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Abstract: In this chapter, | examine a local piaett the circulation of children in working-
class neighborhoods of a large Brazilian city -sityating it within a wider context which
includes national and international adoption. Thieggin with the ethnographic description
on mutual help networks and family-related valuesvo poverty-stricken women who have
given their children to be raised by others. | teeak to understand the place adoption holds
in the life experience of these women, and, byresit, the way laws governing legal
adoption connect with their way of seeing the pssc&inally, in the light of this
ethnographic material on ‘child donors’, | weavehart reflection on discourses held by

Europeans and North Americans on international &olop



Anthropologists doing research on traditional soesehave pondered over practices related to
the circulation of children since the early dayshe discipline. From classical approaches --
which placed an emphasis, in England, on rightsadoigations (Goody 1982), in America,
on culture and personality (Carroll 1970), and iiarf€e, on the gift exchange (Lallemand
1993) -- to the more contemporary strain of destaoBon analysis (Strathern 1992), the
guandary of children living with parents unrelabgdblood has been a key element in
rethinking the naturalized conjugal family and falating alternative models for the study of
kinship organization. Many of these studies, howeweght well be classified under what
Ginsburg and Rapp have called the ‘natural histapgroach to reproduction: the ‘fine-
grained, local-level, holistic analysis [whoseksigth -- its focus on cultural specificity -- was
sometimes also its limitation’(1995: 1). Few resbars have studied informal circuits of
child circulation within complex societies where ttate and global processes have clear

impact.

In recent years, there have been a good numbetlofogpological studies on adoption from
the point of view of adoptive families in Europedadorth America. Researchers have
systematically criticized the value-laden ideolsdieat influence adoptive parents’ attitudes,
denouncing, for example, the ‘myth of abandonmaeantd, for intercountry and transracial
processes, the reification of a child’s ‘culturabms’. They have likewise relativized the
identity problems in adopted children, raising inative theoretical perspectives on
‘enchained identities’, ‘multiple authorship’, ‘lebtopic families’(Yngvesson 2000),
pluripaternity (Ouellette 1996), and ‘self-cons@danship’ (Howell 1998). My work is
designed to contribute to this line of investigafideconstructing the naturalized categories
linked to family and, in particular, the adoptioropess. However, my point of departure —

poverty-stricken Brazilian women who have giverhadcto be raised by others -- necessarily



leads me to develop a slightly different perspectnm the question. | seek to understand the
place adoption holds in the life experience of ¢h@emen, and, by extension, the way the
laws which govern legal adoption (authored by peganerally of a different class, if not of a

different country) hook up with their way of seeithg process.

The analysis of child transfers between groupsféérént tradition inevitably introduces the
guestion of social and political inequality. Judilodell, in her analysis of conflicts between
Hawaiian women (long used to child circulation witkhe traditional clan system) and the
United States child welfare system, highlights jhst sort of issue. Reminding us that
reproduction, more than simply ‘having a child'yaives ‘raising a generation’ (1998: 169,
see also Ginsburg and Rapp 1995), she aptly pouttthat fosterage, since it deals with the
reproduction and not simply production of childrenan especially politicized mode of
reproduction. The question of social inequalitydraes crucial as the role of ‘gate-keeper’
(the agent in control of the moral as well as mateonditions of resource allocation) is

transferred from people within the group to thaserf outside it.

Following this line of investigation, | propose,tims article, to examine a local practice -- the
circulation of children in working-class neighbodus of a large Brazilian city -- by situating
it within the wider context which includes natioeald international adoption. Such an
approach does not preclude ethnographic descrj@mhso the first part of this paper will
involve narratives based on the accounts of coadlkesh-and-blood people. But it does
oblige us to ponder the ‘cultural’ specificity dietse people in relation to the representations
of other groups, such as Brazilian legislators arogean adoptive parents -- that is, in
relation to the representations of those who hiaggbwer to influence, directly or indirectly,

the destiny of children in poor families throughthe globe.



The Brazilian case is particularly suitable foistort of investigation. During the 80s, Brazil
was in fourth place among the world’s largest &hars of internationally adopted children
(behind Korea, India and Columbia). During thatatke; more than 7,500 Brazilian children,
many of which came from families like the ones wsdibe in this article, were sent to
France, Italy, and — to a lesser extent — the dritates (Kane 1993). This rate doubled
during the 90s when, in the first five years, o800 children left the country under similar
condition$. The subject has received a great deal of puplicithe various Brazilian
newspapers — both salvationsbs and xenophobicontras Little if any interest has been
shown, however, in the lifeways of birth parentsicmless in the way their experiences hook
up with national policies and international lawkisTarticle is designed help fill in this gap,
depicting poverty-stricken women in the Brazilidmns as relevant actors in contemporary

world processes.

