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A decade ago, when an obscure intellectual named Charles Murray first proposed
abolishing welfare, the idea was so radical that even he would not fully embrace it.

He wrote that he was simply conducting a "thought experiment" by suggesting that

poor women and children should be left to fend for themselves, without Government
aid.

Now, with a force that has stunned even Mr. Murray, mhhcnans areembracing the
idea. The talk of reformmg welfare by extinguishing it shows how far and fast the
welfare debate is moving to the right.

While the proposal is unlikely to become national law anytime soon, support for it
could fracture the fragile consensus around proposals like that of President Clinton,
which would preserve benefits but make people work for them.

Last week three leaders of the Republican Party, including Jack F. Kemp, the
self-styled "bleeding-heart conservative," signed on to a plan that would abolish
payments to women younger than 21. There are at least three related proposals in
Congress, and two of them would allow states to go even further, ending payments
to women of all ages.

'Scenes of Social Trauma'
The trend partly reflects a partisan attempt by Republicans to
distinguishthemselves on the welfare issue. But one of the bills has a Democratic

author, Senator Joseph L Lieberman of Connecticut.

Mr. Murray, now affiliated with the American Enterprise Institute, a Washington
research group, is no longer thinking out loud. He maintains that the drastic move is



needed to reverse the nation's spiraling rates of out-of-wedlock births, which he says
portends the rise of a white underclass and an authoritarian state.

But skeptics say that cutting off Government aid would lead to increased
homelessness, child abandonment, hunger, abortion and perhaps even street violence.
Senator Daniel Patrick Moynihan, the New York Democrat, said last week that the
move could provoke "scenes of social trauma such as we haven't known since the
cholera epidemics."

Volatile Welfare Politics

The bills tacitly acknowledge some of the risks, by providing money to
buildhomeless shelters and orphanages. Mr. Moynihan vowed that as long as he
remains chairman of the Senate Finance Committee, which controls welfare policy,
"this kind of thing is simply not going to happen."

But he agreed that welfare politics is in a volatile state in this election year.
Consider: a Democratic President is about to propose a bill that would impose the
toughest work requirements in the welfare program's half-century history.

But House Republicans are already calling the plan too soft, and they have drafted
a bill with even stricter work requirements. Now Mr. Kemp is arguing that even that
measure does not go far enough. He outlined his views last week in a public
memorandum, which was co-authored by his co-directors at the political organization
Empower America. They are William J. Bennett, the former Secretary of Education,
and Vin Weber, a former Republican Congressman from Minnesota.

Out-of-Wedlock Births

The memorandum was striking in its partisan tone, which may reflect aRepublican
fear that Mr. Clinton is stealing the welfare issue from them. The three men urged
the party to "discredit the moderate pretentions" of President Clinton and to seize "an
opportunity in the realm of politics."

Representative Newt Gingrich of Georgia, the Republican whip, said the move was
an attempt by Mr. Kemp "to get more press attention," which Mr. Kemp
acknowledged this week. But Mr. Gingrich added that he was among those interested
in abolishing welfare benefits.

Nearly 30 percent of all Americans are now born to single mothers: 22 percent of
whites and 66 percent of blacks. Most analysts view the trend with alarm, arguing
that one parent can provide children with less financial and emotional care than two.

Mr. Murray has been sounding his warnings since at least 1984, when he proposed
his thought experiment in the book "Losing Ground" (Basic Books). But he rose to
new prominence last October with an article in The Wall Street Journal that predicted



the rise of a large white underclass. "Every once in a while the sky really is falling,"
he wrote.

The subsequent media explosion treated Mr. Murray as a sage, and even Mr.
Clinton praised his analysis as "essentially right" while questioning his prescription.
Bruce Reed, the White House welfare expert, said last week that Mr. Murray's ideas
could "hurt a lot of innocent people" and that Mr. Clinton would oppose them.

Role for Orphanages

Analysts endlessly debate Mr. Murray's belief that the welfare system is amain
cause of the rise in out-of-wedlock births. His detractors note that single parenthood
is rising in other countries and among affluent Americans, not just those on welfare.

Still, there is little doubt that abolishing welfare would discourage some poor
women from becoming single mothers. The question is, How many? And at what
costs?

Mr. Murray predicts a sea-change, arguing that, without welfare, out-of-wedlock
births would fall by as much as 50 percent in the first year. He argues that women
%who_dg,hgy_e_chﬂdren-they.gannot support could marry, seek charity, put their =

children up for adoption or in Government-financed orphanages.

Senator Lieberman argues that drastic situations call for drastic measures. "I don't
want to sacrifice a generation of kids, but I'm also saying, 'Let's remember folks, the
conditions that children are living in now are dreadful,' " he said.

Mr. Lieberman's bill would allow a few state experiments, which would abolish
welfare, and use the money to provide other services, like orphanages. "My own
father spent time in an orphanage" and described it as "a wonderful place," he said.

e —

'An Overall Strategy'

Representative Jan Meyers, a Kansas Republican, has a similar bill.
AndRepresentative James M. Talent of Missouri is preparing one, along with Senator
Lauch Faircloth of North Carolina, both Republicans.

But to some ears, the casual talk of orphans is more than a little chilling. "The
whole world would look at us and say, 'What are those people doing?' " Mr.
Moynihan said.

In an interview this week, Mr. Kemp sought to minimize the welfare proposal. He
stressed that the memorandum advocated 11 other anti-poverty policies, including his
familiar calls to privatize public housing and cut taxes. "I only support it in the
context of an overall strategy," he said, noting that his proposal would allow women
to collect food stamps, housing assistance, and Medicaid.



