is that adopted children do not enjoy a
healthy relationship with their adoptive parents. Yer a
survey by the Scarch Institute, in Minncapolis, dicates
that these childien e ned 1o rate their rels tionships with

ther parents mone positively than does o national siam-
ple oladoleseents, as measured Dy atlirmative answers 1o
o number of stcments abont commumication and
parental involvement,

Adopted National

Adolescents Sample
Warmith: Thee is a lot of love my family. 78 Yo 70 %
Communication: [ have lots of good conversations with my parents. 65 % 48 Y%

by .

Family Harmony: My family Uifer s happy. 77 Y% 68 %
Discipline: /f'1 bveak one of my parents’ rules, | nswally get pronished. 61 % 514 Y%
Parental Involvement: My parents attend mectings or events at my school, 52 % 36 %
Supporl: If you had an inportant concern aboud drugs, alcohol, sex. or some other 52 % 47 %

sertous issue, wordd you talk to Your parents about it?

Source: Sewrch Instinnte.

evidence indicating thae adoption leads 1o positive: oni-
comes for kids, Last year, the Scearch
Minneapolis veleased the Lugest study ever of adopred
adolescents and dheir families (see (able above). The stuely,
in which 881 adopted children and 1,262 adoptive parents
were surveved, found that children who were adopted
fared as well as or beter than a national sample of non-
adopted adolescents in self<esteem, mental health, school
achicvement—cven the amount of time spent cach week
helping others, Adopted adolescents were more likely to
agree or strongly agree with the statement “There is o lot
ol love in my Eimily™ than were non-adopted children,

Sociological studices of nsracial adoptions are equally
cncouraging. Rit Simon of American University has con-
cducted i 20-vear longitudinal stady of nansracial adop-
ton. She tound thar such adoptions ciuse none ol the
problems alleged by the NABSW. Rather, black childiren
adopted mto white Laimilies wypically "grow up with a posi-
tive sense of their black identity and a knowledge of then
historv and culture.” Simon notes that gansracial aclop-
tion may produce adults with “special merpersonal il
ents i skills ac brideing coliures.™”

Sccond, the ;mli-;l(lnplim) movement forufies the I(:g;ll
and burcaucratic obstacles that are keeping children from
finding permanent homes. 'There are numerous state Liws
that needlessly complicate or block the process. In
Minnesota, for example, if filing deadlines and other tech-
nical requirements of state adoption Law are not precisely
met. parents can be prevented for months or vers from
linalizing o child’s adoption. Thanks o horror stories off
buby-sclling. four states lave Taws that ban independent
adoptions (though exceptions are permitted). Despite
this, more than 45,000 adoptions m 1992 were conducted
through private agencies or independent agents—the vast
majority of them successtully.

My office receives numerous feters from people cager
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Institute ol

and burcauerats, One
My hushand and T decided we
would like 1o .ulupl a litde givl, thinking we had o lor ol
love nrturing, and stability 1o give a child who Tad heen
abandoncd or abused. Almost tmnmediatel T hica brick
wall.” THer local department ol social services—in o stile
with more than 5,000 toster children firee to be adopted—

o adopt but frustrted by laws
wonn recently wrote:

told herivwas "not taking new cases” of families willing 1o
adopt foster children. A couple wrote that of their e
adopred children, “nvo [had] lingered in foster care. one
ol whom we were not able to adopt untit he was age 18

ADOPTABLE YoOU

There is at Teast one other mistaken notion than fecds
the legal and culiaral bias against adoption—the iden that
many of the children in foster care are simply not adopt-
able. My own experience suggests otherwise, as T was an
older ehild when my foster parents adopted e, Aned myv
expericnee with parents in and outside the foster cuce Syn-
tem tells e that cvery childis adoptable.

For every child who is ready for a pernanent home,
there are fanilies waiting. Tt s time o shader 1he mvth
that adoptive parents are interested only in “healithy white
babies.™ There are waiting lists 10 adopt white children,
black children, Hispanic children, infants and eens, ehil-
dren with Down’s syndrome and with AIDS, Private agen-
cies for vears have found families for all tvpes of children,
Adopta Speaial Kid, o California-bascd service, receives
maore than 1LH0O inquirics annually from Fonilies interest-
cd inadopting children with disabilities. The National
Adoption Center maintains i computerized listing of 6360
qualified Funilics waiting (o embrace disabled *older™ chil-
dren. The center reports that infants, even the
severely disabled, e adopted almost nnmediaely.

Ontside of the thousands of Lamilics who haive suceess-

Tost

fully completed home studies and have revistered with
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with then stres, there are no hard Gevnes for the nimbe
of parents able and willing 10 adopt. Cerainby there are
Fomilies who would come

forward 1f |>11||u HILEITRTEN

recrtited more azoressivelys Beginnine in November,
(995, Massachusets stepped upits recruinment cllorts
with publicservice anmouncements, an ageressive medin

campaign. adoption “open houses,” and - conmuniin-
based recrnimment Such efforts helped incrense foster
child adopuons by 17 percent in one vean,

Most people hnow someone who s cone 1o heroie
Americans adopted more than 7500
childven from other countries in 1993, aceording 1o the
LES hmnigration and Naturalizatgon Service. The INS
estimates that the 1994 figure exceeds 8,0000 Others have
spent then life sinmigs to ofter permanence (o child:

lengihs to adopt,

domestic adoption through private agencies or indepen-
dent atorneys can cost more than $30,000. 1o s not
unustal tor foster parents 1o adopt two, five, or even 10
childven vnder their caoee. Clearly, the barriers 1o adop-
ton e netther the charcreristies o children who wait
nor the parents who want to care for them,

THE ROUTE TO FOSTER CARE

[ addinon ro the 50,000 children who todin ave Tegald-

I free o be adopted, there are hundreds ol thonsands
more who drift for davscmonths, or years within the state-
U systent—a svstem that too ofien guarantees a parent-
less tntre for some ol society's most valnerable members,
Children enter foster care for awvaricty of reasons. Mom
abuses o1 neglects one of her Kids, dad is nsing drags or s
arrested for o telonye or perhaps the parents are just o
tng i hiod thime coping with the responsibilities of parent-
hood. The American Pablic Weltare Association Tepors
that 70 percent of foster children enter the

becanse of abuse, neglect, or

Systen
“parental conditions”—
mchuding dirug addiction, incarceration, illiness, or death,
Maore than 600,000 kids will spend all or part of 1995 in
up rom 431000 i 1082,

A profile ol chilldren in st

substitte ¢,
care belies the stigma thiu
foster children sue maostly “tnadoptable™ troubled teens,
Researchers at the Chapin Hall Center for Children an the
University of Chicago studied five stites whose foster care
children make up abour halt ol the LS. foster caue popu-
Lation. They tound that from 1990 10 1992, nearly 20 per-
cent ol all first .|(|Illl\\|nll\ to foster care were habies less
Betveen 1983 and 1992, the propor-
tion ol 12- 10 Ihvenr-olds entering substitie care in those
states declined. The American Public Wellinre Association
cites sk nends in nattonal data.