Child circulation in a Brazilian favela

It was during my field research in a neighborhobdaverty-stricken squatters (rag pickers,
beggars, and an occasional construction workePpitto Alegrd, that | first became aware of
the circulation of children. There, approximatedafftihe women had placed at least one child
with a substitute family or at the state orphan@gmseca 1985). Five years later, | began a
second phase of research in a less miserable vgackaiss district -- composed of artisans,
janitors, maids, bus drivers and other lower-incamgployees—where better-off families had
an average income of around $200 a month. Heregduntered a surprising number of
women who had at some time taken in a child terdsit a fine line divided ‘fosterage’ from
‘adoption’ as many children who had embarked ohatssojourn in the foster household just

‘stayed on’. All in all, in more than 120 housel®ldhich | canvassed during my field



research, | took note of nearly 100 people who Hdadng their childhood, alternated
residence in the households of god-mothers, gratithkrs) and other sorts of mothers de

criacac’. Of these, not one had been legally addhted

Whereas, during the first phase of research, miyseshad been centered on the immediate
circumstances surrounding child circulation -- tieed to place children as a survival strategy
and the frequent disputes which arose betweendictifferent mothers --, ten years later (in
the mid-90s), | returned to the field, rekindlind as well as making new contacts, in order to
better understand the long-term repercussionsi®@ptiactice. The following story, a sort of

exemplary case, is drawn from this second rourfeelaf experience.

Networks and survival

Inez was 38 years old when | met her. At the tinez,husband was distributing newspapers
while she worked as an attendant at the neighbdrdag-care center. As a preamble to her
life story, she mentioned the odds she had beemgamst during her early childhood: nine of
her sixteen brothers and sisters had died in iyfaivty mother was very poor’, explained
Inez. ‘She didn’t get enough to eat so the babi@sladvbe born undernourished’. Inez was
lucky enough to have been placed with her godmoib@na Joana, early on. As she tells it:
‘They took me to visit my godmother and when it wiase to go home, | grabbed on to a

table leg, and nobody could pry me loose, so thsylet me stay on.’

Dona Joana, despite being sterile, had always $s@ounded by children, brought in by her
activities as a midwife and foster mothéFwenty years before Inez entered her life, Dona

Joana had acquired a son, an ‘abandoned’ child wdimid registered as through he were



own flesh and blood. This son became, for a shembg, Inez’ stepfather, making her a sort
of granddaughter in the three-generation houselktddiever, for a good part of her
childhood, Inez had called the elderly woman wheddor her neither ‘God-mother’ nor
‘Grand-mother’, but rather ‘Mother’. When, eveniydhez’ birth mother, long since
separated from Dona Joana’s son and living elseaylkdemanded her daughter's return, the

conflict had to be settled in court.

The coexistence of different sets of parents idliggracific. Especially when a child is placed
during ‘crisis’ circumstances, conflicting interpagons may well arise between biological
and foster mother as to the terms of the placenkather than ‘abandon’ her child, most
women will try to place it with one of the many glebors who earns a living by boarding the
children of working mothers. However, the questioen arises: if a woman cannot afford to
support her child in her own home, how is she tpfpaits upkeep in someone else's house?
We may reasonably assume that Dona Joana -- wheceher living as a foster mother paid
either by the state or directly by her wards' mmhewas supposed to be compensated for
taking in Inez, and that it was precisely the nagrpent of this debt which led Joana to claim
maternal rights. As in many other situations weeobsd, maternal status -- including the
emotional and long-term financial benefits -- walse, by the child's caretaker, as
compensation for the unpaid d&Ht is no coincidence th&@ona Maria, when recounting her
version of the story, underlined the fact that Ddnana was an elderly widow. In an evident
attempt to reverse the flow of obligations, shespreed the transaction as a sort of gift she
was making this solitary old woman, providing hethmthe gracious company of a little girl.
Evidently, the ambiguous terms of the contract,lioitty written into the circulation of

children, leaves the transaction open to contradighterpretations.



Notwithstanding the various disputes which reBoln this ‘invented kinship’, the bonds it
forms appear to be more long lasting than the grsid@/ell into old age, Dona Joana --
finding herself with no retirement benefits, no peay, and incapable of making a living —
was taken in by her former rival, Inez’ mother -aifid. At the time of our interview, she was
reigning as proud ‘grand-mother’ over an extendeaskhold which included at least four
nuclear families (those of Maria and three of Marraarried children). The fact that she
possessed no biological tie to the other membettseofamily appeared to trouble no one,
exactly because the tie binding her to this famis so evidentMéae é quem crioumother
is whoever brings you gpher family members explained, using an adage krtovall. The
implication is that to give food and lodging to #mer person carries with it all sorts of
affective and symbolic consequences, creating d boat may rival, but is never confused

with blood ties.

Child circulation is thus, undeniably, linked t@tQuestion of mutual-help networks.
Networks are mobilized in function of the childigrgival, but the contrary also holds true.
Children, as objects of exchange which themselaey ecnemories, have been fundamental in
counteracting the centripetal forces that tengptmter family members off. A woman, for
example, may receive periodic aid from her divorbeather in exchange for raising his
children. A grandmother will see her own marrieddsen far more often if she is raising one
of their offspring. By taking in a poor cousin ar arphaned nephew, an upwardly mobile
relative will demonstrate to his kin group thatig@ot getting ‘uppity’, nor does he intend to
sever ties. Finally, the circulation of childres@kerves to expand the kin group to neighbors
and unrelated friends, such as Dona Joana, as ntayeffinities are transformed into life-

long relationships through the sharing of parergsponsibilities.