But Representative Richard ]. Santorum of Pennsylvania, a chief author of the
House Republican bill, said Mr. Kemp was attempting "to posture for purity's sake."
While abolishing welfare is "a great theory," he said, "the risk is that you're going to
have millions of women and children with absolutely no support out there."

GRAPHIC: Photo: Charles Murray. (Jose R. Lopez/The New York Times)
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Congressional Republicans-have-moved. radically to the right on welfare reform - a
fact that probably will torpedo chances for a bipartisan compromise on the issue in
the next Congress and that Democrats might well use to increase turnout in
November.

The House Republican "Contract with America" recommends a welfare reform
measure that would deny government benefits to 800,000 illegitimate children and
limit anyone's (including children's) eligibility for welfare to five years. Senate
Republican leaders back a bill that's even tougher, denying benefits to 3.4 million
children.

House Republicans also want to cut Social Security benefits to the aged poor and
disabled while at the same time they recommend reducing the taxability of Social
Security benefits for wealthy recipients.

The GOP move against illegitimate children - designed to "remove the subsidy for
illegitimacy" - was inspired by American Enterprise Institute scholar Charles Murray,
whose controversial new book, The Bell Curve: Intelligence and Class Structure in
American Life, provides another juicy target for Democrats.

The book argues that crime, poverty, welfare dependency, and other social
pathologies are linked to low IQ, that IQ is predominantly inherited, that persons of
low IQ are out-breeding persons of high IQ, and that measures must be taken -
including denial of welfare benefits - to limit the growth of low-IQ people in the
population.

Murray also argues that blacks have lower IQs, on average, than whites and
contends that compensatory education, affirmative action, Head Start, and other

programs designed to help them catch up are doomed to failure.

Murray contends that the "underclass" - black and white - will likely have to be



supported in "custodial" circumstances akin to Indian reservations.

Murray's book (written with the late Richard J. Herrnstein of Harvard) has been
the subject of furious intellectual debate, with critics characterizing it as "racist,"
"Social Darwinist," and even "neo-Nazi." So far, however, it has not become a political
hot topic.

That could change, however, as it becomes clear how influential Murray was in
inspiring the GOP welfare reform plan.

In November 1993, a House Republican task force beat the Clinton Administration
to the punch in introducing a comprehensive reform plan designed to force welfare
beneficiaries to work after two years of training.

The measure, H.R. 3500, was sponsored by Reps. Nancy Johnson (Conn), Clay
Shaw (Fla), Rick Santorum (Pa), and Mike Castle (Del), was approved by the House
GOP Conference, and had the support of House GOP leaders.

But last October Murray wrote an article in the Wall Street Journal titled "The
Coming White Underclass," which dramatically shifted GOP concentration from work
requirements to illegitimacy prevention.

Former Education Secretary Bill Bennett took up the Murray argument and
criticized H.R. 3500. So did other conservative groups, including the Heritage
Foundation, the Family Research Council, the Free Congress Foundation, and the
Christian Coalition.

The right also argued that H.R. 3500 too closely resembled President Clinton's
"workfare" proposal, finally introduced this June.

A hard-line alternative GOP bill was introduced by Reps. James Talent (Mo) and
Tim Hutchinson (Ark) and by Sen. Lauch Faircloth (NC) calling for denying AFDC,
food stamps, and public housing assistance to mothers up to 26 years of age who
have illegitimate children. It would cause 3.4 million children to be dropped from
welfare - out of the 9.7 million (about half of them illegitimate) who now receive it.

The bill also calls for the money saved to be converted into a "block grant to care
for children born out of wedlock," which states would use to set up orphanages and
"closely supervised group homes for unwed mothers."

The Talent bill was co-sponsored by such GOP leaders as Richard Armey (Texas),
Bob Walker (Pa), and Bill McCollum (Fla) and (according to Talent's staff) received
encouragement from Minority Whip Newt Gingrich (Ga). The Senate version is
backed by Minority Leader Bob Dole (Kan).

Then, as preparations were under way this summer for the House Republican



"Contract with America," outside conservative groups pressured GOP leaders to
substitute the Talent bill for H.R. 3500 as the official Republican proposal.

Armey arranged for Johnson, Shaw, Talent, and Hutchinson to work out a
compromise - a procedure hotly criticized by Johnson, who believed a GOP
Conference vote was being circumvented by pressure groups.

The final version calls for cutting 800,000 illegitimate children off welfare and
limiting aid to five years.

The measure also advocates revoking entitlement status for AFDC, food stamps,
and the Supplemental Security Income program, which helps poor elderly and
disabled persons. Such programs would become "domestic discretionary" items in the
federal budget, subject to annual appropriations rather than automatic cost-of-living
increases.

At the same time, nothing in the GOP contract calls for eliminating middle-class
entitlements such as farm subsidies. In fact, taxes on Social

Security income would be lowered, benefiting wealthy recipients by $31 billion over
five years.

The GOP plan and Murray's ideas offer Democrats a wealth of opportunities to
mobilize blacks, union members, and other constituents to turn out at the polls in
November. Suburban moderates also might be turned off to GOP candidates by the
harshness of the proposals.