Sadly, the voungese childien remain in the system the
longest. The University of” Chicago study revealed thar,

than one vear old.

alter conurolling for other tactors, children who enter fos
ter care as inlanis remain e system 22 pereent longe
than othervoung childien.

The Lt remains, however, that foster care s failing
childven of allages, The ACLU reports that one in 10 [os
ter children remains in state cve longer than 7.4 vears, Ay
least 40,600 foster childien have been in care for five veans
or longer: imother 51300 have heen in cane bhetween
three e five vewrss Svstem kids, on avernge, Tive with
three different Eonilies, though 10 o1 more placements is
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not tinconnmon. “Every new phicement s a Joss”™ savs
Michael B Piess o psvehologise specializing inauach-
ment disorders. 7 The vesaltis thae these Kids hewin not 1o

trost aunvone.”

PAID TO PARENT

One ol the veasons that foster care tends 1o cusnanre
children i aclegal and emotional limbo is that s hurean-
cracy and meentive svstemattract parents who e unable
or unwilling 1o adopt or help find homes tor the children
m then care.

Whether adopting through private or public adoption
agenaies, would-he parents must undergo a home sty
Private agencies, which must successtully place children in
homes to stav in business, are free 1o set higher standards
for parents i public agencies do. Christian o1 other
Faith-hased adoption agencies tpically emphasize ough
stncinds of behavior, But this is not so {or state-run suly
stitute care. I many states, adults who fail the adoption
l|(>|n<- study geti consolation prize: They can become [os-

rparents. Deemed unworthy to serve as legal A(lupll\(
parents, these adulis are then paid handsomely o raise
childhiren in state e

Foster homes: group homes, and public orphanages
shive another vice: Their government money comes with
regulations attached. This ofien guaantees contusion
and conflict. Private orphanages always have been driven
by aomission: keep girls rom geting pregnant, keep chil-
dren in sehool, expose children to lh( Chrisuan faith, and
socon They use i combination of rules and rewanrds, dis-

A year in foster cave costs taxpayers

817,500 per child.

Last yewy, California spent $635 million

on._foster and group home care.

cipline and love o fulill their mission, Otten, this isn't
allowed in o stare-run group home, where it may be
o lock the door after
midnight. or cven 1o advertise tor o married couple (o

against the L 1o hag o child, o

SCTNC S Ill)ll.\('ll]ll\l(?l".\.

I permanent.loving Lanily is the surest route 16 pro-
ducing Tappy. well-adjusted children, then what ctfeer
does the foster care system, at s worst, have on countless
Kids? The result of the system's delays, incentive stucture,
and regulitory gripis thar nany former foster children
wlhtmately remain dependent on state services. They are
wildhy overrepresented cunong welline recipients, the



homeless, and i ill\'(‘llil(' and adult prison populations. In
L.os Angeles County,
mer foster children. tn New York, 23 pereent ol the home-

SO percent ol Imm« Jess youthare for-

Jess were onee in foster cares in I\'Innu-nl)uli.\', the figure is

AN percent, According 1o the Burean ol Justice Stasnes,
former Toster children make up nearly 11 pereent ol

.\Ill('l'l(".l bl |)I 1O [)U[)lll.lll(ill.

CULTURE OF VICTIMIZATION
The fhncial disicentives 1o adoption and the legal
and socictal hiases against it do not existinc v vacuum; they

qre rooted in the soil of victimization, More than hall of

he children who enter foster care were abused orneglect-
cd in thenr Bumilies of origin, But the current system
grants victin status”™ 1o these parents. Teolien allows them
(o cling 1o their parental rights as they move inand owt of

social service programs, As a result, ens of thousands of

More than half of

all foster children

!

were abwsed or neglected by

their /)i()l()gi(:al parents.

children remain trapped infoster care, never free o be
adopted mto stable, loving homes.

Take the case ol Flalie (not her veal name), a two-year-
old girl who one day wouldin't cat her dinmer. Her moth-
cr and mother’s l)()\’ll iend tied her to an celectric heater.
Hows passed. until Halie's face, chest and arm were dis-
licured. Fler mother then threw her into a cold shower,
dressed her, and 1ok her 1o a0 hospital—claiming the
child had spilled horwater on herself. After weeks ol hos-
pitalization. Halie entere « foster care. For the next 10
vears, her biologic A mother—coached by the local
de partment ol social - services—naint uned her legal

righis 1o the child, Case workers helped Falie's mom o
toe the official line 1o prove she somehow was stll capable
as aparent: She nurried her boytriend and had a child
with hin.

When Halie was 120 her case workers and a judge
approved overnigin and extended visits between Tadie
and her biological mother. Flalie's mother rejected
Judge’s ofler to regain custody. She didn’t want to raisc
Flalic, hut didn 't want (o let her go,and the state gave her
all the legal and fimncial help she necded. Halie spent
her teen vers in group homes andd foster homes. She
tnned 18 m oster care.

Most states give biological parents every  possible
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clumce 1o prove they are lit—while their habies grow ap
in state care, A Linilv recently wrote me about then two-
vear “old Toster s |llU|ll(| “She s I)l('(‘i()ll\' hevond beliel.
aned her parents e being given elinee u]mn chianee (o
clean up then lives—at hier expense, aswe see i She s so
adoptable v the vighe Camily, but the system \\’IH keep he
ander Tock and ke vior vens b necessary for her pare s
henetin”

In our socialavork schools, counseling centers,and gov-
croment-funded researeh, the cultire of victimization
insists that the most despicable hehavior by abusive pa-
ents s ins cGuuases in economics, racisin, broken homes—
anything but the consciences and moral choices of men
and women. We have devised a foster cave systern that puats
avogne pop |)\\(|]()l<)“\ ahwead of the well-hei g ol clul-
dren. This helps explain why oughlya third of all the Tos-
ter children who e reanited with their families of or oin
soon return o state care. Indeed, iCis the only explona-
fion for some of the bizarre atempts 1 have seen o
reunite a foster child with a parentwho is clearly unwiihng
o unli,

Under Tederal Taw, states cannot obtain federal funds
“reasonable cffors™ are made 1o
keep members of the Tmily of origin together (Clamily
presarvation”) or o re unite the f imily (Clamily reunificie

for loster cire unless

yat the le (l( ral government nowhere defines ren-
cfforts,” and only o few states have
sertntes, T0s a elassic Cateh=22: Children are not free to he
adopted unul every reasonable eftort is made to retirn
them to theiy rological parenis. Butadmost no one scems
10 know whitt constitutes a reasonable effort, that s, whe

fion’ ).

sonble specilic

services must be oflered to parents who need ourside
help.