Blood and other family ties

The story of this family underlines the sociallyged nature of kinship; it also serves to
illustrate the enormous weight attributed to bltied. Of Inez and her six siblings, only the
last two were raised by their biological parentewHhen was | to explain the fact that the
Sunday | arrived unexpectedly to interview Markee tnother of this family, | found her at a
backyard barbecue, surrounded by six of her seffsprmmg? (The seventh, who had spent
the night at Maria’s, was having lunch with hisgras-in-law). With no hesitation, they all
chimed in to piece together their family saga. Tazthem had been raised by Dona Joana. A
third, carried off by his paternal grandparentss wlaased down twenty years later by his
brothers and sisters who simply followed a tip dreve the (now) young man'’s father
worked. Still another recounts how, as a baby,rtieed the mistreatment of a negligent wet
nurse, before being brought back to live with higtimer and step-father... The oldest brother
had simply run away from home at age eight ‘newdrd seen again’. In fact, despite this
gloomy forecast, Maria’s children eventually alufal their way back, but the oldest’s arrival,
after a ten-year silence, had become a sort ofydegend. His sister recounts in vivid detalil

the day she ran into this 18-year-old youth, pughis bike up the hill:

He waved me over and asked, ‘Listen, you don’t kapp know a Dona Maria who
lives around here? A woman with a whole lot of Ridssaid, ‘| guess you're talking
about my mother. She’s the only Dona Maria arowgre land she has a pile of children.
| don’t know if it’s her, but I'll take you to seéd.didn’t pay much attention; | just left
him with Mom saying, ‘This boy says he wants td tal you.” When | came back a

couple of minutes later, my mother introduced @ikis is your brother.’



Six years later, working as a night watchman, tnewas still living (with his wife and two

children) in a house he had built in his mothedslyard.

This story is far from exceptional. Innumerabledsnl ran into a family ostensibly united —
where the mother lived side by side with severdlefmarried offspring with whom she
interacted daily and celebrated the usual famibsri- despite the fact that the children,
spread out among different ‘mothers’, had not grapriogether.Méae é uma s¢@mother,
there’s but one)’, they will tell me in order to@ain this situation, thus reaffirming what, for

this group, seems to be fundamental belief in thgical connection.

It is as though the tie between a person and bdhlelatives, going beyond individual acts
of volition, cannot be broken. Birth mothers andttye mothers alike espouse the view to
which one birth mother gives voice: ‘Even though soy doesn't know I'm his mother, every
time he sees me, | know | attract his attentideel it (...). Because it's like my mom says,
it's the blood — the drawing power of bloadsangue puxXa The symbolic nature of this

bond dispenses with the necessity of a personsigdiypresence. Small children will be
taught, through photos on the wall or birthdaysled, to remember their siblings who are
living elsewhere. The bond thus entitles appargangers to become sudden intimates. As
Inez said, describing her reencounter with oneeofitng lost brothers: ‘When we met, |
knew right away he was my brother. We hugged wlttha emotion of brother and sister,

even though we'd spent all those years apart.’

For the outside observer, the banality with whielbge treat child circulation is striking. A
good number of children claim to have decided tredves just where they wanted to live. It
is not unusual to hear an 8-year-old explainingirnfie asked me to visit, | liked it, so | told

my mom | was just going to stay on.” People wittlude in their own life histories a list of



various households in which they lived as a chilgith a predictable variety of
commentaries. Some foster parents are remembereidleed slave drivers, some as fairy
godmothers, but most are described in quite maftéset terms. Many, many people will
speak of two, three and four ‘mothers’ with no emdssment or particular confusion. In one
particular example, a woman wanting to spend thekemd at the beach left her two-week-
old daughter in the care of a neighbor. The unpalaysitter, whose two adolescent children
were just becoming independent, called in hersistevet-nurse the child. A triangular sort
of arrangement ensued which had lasted, when theet in 1994, for at least eight years. As
the foster mother said, ‘She sleeps and eats ihauge, and I'm the one she calls mother.’
The child herself, called momentarily away from plrymates to speak to me, appeared
delighted with the great number of mothers she Hdaee’, she gleamed: ‘The mother who

nursed me, the mother who raised me and the math@igave birth to me.’

As children scatter among different foster familigegy acquire new parents and siblings.
Such additions do not necessarily imply a ruptureeplacement of previous relationships.
Rather, just as with ritual kin (which adds godpdsdo a child's list of relatives) so foster
arrangements serve to enlarge the pool of sigmifiothers in a person's social universe. New
mothers do not cancel out the old ones. Howeverntiother who raised me’ is never mixed

up with ‘the mother who bore me'.