But, inevitably, Republicans will pick up House and Senate seats in November.
And when the new, more Republican Congress begins works in January, it's hard to
see how President Clinton's work-based welfare reform can be compromised with a
GOP plan that punishes children for being born illegitimately.
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By DAVID VAN BIEMA

EVEN MONTHS AGO, SOON-TO-BE

Speaker of the House Newt Ging-

rich suggested in a speech that un-

wed teenage mothers should be

denied welfare. If they could not

support their children, America
should tell them, “We'll help you with fos-
ter care, well help you with orphanages,
well help you with adoption”—but not
with the cash that might keep mother and
child together. Orphanages were not the
subject of Gingrich's speech, but they were
not a throwaway either. The notion reap-
peared in the Republican welfare-reform
bill (with the inflammatory word orphan-
ages changed to “children’s homes”),
which is a basis for Gingrich’s famous
“Contract with America.”
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It was not a smart move. The news me-
dia were quick to note the orphanage pro-
posal’s obvious incompatibility with “fam-

| ily values”” Hillary Clinton told a New York

audience last week that the “idea of putting
children into orphanages because their
mothers couldn't find jobs” was “unbeliev-
able and absurd.” Eager to be seen as the
way of the future, the Newtonians found
themselves tarred with images of the dis-
tant, Dickensian past.

Many Republicans were loath even to
repeat the dread word. So it waslefttoalow-
ly House staff member who handles welfare
policy for the Republican conference to de-
liver its likely epitaph. Were Republican
lawmakers serious about the orphanage op-
tion? “If they were, they have buttoned their
lips. This thing has been mercilessly cruci-

| fed,” he says. “I would not be surprised if
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formy’of group care m

they strike the provision from the bill, be-
cause it’s given us so much grief.”

Nearly everyone agrees that illegitima-
cy and teen pregnancy are key elements in
poverty’svicious cycle and that the govern-
ment should try to reduce them. Gingrich’s
orphanage proposal, however, seems puni-
tive—not to mention odd, coming from a
man who was born to a 16-year-old mother
eight months after she left his abusive fa-
ther. It would violate federal law, which
mandates family-based care over institu-

tions, and ignore the public policy consen-

sus—first expressed by the Teddy Roose-
velt White House—that “no child should be
deprived of his family by reason of poverty
alone”

It would also be a budget buster. Ac-
cording to an analysis done for TIME by the
Child Welfare League of America, the an-
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nages

 children failed by foster care

nual welfare cost of one child living with
his or her mother is $2,644. The same child
living w th a foster family costs the public
$4,800 a year. The average cost for the
child’s care in “residential group care,” to-
day’s closest approximation of an orphan-
age, is $36,500. If even a quarter of an esti-
mated 1 million children who would be cut
loose under Gingrich’s plan ended up in or-
phanages, the additional cost to the public
would be more than $8 billion.

That said, however, Gingrich perhaps
inadvertently stumbled into a contentious
ongoing- debate among child-welfare ex-
perts about “congregate care.” The wran-
gle is not about whether half a million
mothers who may love their children
should be forced to give them up to institu-
tions. It is about the half a million children
already in the system, whose parents are ei-
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SURROGATE BROTHER Derrick Greenhill,
right, and James Washington room together at
Children's Village in Dobbs Ferry, New York

ther dead or have proved themselves abu-
sive or neghgent. and whether orphanages
should be used tosupplement foster place-
ments that don't work out. “Orphanages”
proper have been out of vogue for so long
that it is hard today to locate a building
with “orphanage” in its name. However, a
small but growing number of social scien-
tists and social-welfare professionals has
been advocating their return. Andin sodo-
ing, they have broached a disturbing ques-
tion: Have America’s attempts to find fam-
ilies for its abandoned and damaged
children failed so badly that some institu-
tionalization looks good?

“JASON,” A THIN EIGHT-YEAR-OLD, CRACKS
his knuckles as he tries to explain how he

ended up at a place called Hollygrove. “It |

was time for me to go,” he says. “I wasn't
being bad or nothing, it was time for me
togo.”

The places he had to leave were foster
homes. He liked two of them because “they
had a lot of bugs, and I like to catch bugs.”
Some of his foster parents were nice and
some were mean: “They pinched me, or
they would spank me.” It is impossible for a
visitor to tell what really went wrong, and
who, if anyone, was “bad.” But someone is
listening carefully to Jason now. “It’s good
here because you get to talk to your social
worker about stuff that’s private,” he ex-
plains. “You talk about things you miss, or
things you want to do.”

Hollygrove is filled with kids like Jason.
“It's not uncommon to see a seven-year-old
who has come in with four failures,” says
assistant director Bob Morgan. In Holly-
grove's seven houses, occupying most of a
block in a faded neighborhood of Los An-
geles, 54 children are taking a rest from
what have thus far been taxing lives. Each
house has three “child-care counselors”;
there are six full-time social workers, a 24-
hour clinic and a visiting psychiatrist. Be-
havior modification is mild: the kids re-
ceive ratings on a point system that is
linked to privileges.

Hollygrove is not an orphanage. It is
something called a residential-treatment
center, a phenomenon very much of the cur-
rent century. The last time orphanages were
seen as a cutting-edge reform was in the
1820s: they removed destitute children from
almshouses, into which they had been
packed with adult paupers of all descrip-
tions. But when researchers publicized the
stunting effects of institutional life, group
care gave way to welfare programs that al-
lowed children who were simply poor to re-
main with their mothers. Children who were
“parentless” owing to abuse or neglect or
death were remanded into a new system,

foster care. By 1980 the Federal Adoption As-
sistance and Child Welfare Act had codified
the general expert consensus: families were
almost always preferable to institutions. Any
stavin an institution must be as brief as possi-
ble and aimed at reuniting the child with a

| family—biological, foster or adopted.

Around this mandate grew a loose spec-
trum of care. The first stop for the children
was a foster family. Sometimes adoption
followed, but often it did not, in large part
because of an official disinclination to ter-
minate parents’ rights. Most of the chil-
dren stayed in foster care, sometimes
bouncing from one family to another until
they were pronounced “failures” Only
then were they sent to group residential
programs or—for more troubled children—
facilities like Hollygrove. In accordance
with the act, children were intended to stay
at residential-treatment centers no more
than two years. After that, “stabilized” kids
were put back into the foster-care system;
those still obviously asocial went to small
“group homes” with  psychiatric
supervision.

