





































































































I grew up in a Republican family and, although I’m now a
Democrat, I always thought the Republican Party believed in the
value of family =-- not in government intrusions into family 1life.
It is my hope that we can now put the war of words about
orphanages and the slogans about welfare families behind us and
join together -- as parents, teachers, ministers, community
leaders, and policymakers -- to fulfill our responsibilities to
America’s children.

Too often in the past, we’ve assumed that only families, or
only government, were responsible for ensuring the well-being of
children. But personal values and national policies must both
play a role.

As the National Conference of Catholic Bishops said in their
1992 pastoral letter entitled, Putting Families First:

"No government can love a child, and no policy can
substitute 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."

I have a feeling if Father Flanagan were here to take part
in this debate, his view would reflect the wisdom of the bishops.
Taking responsibility for the children in our own lives and all

wt leve
our children is the most sacred duty‘*&é@{ s.
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I am heartened that the well-being of children and families
increasingly is a focus of national attention as more and more

. A (N, Thaan . . .
Americans frustration with the failings of the welfare
system, high rates of illegitimacy, irresponsible parenting, 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
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working to strengthen families and help childreq« There is
nothing about which I care more. I have volunteered in
institutions serving children from homeless shelters to group
homes to children’s hospitals and schools. In Arkansas, I started
programs to teach parenting skills to welfare recipients and
worked with advocacy groups like the Arkansas Advocates for
Children and Families and the Children’s Defense Fund to improve
education, health care and child care. I have served on
committees 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

On a mote Pefsonsl leyel,
government bureaucracies.YT have pexsenaldy struggled with the

anguish caused by terminating the parental rights of mothers who
desperately want their children but are unable to care for them.

And I have had to explain to abused children, who fear loneliness
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more than harm, that being taken from the only home they know is
for their protection and not their punishment.
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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 orphanage} debate, for example. There is no doubt
that many Ameridans 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 ez

their parents are poor. This is big government interference into

the lives of private citizens at its worst.

desigiont=abeut welfare reforq) 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
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language. M—I%Mume ho said
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last week that the weesesat debate over orphanages had become

distorted and cheap. U)’b MAGUL B 0 A Sattiinew TUOK b b Uk, Mw .
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Sp=&0O0, am deeﬁﬁy disturbed by the outrageous rates of out-

of-wedlock births and the welfare dependency they bring. It is
high time to take these issues on.
Ve succeed this year In reforming -welfare to-make-a

better—future-—formiltlions-of Ameriecats-children--—and-I -believe
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_able to look back at the orphanage
in hoy to discuss -sensitive and important matters,-and not-to

—cheracterize whole-groups of Americans with broad, unfair

Ver nnb:fﬂii%fiﬁiiﬂL
X More than two decades of working on children’s issues ha

taught me that there are no simple solutions. Like-mast parents,

my-husband and—T have-tearned that-what-often-seems-easy in
theary turns-out—to bemore-cemplicated - in-real life. But I have
also learned that there are some absolutely bedrock principles.

First, children are almost always best off with their
families. 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 happened if bad luck had left those young women alone and in
poverty. I doubt that either mom would have given up Bill or Newt

to any orphanage without one heck of a fight.

PHOTOCOPY
WJC HANDWRITING



Poor parents struggle every day to give their children the
most with the least. And often they are among the best parents.
Those who think otherwise are letting a handful of sensational
media stories create a false stereotype in their minds. Only one-
half million of the{5 million children classified as poor

currently are placed in out-of-home care [ck numbers). -At the-

turp-of-the—century,—this 86rt of prejudice was rocused on the
nhew-immigrants iR America. Now, many of those-immigrant families
' stand-out_as our ideal-of the Emerican Dream Yealized.

Third, it is important to support families with special
problems, including poverty, before giving up on them.

