














484

Gt JMM o %a% fwfd\%ﬁ

/ﬂ , S Geona To

A gt
oo /,Lz/ud/, /az,wl,&lfc,/édﬁ ha-i/;/w%(/.//‘ﬁﬁ

o sudpae %@
M

G’V"¢/<u ngf?(ﬂ,é‘

@ /&fm e LMQQMT/
,Mcwfaﬁ el pory, o MLlrer s M

%Zyﬁiiﬁm:«fa ’L&W ﬂw M /

485

7@%4@@@@@%@/ )
AL vsidd dostipg | s

M% Wﬂu/w,//
eforn tho sce A—V‘op/ﬁxba-

. ) B
';%' t V‘/‘Md /7;;%/4%_/?\



487

3903 N, Cincimnati St.
Spokane, Wash, §9207
s sug. 3, 1977. .
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ear Senator Magnuson,

Please do not support Senate Bill 121k. This bill would place most adoptions
/ of mixed-race Indian children in jeopardy. And its prime concern is not with the
wall-being of such children. I% is merely a way to add possible numbers to the
Tndian count. This legislation has disturbing implications to existing and future
placements of all Indian children. It does not achieve permanancy for such chil-
drzn and leaves such children mere pawns @n the hands of people interested in the
CAUSE rather than the CHILDREN.

e have an adopied Indian-white child of 6 who was placed with us at 7 weeks
of age. Zven though we want through a reputable agency and have no ultimate feanms
as to his legal placement, this bill would leave us open to a possible law suit
and possible need to prove in court again the legality.

I quote from this bill "that placements of Indian children befare the aze of
3 months leave that placement open to suspicions of coercion."

This is backward legislation and will not further the cause of equal justice
for all Indian children. "

Sincerely yours,
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July 29, 1977 #.g Qeijvf
The Honorable Warren G. laznuson
127 Russell (SOB) Building

Washington, D. C. 20510

As parents of an adopted child
(not an Indian child) we are deeply
concerned and disturbed by the implications
of Ssc. 204 of Senate Bill 1214. We
urge you to opnose this section.
The heartache that could be caused to
nary fzmilies is hard to imagine.. When
people commit themselves to love and
raise a child as their own through adoption,

this relationship should not bte disturbed .

Sincerely,
Vo ¢, ,"""\
\/)\J & ,\\».\ « ‘X\ [N VA Neel, - en

Wayne & Linda Christiznson
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17801 Robinhood Lane
Snohomish, Washington 98290
July, 29, 1977

Senator Warren G. Magnuson
127 Russell (SOB) Building
Vashington D. C. 20510

‘Dear Lenator Megruson:
g

I am writing about Senate Bill 1214, Section 20k.

My husband and I have read this section and we are
opposed to it because of its implications for permanency for
children.

We are amazed that our legislators would wish to re-
move a child, even one child, from the adoptive family of which
he/she has become a part for the sake of a "cause." Doubtless
the cause, Indian rights, is a good one. Indeed we aplaud all
efforts to achieve justice for our native Americans. But this
proposed law would deny innocent children tkeir rights! No child
should be forcibly removed from the parents he/she knows and loves
unless those parents have failéd in their parental duty to him/her.

Please don't make pawns of adopted children in order
to promote Indian rights. We urge you to vote against this bill.

Sincerely,

Bernice Krahn (Mrs. C linton D.)
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E. 1118 Baldwin ive.
Spokane, #ash. 99207
August 10, 1977

Senator Warren G, Magnuson,
127 Russell (SOB) Bldg.,
Washington, D. C. 20510
Dear Senator Magnuson:

Re: Senate Bill #1214,

This bill aims to discourage the adoption of
Indian or part-Indian babies by white or other non-Indian families.
In faet, it 1s so worded that it could nullify already existing
adoptions.

I wonder why? Surely the type of white parents
who are glad to adopt an Indian child are the type who would have
the child's best interests at heart. Furthermore, I think it is an
encouraging effort towards unifying Indians and whites.

Much of this individual assistance is going to
be necessary to raise children of Indian heritage to be leaders of
their own people. Simply forcing any and all of them to be head-counted
on reservations cannot be done with the true interests of Indians at
heart.