The progression was always a bit jury-
rigged. But in the 1980s it imploded, leaving
massive carnage. The crack epidemic un-
leashed a new tide of kids on overburdened
social-service agencies. Beleaguered child-
welfare workers juggled huge case loads,
and soon the newspapers were filled with
horror stories not only about failures to re-
move children from dangerous homes but
also about abuse in foster famnilies and kids
who bounced almost unnoticed from one in-
appropriate foster-care experience to the
next. A report commissioned by the Reagan
Admuinistration in the late '80s concluded:
“Foster care is intended to protect children
from neglect and abuse at the hands of par-
ents and other family members, yet all too
often it becomes an equally cruel form of ne-
glect and abuse by the state.”

A new category of “extraordinary-needs
children” was invented and quickly over-
populated by children drug addicted at
birth, sexually abused at an early age or im-
paired by fetal alcohol syndrome. Many
were doomed to fail in foster care.-Annette
Baran, 67, a psychotherapist and adoption
expert, recalls, “In 1945, when the Holo-
caust children began arriving from Europe,
everyone was dying to rescue them. But
these kids could not be in nuclear families.
They were so traumatized they couldn't
trust. They couldn’t be vulnerable. This is
true of today’s kids.”

The system buckled, especially in the big
cities. In some places the small group homes
that absorbed the most troubled kids were
themselves rife with drugs, violence and
sexual abuse. Recalls 19-year-old Kenyetta
Ivy, a survivor of nine New York group
homes: “There were rats in the stove. [ know
some girls who tried to commit suicide, and
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the staff wouldn't even check on them?”

A traumatized child-care community
launched the debate that continues today.
Some championed earlier and more ex-
tended placement of damaged children in
residential treatment, maintaining that in-
stitutional permanency was far preferable
to a nightmare sequence of foster-care fail-
ure after foster-care failure. Says Sarah
Breding, Hollygrove's director of social
work: “These kids learned through their
birth families that adults are going to hurt
the.a. And a foster home is itself a really
emotionally charged situation. But they
can be successful in residential care” Oth-
ers argued that foster care had been fairly
effective until the '80s onslaught—and
could be made so again. “The foster family
is the solution to our problems,” says Joe
Kroll of the North American Council on
Adoptable Children. “Professionalize it,
support it, compensate it. The costs of fos-
ter care would go up, but they would still be
far less than the costs of institutions.
Awarding foster-parent status—and finan-
cial support—to a child’s relatives became
a new focus.

Then in 1988 a retired senior trial judge
in Philadelphia named Lois Forer pub-

60

lished a heartfelt article in the Washington
Monthly about children she hadn’t been
able to save. There was April, age 10 her
molesting stepfather had been jailed, but
she was forced to continue living with her
retarded mother and her alcoholic grand-
father because, wrote Forer, “it was the
policy. . . to keep the family together.” Also
Tyrone, 8, whose father, a boxing trainer,
had beaten him so badly for wetting his bed
that he bore 70 permanent scars: “No agen-
cy would even attempt to find placement
for Tyrone; the family should be kept to-
gether.”

N SUMMATION, THE JUDGE DECLARED,
“For at least the past quarter-century,
Americans have been captivated by
two concepts that have become ac-
cepted public policy: deinstitutionali-
zation and preservation of the family.
Both are worthy goals pursued to unworthy
ends. I suggest that it is time for us to de-
mand that government provide perma-
nent, well-run orphanages for the more
than 2 million abused children who are de
facto orphans.”
Forer’s modest proposal drew support
from a few child-welfare experts like Joyce
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Ladner, now acting president of Howard
University, and from such conservative so-
cial theorists as Charles Murray and James
Q. Wilson. “Not all families are worth pre-
serving,” Wilson wrote. “And ... foster
care has its own problems. We don’t know
as much as we should about how well insti-
tutional care might function under con-
temporary conditions.” (To which Murray
added, “Think of itas 24-hour day care.”)

But it was only in 1993 that a whole
state, Illinois, began considering orphan-
ages on a practical level. Between 1986 and
1994, the number of children in the Chica-
go area’s substitute-care system skyrocket-
ed from 8,000 to 36,000. The public faces
of this catastrophe appeared in 1993, when
a toddler named Joseph Wallace was re-
turned from foster care to his mother, who
hanged him with an electrical cord; and
again last February, when 19 children were
discovered livingin squalor in a North Key-
stone Avenue apartment.

Such incidents Supercharged a cam-
paign by state senator Judy Baar Topinka,
who was recently elected state treasurer.
“I've lost my patience,” she declared in
July. “I want to act now. Act yesterday. Kids
are being killed, tortured, starved, aban-
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P She adds now, “Illinois will have or-

pinages. [t's just a question of what form

ey will take.” Both Chicago Mayor Rich-
ard Daley. a Democrat, and !llinois Cover-
nor Jim Edgar, a Republican, are on board.
But perhaps most vociferous on the subject
has been Cook County public guardian Pat-
rick Murphy, whose father spent three years
in an orphanage. “Foster care cannot handle
adolescent kids,” maintains Murphy. “What
residential care provides is consistency.”
Consistency is a function of duration-of-
stay, however, and proponents await a com-
mission report due out at the end of this
month to suggest whether Illinois may actu-
ally defy the family-first paradigm and in-
vest more in institutions that do what or-
phanages once did: hold on to children for
five, 10, even 15 years.

