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Children without families and families without children need each
other. A distinguished author’s eloquent plea for a true
understanding of a great human problem

Must We Have

v 111 ILE WE
Americans
¥ %4 concernour-

selves with orphans
of war and famine
in other countries,
we are neglecting
our own orphans.
Thousands of chil-
dren are destitute of
the most profound needs of the hu-
man being—a place to belong in
society, a family, love. We accept
their position as inevitable, yet we
ourselves force these children to re-
main orphans through legal red tape,
complicated adoption procedures,
prejudice and religious division.

There are plenty of people who
want to adopt our orphans. Rare is
the day when I do not receive a let-
ter from some couple saying, “Can
you tell us where to find a child to
adopt? We have tried cvcnwhcrc
through adoption agencies.” But the
children without parents and the
parents without children cannot
reach each other.

Social agencies continually tell us

Weontan's Home Companion ( September,

Orphanages?

Condensed from
Woman’s Home Companion

Pearl S. Buck

that there are not
enough children to
satisfy the many
couples who want to
adopt them.T used to
think this was true.
Then one Christmas
Eve a television
newscaster showed
an orphanage
crowded with children of all ages,
receiving toys from kindly, well-
meaning visitors. That _picture
spoiled Christmas for me.

If there are not enough children to
satisfy would-be parents, then why
are all these children in orphanages?

I set out to discover the reasons. I
found, first, that nobody knows
truthfully how many children are in
our orphanages. Agencies are di-
vided by geographic and legal
boundaries and are submissive to
the antagonisms of religious groups.
They accept the status quo. True,
there are individuals who quietly try
to work around obstacles. But they
are all too few.

Some orphanages are old and long
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established in their routines, existing
on large sums of money left by gen-
erations of legacies and gifts. What
would the trustees do with all that
money if they closed the orphan-
ages? What would the caretakers,
the cooks, superintendents do? A
job, even a small one, can be a vested
interest.

Some ten years ago an aged south-
ern woman with a sweet withered
face came to me. “I come hopin’ you
would see fit to right a great wrong
where I come from,” she said. In her
state many children were kept or-
phaned by a law. The law was sim-
ple: 20 children in boarding homes
constituted-a salaried job for a social
worker. The effect was devastating.
Adoption of even one child from a
boarding home was a threat to a job.
He had to be quickly replaced.

There are many kinds of orphan-

ages, but the largest number belong
to religious groups. Church mem-
bers get a warm feeling of doing
good when they think of the orphans
fed and clothed by their donations.
They seldom see these children ex-
cept perhaps at Christmas or Easter.
They do not observe the look in
their eyes, the orphan look.
Religion is actually the strongest
force keeping children orphaned.
Many states continue to require that,
whenever practicable, children be
placed for adoption only in families
of the same religion as their natural
parents. Recently the Massachusetts
Supreme Judicial Court refused to
allow the adoption of illegitimate
twin children by a couple of a differ-

November

ent faith from the natural mother.
This even though the natural
mother wanted the adoption 1o take
place, and though all agreed it would
promote the children’s best interests.

As I write these words, I remem-
ber Johnny. He was born out of
wedlock and his mother later mar-
ried a man whose religion was dif-
ferent from her own. Soon after, the
mother died and the stepfather, even
though he had adopted Johnny,
abandoned him to a welfare agency.
A wonderful family then wanted
him. The agency told them they
were not eligible because Johnny
“belonged” to a stepfather of another
faith.

So Johnny has no family, no home.
He is now eight years old. At 16—or
at most, 18—he will be put out to
work. Had he been given to the
parents who wanted him, he would
have had a college education, for
Johnny is bright. Instead he remains
an orphan, and the taxpayer must
provide for what care he gets.

Similarity in race and religion is
of course desirable in adoptions, But
a child should not be deprived there-
by of his natural right to a normal
home and life. To those religious
leaders who declare that there are
enough adoptive families within
their own faith, I can only reply with
a simple question: Why are there so
many orphanages?

[ visited orphanages to hear their
side, to ask why the children were
not set free for adoption. Again and
again I was told that the children
are not “released” by their legal
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guardians. This is true. Many can-
not be placed in families because
somebody will not let them go. It
may be a relative or a judge or a
social agency. It may even be the
parents who abandoned them.

There are many parents who have
no real wish to make a home for
their children but who simply keep
a dead hand on their lives. Such
parents cry out with false righteous
indignation, “I'll never give up my
child!” And yet they do give up
their children. The orphanages are
stuffed with the children of unwill-
ing parents.

How sadly I remember our own
little Sheila! She came to us from
an agency when she was three years
old, a child neglected and five times
deserted by her mother. Sheila was
an intelligent child, but she was ill
and undernourished. We saw her
change in six months to a gay, plump
little girl. When we wanted to adopt
her, however, the birth mother took
her back again. Sheila cried when
she saw her mother. She sobbed that
she wanted to “go home.” Home was
our house. But the mother jerked
her away by one arm and we never
saw her again.

The social worRer kept in touch
with her a while, and we learned
that within two months Sheila was
deserted again. Still the mother
would not “give up her own flesh
and blood.” At last the city courts
put the child into an institution.
There she has grown up, an orphan
except for a mother who appears
once a year or so. Sheilais only one
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of many thousands “not open for
adoption.”

Children are not property, but
they are considered so under our
laws. True, if there is flagrant ill-
treatment, a judge can order a child
put into an institution until the par-
ents reform. The reform of a way-
ward parent is doubtful at best and
seldom permanent, so the child is
doomed to a life between an unsatis-
factory family and an institution. If
this goes on too long he becomes
“unadoptable,” psychologically dam-
aged so that he cannot adjust to an-
other family.

Another group who cling mis-
takenly to their children are the un-
wed mothers. Too many keep their

‘children. Again the child bears the

burden. The mother has the first
right over his life, he is her property
by law, regardless of the fact that
she almost certainly did not want
him before he was born.

The unwed mother thinks she can
“manage somehow.” Perhaps her
own parents keep the child for her.
Yet seldom indeed does the child
escape the stigma. The stern fact
is that the unwed mother should,
in fairness to her child, give him
up for adoption, for otherwise the
child’s life will inevitably be dam-
aged by social cruelty.

The goal is a'free child, freed for
parents, love and home. What can
we do to achieve this? First, we need
new, unified laws—laws which,
crossing state and county limits, will
make it possible for adoption agen-
cies to search the nation for the right

CAC
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child for the right home. No limita-
tions of religion, race or geography
should exist to deny a child a home.