When, for example, a public agency reports 1o Judae
that 1 mother has failed her drug-treatment program. the

judge is Tikely 1o msist that the mom enter aery drig neat-

ment program awailable. So biological parents are given
mnltiple chances o fail at ps arenting, while children may
bounce hetween state care and their faunily of origin, The
Deparunent ol e Jth and Human Services (HFS)
admits that the mability to meet “reason: Wle eftorts™ stan-
dards is the primeary barrier o foster child adoption.

From my owi experience in foster care, the most dilfi-
cult part was watching my brothers and sisters retarn to
biological parents who e wl burned or beaten them, or
prt out cigarettes on their children’s bottoms. 1 felt like o
accomplice. Tt must have been hard for my parcents, who
could do nothing o stop it

Maost [oster parents, at one point or another, must relin-
quish o child o o home situation that is precarious. Once
[oster mother ol five yvears wrote: Ive heen serionsty
reconsidering my position as a foster parent hecatse when
we started this it was to try 1o help these chitdren, and 1
e inding out tar Lun notable o do that. The painand
heartbreak of nor heing able o protect these childiren s a
heavy harden o beane”

Until the system is reshaped.itisa
burden that every one of us carnies.

ASSIGNMENT:. ADOPTION

It is one thing to tolerate inelliciencies and bureau-
cratic delys inother weas of public lite—public oll
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roads, Jor example. Such inelliciencies don’t cost children
IS vears of their Tives, We do not need another stady, or
bluc-ribbon conmission, o1 congressional subconmmiiee
hearmg, When Dwas four veawrs old, icdidn’c matter (o mie
that somcone was geting a research grant 1o stadv the
cltects ol foster cme on childhood development. Whan
wanted was o last name.

Lam convineed that there are more parents willing (o
adopt than there e children ready o he adopted. Bim
the markettor adoption s frustrated by the regulatory svs-
e Now |)l we. To ereate amore efficient system, one
with incentives to help rather than abandon innmocent
children, we must get Big Government out of the business
of parenting. 1 do not mean we should ereate a market in
babies. Tam not alking about baby=sclling. T am talking
about serving babies and children by removing the baeri-
ers to their emjoyment ot stable, loving homes.

Where parts of foster care and adoption are privateh
run, competition and incentives have led 1o better out-
comes for children. In Michigan, where two-thirds of fos-
management s privatizec, private
spend less per child, yet have achieved better social work-

er care providers
cr-to-child raddos than those ol state-run agencies,
Adoption s, fact, the ultimate form ol privatization:
wresting athority over claldren’s lives from the state and
allowing children 1o be free, to be raised not by govern-
ment but by parents,

We must reform, state by state, our system of transler-
ring parental rights—rom the government, which ¢
never be o parent, o parents who e cager and able 1o
bring these children mto their hearts and lives, Congress
recently has taken interest in adoption reform by propos-
ing a0 $5.000 ux credic for adoptive parents. But will tha
tax credic get children ont of foster care more quicklyz
No. Does icstimulate w market in private adoptions? No,
Docs it allow independent adoptions in states where they
are now outlawed? No.

Tax credits might make adoption a litde casier tos
some parents, but they will not make ‘uh)])lmn work. To
do that, we need reform at the federal and state lovels—
hurcancratic reform that will shater the incentive struc-
ture that traps kids in foster care.
will free children who already have spent years in subsi-
tute care. I Massachuseus, we cdl it "Assignmaent:

and legal reform that

Adoption,”™ a comprehensive plan that ouwr institute s
bringing before federal Lawmakers and state governors:

Hold states accountable for reporting their progress in
finding homes for children in foster care. Here is one fed-
cral mandate that states ought o be obliged to ke on.
Washington should require that states make publicly avail-
able, within 30 davs of the close of cach fiscal vear, the fol-
lowing informanon: (1 the numbaer of foster children in
state care: (2) the number of foster children free 1o be
adopted and stll in stue cue, but not in presadoptive
placements; (3) the number of stve-recrnnted Lunilies
with completed home studies.

Most conservatives right now wouldn't touch a tederal
mancate with a 10foot pole. T wonld prefer 1o see
entively privite svstem that includes strong charitable
clement. Until that hs appens, a few basic 1((|un< Ments o
the states are inorder: We're talking abowt giving children
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amotheranda lather And antilwe know the depth of the
probleny i cach state, intil the number ol Kids waiting foy
homes hecomes part of o thinking and vocabulay, state
agencies are unlikelv o change. There are people i onr
state departments ol social services who know these nonn-
s not hearing them.

Prohibit race-based delays in adoption. Congressional
attenmpts to outlaw race-matching incadopton have vet 1o

Derss bt we e

frec tens of thousands of children of colorv from foster
cares s stimmmier, the ULS, Senate will consider awelfire-
reform bill that prohibits race-based delays inadaoption.
Even il Congress approves the hilll its impact could be
nnimal.

Recadl that the Multiethnic Placement Act ol 1994,
sponsored by former ULS, Senator Howard Mewenbaum,
had aesinabr goal, but it was wadered down. Under guide-
tnes released by HHS inc April, the new T allows adop-
tion agencies to consider the child’s “culwral. ethmic, and
racial backaround.™ As reported by the Washington Post.
the guidelines “stopped far short of requiring that adop-
tion must be colorblind.™

IUis e this point that the discrepancies between legal
precedent, public policy, and socialwork  practices
become painfully clear, The HHS guidelines have no
overturned any state Taws requiring that vace be consid-
cred inadoption. And with vaguely written state statutes,
case workers will continue to have a lot o power over
wheter a child will be adopted or languish in long-term
Clemporny” aire,

Suppose every state had adoption policies that were
truly colorblind. We at the Institute for Children we chal-
lenging governors to remove any and all restrictions (o
adoption based on race. What would happenif thousands

Fifteen percent of all children
. America are Dlack,

but 40 [)ercgnt;_of the children

in foster care are black.

of children of color grew up in white or mised-race fami-
lies? It would produce an amazing generation of vouny
people whooimstead ol growing up without a st naime or

permanent home,
diverse,

were raised by loving parents in o
multicultaral environment. Why are some black
leaders so advaid of thatz 1 their real agenda is the well-
being of children, then the evidence is in. Children are
infitely better of U in a loving, nterracial home than as
virtual m'l)lmm in foster care.
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End government funding that creates incentives lty
keep children in substitute care for longer than 12
months. Pare of the problen is that government oeney
extends mdelhmnely, with no sanciions enforced agains
ireancranic delass The Adoption Assistanee and Child
Wellire et ol 14980 required a “pernimency plan” for
cveryehild within 18 months of entering foster care. This
means that case workers decide whether to rernie stehild
with his fargilv, place hameinc long=term fostering, sun inede-
pendentining ovangement, a group home, or make him
hree tor adoption. Adoption is the permanency plin for
100000 foster children, but no one knows how often
these plans result i permanent homes for ehildren.