Among my grandchildren is a bright lovable half-
Indian boy, and it is the hope and aim of his adoptive parents that he
will eventually make it his life-work to help Indians generally towards
a self-respecting and productive life,

We cannot point with pride to the results of
government policies during the past 150 years; in fact we should be
ashamed of the way the indians have been treated. It seems to me that
this present-day trend towards person-to-person assistance should be
encouraged, not frustrated.

I hépe you will oppose this bill when it comes
to a vote. Thanking you in advance, I am

Very truly yours,

2
B 'v,‘;‘ .’f I_‘_',‘/“/t.l_,y"-/'/

(Mrs. #inifred M. Kromholtz)
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9701 Waters Avenue South
Seattle, Washington 98118
August 12, 1977

Senator Warren G. Magnuson
01d Senate Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20510

Dear Senator Magnuson,

I am ﬁriting in regard to Senate Bill 1214, 1Its provisions
to discontinue placement of Indian children in white adoptive
homes seems a constructive policy and will help to keep
alive our valuable Indian cultures. However, Section 204,
which seeks to apply this policy retroactively, would it
seems to me work great injustice on those white families
which adopted Indian orphans in the best af good faith, and
have been raising them as their own. Morever, and especial-
ly, the uprooting of the children after coming to consider
themselves part of the adoptive family couldn't help but

be bad for their emotional health.

I urge you to remove this retrqactive thrust before working

for passage of the bill.

Dorothy ¥Whittington
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July 26, 1977

RTANT|

Senator Hubert Humphrey
U.S. Senate Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20510

Dear Senator Humphrey:

1 am writing to ask your immediate attention to highly dangerous sections of
Senate Bill 1214, the “Indian Child Welfare Act" introduced April 1, 1977.

I understand a hearing is to be held in the Select Committee on Indian Affairs
the week of July 22, 1977. If some of these are overlooked and passed, it

will be the saddest day in the U.S. history as far as ''child welfare' is concerned.

All the sections having to do with the placement (adoptive and foster) of Indian
and part Indian children are highly questionable. But Title II, Sec. 204 is the
worst. It provides that all adoptions (and foster) placements of Indian and
part Indian children made in the past sixteen years be reviewed by the Secretary
of the Interior to see if legal flaws can be found. If so the Secretary will
provide free legal services to Indians, as well as participate in the suits,

so that the children can be returned to the Indian natural parents or relatives.

Can you imagine what havoc that will play in the lives of the adopted children
and their adoptive parents. Can you imagine the fear that will be struck into
the hearts of all such families when they learn they may or will have to fight
in court (at great expense while the other side has government paid lawyers)

to keep adopted children whom they have loved, supported and nurtured all these
years. Most of the children so included are part Indian - mainly white, black,
Chicano and Asian. (Most any part Indian child is "eligible for enrollment"

I understand, though not for benefits). This is grossly unfair.

Also, all of the complicated steps and processes being asked before an Indian
(or even more unfairly a part Indian) child can currently be placed for adoption
or foster care are also poor practice. Especially since even one step omitted
"makes an adoption invalid". Who would even want to take the risks to adopt
under these circumstances?

I have analyzed the bill point by point and attach this for your review.

I suggest that the only good part of the bill - and it is a commendable part,
is setting up social services by and for Indians on or off the reservations.
That is the solution. If this were done, then the Indian and non-Indian
parents who want these services could choose to go there or those who prefer
public, or private, non-racial, non-sectarian, or denominational social
services could go to the agency of their choice.

Parents of Indian and part Indian children have the right to make plans
for their children freely, just as do all our citizens.- This bill denies
them that right. It does not even allow an option for the parent to waive
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Page 2

rocess and have their child placed as they v]ll‘ish.f A good
i i i hite mother of a
- arents of Indian or part Indian ?hlldrev (e.g., 8 ¥ )
E::{ ?ndian child) may not want an Indian family for their child. Have the

natural parents no right to decide this?

all this complicated p

some articles from Washington State newspapers (Seattle and
ave (since 1976) an "Indian administrative code" hgre.
k it is working well but from the chlldren‘s.p?lnt
r families who have been their '"real” fa?;llei

s, it is causing only heartache and distress. The articles tell only
:OZmiiﬁrpart of the sadﬁess caused here by these codes: The thought of sgg:
distress multiplied a thousand fold throughout the nation causes me to wri
you now and ask that you take a very close look at Senate Bill 1214.