Second, the red tape of adoption
procedures should be eliminated and
only essentials kept. We ought to
have complete statistics on the num-
‘ber of children in all orphanages.
There ought to be a nationai pool
of children and another of adopuve
parents, and information about them
flowing freely through all profes-
sional centers of adoption.

Third, we need better-trained so-
cial workers. Too many today prac-
tice by rule and by rote. Such per-
sons function well in routine jobs,
but nothing to do with adoption can
be routine, because human beings
are concerned. Adoption workers
need more courses in human nature
and less in technical procedure. And
I should like to see more adoption
workers chosen from among older

people, women whose children are
grown and who still find themselves
young enough to learn.

Fourth, the boards of trustees of
adoption agencies should face their
real responsibility. Too often the
citizens on these boards are con-
cerned chiefly with petty finances
and procedures. The duty of a board
is constantly to measure the achieve-
ment of the agency against the goal,
which is the placing of every or-
phaned child in a good and loving
family.

An orphanage is an orphanage,
however humane, and while it may
be a temporary necessity in poor and
war-torn countries, I refuse to believe
it is a necessity here, where parents
are waiting. I venture to say, were
sensible reforms effected, that we
could close most of these orphanages
and find homes for our homeless
children.
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PEARL S. BUCK says:

WE CAN FREE THE CHILDREN

This famous author continues here to probe the shocking scandal of adoption in America today.

She shows how we can find the facts about adoption in our own communities

and help to free uncounted thousands of children so that they may find loving families

every state in the union, They are from all kinds of Americans.

Choose at random and you will find the letters show the same
concerm.

We are agreed, it seems, that all children need the love of per-
manent parents and family, for when children grow up in institu-
tions and transient boarding homes they grow up stunted in heart,
if not in body. We are agreed that many lonely children not now
adopted should be freed for adoption. 'We ask what can we do to
bring this about.

There are uncounted children today in our orphanages. There
are also uncounted numbers of couples who want to adopt chil-
dren. Yet children and parents cannot come together in mutual
happiness. There are barriers between. There are vested interests,
for example, which keep the children in orphanages. Such inter-
ests may be the large legacies left only for the care and education
of orphaiis, and for the use of the legacies orphans must be found.
Or the vested interests may be only jobs in an orphanage.

Again, the barrier may be a relative, unwilling or unable to
undertake the care of the child and yet unwilling, either, to free
hirh for adoption.

Or most likely of all, sad to say, the barrier may be an or-
ganized religious or ather group which will not allow a child to be
adopted by any except one of its own members, and if there is no
member willing to adopt, the child is kept an orphan rather than
freed to find adoption elsewhere.

Restrictive laws are barriers too between states and even
counties, limiting a child's chances for adoption.

Yet all these barriers could be broken down by wise and
courageous professional leadership. This leadership does not ex-
ist. In the face of this lack citizens must themselves inquire into
the reasons for the many children still waiting in orphanages and,
having heard the reasons usually given, they must investigate
their validity.

THE pile of letters grows ever higher on my desk, letters from

ET us remember that the child is and must be the first consider-
ation—not the parents either by birth or adoption, not the

fear of their becoming a charge of a state or county, not the prop- .

erty sense of an organization. The welfare and happiness of the
orphaned child, above and apart from all other considerations.
must be our standard of achievement.

What is an orphan? An official in our U, 8, Children’s Burcau
reported to me the other day that there are only about 10,000
trive orphians in the whole of the United States. Ten thousand is a
large number in terms of the children concerned but statistically

it is not targe. A true orphan, it was explained, is a child whose
parents are both dead and.who is alone in the world. He may have
relatives but they cannot be forced to take responsibility for him.
Public charity or private charity therefore takes the place of
family support.

There are far more orphianages in our country, however, than
are needed to shelter 10,000 children. True, these orphanages
often have difficulty in keeping their beds filled. Their boards of
trustees search diligently for children, nevertheless, for the aura,
of “good works™ still lingers about an orphanage.

N the old days adoption was rare, almost nonexistent, and help-

less children were of necessity put into orphanages or baund-
out as servants and apprentices. In those days it was perhaps a
good deed to give shelter and food to an orphan. Rich men, dying,
sometimes left fortunes to establish orphanages, usually only for
boys, and such fortunes, now accumulated through the years, have
become vast burdens on the administrators. The terms of old wills
must still be observed and there are actually orphanages in our
country which are monstrously rich in everything except orphans.
So that money can be spent as ordered by a dead hand, lonely
boys wander about in great buildings, separated from life and
from friends. I think of two such institutions now in just one state.

When is a child really an orphan? I believe that the criteria
must not be in terms of relatives, lividg or dead, but in terms of
parental love and a real family life founded upon Jove. Any child
who is not loved is orphaned. The child with one parent, even two,
who has nevertheless been deserted by them or is visited by them
only at rare intervals, who has perhaps no memory of life with
them, is as true an orphan as the child whose parents are dead. In
a sense his lot is the more bitter because his parents live and do
not care for him. He is spiritually and emotionally the more de-
prived, thercfore, because of hope denied rather than forever
ended by death.

A study by citizens in California, completed in 1953, provides
information on 3,394 children in that state, all under the age of
seventeen, in foster homes and in institutions under the auspices
of private or public agencies. Only 105 of the 3,394 children were
full orphans in the conventional sense, although 64 percemt were
dependent om public funds, Of the 3,394 children, only 14 per-
cent had parents living together, 25 percent had almost no contact
with their parents, 32 percent of the fathers and 11 percent of the
mothers were classified as “whereabouts unknown.” Most shock-
ing of all is that in spite of these facts only about 2.5 percent were
legally free for adoption. In other words,  continued on page 62

Pearl Buck used two of her own six adopred children as models
when she made the sculptured heads at right
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thousands of children in & single locality
were kept orphans by persons who either
could not or would not provide family love
and care for them.

Why should this situation exist in the
United States of America? Nobody knows.
In a nation where statistics abound, no-
body has full and accurate and up-to-date
statistics on how many American chil-
dren are in institutions, or why they are
there, or how many could be adopted now,
or could be adopted if the barriers were
removed.

When, therefore, 1 am asked what citi-
zens can do about the plight of children in
orphanages, 1 must reply that first of all
citizens must have information and since
there is very little accurate information,
citizens will have to get it themselves.