Deadhines tor permanceney plans come s Lo, court
dites e postponed. files are Tost as children aee shuftled
among foster Eunilies. A tederal stady reveals thae chil-
dren spend. on average, 50 1o 42 months in foster care
bhetore adoptionis even decided onas a permaneney plan,
Once that happens, the ste files o petition to terminate
parental righiss the Giling can take another six montls o
more A report v HEES admits that in some states “chil-
dren had an otficial plan ol adoption for more than three
vears. but no petitions had been filed.”

The vesalt is that in probubly every stue there e chil-
dhren who have been in foster care longer than 10 vewrs.
Meanwhile, the money 1o support children in state-run
care Reeps coming, with no consequences to the st
burcaneracies that £ail 1o place children.

Require that states find adoptive homes for children
within 30 days after the termination of parental rights.
The foster child who is freed for adoption typically hus
been in the svstem for at least (wo vears and has had per-
tmaneney plan ol adoption for at least one year. Yet as chil-
dren become Tegally free 1o be adopted, states clim o
need more tme 1o find families for them! Our mstitile
recommends a 30-day window: I the state does not hive o
auahiticd family waiting, one who has met the child and is

up from 434,000 in 1982,

ready 1o procecd with the adoption, then state ol ficials
must contract out the adoption process 1o a privace
agency. Qualified families exist in Loge numbers, and pri-
vate adopiion agencies are pretty good fmding them,

Three vewrs ago. Michigan Lumched @ cirrotand-stick
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program with public an private adoption agencies 1o vl
Kicds mto permanent homes more quickh. Siee then,
totd adoptions are up.and the namber of black chiledren
adopred has erensed Dy 121 pereent—about 700 kids in
the past yenr alonee,

Crities cadlhis baby-selling and claim (ha goverment
should notact ke a business. As someone who his seen
the machinery of the state from the inside, | argne tha
sovermmnent could promote children's well-being mnch
more electivelv il it acted more like a business, ©un no
alone in noting the Filure of foster care nanagement.
The divecior of the ACLUs Childiren's Righis Project ve-
cently wrote, *It the foster care svstem were considered o
business, with s profitand-loss statemenis Judged i
terms ol unnecessary uman sulfering inflicted by mis-
nenrged systems, interms ol misspent dollars, or even in
terms ol how far these systems depart from their own
gouls. it would have been foreed into bankruptey long
1

[N

A

GETTING KIDS OUT OF LIMBO

Al of the above relorms are aimed a getting the chil-
dren mow eligible for adoption into permancent homes as
quickly as possible. But there e more (hi 6GOO.OOO ¢hil-
dhien m foster care at some pomt during the vaar. Most of
those kids are happily reunited with their parents, Many
ol them, however, become trapped imthe stue-tan SVS-
tem—children who are never free 1o he adopted, butwhe
will not or should not retarn o their biological parens.
Thercire acleast three steps every governor could take to
reseue these children from the worst efteats of foster e
and help then find a home:

Make entrance requirements for foster families as
stringent as those for adoptive familics. In the wake of o
wine ol child deaths in foster care, pec pleare heginning
to speak out about the need 1o raise 1he standards Tor
bemy licensed as o foster parent. As one advocate put it
to he a foster parent “all yvou need is a clean eriminal
record and an exoa bed.” People who have fhiled an
adaption home study can sign up with the ste as foster
parents. Foster children deserve beter than that.

Critesargue that il we raise the requirements for foster
Lunilics, there won't be enough qualificd people to ake
e ol the Kids, T have more confidence in the generosity
of the American people. T think if vou raise the require-
ments, vou'll see more foster parents and better care.
L.ook, for exaunple, at privite schools with higher require-
ments and lower teacher salaries than public schools; they
continue 1o antract excellent weachers and deliver a quali-
v education. By maintaining a separate set of standards
for loster parents than those for adoptive parents, we are
saving 1o chalt=million Kids that it is not important where
thevspend e most (ormative vears of their Tives.

But this is not the only disgrace in foster-parent licens-
mg and training procedures. n statessponsored uaining
conrses, foster parents e adimonished, “Do not aet too
close tovour foster childeen. Do not form 2 bond.” Foster
parentsare instructed that their main sk is (o Gcilicie o
child s return 1o his or her biological parents. From clay
one.good foster parents are discouraged from adopting.

Cortamly there s a stigme atciched o being a foster
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parent—ihie system has created e Teis that stigmeacthan dis-
conrages many capable s loving people from fostermg,
e enmimee requirements lor fostering were s high s
those for adopting . foster children would be hetter cared
for. The ant-adoption establishimenr wouldn™t like i,
because i would vuin the standiued argument that foster
parents are not ;|(|(‘(|ll;l|(‘ to ;l(ln|)l.

Allow no more than 12 months for hiological parents to
prove their fitness to resume custody of their children.
This mav be the most ditficult Luy 1o prass at the state level,
but it akso v be the most despers tely needed. Seate Taws
can be so vaguely written and so (‘ml\ assatlable chat wer-
mination of Imn,nl.ll rights s always o last resortand can
tuke years of conrt hearings: There are many in the ficld
who believe itis alimost aways hetrer o send children back
to their natmal parenms, The Child Welliare Leagne pro-
motes the notion that “no one can truly substitiate for the
fooily of origim.”

Fagree that natire provides every child with two pro-
tectors—ia man and o wontn—and that we're meant (o
be with our biological parents, But natare didn't design
women’s bodies 1o endure erack cocaine: ic didn’t design
children 1o be shaken unil they suller cerelval hiemon-
rhages. Farnly preservation doesn’t work
becanse there is nothing lefi o Preserve.

i these cases

State governors should ke the lead inoseting woueh
sanctions against parents who neglect or abuse their Kieds,
By seting acdeadline for parents o get their lives togeth-
cr—to get ot drugs, gecout of jail, find aplce o livesand
even get i job or go 1o school—we remind them that they
really e responsible: for their actions. But the deadline
must be final and mcontestable; otherwise, irresponsible
parents will continue 1o imprison their children i a
lubyvrinthe of Tegal hattles aned parentless foster care. The
[2-month it has ver to be adopted Dy any state and s
indecd aradical departire from the vears it can now ke
to legally separate a child from unfic parents.

Allow no more than 30 days from the birth of the child
for l)mlugu.ll fathers to formalize paternity. The "Baby
Jessica™ and “Baby Richard™ cases have demonstrated e
Law's allowance for biological fathers who come out ol the
woodwork to chinm their children after thev’ve been
adopted. In the now pending "Baby Fmilv™ case, alinde
girl horn m 1992 was soon placed lor adoption afier the
(hewis
lather
is out of prison and has sucd for custody of Tis danghter.
The adoptive

father's rights were erminated for abandonmmnent
doing jail tiime for arape conviction). But now the
Lundly’s finances have Deen completely
exhausted as the case awaits adjudicaion in Florida's
supreme court,

Governor Williun Weld of Massachuscetis has sent o
the Tegishature o proposal that, il passed.will prevent snch
ragic cases in Massachusetts, The proposal tequires evers
unwed biolagical Taher o formalize paternin within 30
days of the child’s birth, and to maintin contaet with 1the
childind provide linaneial support o the best of his abil-
itv—ar [orfeit his right 1o contest the child's adoption,
Ldcally, thac would mean no appeals, no hearings, no state
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ul'liri;llx'[ml]ing(Ililfln-nnul()I'lll('il';l(l<)|>li\'vlmnu-\'_'l'lu-
legishation. i not severely amended, could serve s o

model Tor seoe relor.