Also enclosed are
Betlevue). We already h
I guess Indian leaders thin
of view and the adoptive/foste

May ! hear from you as to your thinking after you have given this bill further
consideration.

Thank you kindly,

}%d;&ﬂ%wu)ﬁbfdg_
o 7
(Mrs.) Mildred Wright

1624 North 55th
Seattle, Washington 98103

Encl.
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ANALYSIS OF 5 1214
Although parts of the “"Indian Child Welfare Act of 1977" are good i.e., efforts
to set up social services for Indians on and off the reservations, there are’
other. Seqtisns which are highly dangerous to children's welfare and still others

- which would only complicate (not improve) services to Indian and part Indian

children.

SECTION 204 .

I will mention the area of greatest concern, i.e., Section 204 of Title II on page
18. In essence it says that the Secretary of the Interior will review all child
placements (foster and adoption) of Indian or part Indian children made in the
past 16 years (unless the child is now over 1B). The court cases will be reviewed
to gee if a legal flaw can be found. If so the Secretary of the Interior can issue
a habeas corpus action, or other legal proceeding, bring the case to court, pro-

. vide attorneys fees to natural parents or certain blood relatives, with a view

to upsetting the adoption decree and returning the child to the natural family.

This would apply to many children (probably most) who are only part Indian,
perhaps predominantly white, Black, Asian, Chicano, etc. Anyone “"eligible for
enrollment". We have been told that even those with small precentages of Indian
heritage are eligible for enrollment - not benefits perhaps, but enrollment.

The dangers are cbvious:

1. Children being taken from homes in which they are permanently settled for
years perhaps. .

2. Extensive legal expenses on the part of adoptive parents te fight to keep
these children, as they are opposed in court by people who have free legal
service and the U.S. Government behind them.

3. Emotional agony as children and adoptive/foster parents are separated from
each other. ’

It would seem that the writers of this bill are operating on the assumption

that Indian and part Indian children have been kidnapped from the natural families
and tribe. But this is a false assumption. Some may well have been given up

for adoption (or foster care} voluntarily to offer the child a better life.

(The same reason any children are voluntarily relinquished). Other parents

were deprived in court because of neglect or abandonment or some similar serious
reason. I have been a social worker for 25 years and I have yet to hear of a
“deprivation" that was made for a frivolous reason. One can be well meaning and
even love children but if one leaves young children alone for days and nights,

or places them in foster care and then not return for months and years, that

is neglect ard abandonment. Parents of all races who do this risk losing the
children to other families who are willing to nurture and provide for them.

But natural parents' rights are almost sacred in our court system. And "deprivations"
are made only after numerous, long drawn out efforts to find, to help, the

natural family. These Indian and part Indian children, therefore, were not
"kidnapped". They are in foster or adoptive homes either by wish of the natural
parent, or because a court decided that all efforts to return the child have

been hopeless.

I am not saying that {(with all races) there may not be a few isclated cases
where a reopening is warranted. But those cases can and have always been

© handled as individual cases. If natural parents wish to reopen a case, they
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can secure an attorney (Legal Services (free) are available for those of low
{ncome).

Moreover, Adoption Records are "legally sealed" and even the Secretary of the
Interior would not have access to them unless the adoption court judges ordered
that

SECTION 102 (c)

On page 10, lines 11 through 25, the stipulations are preposterous. Moreover,
they are an insult to the Indian People, e.g., "Consent by the natural parent
or parents of an Indian child given within 90 days of the birth of the child
shall be presumed to be involuntary". It implies Indian people (or parents

of an Indian or part Indian child) do not have the same mental powers as other
races. If people of other races can decide and sign surrenders in the first
90 days, so can parents of an Indian child. I contend Indians are as bright
and capable and responsible as anyone else. The writers of this bill must
think otherwise. :

Likewise the ability of parents of an Indian child to withdraw consent anytime
up to the final decree will make it impossible to find an adoptive couple
(including Indian adoptive couples) to take such a child. They would live in
fear of losing the child for a year or more (in most states) until the final
decree. And even then if someone could show that in some way the whole
process did not comply with the complicated steps set out in this Act the
decree could be set aside. Whoever wrote this bill obviously did not consider
human nature, human love between parent and child (adoptive and foster being
the "real" parent in these cases), or did noi-care about the feelings,

lives, welfare of the children and parents involved.