Summing up: our argument is that, for the membg&tseworking-class population we
studied, the circulation of children is embeddethimia particular set of family values. This
practice, well documented in the literature on Biaz history, from colonial times up
through the nineteenth century (Meznar 1994, Fan$603, Kuznesof 1998), has evolved
through time. Like any other cultural practicesitlynamic, contains internal contradictions,

and adjusts to the changing historical contexteogoing constant reelaborations. However,
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it does seem to be a fairly constant part of tloeigis experience, and therefore demands to be
considered when members of the working-class aested, through different forms of

legislation and social work, to national and intgronal forms of intervention.

State intervention in thefield of child circulation

The cases of child circulation | have cited up ¢avrinvolve adults of more or less equal
status. In the working-class districts of Portogkks it would be difficult to distinguish a
class of child donors, separate from a class dd cbcipients. Many women who, as young
mothers, placed their children in a substitute fgan@ind up taking in somebody else's child to
raise. The slight financial advantage enjoyed Isyefiomothers is often due to factors linked
to the life cycle rather than to social stratifioat The events -- accords and disputes -- take
place in a cultural idiom comprehensible to all@emed. As we move away from the in-
group networks, however, and closer to nationaslatjon and cosmopolitan sensitivities, we
come into contact with other perceptions which lnokisiderations on survival, mother rights,
and relationships in an entirely different way. Toaflicts | withessed, during the 1980s,
betweerfavelamothers and the administrators at the state oggeafurnish an apt

illustration of this difference.

Ever since the 1964 coup d’état, the military regimad manifested its concern for children
and youth through a state-run service,Foedacéo Estadual de Bem-Estar do Menor
(FEBEM) which, aside from sponsoring a series ofgig and philanthropic institutions,
basically limited its action to the institutionaizon of poor, orphaned, and refractory
children. Much to my surprise, the slum-dwellevgals studying neither feared nor resented

this agency. Rather, they used it to their own pses. There were an infinite number of
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reasons a woman might want to institutionalizeildck she was going through a particularly
bad financial period (which was often), if she wathout a place to live, or if she remarried
and her new companion rejected or threatened higire with violent behavior. Parents
might also use the threat of internment to keep theobedient children in line. If

institutional authorities attempted to impose obtlsis alleging that the establishment was not
meant to be a simple ‘boarding school’, a womariccdeploy new strategies, claiming her
child was in danger of rape by a new step-fathairaply a menacing neighbor (see Fonseca
1986). At any rate, the mothers | knew who hadtutsbnalized a child generally considered

the arrangement temporary, and expected to bringnite ‘as soon as things got better’.

Thus, women who showed up at the orphanage, readgtime their motherhood after
(sometimes) years of absence, would be stupefieshwdid that their child had been declared
‘abandoned’ and given away in adoption. Even tivdse had signed a paper ‘consenting’ to
their child’s adoption, did not seem to grasp theaithat they had been stripped of their
motherhood and that the child had disappeared éor&rom their point of view, they had left
their children in the care of the institution iretkame way they would have resorted to a
grandmother or neighbor. These substitute mothétsnes, also insisted that the transfer of
parental responsibilities should be permanentekperience proved them wrong. In the great
majority of cases, the birth mother and child woeNentually end up in contact; the child
would not be ‘lost’ to its kin group. Sooner ordgthe or she would be back, looking up old

contacts.

Women who left their children at the orphanage wellewing a generations-old logic
according to which children would leave AND comekadn their experience, mothers were
multiplied rather than substituted, child transfeese not necessarily experienced as

abandonment, and even prolonged separations digkegessarily spell out a permanent
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rupture in ties. This logic was, evidently, complgtforeign to State authorities for whom it
was ‘obvious’ that a child could have but one math®at a woman who didn't raise her child

hadabandonedt, and that such a rupture was permanent.

One might ask, however, if -- in their informal f@ahs of behavior -- women always saw
child placement as a temporary measure. Did thegrmgave the intention of ‘giving up’

their children as in the terms imagined by orpharadministrators? Consideration of another
lengthy example will help to answer this questifhereas the case of Inez and her family
illustrates the comings and goings of children witihe deep-rooted fosterage culture
prevalent in Brazilian working-class neighborhoaodih Eliane, we come to know the story
of a woman who, faced with intolerable conditions]untarily’ gave up her third-born child
on a permanent and irrevocable basis. By examimengyesture, which bears close
resemblance to legal adoption as it is known totrpesple in the First World, we come one
step closer to thinking about the different perweys -- of birth parents and of adoptive

parents -- which may possibly be involved in thegass of intercountry adoption.