Informally, in dozens of residential-
treatment facilities around the country,
some of this occurs in any case. David
Tribble, head of the Bethesda Home for
Boys outside Savannah, Ceorgia, insists,
“We're not an orphanage. That's not what
we do.” Yet at least one child lived at Be-
thesda for 14 years, and stays of four or five
years are not uncommon there and at simi-

lar institutions around the country. The |

trend’s most adventurous examples are,
coincidentally or not, in Illinois. Hephzi-
bah Children’s Association, named after a
biblical benefactor, operates a small facili-
ty funded by the mostly well-to-do citizens
of Oak Park; it accommodates children
ages 3 to 11 for however long it takes them
to be adopted, thus sparing them the fos-
ter-care shuffle. Even more unusual, it al-
lows them to veto adoptive parents they
don’t like. “They stay here until they find a
place they are comfortable with,” says ex-
ecutive director Mary Anne Brown.

The average length of stay at Moose-
heart, near the city of Aurora, is six years.
Run by the Loyal Order of Moose and fi-
nanced mostly through charity, the institu-
tion currently houses 230 children, from
infancy to age 18, in 24 houses. Moose-
heart, where all placements are made on a
voluntaty basis, will give a child back to his
or her biological parents or legal guardians
on request. But Rose Haggerty, its director
of student services, states firmly, “We don’t
try to reunite families. We don’t mean to
usurp biology, but we promote the idea
that the child is growinghere.”

An even more interesting enterprise is
35 miles southwest of Chicago. The SOS
Children’s Village in rural Lockport contra-
dicts standard protocol in any number of
ways. For one, SOS accepts, or rather seeks,
sibling groups, which are difficult to place in
foster care. It looks for children 10 and
younger—an age at which most states be-
lieve children should still be trying to fit into
foster homes. And it does so with the goal of
long-term residency that replicates—and

| 24 hours a day

frustration for the Department of Children
and Family Services,” says Village director
Bill Mathis. “They would like us to have a
more open policy and offer short-term
emergency placements. We felt that if we
started that, we would be locked into it.”
One of the reasons Mathis may sound
so sure of his unorthodox arrangement is
that the SOS Village, and a sister operation
in Florida, are part of a mammoth chain
based in Innsbruck, Austria. Founded in
1949 for war orphans, SOS-Kinderdorf In-
ternational, now established in 124 coun-
tries, cares for a total of 180,000 children.
In each “village,” the concept is the same:
long-term residency and hcuse mothers
who commit to 20 years with the project.
So far, the Lockport SOS Village has as-
sembled only 10 of a projected population of
60 children. In one house, Toni Wagner, a
Franciscan nun from Dubuque, lowa, cares
for an abandoned family of five siblings, who
are white. Michele Haldeman, the “mother”

replaces—family life. “We are a source of

next door, oversees five children, all black,
from three different families. The two “fam-
ilies” mix happily in the common yard.

ONE OF THE MOST TROUBLING UNRESOLVED
issues about “congregate care” is its psy-
chological effect. Doctors familiar with
children adopted from foreign orphanages
have noted delayed cognitive develop-
ment, an inability to form emotional at-
tachments and alienation. But not every-
one shares that view. Richard Hoover, who
met his wife Darlene 40 years ago at the
Tressler Orphans Home in Loysville,
Pennsylvania, says, “I really feel it was the
best place to grow up. Though you had no
parents, you had no worries. You always
had someone to look after you.”

And Jennifer Butler, 19, a graduate of
Wayside Union Academy who spent two
years in shortterm group homes before
being placed in the Marlborough, Massa-
chusetts, treatment center, says, “I'm so
glad I got help. A lot of kids say, ‘They stole

£&We don’t mean to usurp biology, but we promote

the idea that the ch

ACOMMON MEAL:
“The children who live
here don't want to live
here,” says the
director at the Covina,
California, Masonic
Home for Children.
“But they are glad to
have the option™

A CONSTANT WATCH:
Jennifer, right, dark
hair, and sisters Dawn,
left, and Alice prepare
for bed at the Masonic
Home. State law
requires that an adult
be present and awake

ild is growing h
AL

ere.”’

1

OVIANI IO Ni'f\' 1

12 WL MO YINDAS

TIME, DECEMBER 12, 1994

61




eenage years from me. But | would
er be a normal adult than a normal
teenager. A lot of teens see ‘normal’ as hav-
ing a mom, dad. brother, sister and a dog.
But 9 times out of 10, that doesn’t become
reality, just a fantasy.”

Cost alone ensures that the U.S. will not
institute congregate care for children on a
large scale—quite aside from the abysmal
record of most state-run residential-care
facilities. “Whatever the abuses in foster
care—and there are many—there is abso-
lutely no reason to believe that equal, if not
worse, abuse won’t occur behind the
walls,” says David Rothman, a professor of
social medicine at Columbia. “The differ-
ence will be that nobody will hear the
screams.” Even at well-regarded private
institutions such as Mooseheart, four
house parents were arrested and convict-
ed of sexually molesting about a dozen chil-
dren between 1988 and 1992.