This Section should be totally removed from the Act.

OTHER POINTS .

Page 1, line 3. The Act is misnamed - it 1s not.e ™Child Welfare" Act. 1t
may be a "Tribal Welfare Act' but the welfare of children is not its purpose
nor would it be the result.

Page 2, lines 1 through 7. The reason children are separated from the parents
was elther the wish of certain parents or(in other cases) the neglect of them

by the parents. The '"agencies'" stepped in to care for children who otherwise

were not being cared for by family or tribe. The blame is placed in the wrong
place.

Page 3, lines 1 and 2. My comment here is that I doubt the statistics show the
high rate of '"drop outs, alcoholism, drug abuse, suicide, crime" among the

children who were reared in adoptive or foster homes. . A study might be indicated
to see 1f those rates are higher among those reared by natural parents or relatives

or higher among those placed for adoption and in foster care. Here we should
separate adoption from foster care. I would guess that the rates are lowest
among those placed for adoption.

Page 3, lines 5 through 10. Here we have, 1 believe, the purpose of the Act.
"For Indians generally, the child placement activities of non-tribal government

agencies undercut the continued existence of tribes as self-governing communities

and, in particular, subvert tribal jurisdiction in the sensitive field of
domestic and family relations. "It is stated clearly: Not welfare of the
children, but welfare of the tribe.

Also in this regard, it should be repeated, many if not most of the children
included in this Act are only part Indian. Do these children lose their
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rights as free U.S. citizens because they have some Indian blood. Why should
8 half or predominantly White, Black, Asian, Chicano child be subject to
"'tribal jurisdiction in the sensitive field of domestic and family relations'.-

TITLE I CHILD PLACEMENT STANDARDS

The whole title is bad. Some I have discussed earlier. But, in general, the
complicated system of dealing with Indian or part Indian children means in
essence that no social services from private or public social agencies can be
made available to the children. Who has the staff to go through all those
processes? And if, later, it could be shown that one step was missed, a
placement (even adoptive) could be claimed invalid.

Even the way in which parents of Indian and part Indian children can consent to
a placement is different than other people's methods. See my earlier comments.

* The saddest part, I think, is that the wishes of the natural parents are totally

ignored. There is no option left open that if the natural parents want to
waive all this, they can be allowed to do so. In essence this is dictating
to U.S. citizens, (Indian and non Indian alike) how this is to be done. The
¥hite or Black girl pregnant by even a part Indian man will no longer be able
to surrender her baby for adoption like other girls. She will have to go
through this complicated process and her baby will first have to be offered
to the man's relatives. Only if they do not want the child, can the child
be placed for adoption with a family of her race.

TITLE .11

Sections 201, 202 and 203 of this title are fine. The development of Indian

services, by and for Indians, on the reservations and off is a worthwhile and
necessary development.The strengthening of Indian families will prevent most

removals of children. That is everyone's goal.

But Section 204, page 18 as I have already discussed, is totally preposterous
and should be totally removed from this Act.

As far as the practicalities are concerned, if the adoption related parts of
this Act were ever passed, the whole concept of adoption would be changed., No
adopted child or adoptive parent could ever feel safe. If the Federal Government
can step in retroactively and help overturn decrees of courts throughout the

land in Indian and part Indian cases, then it can do so in other cases. Why
not?

The Tights of all other races are being ignored by the Act. The child "eligible
for membership in a tribe' is somehow to be part of and under the rule of this
Act whether the child, his natural parents (often at least one is not Indian)

or legal adoptive parents consent or not.

By being even part Indian these children and these parents lose the freedom
our Constitution gives them. Other parents (of non-Indian children) have the
freedom to plan for them as they see fit. But parents of Indian and non-Indian
children have to plan for them as this Act decrees. It is unequal protection
under the law, '




500

VIV PN

M.,\\, w77

.D’L\n\ ™A W) . i - .