Clandestine adoption: Shaping the law to localized per ceptions

Eliane, a tall, thin black woman, received us i@ fifont room of her little wooden house
where she lives with her husband — a wagon-drivand her four children. Between chuckles
and sighs of exasperation, she had chatted witbrwgell over an hour about the exploits of
her various offspring when suddenly she fell sildiatking a long puff on her cigarette, tears
welling in her steady gaze, she let out an almeidible whisper, ‘I forgot to tell you. Now

that you mentioned adopted kids...l gave one awayaugg].... | gave one away.’
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Eliane tells a story not much different from th&tbmany other mothers from the outskirts of
the city. Her extended kin group had been abldsod her first two unprogrammed
children, but still unmarried and living with heiother when she got pregnant a third time,
Eliane had reached the limits of her family’s erahoe. Furthermore, she had no way of
paying a non-relative to keep her child. Even vatre to work, for example, as a maid, she
could not expect to receive more than one or twainmim salaries ($60-$120 a month),
hardly enough to feed and pay for the daycarerektkhildren. (The government-allotted
family allowance, available only to salaried workewould add no more than a monthly $6

per child.) Thus, Eliane had no choice but to diee newborn child away.

The young woman went searching among relativesaaqdaintances for her future child’s
adoptive parents and, shortly before giving biftlund what she was looking for. Her choice
fell upon the baby’s paternal aunt, a woman whirafears of trying for a pregnancy, had
recently lost a stillborn child. Eliane recalls ttiecumstances of this encounter with amazing
detail: the hesitation, the tears and the resp#htwhich the potential mother treated her:
‘She said, “Look Eliane, we don’t want to force yo8he gave me liberty to do what |
wanted.” But, after a week’s soul-searching andualugupport, the decision was made. As
Eliane tells it, she went to the would-be mothédsise, and the two women sat there crying -

- the baby between them, in his crib — until Eliainew herself to say, ‘No, you keep him’.

The drama of this moment runs high exactly becarm#rary to most of the cases we
mentioned before, it is understood that Elianeitdohill not return to his birth family.
Unbeknownst to the state authorities, the childspive parents will take out his birth
certificate as though they were the birth pareantsl he will learn only the details of his
biography that they are willing to furnish him. &iie, too, will be bound to secrecy. The

proof? Six years later, although she has foundlalestompanion and evolved to clearly
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improved living conditions, her son treats her &gtranger’: ‘As far as he's concerned, I'm

no one. At least not his mother. When | go by ®tyhe calls me “Auntie”.’

By participating in this clandestine form of adopti Eliane and the adoptive parents of her
child have technically committed the crime of ‘itlegical falsity’, punishable by up to six
years in jail. However, the illegality of this atdes not seem to intimidate most potential
parents. According to some estimates, #iiscéo a brasileiran 1990 was ten times more
common than legal adoptidr a statistic easily understood by those whogeize that the
Brazilian working-class population has traditiogdiVed on the margin of state bureaucracy.
Even today, at the turn of the century, nearly thim@l of births are not declared within the
legal deadline, and many children acquire a bigttificate only when they enter first grade
or do their military service. In these circumstas)aeis not difficult for adoptive parents to

pose as birth parents.

The fact that birth mothers prefer Eliane's metbbglacing a children is understandable.
Closer to cosmopolitan sensitivities than to landtural dynamics, the Brazilian adoption
laws, more and more centered on a narrow defingfcdhe conjugal family, have more or
less shunted birth parents aside. Until 1965, apt@dl child simply added on the adoptive
filiation to the biological filiation, maintaininthe two sets of parents. During the past thirty
years, plenary adoption, based on the idea ofdbpteve parents' exclusive parental rights,
gradually took root, being declared, with the 1@€90ldren’'s code, the country's sole legal
form of adoption. According to the Code's artiale 47, b, 4, all trace of a child's original
identity is now to be stricken from an adoptiveldlibirth certificate, and the secret of the

biological parents' identity to be divulged onlyevihthe Court deems fit.
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Thus, if Eliane, for example, appeared at the 'stafiicial adoption services, she would no
doubt be advised to think twice before ‘abandonimgy’ child. However, once she took the
decision, she would have absolutely no say in #astbns concerning its future. After a
court decision stripping Eliane of her parentahauty, an efficient service of psychologists
and social workers would take her child in tow, ahd would have no further contact with or
information about her child. Although the infornpatbctice ofadocéo a brasileirdikewise
erases a child's biological parents from the lmdtificate, it gives them much greater leeway
in their actions: not only will they be able to plan active role in the choice of their child's
birth parents, but -- in all probability -- theyliAbe able to watch, from a respectful distance,

as he grows up.