1 recommend, then, that citizens in each
state form a citizens committee, for the
sole purpose of discovering why so many
children are held in instituations, how many
could be plwed in permanent adop-
tive homes if there were no barriers, what
those barriers are and how they can he
removed,

The committee should then move to per-
form upon the basis of its findings, aided
and advised by competent professionals in
any field needful. But, steadfastly keeping
their purpose in mind, the committee mem-
hers must appraise freshly, with their own
lay minds, the retorts and excuses of pro-
fessionals. They must refuse to be delayed
or stopped by red tape.

The citizens of California provide a
madel to some extent for such a commitiee,
Their work, however, does not extend be-
yond discovering and stating the basic facts
and problems surrounding adoption, After
their research was made, presumably the
committee disbanded, leaving a report and
seven excellent recommendations and, in
addition, a significant “Special Recommen-
dation™ which requests the formation by the
state of a permanent citicens' commiilee on
adoption.

Policies, not statistics, are the final im-
portance. The atmosphere of a homeless
life can scarcely be contaired in figures. A
child is an orphan when he is living under
the conditions of orphanhood, whether or
not his parents are dead. A child is
orphaned when a relative comes to see him
only once or iwice a year. Certainly he is
an orphan if the whereabouts of his par-
cnts is unknown. As an orphan he should
then be given the opportunity for a family

by adoption. He should not be made to

suffer for the dercliction of his parents,
However favorable or even luxurious an

orphanage is, and a few are luxurions, no
orphanage can give the child the individual
family love and cpportunity that he needs,
Most children in orphanages are denied the
opportunity of higher education. Yet I know
an orphanage where accumulated funds arc
so plentiful that not only college is amply
provided for but postgradunate study is now
being considered, The orphans there are

nevertheless, still stunted emoticnally and
mentally.

Let me quote from just ong letler among
the heap on my desk:

“You are telling the story of human
ragedy-—the worst, because it happensto
defenseless children. 1t is the very tragedy
I witnessed in my childhood. Yet I wag
fortunate. During the years of my stay at
the arphanage I was regarded by the other
children as little less than a princess for [
had a most devoted mother to whom We
meant evervthiong, | . . It is easy to sec why
to the children who had no one in the
world to care for them, as tndividuals, my
sisters and 1 were considered so fortunate
in spite of our own very unhappy circum-
stances, I was there when little girls woke
up al night crying until a2 dormitoery tfill of
little ones was rowsed to weep [orthe
mother they had never known or hardly
remembered. 1 wag still there as one after
the wother, with few exceptions, girls of
14 or 15, on ‘going out into the world® be-
came branded as ‘social outcasts.” They had
mistaken “love’ offered by a boy or man for
that parental love for which they had hun-
gered throughout childhood,

“S0 new habies were added to the number
ol erphan children, doomed to a life similar
to their mothers’ because they were alrcady
branded with the mark of illegitimacy. |
was still there when the head of that orphan-
age, a fine woman of unbclievable devation
who had in vain tried to be ‘Mother” to 50
and more children, died brokenhearted be-
cause ong of the most promising of 'her
girls” met with the same fate as did so many
... P know mdeed, that hut for the grace of
God, there go L I have also learned that
the great tragedy 1 witnessed there was not
confined to that time or that country, that
it is still happening today—and what is
being done about it?”

The task for a citizens’ committee, t1en
after due discovery of facts, is to dzlermine
when a child should for his own interest
be made eligible for adoption. For how
long can a child endure naglectful parents
abandonment, Lhe lack of individual at-
tention and love without permanent per-
sonality damage? What chance has the child
born out of wedlock to find a wholesome
family and community lifc if hs mother
keeps him? The California citizens noted

%
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shrewdly that, while persons are eager to
adopt children, though born out of wed-
lock, yet society as a whole condemns the
unwed mother. If it is better for the child
born out of wedlock to stay with his birth
mother, what can be done to change social
attitudes toward her and her child?

HE second task is to determine whose
Tpropert}f the child is, after it is estab-
lished that he is an orphan. As an American,
I believe that children are born free. I can-
not believe that a child is born the property
of a family that rejects him and leaves him
in public care nor that he is the helpless
property of a racial or religious group. De-
prived of his natural family, it is his right to
find a good adoptive family to take its place.
All things being equal, it is undoubtedly
best for him to be adopted by people who
are like him racially. But if parents cannot
be found of such similarity, he should not be
kept an orphan because of his race. The
family who wants him and is best able to
make him happy should be his family.
There are American couples of loving heart
who do not care what a child’s race is.

I know this from my own experience as
Chairman of the Board of Welcome House,
Inc., an adoption agency which exists spe-
cifically to place the American child of
Asian ancestry. We have a long waiting list
of parents who have grown beyond the
limitations of race and religion. To them a
child is a child. And our continuing obser-
vation of children placed with them, on the
principle of suitability of persons rather
than of race or religion, shows happy re-
sults for all concerned. The ability to love
and to be loved is the first necessity, Those
who truly love are ready to accept a child
for what he is and they encourage him to
value his own race, as well as theirs.

Therefore 1 protest the policy of any
agency or group which compels a child to
live in an institution or a boarding home
where those who care for him may not be
of his race—and cannot possibly love him
as well as adoptive parents could—and yet

refuses him adoption on the grounds that
the adoptive parents do not “match™ him.
I know that some adoptive agencies are
beginning quietly to reject the matching
theory. Why not all? Why quietly?

Yes, a child is born free, and surely so,
if he be an American child. Surely this
means too that he is not born the property
of religion. A few have, since my article,
The Children Waiting, taken violent excep-
tion to this statement. 1 do not know why
they feel that the statement applies to their
denomination in particular. As [ said, there
are many groups guilty of possessiveness,
In fact, a certain amount of possessiveness is
to be found in most religious groups. Alas,
all men are not yet brothers.

Religions and sects have ol course the
right to teach, to persuade and even to
proselytize. My point is simply that in our
country where we do not have castes, cither
religious or social, our children are born
free. They are not born the property of a
church. They are not born with a theology.
When children have parents by birth or
adoption, it is entirely right that in their
families they should be taught whatever
religion belongs to the family. But, unborn
or newly born or orphans in scarch of a
family, they are free. | do not understand
the virulence of the opposition ol some
individuals to this very simple and demo-
cratic principle. By and large, church mem-
bership would probably not be affected by
its practice for a child might be placed in
a Catholic or Protestant or Jewish home,

I know of course the self-defensive un-
swer which is usuvally made by persons of
various exclusive religions and other groups,
It is always the same: “We have adoptive
homes enough for all our children,” My
reply to this declaration is also always the
same. Then why, I ask, do you still have
orphanages? If the children in them are not
free for adoption, why are they not free?