Nevertheless, it may be time to admit
that in the case of some subset of the sys-
tem’s children, the American foster family
in its current, underfunded state cannot
answer their needs. Even Americans ap-
palled by the hard-line rhetoric out of
Washington may find themselves support-
ing further experiments with long-term
residential care, whether the word orphan-
age is attached to them or not. “Steve’s”
mother gave him up, but she did so only be-
cause she was dying of cancer. When he
was eight, she sent him to the Bethesda
Home, a 50-child establishment on the
banks of Savannah’s Moon River, which
was erected on the site of an orphanage by
the same name founded in 1740. The
grounds are dotted withlive oaks, a herd of
cattle roams its own 100-acre pasture, and
there is an Olympic-size pool. Butthere are
also intensive instruction in Christian val-
ues, psychological counseling and a gruel-
ing “total restriction” discipline program
that most residents care to experience only
once. The home has paid Steve’s tuition at
aprivate school in Atlanta and will fund his
college education. Because of the circum-

stances of his arrival, Steve has never been

in a foster home, and he has never rotated
out—he has spent 10 years at Bethesda.
“I've been through four sets of cottage par-
ents,” he says, “and I learned something
from all of them.” Steve has noticed that
people who have spent their whole life
with a real family don’t understand the
place, and “some boys say it’s a prison and
don't like it,” he says. “But [to me), it’s
home away from home. There are people
who want to see you make it through thick
and thin. I kind of think growing up at Be-
thesdais going to help me alot” —Reported
by Ann Blackman/Washington, Wendy Cote/Chi-
cago, Jenifer Mattos/New York, Sylvester Mon-
roe/Atlanta and James Willwerth/
Los Angeles
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Margaret Carison

- Female Chauvinist Pigs?

T'S GOT SEX, POWER AND—AS AN EXTRA ADDED ATTRACTION—THAT OTHER

American obsession, dieting. It's the reverse-discrimination suit filed by

eight men from Boston who found the Jenny Craig weight-loss organiza-

tion too full of, well, female chauvinist pigs. The girl talk in the office, says
plaintiff Joseph Egan, about “who to marry, who is pregnant, how to get preg-
nant” was offensive, and it was sexist to ask his male colleagues to shovel the
snow and insensitive to tell another he was “sensitive for a guy” These men
found themselves on a slower track than their female colleagues, and so some of
them quit, others were laid off and all of them filed complaints. Last week three
of the plaintiffs cleared the first hurdle: the Massachusetts Commission Against
Discrimination determined that there was probable cause of gender bias and or-
dered mediation. The other five are awaiting action.

Allare in greatdemand, however, and not by accident The firstthing they did,
after hiring an all-female team of lawyers, was hire a public-relations firm, which
alerted the press about the case before the commission ruling, Although last year,
according to the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission, women filed
11,000 sexual-harassment complaints and men fewer than 1,000, this case made
the front page of the Wall Street Journal the next day. And before you could say
sweeps week, the Today show, En-
tertainment Tonight, A Current Af-
fair and css This Mormning, among
others, were on the phone to the
men’s Boston publicist, Paul Dugan.
There was much debate among the
advisers about how high or low to go
on the media food chain—should the
guys go fora slam dunkwith a super-
sensitive host like Maury Povich or
risk potentially tough questions on
network programs? But not to worry.
After acceptingair fare and hotel ac-
commodations to appear on Today
last week, three of the Jenny Craig
Eight, prepped like witnesses at the
Simpson trial, came off like a bunch
of wounded Alan Aldas, shocked—shocked—to be exposed to off-color comments.

Now, there should be nothing wrong with this picture: 4 women gain pow-
er, they may misuse it and sex, as badly as some men. In facgsexual harassment
won't really be taken seriously until it affects men. But the'sheer inequality of
attention to this case—as opposed to the other 91% of cases filed by women that
do not happen to involve a sitting President or a U.S. Supreme Court nominee—
can also be seen as one more example of the inequality that made antidiscrimi-
nation laws necessary in the first place. All this attention also suggests a man who
is sexually harassed has a greater claim on our sympathies—a notion coming this
week to a Multiplex near you in Disclosure, a movie in which predatory execu-
tive Demi Moore accosts sweet, sensitive Michael Douglas. Jenny Craig plaintiff
Tracy Tinkham looks more like Joey Buttafuoco than Michael Douglas, but nev-
er mind. Perhaps he was succeeding handsomely at counseling overweight
women and should have been promoted instead of being let go for breaking a
trivial rule. We are asked to believe that these men’s having to listen to jokes
about push-up bras or being asked to lift a heavy box makes for a winning case
and worldwide media attention, when women have been listening to penis jokes
and making coffee for decades. Sure, complaints about failing to be promoted
simply because they were men in a women’s world are serious. But before the
Jenny Craig Eight pour their heart out to Sally Jessy Raphael, they should check
with all the women who have looked up the corporate ladder and seen 10 men
for every woman and wondered how they could prove their lack of success was
due to some failure in the corporate culture, and not in themselves. ]

SUBAN WALSH —AP

Former Jenny Cralg employees Tracy
Tinkham and Joseph Egan meet the press

TIME. DECEMBER 12. 1994







[ NATIONALZAFFATRSY

'I'he Fight Over

Welfare: Let’s move to a discussion of what is best

for the children that is open, honest and fair

By HiLLary RopHAM CLINTON
Hillary Clinton recently dismissed as “ab-
surd” the idea of taking poor children away
from their homes and putting them in or-
phanages. Newt Gingrich retorted by sug-
gesting that the First Lady rent the 1938
movie “Boys’ Town,” adding, “I
don'’t understand liberals who
live in enclaves of safety who
say, ‘Oh, this would be a terrible
thing. Look at the Norman
Rockwell family that would
break up.’ The fact is we are
allowing a brutaliaation and a
degradation of children ix: this
country, a destructiveness.”
NEewswEEK asked Mrs. Clinton
Jor her response:

AM ICARTENED THAT

the well-being of children

and families increasingly

is a focus of national at-

tention as more and more
Americans express their frus-
tration with the failings of the
welfare system, high rates of
illegitimacy, irresponsible par-
enting, poor schooling, drugs
and violence. And I applaud
our nation’s determination to
do something about these
problems.