Certainly there are cases -- too many, and tragically there
seem to be more all the time -- where parents abuse their
children or are unable or unwilling to meet their family
responsibilities. Instances of abuse and neglect occur in rich
as well as poor families. But we all know that poor families are
more likely feel the stress of economic troubles and be
identified for government intervention. It is more cost-
effective and realistic to help avoid family breakup. That is why
the President signed the Family and Medical Leave Act, which
enables parents to be good parents and good workers by giving
them time off without fear of losing their job when a child is
born or is sick.

The President also insisted on giving working families

earning less than $27,000 a year a tax cut that averaged $1,000 a
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family last year so that their hard-earned dollars can be spent

on their children and not government.

Lle

The President’s budget plan included funding for family
preservation programs like the one I recently visited in Los
Angeles. That church-run program receives state and federal funds
to help families stay together. The success stories I heard were
impressive, and so was the fact that the work being done was
cheaper than any foster care or orphanage could ever be.

Fourth, whenever dangerous circumstances do exist, children
must be protected from harm and moved into alternative settings
outside their family. But this should only occur as a last
resort to keep the child safe.

When children are endangered and only the government has the
right to intervene, government must act quickly and decisively to
protect the children, action often easier said than done.
Removing children from their parents is -- and should be --
difficult because of the seriousness of the matter and the
difficulty of justifying what happens to children once they are

Tho n/ +an

removed.AChildren are left to languish in the insecurity of the
foster care system or left to inadequate institutional care.

When the government is forced to remove a child it should be
required to find the right solution for that chilg:ugizguse—not
even-abused—and Nneglected-children; much less-poor children, come
—fromceokie-cutters.

The point I have tried to make for many years is that any

decision to separate a child from his parents should be made)o
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the basis of the child’s safety and well-being. sat Wk should
never permit children to be taken from their families simply
because the parents are poor, unmarried, or lacking education.

So let’s put first things first. Our greatest energy should
be spent promoting marriage, responsible parenting, and
independence from the welfare system -- all with a view toward
building strong families and creating conditions in which
children can flourish. That’s what welfare reform legislation the
President presented to Congress last year does. That’s what the
Presidenttﬁ_lworking for when he gave 24 states waivers to
promote their own versions of welfare reform.

In the coming debate, I hope we can all agree that we should
provide incentives for fathers to take responsibility for their
children and pay child support when marriage doesn’t occur or
divorce does. We should insist that young men who casually
father children take responsibility and help young women on
welfare learn to be good mothers [does this suggest all welfare
mothers don’t know how to be good mothers?)] and move out of
welfare and into work. We should encourage the adoption of
children who cannot be returned to their parents. We should
insist that any institution we establish for children passes what
I call the "Chelsea" test: If, God forbid, my daughter were
taken away and put in a group home, foster care, or even an
orphanage, would I want her to be there?

I grew up in a Republican family and, although I’m now a

Democrat, I always thought the Republican Party believed in the
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value of family -- not in government intrusions into family life.
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orphanages/behind us and join together -- as parents, teachers,

ministers, community leaders, and policymakers =-- to fulfill our
'iadiﬁidnni:andu-nQ.!!ﬂise_responsibilities to America’s children.

As the National Conference of Catholic Bishops said in their
1992 pastoral letter entitled, Putting Families First:

“"No government can love a child, and no policy can
substitute 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."

I have a feeling if Father Flanagan were here to take part
in this debate, his view would reflect the wisdom of the bishops.
Taking responsibility for the children in our own lives and all
our children is the most sacred duty in our lives. We have to
get it right!
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I am heartened that the well-being of children and families
increasingly is a focus of national attention as more and more
Americans experience frustration with the failing of the welfare
system, high rates of illegitimacy, irresponsible parenting, 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
nothing about which I care more. I have volunteered in
institutions serving children from homeless shelters to group
homes to children’s hospitals and schools. In Arkansas, I started
programs to teach parenting skills to welfare recipients and
worked with advocacy groups like the Arkansas Advocates for
Children and Families and the Children’s Defense Fund to improve
education, health care and child care. I have served on
committees 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. Havaﬁﬁiﬁﬁgﬁﬁﬁﬁuéirugg1ed with the
anguish caused by terminating the parental rights of mothers who
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desperately w N eir 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.