Wa ane oon Ty :w\ T Rae *S. 1219
T2 P Tdeas (0 Wahe A o} 1977 "

We ana M Cmmconmed a}ao«:&' Yo ha.UZ axn
AdosTNe. EunandDs oaQ prople  Wiaasdmd w d\,.SL&\»-D\QMl.

Wa Rl possoge of Hho bl WO vaske .
oot ErnWRama Wil TTommdeoan W) odoglut

Qo (us oo g aga5) , o Gt lesinmant

T .
bl @i sewni HRa pewte St anzked o

B S.Luu:‘:wﬁ fo lak e st odlefiiowe . AwamKQ\
NN WY v W o&%wa PN NNV R YOO 3 powraa ANQ
ge.,wnfa Gdn. Mo one Beud®  hask mmedb Umdefinad
amd Oprmad  phuras oo W OO seedsl Mo

The povedil ofvsss 0uRR \aed o ey st ense

Ao o eoaa® ) Yoo M&\\m@, 720 ST Vo e
BosaX  of pooode  trmosmls of Nown BSA € Bama

who el ause \\éw'w; GO 7, \-\*\«v‘ N P \t««. QJ—EQ
‘ T .

i

"’%ww .

501

et %w NN VR SRV S S

et b wiedid de Vg Syt
cxjd"v\wxu) . PR = A ._\.Y u‘-QN.\_pL\ Cood . ho
Loartroua Yo T fonliy |
T bae Sty o ot
-QNQ-L %‘\Li l’\mw&, Ui ponmnedS  ond
WYW -@m YormaRig UWSiaeaXill T hawwwng‘

&a.om,i.

N RT howss, The et (a® o fbilies
duw..\.,?‘ Racanal, 0‘3 CQ\JZ&:\L.,\ QM‘{-Q\:.

S\ Db e

_

i olan ‘a o
N ey
robline Wiul sl chi o st

Lurm&_ &;\g/\'\;&n,_. ; X

R o 5"""&”‘-"‘*‘}. AL ARy ‘}5-?% ..Q,__.",‘

[ RV BRSO SN WO w)




502
Y : YRR TWEENCY G freial oRKe o
&Ww.ﬁi. Ae \M.QJPTMM»« QW&.\M =t

AUG 22. \971

/ if‘. e ‘.' Friiiaa CL{?O'W"‘/‘)' \ \SU ]
jbhw\x C//JL(/\ BM(;

L, D s/

Qean L1,

J Qan bu \L{M jojo*x é) dee A/ ,/c‘u //4 o Ld/
Jm (A.)—o—uw AN G /c Hal L‘/f’ CAu’o oy i '4/" ':')«_L/'.(.:g’,’ ‘/g,/

V77
RI 2 Boxaz’

; I
Regpriwand) o 5527

,\N\AA-ALA_&MAQJ

24 1o )
%’7101.' <P e C\u,o 127 reie ol Aol Do,
f \}‘e\.& PJLDF—Q&_) -?_MQ.. \l"e\mt \\'g\l MA‘.% J\_Ke%l&? .‘.’T‘\J\J:»/’ —'vl‘_v'¥ “" I./I_"!v.‘-’ [ T A o AN /‘/_'["'/’Qj_!
jv\&ww J\n_:‘.w dac Crww\ la u&@:,a-\,\ o v . . )

{
R /’{7),/3#"‘,/\ I s g ../-’/Z.rL e _.-"."-: :.:-‘ .
. /

Sl ”.// yad - 7’ Dodd , Ldoraes
ML&M" Prmsrreams %?M W M 3 ’
S ) <-<.<\ . )_A)/V,_L -, J)o..c/"’ i e A
Ao, TR who koot oo \aan W\K\‘a:tj Please f o, S e B F e
s 7 HOAC o8 ynay wone Brhas e A -V el
. (;¢.‘,-' ”I ;:".-!{'L.( e (?:Y(T ews s LA ~~’0 RN
- A
) c\u.P SV TTVRN o 1/
/é{o\ L/O’U
M ond M. Dol IR
CRAET W Veade \Rog
Q\\Dt'\) \xj BN Q_\LDN_ﬁ \%\Qé - e
) o J:ZS‘: P € AT e [ Al I‘ ol
Bs . CosPorseR. e | TS, BiLL, HAVE  ow

19 Dndua, €LY
Reawwy  Resp v L7