Over the past 25 years I have spent a lot
of time and energy working to strengthen
families and help children. There is noth-
ing about which I care more. I have volun-
teered in institutions serving children in
homeless shelters, group homes, children’s
hospitals and schools. In Arkansas, I start-
ed programs to teach parenting skills to
welfare recipients and worked with advo-
cacy groups to improve education, health
care and child care. I have served on com-
mittees to combat youth violence and child
abuse. And I have written about the legal
rights and responsibilities of children in
their families and society.

I also understand the frustration that
many Americans feel toward government
bureaucracy. As a children’s advocate and

lawyer, I waged plenty of my own battles
with government and represented foster
children and parents in lawsuits against
government bureaucracies. On a more
personal level, I have struggled with the
anguish caused by terminating the parental

LARRY DOWNING — NEWSWEEK

The First Lady: ‘I doubt either mom would have
given up Bill or Newt without one heck of a fight’

.............................................................................

rights of mothers who desperately love
their children but are unable to care for
them. And I have had to explain to abused
children, who fear loneliness more than
harm, that being taken from the only home
they know is for their protection and not
their punishment.

Based on these experiences, I know that
when any of us talk about what is best for
children, we should start with a large dose
of humility, and then be willing to struggle
through the hard questions posed by the
collapse of families.

Take the orphanages debate, for
example. There is no doubt that many
Americans have benefited from being
raised by caring people in orphanages. On

| the other hand, I disagree with those who

suggest that children should be taken from
their parents and put in orphanages solely
because they were born out of wedlock and
their parents are poor. This is big
government interference into the lives of
private citizens at its worst.

As we debate welfare reform, I hope we
will learn from the recent verbal
skirmishes over orphanages how public
discussion of critical issues can be
confused and bogged down by polarizing
language. I agree with the recent
comments of Speaker Gingrich, who said
last week that the debate over orphanages
had become distorted and cheap. Let’s
move on to a discussion that is open,
honest and fair. If we do, perhaps we will
be able to look back at the orphanage
debate as a cautionary lesson in how to
discuss sensitive and important matters,
and not to characterize whole groups of
Americans with broad, unfair
stereotypes that will not lead
us to positive or fair solutions.

Like most Americans, I too
am deeply disturbed by the
outrageous rates of out-of-
wedlock births and the welfare
dependency they bring. And
my heart breaks every time I
hear another story about a
mother or father who abuses,
neglects or kills a child.

But more than two decades
of working on children'’s issues
has taught me that there are no
simple solutions to such
complex human problems. I
also have learned that there are
some absolutely bedrock
principles when it comes to
ensuring the well-being of
children.

First, children are almost
always best off with their
famnilies. Our legal system
presumes that a child should be
with his or her parents unless
there is convincing evidence that abuse or
neglect threatens a child’s well-being. That

| standard should not be changed. But we

should look for better ways to identify
children at risk, move quickly to help their
families and, as a last resort, move children
to the best possible out-of-home
placement.

Second, those who believe poverty is a
disqualification from good parenting
probably have not been in the company of
poor but hardworking parents. Both the
President and the Speaker lost their
fathers, one through death, one through
divorce. Each of their young mothers
eventually remarried, and each boy was
then adopted by his new father. But one
can only imagine what might have
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The recent verbal skirmishes over orphanages illustrate how
eaglly our public debate over the neads of children and families
can become confuged and unhelpful. Over tha past twenty-five
years, I havae spent a lot of time and enargy on children’s
issues. fThere is nothing about which I care more. I am
heartened that the well-being of children increasingly lies at
the heart of Americans’ discussions of public policy and family
and community values. Even though this debate began with '##*H\
elogans, it is useful to bsgin, but we need to conduct it on a i
more substantlve, less political basis,

The safety of children in their homes, schools and
neighborhoods, the rebuilding of the economy with ensugh jobs at
family-supporting wages, the moral development of our childreq.
and improving the systems for our children’s health and aducaﬁian
are particularly urgent concerns. Each is interlinked. For
example, moral development dependsa &n tha child’s relationehiﬁ to
parents, but when they have to estruggle economically, less time
ie spent with children. The greater the economic stress, thei
greater tha social stress.

This growing energy to face the problems of our nation’s |
children is a wonderful develepment -- if we choose positive and
effective solutions. That is why we should look at the orphangge
debate es a cautionary lesson about how te discuss such SGnBitﬁva
and important matters. |

Did the Republicans mean to suggest that poverty was a

disqualification for effective parenting in advancing the idea



that children should be ramoved from their parents and placed in
crphanagaes solely because their parente were impoverished?

That is what thaey were proposing when I called the idea
"abgurd." After I and others guestioned the proposal, Newt
Gingrich tried to shift the grou argument by accusing me
of preferring to have childpén killed tHan be placed in safe {
havens like the movie verslon cf "Boys’ Town." |

Here’s the way he did it on "Meet the Press" on
December Sth:

"Mg. Myers: Congressman, I’d like to focus on welfare
reform. The First Lady, Hillary Rodham Clinton, came after you
last week, saying that your proposal to put the children of
mothers who could not afford to support them in orphanages was
both unbelievable and absurd. How do you respond to that?

Mr. Gingrich: I’d ask her to go te RBlockkuster and rent the
Mickey Rooney movia about /Boys’ Town.

I mean, my answer to her in part is, you know, the little
four year=old who was thrown off the balcony in Chicago wouldl
have been a heck of a lot better off at Boys’ Town, that the 11
year-old whe was killed after he killed the 14 year-old might
have had a chance to live in a supervised boarding school, thaF
the children you see in D.C. Killed every weekend might be betﬁer
off in a group home or a roster home." %
Now all Of a suddasn I‘m painted as defending child killers

and Gingrich is advocating voluntary group or foster homes,
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Was this enlightening? I spoke in shorthand when I said
“"absurd" which didn’t help anyone underetand my position, and
Gingrich couldn’t decide what he favored, but knew his party had
caused a ruckus by equating poverty with abuse, so, being the
effective debater he is, he shifted position.