Why adoptive parents might prefer this modalitpas much harder to understand. For many
years, performing this legal sleight of hand wasdhly way people with other (biological)
children could guarantee full inheritance rightstteir adoptive offspriny. Furthermore,

legal adoption was long hemmed in by a seriessifiotions which, in many cases, simply
did not fit their circumstancés In 1988, the new constitution facilitated adoptand
prohibited any discrimination between biologicatladoptive children. However, at least in
Rio Grande do Sul, the number of national legalp&els has yet to increase (Ferreira 2000).
It is possible that many potential adopters sblindt feel at ease with the interviews and
bureaucracy involved in the state adoption procEssy may imagine, perhaps with reason,
that they are too poor, too old, single or otheewisacceptable by the adoption service’s
usual criteria for good parents. It is no coincicethat a recent study in the state of Parana on
400 adopted families showed that whereas upperienadss parents go through official
procedures at juvenile court, lower-income coupdesl to adopt in the traditional (and

illegal) adocéo a brasileira
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Furthermore, the anonymous procedure through wdmcadoptive family is matched to a
child’s needs magnifies the insecurity of potenp@tents. In traditional cases of child
circulation, people often end up with a child ngtdmoice, but rather by a play of
circumstances, when a death in the family or ardivan the neighborhood suddenly makes a
youngster available. The question doesn’t arisetidrehe child is the color, size, or sex the
would-be parents prefér If, however, they are asked to describe the ammg child they
would ideally like to adopt, they will generallylkafor a white baby girl in good health —
exactly the sort of child which is in short excharag the orphanage. If the state authorities
enjoyed the aura of superior authority or greagitimacy in their ‘gate-keeping’ role,

people might still resort to their services. Butlsaoes not appear to be the case, and, so,

adocao a brasileiracontinues to be an extremely popular way of adogliia son or daughter.

In the past decade, with the increasing attentramwvd to international, and, by extension,
national adoption, progressive members of the jadiand social services have waged an
ever-rising campaign againstiocdoa brasileira The imposition of a state-run monopoly is
seen as prerequisite to the professional regulati@doptions, and, among other things, the
protection of poor women against pressures frorhylieaffickers’ (Trillat and Nabinger
1991). It is, nonetheless, interesting to obsemae the cases of abuse (in which children are
removed from their homes too quickly and with irfigignt justification) which appear in the
national press seem to involve overzealous judgdstate social workers just as much as
venal intermediariedsto E5/13/98, 11/25/98, 12/28/98; see Hoelgaard 1998 aifsen

2000 for similar comments on other Latin Americattiags).

One might wonder if, recently, with the new ChildflseCode, the nation’s lawmakers have

been more successful in blending child welfare lagdl family dynamics. In fact, the Code
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foresaw radical changes in policy concerning tlstituntionalization of children. The big
orphanages were to be dismantled and replaceditleyunits; in no case was a child to be
placed (with or without its parents' consent) sirfpk reasons of poverty. Poverty would
likewise not be a sufficient motive for strippingreother or father of parental authority, and
in any case, children up for adoption would beidesitfirst and foremost to Brazilian

adoptive families.

Despite the humanitarian intentions of these reftimeir result has been ambiguous. A study
of children’s dossiers at the state orphanage sttawshe sort of mother who, during the
1980s, would be classified as merely ‘poor’, begdier the 1990 children's Code, to be
labeled ‘negligent’ and ‘abusive’, thus maintainihg legal fragility of her maternal status
(Cardarello 2000). We also see that the ‘small,liatike units’ in which children are
presently placed have become so costly that the Btaighly motivated to keep the number
of institutionalized children at a minimum. Ironilyathe program of state-sponsored foster
mothers (who, like Dona Joana, would receive a rsioslem (around $30 a month per child)
to look after their wards) has been all but phamédFor children from poverty-stricken
families, the present, progressive solution appieabe adoption. And, curiously,
notwithstanding the various publicity campaignsednat promoting national adoption, there
still exist a great number of Brazilians who haeet turned down by the official services
while international adoption, despite a brief deelin the early 1990s, appears to be more

popular than ever.

One of the indirect implications of this new mosdhat poverty-stricken mothers who, in the

past, sought some sort of mutual comprehensionladt state authorities, foster and/or

adoptive parents are now up against a decisionfigdkrce which stretches to the other side
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of the world. It is this stretch which justifiesraarticle's final considerations on the
cosmopolitan sensitivities which guide the policdésnost gate-keepers in the contemporary

field of adoption.

Cosmopolitan sensitivities

In the short space we have left, it would be imfimdsgo do justice to the enormous
complexity of laws, and attitudes concerning in&ional adoption in receiving countries,
located mainly in Western Europe and North Ameritawever, to complete our argument,
and perhaps indicate a few possibilities for fut@search, we propose to evoke three lines of
discourse presently being developed in these desntRunning the gamut from the more
simplistic and easy to rebut to the highly sopb&ted views, these debates reveal three
manners for thinking about the relations createdugh the international circulation of

children.

The first sort of discourse, which presents inteomal adoption as a way of saving children
from Third World misery and violence, is particljgcommon in popular news media. But, it
shows up in the work of a limited number of reskars as well. For example, in one author’s
personal account about adopting a child in Perildhg list of ordeals she was forced to
undergo at the hands of corrupt Peruvian officsédsds in stark contrast to the moving
description of the ceremony which bestowed Ameritéirenship on her infant son
(Bartholet 1993). Citing statistics which confusaiadoned and street children with the
merely poor'?, this author proposes to explain internationalpgion in terms of the world’s
division into two blocks: ‘one consisting of couas with low birth rates and small numbers

of children in need of homes and the other comgjsaf countries with high birth rates and
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huge numbers of such children’ (Ibid: 141). Notyodbes she ignore, in this second group of
countries, the existence of many, many frustratspfe who have been turned away by local
adoption agencies, she dismisses in one fell sww®plternative of placing children in local

foster families, claiming that ‘in these countrigg'ster care is not better than in ‘our country’

and often results ‘in little more than indenturedviude’ (bid: 157).