A LIFE THAT MATTERS

A teenage girl—weT I eall her Sscoab—who worked for
o msttute st summer was asystern Kids she had nned
IS in foster cares This was Tier first job and she was -
prisedawhen she noticed that taxes had heen mken ont of
her pavehecks She asked me what the government wounld
do with her money. Tnomy usaal non-partisin spivie, |
explned how the federal govermment would spend the
S300 withheld from her stmmer carnings. She actuallv
started to oy She looked at me and asked, "Will it go 1o
She said i hure her thar she had
worked so hard only 1o help te government keep some

pav Lo Toster care?”

After Massachusetts launched

an aggressive pro-adoption. campaion,

Joster child adoptions

increased by 47 percent.

other child from being adopted.

That's what the swstem is doing to owr children.
Though my own experience infoster care was i good one,
it opened my eves to the real b wdships of (Hllllll( ss chil-
direns My foster brothers and sisters who might have gone
hack sale v o their Eamilics of origin oo often and Tor oo
long were delaved from doing so. Others lived the saddest
stores of ululmn—llu\ had been burmed,
sodomized or baucered, leftm a doorws wy o in alruit held,
but Later sent “home™ to their abusers. Like foster childyen
cvenywhere, many who could have heen adopred were
denicd the chanee o he Toved and cherished by o Gunidly
who would always he there.

beaten,

Lets be honest: Adoption is no Ly aled T is arisk,
Kids don’t always go home and live b ||)])||\ over (lfl( . B
cvery parentless child knows the alternaive: the feeling
that there is no one to whotn her “case™—that s, her lile—
really matters,

When parents adopt, they can accomplish something
govermmnent cannot: They can convinee o child she neu-
ters. Thats whin makes adoption sueh a great gilis i
expression ol tmconditional love and compassion, Do’y
we,as a sociens owe that @it to onr children? x
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Preface

In 1991, volunteers and staff from The Parent Center, a division of Centers for
Youth and Familics, began teaching parent cducation courses for mothers at the
Arkansas Department of Correction facility for women.  Research shows that
approximately 80% of these women were victims of childhood physical and sexual
abuse. Since a person’s parenting skills tend to resemble those of their pareris, it
made sense (o teach these mothers the healthy, rurturing parenting skills they may
not have learned as children. In teaching parent education classes for mothers in
prison, our staff and volunteers became aware of the dire circumstances of the
children these women leave behind while they serve their sentences. The policy
recommendations made in this report are based on our experience working with
these familles and on research that was conducted with the support of the Winthrop
Rockefeller Foundation.

Susan Phillips, LMSW
Parenting from Prison
Community Resource Coordinator



MOTHERS IN PRISON:
WHAT BECOMES OF THEIR CHILDREN?

Blessing on the hand of women!
Angels guard its strength and grace,
In the palace, cottage. hovel,

Oh, no matter where the place:
Would that never storms assailed it,
Rainbows cver gently curled;

For the hand that rocks the cradle
Is the hand that rules the world.

Willam Ross Wallace

The prison population in Arkansas has reached unprecedented numbers. In the decade
between 1984 and 1994, the total number of inmates in Department of Correction facilities
more than doubled (table 1). In anticipation of continued growth, the State of Arkansas plans
to add two new 600-bed facilities to its inventory. The number of women being sert to prison in
Arkansas is increasing at an cven faster rate than the total prison population. While the overall
prison population doubled in the decade between 1984 and 1994. the number of women in
prison nearly tripled. There was a 189% increase in the female prison population compared to
a 108% increase in the male population during that time period (figure 1).

Table 1.
## OF INMATES PER YEAR

Year Total # of Inmaigs # Malc Inmatgs # Female Inmates

1984 4368 4170 198
85 4595 4362 233
86 4682 4456 226
87 4866 4651 215
88 5361 5085 276
89 5759 5500 259
90 6455 6168 287
91 7341 6892 449
92 8165 7687 478
93 8732 8163 569

1994 9249 8676 573

Fig. 1
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Comparison of rates of increase in female and male prison population.

This expansion of the prison population has been driven by policies aimed at taking a
‘bite out of crime’ and fighting a ‘war on drugs’. Whether or not increased incarceration actually
reduces crime is questionable. Some experts contend that factors such as shifting
demographics. changing patterns of drug use and drug trade. and changes in police tactics may
have a greater influence on crime rates than incarceration (The Edna McConnell Clark
Foundauon, 1995).



Women in prison differ {rom male inmates in.a number of significant ways that suggest
that. at best, criminal justice policies emphasizing incarceration as the solution (o crime may be
misdirected when it comes (o female offenders. Even more alarming than the fact that these
policies may be an ineflective deterrent to crime is evidence that suggests that by incarcerating
record numbers of mothers. policy makers are exacerbating factors that place children at risk for
child neglect. substance abuse. juvenile delinquency and future incarceration.

Women Viglent Crim

One f(actor that fuels the increase in the prison population is a trend towards harsher
punishments in an attempt to reduce violent crime. While criminologists debate whether
violent crime has actually increased or not (table 2), it is clear that female offenders most often
commit non-violent offenses. Excelerating the incarceration of non-violent offenders to combat
violent crime clearly misses the mark.

Table 2

According to a 1995 report prepared for The Edna McConnell Clark Foundation it is “fear of crime,
rather than rising crime itself, that has fueled the nation’s rising incarceration rates.” They cite the
Jollowing:

shows that between 1980 and 1992 the rate of
rape. robbery and assault went down by 3.6%: crime against households (burglary and larceny)
dropped 33.1%: and crime against individuals (theft without force or threat of force) declined 28.7%.

Uniform Crime Report (UCR) indicates that the rate of violent crime{murder/non-negligent

manslaughter, rape. robbery and aggravated assault) Increased by 27% between 1980 and 1992.
Almost all of this increase is in the category of aggravated assault which involves serious injury and
includes all assaults or threats of injury with a deadly or dangerous weapon. According to UCR
figures the murder rate in 1993 was 9.9 per 100.000 people. This rate is slightly higher than the
ratec of 9.4 in 1973 and lower than the 1980 rate of 10.2.

concluded that greater gun availability leads to an increase in
the percent of murders and felonies where guns are used. but does not affect general violence levels.

ound that even though crime rates had remained essentially
unchanged between 1992 and 1993. television coverage of crime and violence on the evening news
doubled during this period.