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 or
their parents are poor. This is big government interference into
the lives of private citizens at its worst.

All of these concerns will be central to the upcoming
decisions about 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. And I agree with the new Speaker of the House who said
last week that the recent debate over orphanages had become
distorted and cheap.

I, too, am deeply disturbed by the outrageous rates of out-

of-wedlock births and the welfare dependency they bring. ¥t—is
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high-—time—to—take these issues-on. DLmy,a4,TLu_$LO?)a4¢&,¥ o~
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If we succeed this year in reforming welfare to make a w

better future for millions of America’s children -- and I believe

it is critical to our nation that 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.
More than two decades of working on children’s issues has

taught me that there are no simple solutions. Iﬁ*nzsngg:zgfgpts,

But I have

also learned that there are some absolutely bedrock principles.

First, children are almost always best off with their
families. 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 fhe 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 happened if bad luck had left those young women alone and in
poverty. I doubt tpaf either mom would have given up Bill or Newt

to any orphanage without one heck of a fight.
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Poor parents struggle every day to give their children the
most with the least. And often they are among the best parents.
Those who think otherwise are letting a handful of sensational
media stories create a false stereotype in their minds. Only one-
half million of the 5 million children classified as poor
currently are placed in out-of-home care [ck numbers]). At the
turn of the century, this sort of prejudice was focused on the
new immigrants in America. Now, many of those immigrant families
stand out as our ideal of the American Dream realized.

Third, it is important to support families with special
problems, including poverty, before giving up on them.

Certainly there are cases -- too many, and tragically there
seem to be more all the time -- where parents abuse their
children or are unable or unwilling to meet their family
responsibilities. Instances of abuse and neglect occur in rich
as well as poor families. But we all know that poor families are
more 1ikei>§ieel the stress of economic troubles and be
identified for government intervention. It is more cost-
effective and realistic to help avoid family breakup. That is why
the President signed the Family and Medical Leave Act, which
enables parents to be good parents and good workers by giving
them time off without fear of losing their job when a child is
born or is sick.

W A4
The President al insisted{ on giving working families

earning less than($27,000/a year a tax cut that averaged $1,000 a
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(i)The well-being of children 1ncrea51ng1y lies at the heart of
Americans/ discussions of publie policy and family and community
values. The 'safety of children in their homes, schools and
neighborhoods! the rebhuilding of the economy with enough jobs at -
family-supporting wages, the morai development of our children, and
improving the svstems for aur children's health and education are
articularly urgent concerns.

This growing cnergy to face the problems of our nation’'s
chiidren is a wonderful development--if we choose positive and |
effeclive solhtions.‘From more than two decades of attention toéi)

children’s 1issues, Lave learned that there are no simpie
solutions. But I have also learned that there are some ahsolutely
reliable bedrock principles.

The first (is that 99 times out of 100, children are best off
with their families. Our society has always felt that a child
normaily should be with his vr her parents unlecss there is abusa or
neglect. Regardless of economic status or cultural background or
community or ‘'region of the country, almost all American paronts
work hard at the tasks and joys of giving their children a solid
start in 11fe Parents know that children aeed a sSecure home,
strong valueSI consistency and love. The love is as rich and the
values are as sound in the homes of Watts as in Westchester, in
Harlem as| in Highland Park. {Wili-readers-recognize-these-names?]

Those who egquate poverty witil bad parenting aren't talking to or
seeing the many poor parents who struggle every day to give their
children the most with the least. Rather, they are just letting a
bandful of the mnqt sensational media stories create a false
stereotype in their minds. Clearly, Poverty and unemployment are
not accete to young parents. But neither are they indicators that
the parents are unfit. If they were, our nation would have fifteen
miilion rathcy than one half million children in out-of-home care.