Critics of this discourse hold that it is an exaenpt how, rather than recognize this financial
disparity as a fundamental element of the adopirocess, those who possess the upper hand
activate mechanisms of ‘misrecognitibhwhich translate the process into moral terms. The
rhetoric on inter-country adoption which revolvemsistently around ‘huge numbers’ of
‘homeless’ or ‘abandoned’ children, indirectly castispicions on the birth parents’
irresponsibility, absence of moral fiber (inabiltty ‘plan’ their family), or lack of sexual
constraint®. In a similar vein, the idea that, because ofrtfieancial security, affluent

couples make better parents (having ‘so much &r @ffchild’) is implicit in countless

European and North American texts. Although no &domgency, public or private, would
explicitly give voice to such consumer logic, thealities they require of a worthy adoptive

parent usually include superior financial solvency.

C. Gailey (1998), in her study of North Americaroptive parents (responsible for well over
half the world's international adoptions), givesausoncrete example of such attitudes. With
an average annual income of $110.000, her intergéswvere distinctly more affluent than
those who adopted locally-born children and, waterexceptions, they had few
compunctions about linking their affluence to theght to adoptive parenthood. Not only did
they tend to present this right as obvious -- mcfion of the wealth and social status they

could provide a child --, these adoptive parergs ahplied that, considering the high price
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they were willing to pay ($10,000 at least), thepected to get high quality goods: light-
skinned babies in good mental and physical he@#iley’s account demonstrates how
‘salvationist’ attitudes coexist in dangerous proity to the commodity logic historically

abhorred by the field of adoption workers (Zeliz685).

Signe Howell (1998), in her study of Norwegian pasevho adopted a child from overseas,
describes a discourse quite different from the firene that is based on the idea of a gift
relationship. Whereas the ‘salvationists’ consioieth parents and sending countries of only
secondary interest, those who partake of this skd@tourse see themselves as actively
engaged in a reciprocal exchange with ‘child donéwsutely aware of the financial
disparities which provoke the North-South flow bfldren, these Norwegian parents band
together to send money to orphanages in the cotnotrywhich they received their adopted
offspring, thus establishing what they considdnea ‘long-distance fostering relationship’.
The fosterage arrangement is seen as openingrthe af protagonists, providing for an

indirect return, delayed in time, to those instdns perceived as the donor agents.

While there are evident merits to this approacle, cannot but wonder at the ease with which
birth parents -- flesh-and-blood people -- are stutied in the adoptive families’ imagination
by the mediating agents or agencies, or even bikbfic image of the child’s birth country

— ‘abstract entities and not a partner with whomgtit has created a bond’ (Ouellette 1995:
162). Of course, in certain cases, it would be issgae to proceed otherwise since, because
of particular historical circumstances, the chiésmo traceable relatives. But people are often
overly hasty in seeing this sort of circumstancéypgal of all adoptions, ignoring cases such
as most those in Latin America where ‘orphans’ bezavailable for adoption for no other
reason than the sheer and utter misery of theanpswrIn Brazil, at least, evidence leads us to

believe that a good number of the children giveadoption have living and identifiable
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parents (or other relative$)who, given the opportunity, would relish contadtvor

knowledge about their offspring.

A third discourse on adoption is centered precisalyhe spiny question of the coexistence of
two different sets of relatives. Researchers ig line remind us that, at least in North
America, the notion of a restricted conjugal howsels so entrenched in the people’s minds,
that the very idea of sharing represents a fund&heiolation of parenthood’ (Modell 1994
47; see also Ouellette 1996, Wegar 1997, Yngvessticoming). They also contend that it

is exactly the average American’s belief in theradeng appeal of blood relationships that
leads them to fear the continued presence of pathnts in their child’s existence. (One does

not take the trouble to banish what one does rzot)fe

This fear was largely responsible for the consaimha during the 1960s, of legal institutions
closely resembling those of Brazil today: the ckilore-adoption biography was hidden, the
court and adoption workers were guardians of #esret’, and a radical distinction was made
between adoptive and foster families (Carp 1998d&ldl994). The North American
panorama, however, has changed vastly in the Ipiaist years. In the more progressive
adoption services, adoptive parents are no lorglect®d according to rigid criteria, but
rather they are ‘prepared’ for the task. ‘Fostatdppmigrams have sprung up permitting foster
families to adopt their ward and, in like fashipeymitting potential adoptive parents to foster
a child while awaiting the legal pronouncement mgkiim ‘adoptable’. Adoptees, for their
part, joined hands with birth mothers’ associatitmshallenge what they considered the
state’s authoritarian monopoly on information sunding the adoption process. Although it
was generally agreed that judicial files shouldbefidential — available only to the
concerned parties — court-controllsecrecywas seen as an abusive use of power.