Yet another question we, as citizens,
should ask and answer: Who is to be re-
sponsible for an adoption as quickly and
wisely as is humanly possible?




Ideally of course adoptions should be
carried out by recognized and approved
social agencies. But we have to face the fact
that many children—no one knows how
many—are growing up as orphans because
there are not enough recognized and ap-
proved social agencies to perform the task
and certainly not enough social workers,
good and less good, to staff the additional
agencies to meet the need. I am not thinking
of the need of couples for children. I am
thinking of the need of children who could
and should be adopted. Whether, if such
children were freed for adoption, all couples
who want to adopt would have children is
quite beside my point.

The fact is, there are not enough adoption
agencies to care for the children presently
open for adoption. In one eastern city, for
example, it was estimated recently by foun-
dation research that approximately 300
children are adopted each year. Of these
only about half are placed through adop-
tion agencies.

Yet these agencies have been conducting
a campaign to have a law enacted which
would make all adoptions illegal unless per-
formed by themselves. When asked whether
they could carry the extra load of twice as
many adoptions as they are now completing
in a year, they confessed they could not.
When asked what plans they had for en-
larging their services they said the increas-
ing shortage of social workers made such
plans impossible. If the law for which they
are pressing were passed, half of the chil-
dren now adopted in that city would con-
tinue orphaned. We who are lay citizens
must be realistic. We must not allow agen-
cies to insist, for professional reasons, upon
what they cannot perform. If the black
market in children is to be done away with,
we will have to recognize for the present,
and hopefully only for the present, the gray
market of lawyers and physicians and seek
their co-operation, not their suppression.

Citizens must then, in common sense and
for the sake of the child, realize that many
adoptions will continue to take place out-

side the professional social agency. If this is
not realized, if further laws are enacted to
make social agencies the only ones who can
carry out adoptions, then we must be pre-
pared for the increase of black markets.

OW can lay citizens help social agen-

cies to increase their numbers and effi-
ciency? It is a discouraging fact that far too
few persons today are entering the field of
social work, The reasons for this are not en-
tirely economic, Indeed salaries for social
workers, when correlated to education and
experience, are not below those for other
white-collar workers and working condi-
tions are rather better than average. In
most agencies, for example, social workers
get a month’s vacation, whereas in business
offices the average vacation is two weeks.
There is also considerable leniency for
social workers in regard to sick leave and
regularity of hours. Moreover, social work
is certainly more challenging and inter-
esting, in human terms, than many other
white-collar jobs. Yet too few young people
seem interested in social work.

Upon questioning, sporadic and incom-
plete, of course, I find various reasons given
for this. Sensitive young people dread the
responsibility of deciding human lives. One
young social worker in an adoptive agency
told me that she was often sleepless at night,
fearing she had not made a good placement.
She said, “When 1 think that perhaps a child
will be unhappy for life because | have put
him in the wrong home, 1 worry.”

“If you didn’t worry, I'd be worried about
you as a social worker,” I replied.

Sensitive youth shrinks, and rightfully,
from such responsibility. I myself do not
believe, as | have said, that very young
people should be social workers. They are
cither overcome by conditions with which
they must cope or they become hardened
and therefore unfit to be social workers.

I have watched a group of young people
in training in a school of social work grow
hard within a few months. They became un-

continued on page 64
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duly pessimistic, and too soon, about the
very people they were supposed to serve.
They had not had enough experience with
people to accumulate the reserves of mercy
and understanding love which are so neces-
sary when dealing with broken human be-
ings, especially the lonely, the sick, the
depressed. In self-defense, they ridiculed
and judged where they should have sought
only to understand and love.

It is only life that teaches the necessity of
love, both in giving and receiving, and, con-
trary to usual belief, the mature person
is less rigid in heart and mind than the

young person. An older person may have
small fixed habits of living, which seem
rigid, but heart and mind generally speak-
ing are mellowed and common sense rules
over theory.

I suggest therefore that citizens urge and
indeed demand that schools for training
social workers accept as their best invest-
ment men and women of maturity, and
especially women who, married young
and their children grown, have leisure and
strength to give another ten or 20 years to
human welfare. A college degree is not so
important for a social worker as experience

of life and consequent maturity. Two years
or even one year of training for the mature
person will be better than two years and a
college degree for the immature. It goes
without saying that many mature persons
would also have the college degree.

Professional people, again speaking gen-
erally, are necessarily narrow. This is their
advantage and their disadvantage. They are
experts and specialists. They must therefore
be constantly supervised and criticized and
controlled by the lay mind. We lay folk call
in the expert to get his opinion, but before
we make decisions we must relate that
opinion to all that life has taught us. The ex-
pert is often right but he is not always right;
the world cannot be administered from
his one point of view. The social worker
must not, because he has learned in school
good techniques for adoptive procedure, ar-
rogate to himself all knowledge.

Social workers need every help, therefore,
from lay citizens. As professionals, it is ob-
vious that they feel insecurity and inade-
quacy. I have been deeply touched by the
way in which they resent criticism and sug-
gestion. They fly to defend themselves as
only the insecure feel it necessary to do. It
has been a revelation to me. It shows me
how much they need help, how they are still
struggling for firm footing as a profession.

I realize the benefit of my own different
experiences as a writer. Writers learn early
to accept criticism and to benefit by it or
ignore it when it is not beneficial. We send
our manuscripts, the result of long labor
sometimes of years, to a publisher. The
publisher and his stafl eriticize every manu-
seript ruthlessly. The writer has the hard
choice of accepting the criticism or of not
getting his book published.

So far he has of course earned nothing.
When the book is published, professional
newspaper and magazine critics tear it to
pieces again. The writer, if he has common
sense, benefits as much as he can from this
criticism also, for future use in the next
book.

The writer runs a third and final gamut
of criticism. It is from the public. The public
likes his book or does not. The writer can
earn a living only if the public buys his
book. He loses everything, his time, his en-
ergy, if the public does not like his book.
The writer emerges from this continuing
experience a very realistic person. His goal
is doing as good a job as he can. He accepts
criticism as inevitable and valuable. He has
become, in short, a good professional. He

learns to be a good professional because
he has to be, if he is to continue as a writer,

This is true of all good professionals. To
fly to one’s own defense with bitter and per-
sonal feelings marks the amateur,

We must as lay citizens help the social
worker to attain true professionalism in the
full sense of a noble word. The best experl
is the one who is able to realize that while
he is indispensable and he takes pride in
being indispensable, he is only part of the
whole, and he must measure his achievee
ment not by how much progress he makes
in comparison with the past, but how much
he makes in comparison with the goal.