Certainly there are cases--too many, and tragically there seem
to be more all the time -- wheres parents abuse their children or
are urable or unwilling to meet their family responsibilities.
Whenever LLis hapyens, children must be protected from harm aad
moved into alternative settings outside their family.

But this should happen only becauce it is needed to keep the
child safe. Any parent, and any child development specialist, can
tell you 'that creating stable, secure familiee must be our first
line of domestic national defense. Our greatest energy must be
focused on building support systems that help both poor and non-
poor parents raise children, that encourage strong neighborhoods,
and that provide networkxs which enhance the safety and well-beinc
of the yagungest and most vulnerable among us.

These support symtems can hHe Xnit together {run families,
schools, religious institutions, civic organizations, and whole
communities in a way that unites us on behalf of childsen rather
than divides us a;ong poiitical, ideological or rhetorical lines.
The fabrlc will only be ripped apart, however, if the goverament
pursues policies that deprive families of the support they need and.
that push parents into the extreme circumstances that breed
irresponsibility, abuse and neglect. -

Sut even when we do our utmost to build and sustain strong
families, some families fail, and some parents harm their children.
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Then we must intervene quickly and decisively to protect the
children.' And we must finéd the right solution for the individual
child, because not even abused and neglected children, much less
poor children. come from cookie-cutters.

The seeds of abuse and negiect are many: drug—abusing parenls,
parents without resources, families isolated from social services,
parents who were themselves abused as children and who have been
unable to avo id repeating the pattern., And the ways to protact and
heal the ch;;dren are similarly diverse: care with non-parentai
relatives in come instances, in foster family homes in other cases,
in institutions in yet others, and, when possibie to do so szf ely,
back ia ile pareaial home if the prohlem is being cured and it is
absolutely safe for the children.

S50 louy as children are esafe and nurtured, the parental home is
the place to be. And, given how expensive out-of-hnome care is, tkis
is one of those lu;ky instances where what is the better way 1is
also the less expensive way.

Our nation has made great progress on behalf of children in tkis
century, from child labor laws in the early years to family leave
last year.. But even with that progress and our genuina concern for
children, too many American younssters today are exhibiting signs
of distress at earlier ages as thei:r families £ail them and
institutions that once supported and nourished family life have
frayed. In some ways our worst-off children are the leading edge of
a broader social change in which millions of American children whom
we would never consider abused or neglected still have suffered an
erosion of family and community support.
~this?—~ Bas parents struggle to balance the demands of wock and
family and the family as an institution has confronted growing
strain, children from all backgrounds have suffered.

Thcse are the core problems that we must address. Rather than
getting bogged down in a partisan political debate, parents,
poiicymakers, exports, advocates, and government .eaders must joina
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together to find reasonable methods of ensuring that every child is -

raised in a safe and heal thy environment. We need to find ways for
all American families to get stronger support from both the public
and private sectors, ways to reduce abuse and neglect and have
fswer children at risk, and ways to assure that children who are
abused and neglected yet the interventions they need.

Nobody has expressed the mix of supports children need more
elogquently than the Natiomal Conferencc of Cathclie Bishops in
their 1992 pastoral letter entitled Putting Families First:

"No government can love a child, and no policy can substitute
for a faszy s care. But, government can either support or
undermine familes. There has been an unfortunate, unnecessary, and
unreal polarization in discussion [about] how best to help
familiesi The undeniable fact 1s that our children's future is
shaped both by the values of their parents and tie policies of our
nation."™

1

When it comes to buiiding our nation's future, Americans huve 2.

iong history of putting children first by finding sound, common
ser.se solutions. As we face new and more difficult challenges
today, we must not abandon the wise principles we have applied in
t%a past: Takifnyg responsibility for our children is tke most sacred
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duty in our lives.We have to get it right!
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