A profile of crimes called index crimes are commonly used (0 measure crime. Figure 2
compares the number of females arrested for index crimes in Arkansas in FY 1994-95 with the
number of males arrested for those same crimes. Figure 3 compares the crimes for which women
are most often arrested with the number of men arrested for those same crimes. These crimes -
forgery, theft, fraud - are nonviolent crimes.

It is Important for policy makers to understand the difference in violent crimes
committed by men and those committed by women. According to the Bureau of Justice
Statistics Bulletin. “"Women in Prison”, of the minority of women serving sentences for violent
offenses. nearly two-thirds comitted the offense against a relative, intimate, or someone else
they knew. In contrast. the majority of violent crimes committed by men are comitted against
someone with wham they were not previously acquainted. Very often women who are serving
time for violent offenses commitied those offenses against someone who previously vicimized
them. Those women who commit violent acts are not a high risk to public safety.
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Women and the ‘W n s’

Much of the growth in the prison population in the United States has resulted from a
doubling of the number of arrests for drug law violations and a tripling of the rate of
incarceration for convicted drug offenders (BJS., 1991). Anti-drug policies ltax the criminal
justice system’s ability to handle the increased number of arrests and convictions but have
little appreciable impact on reducing the drug trade (EMCF, 1995). Based on a survey of inmates
in State prisons across the nation, the Bureau of Justice Statistics found that women are
substantially more likely than men to be serving time for a drug offense and. that regardless of
the measure of drug use. wormen who reported using drugs were less likely than nonusers (o be
serving a sentence for a violent offense (BJS. 1994).

What Becomes of the Children ?

One of the unintended consequences of criminal justice policies that send
unprecedented numbers of mothers to prison is the impact on the children these women leave
behind while they serve their sentence. A frequenty overlooked difference between women in
prison and male inmates is their relationship to their children. According to Bureau of Justice
statistics, 80 percent of female inmates, but only 56 percent of male inmates. lived with their
children prior to being incarcerated (figure 4). Other studies found that the mean number of
children per incarcerated mother ranges from 2.3-2.4 and the mean number of children per
incarcerated father Is 2.0. If we assume that these figures are valid for individuals on parole.
then it is esimated that there were nearly 18,000 children in Arkansas last year alone who are,



or have been, separaled from a parent because of the parent’s
incarceration.! This figure is undoubtedly an underestimate. It
does not include children who experienced the incarceration of a
parent if the parent was paroled prior to 1994-95 and it does not
include children whose mother may have served her sentence in
jail rather than prison. The difficulty in determining the size of
this population reflects the lack of attention this group of
children has received.

Any family with an incarcerated member faces problems
adjusting to the loss of a family member (Hannon. Martin. &
Martin, 1984). Children of women inmates sufler even more
trauma since the mother is usually the primary caregiver
., (Fishman, 1983). While children may experience the incarceration
% ot inemates fiving with miner childran of a father more frequently than the incarceration of a mother, the
children of incarcerated mother's are more likely to experience
B amots ivnates displacement and problems associated with separation from their
B Males inmetes mothers (Bloom. unpublished).

When fathers go to prison. mothers generally assume
primary responsibility for their children. A Bureau of Juslice Statistics survey reports that 90
percent of the children of male inmates lived with their mothers and 10 percent lived with their
grandparents or other caregivers (BJS, 1988). When mothers go to prison. however, fathers do
not generally assume primary care of their children. Results of a recent study found that about
65 percent of the children of imprisoned mothers were placed with a relative other than their
father. usually the maternal grandmother: 17 percent were placed with fathers: and 14 percent
in foster homes and other placements (Bloom & Steinhart, 1993). A survey of 44 incarcerated
mothers in Arkansas suggests that this trend may hold true for children in this state. The
survey found that 60 percent of the children were living with a grandmother. 25 percent with
another family member, and 15 percent with (heir father or stepfather (Harm & Thompson,
1995).

Fig. 6
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‘The phenomenon of grandmothers and other family members raising a relatives’ children
is not a new one. but the numbers are increasing. Nationally. since 1980 there has been a 44
percent increase in the number of grandchildren living in homes maintained by their
grandparents. Approximately 12 percent of African-American children live in the home of a
grandparent. compared (o 6 percent of Hispanic children and 4 percent of white children. It is

The following formula was used to estimate this number:

(# incarcerated females x .80 x 2.4) + (# incarcerated males x .56 x 2.0)+
(# female parolees x .80 x 2.4) + (# male parolees x .56 x 2.0) =

(573 x.80x2.4)+(9.249 x .56 x 2.0) + (563 x .80 x 2.4) + (4.593 x .56 x 2.0) = 17.684



estimated that in some cities with large low-income African-American populations. between 30
and 70 percent of the children are living with grandparents. A 1993 study by Margaret Platt
Jendrek found that 34.4 percent of the caregivers studied had assumed responsibility for the
care of a grandchild because of the mother ‘being in trouble with the law' -- 52.4 percent
because the mother had a drug problem. and 44.1 percent because the mother had a problem
with alcohol.

Parenting is never an easy job. but relatives who care for children while the child's
mother is incarcerated face complex and unresponsive systems. The challenges facing these
families are immense, and the programs that might help them often make a difficult situation
impossible. Relatives who are raising a family member's children are frequendy the round peg
Lrying to fit into a square hole. These families may qualify for help but it is a difficult process.
Tasks as seemingly simple as enrolling children in school or providing necessary medical care
can be complicated.

A m i f N f In T M Their Chil

Substitute Caregivers in Arkansas

Table 3 presents information obtained from mothers at the Department of Correction
Facility for Women in Tucker. Arkansas and interviews with children of incarcerated mothers
and caregivers from around the state (Harm & Thompson. 1995).

Table 3

. 65% of the incarcerated mothers who were interviewed were in prison for non-violent property offenses.

. 87% of these incarcerated mothers reported experiencing physical abuse as adults.

. 52% had also experienced sexual abuse as adults.

. On the average. these mothers have 10.6 years of schooling.

. For the most part, the children surveyed lived with another family member, usually the grandmother.

. Counseling for the children, Medicaid, day care, Food Stamp, and transportation were listed as primary
needs.

. Almost all of the children knew where their mother was and all the children wanted to visit their mother.

. Only 50% of these children actually visited their mother at least once a month. The distance (o the prison and
lack of transportation were frequently reported barriers to visiting.

. 29% of the children had been separated from siblings.

. About half of the caregivers interviewed had been the childrent primary caregiver before the mother went to
prison.
About 1/3 of the caregivers received the children when the mother was arrested and incarcerated.

. 13% of the caregjvers entered into court proceedings to obtain custody of the children.

. Caregivers & children confirm that a mother's incarceration is emotionally and psychologically difficult for
children.

. Caregjvers reported school problems, behavior problems at home. difficulty with the law. feelings of anger.

shame and despair.