It is not only the professional worker in
the field of adoption whom the citizen musi
observe critically. Almost without exception
agencies and institutions have boards of
trustees or directors. Members of boards
are equally responsible. Again almost with.
out exception these boards meet for supere
ficial or inconsequential discussion. Few
members take seriously and personally the
responsibility they have assumed.

Yet it is the duty of the board members
to scrutinize not only the activity of an
agency or institution within itself, but con.
stantly to measure its achievement againsl
the whole need. It is not enough for an
agency to place well 100 children per yeur
if statistics in one state alone reveal 60,000
dependent children in institutions, for ong
reason or another. A board is delinquent it
it is content to ignore the total situation,
Social workers should be encouraged by
continuing support, they should be ap:
plauded for good work. At the same time
they should be honored by severe and con-
stant criticism. One tempers criticism to the
inferior but tempered criticism is an insult
among equals.

HE goal in the field of adoption, | tuke

it, is to free every institutionalized child
to enter a good home and thus to benefit by
his natural right to a family. The good social
worker, the good board member, should
refuse to recognize as permanent any barricr
which prevents the child now living as an
orphan from being adopted.

It should be the duty of a citizens’ com-
mittee, such as I plead for here, to remain
permanently in office.

When we have citizens” committees in
each state, these committees should at once
begin to work in unison to break down the
present laws between states which keep chil-
dren orphans. According to the most recent

o
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statistics T have been able to find (1948).
almost three fourths of our states have laws
relating to the importation of children. The
barriers are almost like those between na-
tions. Indeed it is actually easier sometimes
for a couple to adopt a child from a foreign
country than from a neighboring state.

Agencies are urging that state legislatures
continue to pass laws making it difficult for
children from other states to be accepted
for adoption. Such a law is being pressed
now upon the legislature of the State of
Washington, one of the letters upon my desk
informs me this very day as | write. Thus
another barrier is being raised.

Nearly all states require agencies to post
a bond of at least $1,000—perhaps more—
before a child can enter. Many states re-
quire that adoptive parents be residents,
either permanently or for a year. This is
very limiting for adoptions.

There are other legal limitations. In both
Texas and Louisiana among others, for ex-
ample, the law requires that child and
adopting parents be of the same race. Texas
specifically forbids negro-white adoptions.
When local prejudices are traditional and
strong, we must of course allow for a period
of transition but in that period the influence
of education should be put to work.

As it is now in most states, investigating
agencies must still proclaim the race and
religion of the child’s origin. Even where
there is no specific law governing a case,
judges are too often arbitrary and allow
their own prejudices to forbid an adoption.

Many states require by law that a child
can only be adopted by a family of the same
religion as the birth parents professed. It is
the shame of agencies that they have ac-
cepted such laws instead of protesting,

N RECENT vyears it has actually become

increasingly difficult to receive approval
for adoptions involving different religions,
though there may be in some states a per-
missive law allowing for exceptions. The ex-
cuse that social workers vsuvally give is that
they do not dare, or do not wish, “to make
trouble.” This is understandable in their
present insecurity as a professional group.
It provides another reason, however, for a

strong citizens’ committee to uphold them

in helping to change laws and customs.

It should be the duty of the citizens' com-
mittees, therefore, to study the codified laws
of each state most critically, with the pur-
pose of determining what laws hinder rather
than help orphaned children. Efforts should
be made to have laws uniform, or to have a
generalized federal law which could apply
to the country as a whole, so that a child
can be adopted anywhere and by the most
suitable family to be found. It is the duty of
all to see that orphaned children everywhere
find family and home. A large order for
citizens! Yes, but not for American citizens.
A professional group of social workers
criticized, aided and supported by citizens,
could make far greater progress than is now
being made. To have the approval of a vast
body of citizens is to remove fear from
the professional, and, fearless, most social
workers [ believe would rise beyond routine
and mediocrity. 1 know that there are secret
and subtle fears now which haunt many
social workers, compelling them to silence
or to secret communication. They know bet-
ter than they do.

While we are opening doors, let us open
all doors. Why not? We live in the United
States of America. Here nothing is impossi-
kle. Here we can speak and act. Let us set
the children free. [THE END]
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“] am the Better Woman
for having my two Black Children”

The famous Nobel novelist,
who has lived “where white is
the undesirable color,”

tells what it is like to

adopt across racial lines.

By Pearl Buck

THIS HAS BEEN a pleasant week.
Two of my dauglters spent unex-
pected time with me. While we try to
cross paths as olten ay possible, we
are professional women, each with
her life to live, her own work to do.

The wo who met me this week
are. | think, exceptional young wom-
en. Both are married. One lives with
her professor husband on a Vermont
college campus not far from me.
They have been married four years
but have no children. The other
daughter lives in Pennsylvania and
has a beautiful son now nearly two
vears old.

These two daughters are adopred.
The older one, who is 25, met me in
Boston this week and joined me in a
television show. 1 did not urge her
to come. I never urge my children.
| know better. My family life and
my professional and business life
have always been separate.

My children know what I do,
where I am, where 1 go. They can
always reach me. Since they are now
grown men and women, 1 never ask
them to call, to write, or to visit
me unless they wish. Our relation-
ship is deep but never demanding.
They know 1 love them and 1 know
they love me. 1f need comes, as some.
times it does, we get into instant
tommunication, and help is there,
Fortunately, we are all healthy and
we all work, and communication is
normally just for pleasure.
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I was pleased, thevefore, when my
25.year-old caught an early plane
and appeared in my Boston hotel
suite. She is a beawtiful young wom-
an, and she wore a new pants suit so
striking that it might have overcome
a person less handsome. Her hair,
straight and dark, had red-gold glints
and hung long over her shoulders,
but was held back from her [ace.
The clog-heeled high boots she wore
with her modish outht made her
look taller. In she burst. in top form
and high spirits as usual, gave me
a hearty kiss, and joined me imme-
diately at breakfast,

“Wonderful that you're here,” 1
said, “but I thought vou wanted to
be what you always call ‘private.” "

She laughed. "I thought it would
be fun for once.”

She is a cheerful soul, ebullient,
<harming, opinionated. I never ar
gue with her, because 1 enjoy her
opinions without agreeing or dis-
agrecing. 1 had my turn when she
was little and when she was growing
up. Now she has a right 1o herself.
She even advises me. I always listen
with interest and then do what [
like. She accepts this.

