





















































186

CAYTRA CCPY__PLTACE SHCOT
, oo (ol Fuzy Hax v s Thruonl)

AMERICAN CIVIL LIBERTIES UNION
22 East 40th Street
New York, N.Y. 10016
212/725-1222

August 2, 1977
i
Statement of the American Civil Liberties
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August 4, 1977

My name is Rena Uviller. I am a lawyer and the director
of the Juvenile Rights Project of the American Civil Liberties
Union. One of the primary objectives of the Juvenile Rights
project is to guard the rights of both children and parents
by resisting state encroachment upon the liberty and privacy
protections which the Bill of Rights and Supreme Court
decisions bestow upon family relationships,

§. 1214 is a commendable effort to counteract a recent
and disturbing governmental tendency to intrude upon the
family liberty and privacy of poor citizens. Using federal
money, provided especially through title IV of the Social
Security Act, state and local child care agencies have arbi-
trarily and unnecessarily separated thousands of -children
from their parents and placed them in institutions or foster
homes. There they stay for years. frequently moved from one
foster home or institution to another. This means heartbreak
for both parents and children.’ And the instability thereby
injected into the lives of the children has long been recog-
nized as a primary cause of future maladjustment and juvenile
crime. . .

) It has been estimated that 400,000 American children
live in the impermanent limbo of foster care. This high
rate of familydissolution is in large part caused by the
failure of federal laws to regulate out-of-home placements
financed by federal funds. Federal law should make state
grants for foster or institutional care dependent upon the
provision of services to families that might avoid the need
for such placements., Federal law should require fiscal
accountability for state expenditure of federal foster care
money, and should insist that involuntary separations of
parents and children be restricted to cases of extreme
neglect,
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Indian families have been especially victimized by the
rush to use out-of-home placement by child welfare officials
In 1969 and in 1974, surveys conducted by the Association )
on American Indian Affairs in states with large American
Indian populations revealed that approximately 25 to 35 per-
cent of all American Indian children are separated from their
families and reside in foster homes, adoptive homes, or in-
stitutions. ‘In 1972, nearly one of every four American
Indian children under one year of age was adopted, The
s?udies showed that in Minnesota, for example, one of every
e%ght American Indian children uader 18 years of age was
living in an adoptive home, a per capita rate five times
greater than for non-Indian children. In Wisconsin, the
per capita rate for foster care and adoptive placements is
16,times greater for Indian than for non-Indian children
?he ratio of American Indian foster care placement in MoAtana
is at least 13 times greater than for non-Indians, and in
Scuth Dakota it's nearly 16 times greater. In Washington
the American Indian adoption rate is 19 times greater, ané
the foster care rate almost 10 times greater than the rate
among non-Indian children.

Equally as disturbing, in the 16 states éurveyed in
1969, approximately 85 percent of all American Indian
children in foster homes were living in non-Indian homes,
and more than 90 percent of all non-related adoptions of
American Indian children were by non-Indian couples.

This extraordinarily high placement rate of Indian
children is not a reflection of a greater propensity by
Indian parents to neglect or abandon their children,
Rather, it is a reflection of ignorance on the pért of hon—
Indian child welfare officials of the familial and cultural
traditions of Indian life, and of insensitivity to the
important psychological and cultural attachment Indian
children have to their tribal community. The untoward
number of extra-tribal placements results also from a
failure to provide poor Indian families with the means to
raise their children, and from tooc great a willingness by
state officials to meet the growing adoption demands of

" childless white couples who find the number of white children

available for adoption dramatically reduced,

) The effect has been the destruction of Indian family
life and has been aptly characterized as a form of genocide,