Risk Factors

Studies estimate that children of inmates are five to six Umes more likely than their
peers (o become incarcerated (Barnhill & Dressel. 1991). Three factors that place children of
inmates at greater risk in comparison with their peers have been suggested (Bloom. 1993}

Factor #1: These children are traumatized by events relating to parental crime and
arrest.



Children of offenders have often been parented by adults who themselves were raised in
families where intergenerational problems such as child physical and sexual abuse.
domestic violence, and substance abuse were common.

Often present at the arrest of their parents. these children may suffer the trauma of
separation in a context of violence and brutality (Kagan & Weissbourd, 1994).

Factor #2: These children are more vuinerable as a result of separation from their
parents.

Children of incarcerated mothers experience special problems. In most cases where
mothers are living with children prior to incarceration. the separation caused by
imprisonment is a major trauma for the children. Separation between mothers and
their young children may lead to emotional. psychological, and physical problems for
children (McGowan & Blumenthal, 1978, and Bowiby, 1983).

Young children do not recognize their parent as a completely separate individual; they
tend to experience injuries or threats to the parent as injuries or threats to themselves.
Events that result in parent/child separation. like parental arrest. are especially
traumatic because they eliminate the opportunity for children to observe their parents
following trauma and be reassured of their well-being (Johnston, n.d.).

In middle childhood. the development of children’s abilities to work and to get along
with others, including achievement in school and the control of emotions. may be
significantly impaired by parental crime. arrest and incarceration. The development of
trauma-related behaviors, particularly aggression. is characteristic of children of
offenders in middle childhood (Johnston, n.d.).

Teenage children of prisoners typically have experienced a lifetime of disruptions related
Lo thelr parent’s criminal activities, arrests and incarcerations. The cumulative effects of
repeated parent-child separations. enduring trauma. and/or inadequate care may be
expressed in their school performance. legal socialization or other conduct.
Intergenerational crime and incarceration begin to appear as a significant pattern in
{amilies when children reach this age (Johnston. n.d.).

A number of studies document that children of incarcerated parents suffer emotional
stress related (o the separation caused by a parent’'s imprisonment (Sack. Seidler &
Thomas 1976: McGowan & Blumenthal 1978; Stanton 1980: Sametz 1980: Fishman
1982). These children often exhibit behavior patterns that include anxiety, depression,
aggression, and learning disorder. More recent research indicates some children of
inmates may suffer from post-traumatic stress syndrome (Kampfner 1990).

Factor #3: Poverty

A recent study noted that the caregivers of these children were unprepared

psychologically and economically to initially assume the substitute parental role
(Hungerford, 1993).

According to the Director, Center for Children with Incarcerated Parents. poverty is
associated with increased rates of every type of trauma that children suffer and is also
at least partly responsible for the high levels of stress that prevent care givers from
providing children of offenders with adequate care and support.

Most incarcerated mothers plan to reunite with some or all of their children when they
are released from prison. The majority of these mothers enter prison lacking marketable
skills, education and employment opportunities. Upon release from prison, parents are



expected to find suitable housing for their families and become employved. Lack of
affordable housing and employment issues can present major obstacles to family
reunification following incarceration.

Policy Recommendations

Criminal justice policy must begin (o take into account the effect that mother-child
separation has on the children of female inmates. The following policy recommendations will
reduce factors which place children with incarcerated mothers at increased risk for child
abuse/neglect, substance abuse and juvenile delinquency.

. Law enforcement officers are in a key position to minimize the trauma that a
child experiences when a parent who is the child’s primary caregiver is arrested
in the child’s presence. Law enforcement officers should be trained to respond to
the needs of children who witness their parent’s arrest.

In fleld studies conducted with mothers who had been arrested while their children were
present. mothers repeatedly reported that. as a consequence of witnessing their arrest. their
children were subsequently fearful of law enforcement officers. While some mothers indicated
how appreciative they were of officers not handcuffing them in the presence of their children.
other mothers related stories to interviewers about children being present while officers had
their weapons drawn. Others told of not being allowed to talk to their frightened children. Still
another told of an officer with his weapon drawn demanding she lay face down on the floor
while she was holding an infant in her arms (Harm & Phillips, 1996).

Law enforcement officer’s must act to ensure their safety when making an arrest.
However, once their safety is assured they are in a key position to help children make the initial
adjustment to the arrest of their mother. Witnessing the arrest of a mother can have a profound
impact on children’s psychological development and subsequent attitudes toward law
enforcement officers (Johnston, n.d.). Interventions as simple as taking time to explain to a
child that the child is in no way responsible for what has happened can potentially have a
significant impact on the child. Mental health professionals and law enforcement need to work
together to develop appropriate protocols for officers when arresting a mother in the presence of
her children.

. Make alternatives to incarceration the sentencing standard for non-violent
offenders who are the primary caregiver for minor children.

An expanded range of sentencing options gives judges greater latitude to exercise
discretion in selecting punishments that more closely fit the circumstances of the crime and the
offender (EMCF. 1995). Where mothers of minor children are concerned., community
alternatives lo incarceration make tremendous sense as a way (0 minimize the trauma of
mother-child separation for the children of female offenders. Sentencing options which allow
mothers (0 remain in the community with their children should emphasize drug treatment.
mental health groups for survivors of abuse, parent education. and Jjob skill development. They
should take into account mothers’ needs for daycare for young children as well as provide
therapeutic interventions for children.

In Arkansas. one promising alternative to incarceration is the Supervised Treatment and
Education Program (STEP) currently operating within the Sixth Judicial District. This program,
which diverts first-time offenders to drug treatment, provides remediation of the problem which
brought the offender into the criminal justice system while allowing the offender to remain in
the community.

The Choices program. operated by the Department of Community Punishment at the
Southeast Arkansas Community Punishment Center in Pine Bluff, provides another promising
alternative to traditional incarceration for mothers with a substance abuse problems. While



this program is available o women from anywhere in the state, the program exists only in Pine
Bluff at this time. If this program were available regionally it would be more feasible to
incorporate family members in the treatment process. Studies show that family support during
Incarceration reduces the risk of recidivism. Other studies show the family involvement reduces
the risk of relapse. Where minor children are at stake. il becomes fncreasingly important to
involve families in the recovery process so that children do not experience repeated trawma.

Al the Federal level, The Omnibus Crime Bill of 1994 authorized funds for F amily Unity
Demonstration Projects. These projects involve housing certain non-violent offenders who are
the primary caregivers of children under age 7 in facilities with their children. Drug treatment.,
parent education and other services that strengthen families and are rehabilitative in nature
would be provided. Funding for projects of this nature could help to demonstrate the eflicacy of
alternatives to a ‘lock ‘em up longer’ approach to criminal justice.

. Make drug treatment programs for mothers with dependent children more widely
available.