My husband and I thought our
family of five adopted children was
cnmp]ctc when she first came o us,
Her birth _mother was a girl in a
small town in Germany. Her father
was an American soldier who was
Lilled. He was black. The German
mother said his black child was de-
spised in her town and had no fu-
ture there. She begged his university
president in Washington to hnd the
father’s family.

I was a trustee of the university.
We tried 1o find the family, bur they
had disappeared without trace. Wha
then should we do with the child?
From experience we knew that the
littde black children from Germany
had dificulty adjusting to black
mothers,

The president looked at me.
“Would you . .."

“Of course T will,” I said. "We'd
love 10 have another child.”

I lived in a white community. But
I knew it would make no difference
o me or to my husband that this
child was black, and since it made
no difference to us, it should make
no difference to our white children.
If it did. ¥ wanted to know it and
see 10 it that attitudes were changed.
If there were wrong atwitudes in the
school or community, 1 would see (o
that, too. If the hasic love was in the
home, the child would he fortihed
enough to be a survivor.

AL any rate, she would fare better
in our home than she would where
she was, That was the final argu-
ment.

She arrived at our house on
Thanksgiving Day—five years old,
bone-thin, weighing only 35 pounds,
speaking only German. She had been
airsick, she was unwashed, she was
terrified, but she did not cry, Later,
years later, she told me her German
mother had simply put her on the
plane without telling her where she
was going. She had pronised o re-
turn in a moment, but had never
come hack.

That plucky little thing, so alone,
those enormous haunted eyes! Tears
come to my eyes now when | think
of her that dav. 1 ook her in my
arms and held her. Her heart was
heating so hard thar it shook her
small, emaciated frame,

I carried her upstairs and gently,
slowly, gave her a bath. It was her
first, and she was terrified all over
again, scratching and clawing like a
small, wild cat. [ lifted her into a big
soft bath rowel and sat in a rocking
chair and rocked her slowly to and
fro, to and fro, until she relaxed. She
did not cry. She was wo frightened.

After an hour or so she fell asleep
from exhaustion, 1 stayed with her




all night. For days she never left my
side and for nights I stayed with her
until she could be left. The door
between our rooms was always open
until, months later, she could let it
be closed and not mind.

She was our child. When my hus-
band died, she was my child. I am
glad he lived long enough to share
in her adoption. The ceremony was
a double one. I asked the judge to
ask” her, 0o, to adopt us. She was
then old enough to understand. It
was a beautiful and sacred little cere-
mony, just the four of us in his pri-
vate chambers. It sealed our love.

The years passed. She went to
public school, developed a strong
personality, fearless, independent,
sometimes difficult. She had-to be rid
of all fear before she gave up lying
as a protection. The result today is a
strong, outspoken, fearless woman
with a mind of her own. And yet
love, our love, has helped her to try
to understand other people. She un-
derstands both black people and
white. She is in the deepest, truest
sensc 2 bridge between two peoples,
to both of whom she belongs by
birth.

Of course there were problems.
We met them head on. She was my
child and I would not brook the
slightest nonsense from ignorant,
prejudiced, small-minded people.

When she encountered nasty re-
marks from white people or black,
we talked about it frankly. I ex-
plained that when I was a little girl
in China, the Chinese made strange
remarks about me. In China, I was
the wrong color, for my skin was
white instead of brown, my eyes were
blue instead of black, and my hair
was light instead of dark. I taught
my children to feel sorry for people
who made rude or nasty remarks
about such differences.

My daughter and I knew we un-
stood each other. I was happy when,
though she had not finished college,
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she married a fine young Jewish man
and brought into my family yet an-
other element. That he was able to
marry two prejudices, so to speak,
assured me of his own maturity and
common sense. I am very proud of
him as my son-in-law and, best of all,
we are good friends. I do not doubt
the marriage has its stormy moments,
for he is an only and much-loved
son, grandson and nephew in his
own Jewish family, and my daugh-
ter has a strong, independent per-
sonality of her own. But there is
understanding and love, and what-
ever their differences, they do not
bring them to me nor would I hear
them if they did.

Adopting a black child into my
white family has taught me much I
could not otherwise have known. Al-
though 1 have many black friends
and read many books by black writ-
ers, I rejoice that I have had the
deep experience of being mother to
a black child. I have seen her grow
to womanhood in my house and go
from it to her own home, a happy
bride and wife, It has been a rich
experience and it continues to be. It
has brought me into the whole
world. I loved to hear the great sing-
er, Marian Anderson, sing that song,
He's Got the Whole World in His
Hands. Now 1 know what it means.

“Mommy, please find me a little
sister.” It was a natural request at a
time when the older children were
growing up and off to college.

Being always in touch with the
children of American servicemen and
Asian women in Asia—those piteous
lonely children whom no country
claims—I found in a Japanese or-
phanage a little seven-year-old girl
and brought her home with me. She,
00, was of a black father. She, too,
I adopted. At first she spoke only
Japanese, but her lively mind soon
discovered English.

How my two brown children en-
livened our household! They loved

each other and at the same time
quarreled loudly. Born sisters could
not have loved each other with more
fervor and storm. Their tempera-
ments were so alike that they dis-
agreed constantly and made up with
loud devotion. I was torn between
laughter and distress.

As far as 1 knew—and I knew ev-
erything sooner or later from this
articulate pair—there was no difficul-

‘ty in the neighborhood because of

race or color. They had friends in
abundance, both black and white.
They never belonged to a “black
only” or “white only” group. Both
girls were full of fun and inventive-
ness and carried laughter with them.
Such rebuffs as they met, if any, they
handled with spirit.

We have few blacks in our con-
servative neighborhood, although
our household was—and is—an inter-
racial and international one with
color taken as a matter of course.
We had Negro [riends who came to
our house and brought their chil-
dren. We had Chinese friends, and
Indian friends, but there was never
an emphasis on color.

Of course I taught my daughters
to stand up for themselves and to
be proud of what they were—my
daughters. As they blossomed into
their teens, they had friends who
were white or black. Both were
equally welcome in our home. Good
behavior and not color was the cri-
terion.

Let me say here that the attitude
of adoptive parents is most impor-
tant, If the parents are doubtful, if
they are fearful, if they are not

-strong enough, secure enough in

themselves, 1o accept children of a
race different from their own, they
should not adopt such children. My
black children knew and know that
color means nothing to me. What-
ever they might meet outside they
could cope with because at home
there was only love and acceptance.

TODAY'S HEALTH/JAN, 1972




Discipline, yes, but administered
with reason and full explanation.