OK -- time-out. We need a full debate on the merits which
is less polemical, because the stakes are ultimately not about
anyone’s political advancement. The real question is what’s ﬂest
for our children.

From more than two decades of experience with children’s
issues, I have learned that there are no simple solutiong., But I
have also learned that there are some absolutely reliabla bedrock
principles,

First, children are best off with their families 99 tines
out of 100, Our scciety has always felt that a child normally
should be with his or her parents unless there is abuse or
neglect. Regardless of economic status or oultural background or
community or region of the ocountry, almost all Amexican parents
work hard at the tasks and joys of giving their children a solid
start in life. Parents know that children need a sacure homa,’
strong values, consistency and love. The love 18 as rich and the
values are as sound in the homes of watts as in Westchester, iﬁ
Harlen as in Highland Park.

Second, those who equate bad parenting with poverty must fnot
have experience with these poor but hardworking parents. Poor

parents who struggle every day to give their children the most
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with the laast are among the best parents. The reality does not
gupport their simple eguation. Rather, they are just letting a
handful of the most sensational media stories create a false
stereotype in their minds. At the turn of the century, this
prejudice was focused on the new lmmigrants in America. Now,
those families are considered in the light of nostalgia to be an
ideal modsl.

Clearly, poverty and unemployment are not assets to young
parents -= nor have they ever been. Nor are they indicators that
the parents are unfit. If they were, our nation would have |
fifteen million rather than one half nillion children in out-of-
home care.

Certainly there are casas -- toc many, and tragically the?a
seem tO0 be mors all the time -- where parents abuse their |
children or are unable or unwilling to meet their fanmily
responsibilities. Many of these parents are not poor. Whenever
this happens, children must be protectsd from harm and moved into
alternative settings outside their family. But this sghould
happen only because it is needed to keep the child safe.

Even when we do our utmost to bulld and sustain strong
families, some famllies fall, and some parents harm their
children. Then we must intervene quickly and decisively to
protect the children. And we must find the right solution for
the inaividual child, because not even abused and neglected

children, much lgss poor children, come from cookie-cutters.
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Our nation has made great progress on behalf of children in
this century, from enacting child labor laws in the early years
to family and medical leave last year. But even with that
progress and our genuina conoern for children, too many American
youngsters today are exhibiting signs of distress at earlier ages
as thaeir families fail them and institutions that once suppor#cd
and nourished family life have frayed, IR some ways our worst-
off children are the leading edge of a broader social change in
whioh millions of American children whon we would never consider
abused or neglected 6till have suffered erosion of family andg
community support. As parents struggle to balance tha demands of
work and family and the family as an institution has confronted

~ growing strain, children from all backgrounds have suffaered.

The sseds of abuse and neglect are many: drug-abusing
parents, parents without resources, families isolated from social
service, parents who were themselvas abkused as children and whﬁ
have been unable to avoid rapeating the pattern. And the ways to
protect and heal the children ars similarly diverse: care with
non-parental relatives in some instances, in foster homes in
other cases, in ingtitutions in yet others, and, when possible to
do so gafely, back in the parental home if the problenm is bein§
ourcd and it is absolutely safe for the children.

80 long as children are safe and nurtured, the parental homa
ias the place to be. 2and, given how expensive out-of-honme Care:

is, this is one of those lucky instances where what is ths bettaer

way is alsco the less expensive way.
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Any parent, and any child development specialist, can tell
you that creating stable, secure families must be our first line
of domestic national defense. Our greatast energy must be
focused on building support syatenrns that help both poor and non-
poor parents raise chlldren, that encourage strong neighborhoods,
and that provide networks which enhance the safety and well-b,ing
of the youngest and most vulnerable among us. These support |
systems can be knit together from families, echools, religious
institutions, civic organizations, and whole communities in alway
that unite us on behalf of children rather than divida us alang
political, ideological or polemical lines.
These are the core problems that we nmust address. Rather
than getting bogged down in a partisan political debate, paron&s,
policymakers, experts, advocates, and government leaders must
join together to find reasonable methods of ensuring that evor&
child is raiged in a safe and healthy environment. If the
government daeprives families of the support they need, pushing
- parents into extreme conditions that breed irresponsibility,

abuse and naglect, not only will families, but the gsocial fabric

will be ripped apart. We need to £ind ways for all American

families to get stronger support from both the public and priv#te

sectore, ways to reduce abuse and neglect and have fewer child#en

at risk, and ways to assure that children who are abused and

neglected get the interventicns they need. a.a.z‘ /xA~4£Q7k
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Nobody has expressed the mix of supports of children need
more eloquently than the National Conference of Catholic Bishqps
in their 1992 pastoral letter entitled, Putting Families First:

"No government can love a child, and no policy can
subgtitute for a family’s care. But, government can either
support or undermine families. There has been an unfortunate,
unnecessary and unreal polarization in discussion [about] how
best to help families. The undeniable fact is that our
children’s future is shaped both by the values of their parents
and the policies of our nation.™

you know, I have a feeling {f Father Flanagan were here to
take part in this debate, his view would reflect the wisdom of
the bishops.

When it comes to building our nation’s future, Amaricans
have a long history of putting children f£irst by f£inding sound,
common sense practical solutions. Wa cannot put ocur children
second, least of all to sloganeering. We muat not abandon the
wise principles we have applied to such great effect in the palt.

Thaese prinoiples and our experience must be cur guide as we faée
the new and difficult challenges of today. Taking responsibility
for our children is the most sacred duty in our lives. We hav#

to get it right!
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