It is not sufficient to leave mothers in the community with their children if help is not
available to address the root causes of the problems which lead to their involvement in the
criminal justice system. Drug abuse fs a significant precursor of incarceration. It is critical that
the criminal justice system be part of a continuum of drug and alcohol abuse interventions
within the larger community. In order to do this. however, Arkansas needs to increase drug
treatment optons for mothers with minor children. The Center for Substance Abuse Treatment
(CSAT) advocates a comprehensive treatment approach for women with drug and alcohol abuse
problems that addresses women's substance abuse in the context of her health and her
relationship with her children and other family members (CSAT, 1994). Treatment that
addresses alcohol and other drug abuse only may well fail and contribute to a higher potential
for relapse (CSAT, 1993). The National Institute of Drug Abuse shows that treatment programs
where women can live with their children at a treatment center. or safe, drug-free residence, are
especially successful (HHS, 1994).

Drug and alcohol treatment programs designed for women, if avatlable. could be used in
coordination with intermediate sanctions such as intensive supervised probation. day
reporting, or electronic monitoring as alternatives to incarceration. Drug and alcohol treatment
programs that address the special needs of women are equally important to women returning to
the community from prison. A treatment and relapse prevention plan, deigned while the mother
Is incarcerated. should be continuously in place as she reenters the community (CSAT. 1993).

. The criminal justice system and existing prevention programs should coordinate
efforts to target children who have a parent in prison.

In a 1995 study conducted by researchers from the UALR Graduate School of Social
Work and UAMS College of Nursing (Harm & Thompson. 1995). relatives who were caring for
children while their mother was incarcerated reported that these children were experiencing
school problems, behavior problems at home. difficulty with the law. and feelings of anger,
shame and despair. Studies show that children with incarcerated parents are 5 to 6 times more
likely than their peers to become incarcerated. Nationally, 50% of Jjuventiles in the correction
system have had a parent in prison. The preview of a study being conducted by the National
Institute of Justice shows that in addition to child abuse. child neglect is a strong predictor of
future violent behavior. These facts point to a clear need for existing prevention programs to
work collaboratively with the criminal justice system to target children who have a parent in
prison.

. Provide supportive services to caregivers.
There are five general parenting functions that a relative assumes when they take

responsibility for children while their mother is in prison: breadwinning. home care, child
protection, child guidance and advocacy (OSAP, 1988). When the provision of basic necessities



is a serious and chronic problem, caregivers have less energy and ability to fulfill other parental
responsibilities. Although the number of relatives caring for children who have a mother in
prison is increasing, assistance for these relatives is fragmented at best.

[n January 1996. the Parent Center piloted a program for children of incarcerated
parents and the relatives who were caring for them. Among the more common problemns
reported by the caregivers were issues that related to obtaining AFDC, medicaid and food stamps
to help with the expense of raising the children. One caregiver was being turned down for AFDC
because eligibility was being calculated on the household's income rather then the children’s
income alone. Another caregiver was being denied AFDC because Child Support Enforcement
was reporting her as uncooperative -- her daughter had been released from prison and the
caregiver did not know an address. Because the grandmother was nol able (o furnish a
permanent address for the mother. she was denied AFDC and medicaid for the child who was
obviously experiencing developmental delays. Still another caregiver would not apply for
assistance because she was afraid that if Human Services knew she had eleven grandchildren
in her home they would remove the children (Phillips & Newell, 1996).

The children who participated in this program needed acute support. The children in
one family had witnessed numerous episodes of violence concluding with the death of their
father. Another family was trying (o meet the needs of a child born addicted to crack cocaine.
During the course of this program, one of the children was the victim of a rape; and still
another was threatening suicide. Children in one family were separated because the caregiver
was not able to support both of them without assistance.

The lollowing recommended actions would help increase the capacity of caregivers to
meet the basic needs of children during the period of their mother's incarceration:

. Create a centralized point of service delivery within communities with high rates
of arrest where caregivers can get information and applications for a broad range
of services (e.g. AFDC, medicaid, food stamps, case management. mental heaith.
medical services. Kinship Care. disability services, WIC, Immunizations, legal
services. FINS) in anticipation of the parent’s incarceration.

. The Kinship Care Act provides a mechanism for relatives to become foster care
providers. As foster care providers. relatives could receive income to offset the
expense of housing the children in their care. This could potentially lessen the
financial hardship relatives assume and, perhaps. even decrease the number of
siblings who are separated. As it stands now, in order to become a kinship foster
care provider, the child must be in the legal custody of the state. When a mother
goes to prison, most of the time the state never becomes involved in the custody
of the child. In order for relatives who care for a child while their mother is in
prison to benefit from Kinship Care they would have to first ask the state to take
custody of the children. There is no guarantee that the child would then be
placed with the relative. Extending eligibility for Kinship Care so that relatives
who care for children while their primary caregiver is in prison will help relatives
to be able (o support these children.

. Provide programs that strengthen the mother-child bond during the mother’s
incarceration

Children often respond to a mother’s incarceration with a host of conflicling feelings --
anger. hurt. grief, loss. shame. Similarly, the relatives caring for a mother's children experience
feelings associated with the task they have taken on. These feelings do not just go away during
the mother’s incarceration. In fact, these feelings can fester and hinder reunification of the
family. Mental health providers should be encouraged to work with families of offenders (o
provide counseling services to addresses these issues. Services might be provided in
coordination with the parole division of the Department of Community Punishment or they
might be integrated into the visitation process within the Department of Correction.

Programs which minimize the trauma of separation for children during their mothers



incarceration help set the stage lor successful reunification. The stress and anxiety a child
experiences when separated from a mother can be relieved through visitation. The visitation
area should provide an environment that is child-friendly and encourages interactions hetween
mother and child.

Finally, a staggering number of women in prison have been viclims of physical or sexual
abuse. Without Intervention. a person's parenting style tends to mimic the style of their
parents. Parent education. then. is an essential part of laying the groundwork for improved
family functioning following a mother's release from prison. Mental halth services that address
the needs of survivors of abuse are necessary since abuse is often a predictor of substance
abuse.

. Provide supportive services for family reunification.

In recent years a number of states have developed programs and adopled policies that
address the needs of incarcerated mothers and their children. However. a recent survey of social
agencies in Arkansas indicated that. while many agencies serve formerly incarcerated parents.
their children. and substitute caregivers, “it is clear that most agency directors and supervisors
have not developed special services for this unique population. Furthermore, few plans for
future programming for this population appear to be in place . . .."” (Mercer. 1995 ).

Programs and services which help mothers to readjust to the ‘free world’ and re-establish
their parenting role are essential (o successful reintegration into the community. Women are at
an economic disadvantage {o men returning to the commu nity. Typically women leaving prison
have less years of education and fewer years of work experience then men.Services which help
formerly incarcerated mothers meet their economic responsibility to their children are critical.
Programs that help these families with the role changes that mothers. children and caregivers
experience are also important for all concerned. Support for the reunification process can
reduce the stress of reintegrating into the community and decrease the risk of relapse and
recidivism.
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