As they grew into young woman-
hood, they had suitors of both races.
They chose finally to marry white
men and they married young, though
not too young. Both young men are
of good family. The families accept-
ed the marriages. I am sure—or I feel
sure—that they would have preferred
white girls, but they have accepted
warmly enough my daughters. I do
not know how much the fact that
they were my daughters influenced
them. If it does, they do not show
it.

Both my black daughters are quite
beautiful, and as they were growing
up, they became used to comments
about how pretty they were. Never
at any time did they say they would
rather be white. Nor did either ever
express a desire to see her natural
parents or to live with black families.

The younger daughter has a little
son, now about two years old. He is
a winsome, merry, highly intelligent
human being. He is one-quarter Ne-
gro, one-quarter Japanese, and half
white. With his charm and beauty
he will dance his way through life.

His mother, now a competent, suc-
cesstul young designer of fashions,
- manages her own life surprisingly
well. Yes, both she and her older sis-
ter experience occasional slights, but
their childhood lives have been se-
cure enough so they know how to
handle such situations.

Recently I invited my elder black
daughter to accompany me on a busi-
ness trip to West Virginia. She ac-
cepted without thought and then
reconsidered.

“You don't understand that not
everyone is like you,” she explained.
“You have no feelings about race
whatsoever, and you take it for
granted that no one else does. I know
better and I will not put myself into

(Continued on page 64)
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(Continued from page 23)

the position of being in an atmos-
phere where there is prejudice against
my race.”

I accepted this decision without
comment or distress. She had faced
her own self and made her decision
wisely. She was secure in herself, she
had her own pride, she would simply
live her life among people who ac-
cept her as a person. I understood
that from my own experience. I have
lived in parts of the world where
white is the undesirable color. I pre-
fer not to live in those places. There
are other places where white is ac-
ceptable.

In sum, should white people adopt
homeless black children? My answer
is yes, if they feel the same love for
a black child as for a white one. Tt
all depends on their own capacity
for love. The community? Never
mind the community if the parents
accept the child wholeheartedly.
There will be situations that need
to be handled, but if the parents are
free of prejudice the child will be
secure enough to handle them with-
out damage. He would face them
anyway, and he can do so better if
he has the experience of love at
home.

In short, his chances are better
with love than without. Love is color
blind.

And love works both ways. Reared
in 2 home where white people love
him, a black child will not hate
white people simply because they
happen to be white. Love will not
discriminate.

I would not have missed the inter-
esting experience of adopting chil-
dren of races different from my own.
They have taught me much. They
have stretched my mind and heart.
They have brought me, through love,
into kinship with peoples different
from my own conservative, proud,
white ancestry. I am the better wom-
an, the wiser human being, for hav-
ing my two black children. And I
hope and believe they are the better,
too, and the more understanding of
me and my people because of their
white adoptive parents.

At least I know that there is no
hate in them. No, there is no hate in
them at all. TH|
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The Reunion of Adoptees and Birth Relatives
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An increasing number of adult adoptees are insisting that they have a constitu-
tionally based civil right to have access to their “sealed’ birth records which
would reveal the true identity of their natural parents. This study investigated
the outcome of 11 cases of reunion between adoptees and birth morhers. The
majority felt that they had personally benefitted from the reunion even though
in some of the cases the adoptees were disillusioned and disappointed in their
birth relatives. There are many reasons why an adoptee feels a need to search for
more information on his birth parents or to seek out a reunion; in many cases,
the true purpose remains unconscious. It would appear that very few adoptees
are provided with enough background information to be incorporated into their
developing ego and sense of identity. Feelings of genealogical bewilderment
cannot be discounted as occurring only in maladjusted or emotionally disturbed
individuals.

INTRODUCTION

In both psychiatric settings and adoption agencies, we have been encoun-
tering a number of adopted adolescents and young adults struggling with iden-
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tity problems and an urgent need to find out more about their genealogical
background. In some cases they are requesting information that had been denied
to them by their adoptive parents, whereas others are already in the process of
searching out clues and facts that might eventually lead to a reunion with their
birth parents. Some have been adamant in their requests to the adoption
agencies about their rights to specific identifying data. The majority of the
adoptees have a primary interest in their birth mother, a lesser number in their
birth siblings, and an even smaller number in their birth fathers. There has also
been an increasing number of birth parents returning to the agencies requesting
information about their relinquished children.

In the case of the adoptees who are already in psychotherapy, it is often
difficult to dissociate their adoption-related conflicts from their basic emotional
problems. There is a consistent pattern that emerges in many of these adoptees,
however, which cannot be overlooked. Furthermore, after many of the under-
lying neurotic conflicts or behavior problems have been worked through, the
curiosity about their hereditary background remains unchanged in many of the
cases, although perhaps somewhat less intense.

The unanswerable questions these young people ponder over include
“What kind of person is my birth mother?”; “Why didn’t she keep me?”; “Does
she ever think about me?”’; *“Did she have any other children?”; “Do I look like
her?”; “Are there any hereditary illnesses that run in the family?” A number of
adoptees describe how they look about in crowds and social gatherings for
anyone resembling themselves, hoping to find a lost blood relative. Others have
expressed a fear of an incestual union with an unknown relative.

An increasing number of adult adoptees are insisting that they have a
constitutionally based civil right to have access to their “sealed” birth records
which would reveal the true identity of their natural parents. The flames of
interest are being fanned by the increasing publicity being given to the subject
by the media and the imminent possibility of court cases to test the legality of
the present policies.

The adoptee activist movement was pioneered over 20 years ago by Jean
M. Paton, an adopted social worker who searched and found her original mother
when she was 47 and her mother 69. Since then, she has written and lectured
regularly on the subject (Paton, 1954, 1960, 1968, 1971) and heads an organiza-
tion called “Orphan Voyage” with its main office in Cedaredge, Colorado. She
feels that “In the soul of every orphan is an eternal flame of hope for reunion
and reconciliation with those he has lost through private or public disaster.”

Paton feels that adoptees are always seen as “adopted children” and never
attain a true adult status in the eyes of society. Her organization is prepared to
assist adult adoptees seek information and in certain cases to locate their natural
parents. She has suggested the concept of a “reunijon file” whereby information
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could be kept recorded on adopted children and their natural parents. The
natural mother would have regular access to unidentifiable information as the
child was growing up. When he reached adulthood, a reunion could be arranged
if either party initiated a contact and both sides were mutually agreeable.

Probably the most publicized and active worker in the adoptee,activist
movement is Florence Ladden Fisher, a New York housewife, who recently
founded a group called the ““‘Adoptees’ Liberty Movement Association” (ALMA)
which is opening branches across the country. The organization is devoted to
repealing the present laws, helping adoptees find their natural parents, and
providing information to natural parents who have previously given their chil-
dren up for adoption. Fisher sees the sealed records as an affront to human
dignity and views the adoptees’s need to know his hereditary background as a
necessary part of identity formation. She describes the sense of loss and grief of
the “anonymous person.” She does not see why the search for the natural
parents should be construed as a rejection by the adoptive parents and alleges
that the outcome can actually result in a closer relationship within the adoptive
family. She also points out that the adoptee is not necessarily seeking to develop
a relationship with the natural mother and in no way is trying to disrupt the life
she has subsequently built for herself (Fisher, 1972).

Fisher is also an adoptee who spent over 20 years searching for her natural
parents after the death of her adoptive parents. In her recent book (Fisher,
1973), she describes in vivid detail her own emotional turmoil and identity crisis,
which she feels resolved itself with the reunion she accompiished with both her
natural mother and natural father. In the subsequent years, she has developed a
very close relationship with her father but a more tenuous relationship with her
mother.

There is great concern today among adoption workers and agencies that
there will be a greater number of adoptees retumning for identifying information
as a result of the support and reinforcement provided by ALMA. If Paton and
Fisher are correct in their assumptions, most adoptees have an innate curiosity
about their genealogical past, and in some, irrespective of their adoptive relation-
ship, this surfaces into a burning drive or obsessive need for some kind of contact
or reunion with the natural parent, usually the mother. According to them, the
only restraining force in the past has been the fear of hurting the adoptive
parents or the reluctance to intrude on the lives of the natural parents.

The publicity generated by Florence Fisher and ALMA has also generated
a great deal of anxiety in adoptive parents. They have been concerned that this
activist organization might encourage their children to run off and search for
their birth parents in a state of adolescent rebellion. We have found that the
adoptive parents are usually reassured to learn that ALMA is primarily con-
cerned with the rights of emancipated adult adoptees.
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PURPOSE OF THE RESEARCH STUDY

It became clear after consulting with various adoption agencies that there
was a need for a study which would clarify many of these controversial issues
and provide guidelines for the establishment of future adoption policy, at both
the agency and court levels. This collaborative effort between a psychiatrist in
private practice and two experienced adoption social workers is an outgrowth of
this community concern.

The only previous research project to study the psychological factors
involved in the adoptee’s determination to search for his natural parents was
done by Triseliotis (1973). He studied 70 adult adoptees who wrote or called the
Register House in Edinburgh, Scotland, for their original birth certificate over a
2-year period. In Scotland, the adoption records are not kept “sealed” as they
are in most countries in the world. The information the adoptees were able to
obtain included when and where they were born, the natural parents, names and
addresses, and the natural parents’ occupations at the time of his birth. A large
percentage of the adoptees initiating their search were in their middle to late
20s.

In this group, Triseliotis found that 60% desired a reunion with one or
both of the natural parents (usually the mother), 37% desired further back-
ground information (on both parents), and the remaining 3% had practical goals
in mind (civil service application, marriage license, etc.). He found that the
majority of the group learned about their adoption in late adolescence and many
reported a poor adoptive relationship with strained communication in all areas.
As might be expected, Triseliotis found that the greater the dissatisfaction with
the family relationship and with themselves the greater the possibility that they
would now be seeking a reunion, whereas the better the image of themselves and
of their parents the greater likelihood that they were merely seeking background
information.

In this entire group, there were only 11 who made contact with their
natural relatives. Two adoptees met their natural mothers, and the remaining
seven adoptees met siblings. In two cases, the adoptees transferred their negative
attitudes toward their adoptive parents onto the natural parents. In one case, the
natural parents could not match up to the qualities of the deceased adoptive
parents and created a sense of disillusionment in the adoptee. In the other case,
the natural parents had married after giving the child up for adoption. Although
they were both receptive to the adoptee, she felt guilty and disloyal toward her
adoptive parents. None of these cases resulted in a meaningful new relationship
with the birth parents (Triseliotis, 1973).

Triseliotis did not study the long-range outcomes of these reunions as they
had occurred within a few years of his research investigation. We were particu-
larly interested in this aspect of the phenomenon but were also limited by having
access to only a few cases of consumated reunion. Our research efforts were
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enhanced, however, by an article in the Los Angeles Times (Lilliston, 1973)
which ‘brought the controversy over the “sealed records™ to the attention of a
large population center and requested that interested readers write in with their
own personal experiences and reactions. As a result of this article, we gained
access to a number of adoptees and birth parents who had undergone a reunion
in the past and were willing to share their experiences with us.

We do not view our project as completed in any sense. It is only in the
pilot stage and, at best, can provide some preliminary observations and impres-
sions. Unfortunately, this is not the type of research that lends itself to careful
design with questionnaires, interviews, and adequate controls done on a random
basis. The study is obviously hampered by the dependence on persons showing
enough concern and interest to volunteer to participate in the study. We feel
that these obstacles should not act as an impediment, however, to our efforts at
clarifying issues of great concem to millions of people.

RESEARCH FINDINGS

The overall number of reunion cases interviewed and studied was 23.
Eleven of these cases involved adoptees who were adopted in early childhood
and accomplished reunions with their birth mothers. The other cases are also of
interest but include other variables which complicate the analysis: late childhood
adoption, adoption to relatives, reunions in childhood, etc.

The 11 cases consisted of eight female and three male adoptees. They were
all reunited with their birth mothers and some had additional encounters with
birth fathers (2), birth fathers who denied parentage (2), and other birth rela-
tives (8). B

A statistical breakdown of the group is as follows:

1. Age at interview: range of 31-59 (mean 49.5).

2. Religion: Protestant (6); Catholic (2); Mormon (1); Christian Science (1);
Jewish (1).

3. Age at time of adoption: newborn (3); 4-6 weeks (2); 3-5 months (2);
9.12 months (3); 27 months (1).

4. Adoption proceedings: private (4); agency (7).

5. Birth parents’ marital status: unwed (8); extramarital illegitimacy (1);
marital conflict with father denying parentage (1); married but death of
father shortly after child’s birth (1).

6. Age at revelation of adoption: before 5 (2); 5-10 (5); 14-18 (2); 29-30
(2). Four out of 11 (36%) learned about the adoption after the age of 10.

7. Manner of revelation and reaction:

a. Learned from parents (7).
i. Five were told directly: upset and rejected (2) and no reaction (3).
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