Furthermore, although controversies still rage dlierissue, ‘open adoption’, associated by
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certain researchers with the empowerment and fetfaation of birth mothers, seems to
have come to stay. Today there are literally huthslicd agencies adhering to the policy that,
not only should a birth mother be able to meetdndd’s adoptive parents, she should also
participate in choosing them. The more enthusiashmcates suggest that relations should
not stop with one or two meetings, but rather tpsn adoption should entail ‘full disclosure

of identifying information and (...) a commitmentlitelong relatedness’’

It is ironic that exactly this third discourse whidirectly addresses the problem of
comparative parental worth does not seem to haeago issues concerning international
adoption where, according to at least one spetitthis ‘clean break’ principle (positing a
complete rupture in the adopted child’s identigy)imcreasingly dominating adoption as a
global practice’ (Yngvesson 2000). Brazil serves asse in point. The secret of a child’s
origins has been part and parcel of the legal moeger since the first embryonic version of
plenary adoption (1965). Up until recently, onlyatasional birth mother who showed up at
the adoption board having ‘changed her mind’ maghrhplain about the secrecy involved in
the adoption proce¥s Such incidents appeared to have little influemregolicy makers.
However, today, as more and more children adopgddreign families come of age and seek
to discover their origins, the panorama may be giman At the end of 1999, Brazilian
national TV carry frequent programs on the re-ent&uof some foreign-brought-up adoptee
with his Brazilian birth family, and state adoptiagencies report they are being regularly
approached by individuals from abroad looking fagit blood relatives. Not surprisingly, the
controversy over sealed birth records is emerginghfe first time in Brazilian history (see,

for example, Nabinger and Crine 1997) — as a respame might say, to consumer demands.
Yet, the revelation of information follows a oneywaack. It only occurs when the adoptive

family (never the birth family) takes the initia¢ivin the desire to furnish necessary
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‘background’ elements for their child's developme&ignificantly, open adoption, which
would involve the active participation of birth pats (much as in traditional practices of

child circulation) remains an untouched issue.

Cultural valuesin the adoption contract

Let us return now to our initial object of analysighe implicit contract existing between
those who give and those who receive a child irfithé of international adoption.
Notwithstanding the validity of many First Worldrazerns, it would be simplistic to suppose
that it suffices to export legal innovations — fréime United States to Brazil, for example —in
order to guarantee a just contract between parinerschange. Aside from the evident
political considerations concerning this issue Seeseca 2000), we must address the
difficulties in communication due to cultural difemces. In other words, we should consider
that the very terms of the conventional legal caett maternal rights, family, individual —

may be Eurocentric and therefore, in certain sibmat difficult to translate.

It could be said, for example, that the very conadpa child’s best interests’, cornerstone of
all humanitarian and international legislation @ogtion, is axed on a particular notion of the
child as an autonomous individual. In the nameni principle, each step of the adoption
process -- from the birth mother's sacrifice toitittermediary's professional zeal and the
adoptive parents' dedication -- is presented astaggift made to the child itself. The child

is thus placed at the center of a series of dyadidionships with people who are not
necessarily connected to one another. His beiaggsgracted from the social tissue, leaving

networks and collectivities far in the backgrouéllette 1995: 168).
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Certainly, the Norwegian parents described by Hhwebved by the logic of the gift, try to
reestablish a social element to the child’s trajgctby sending retributions and thus
maintaining ties with the sending country. Howewsen in this situation, one might still ask
if the adoptive parents are not acting accordingypacally Western values. Underlining
contrasts between Melanesian and European pergggdine anthropologist M Strathern
(1992) suggests that Western consumer logic iseeéfnot so much by money as by the
image of anmpersonalmarket, with the independeindividual exercisingree choiceat its
center. According to this perspective, even chaletaltruism follows the directives of
Western consumer logic, prizing the notion of asividual'sanonymouslonations to a
facelesgecipient. The idea of ‘no strings attached’ whacltompanies charitable acts would
be foreign to the gift economy she describes irctvinelationships and mutual obligations are
the central issue. Indeed the very idea thatppssible to ‘give away’ objects -- be they
children or bracelets -- as though they were detlalehfrom the original relations which
engendered them -- carries particularly Westermotations of property and ownership (see
also Yngvesson forthcoming). Thus, when childrensaren as alienable goods, in the
anonymous circuit of altruistic donations, adoptreould be more aptly associated with

commodity logic than gift exchange.

These reflections have direct bearing on our amabfshe views of lower income Brazilians
on family life. Inspired in Strathern’s commentsyduld suggest that their insistence on
consanguineal ties, much more than the adulatidmobdgy, represents a refusal to see
individuals as detachable from their own sociatdriss. Women like Eliane may pictures the
transfer of their child as a gift made to peopl&édmad always dreamed of having a child’.
But the implications of the exchange go well beybed personal intentions to the very nature

of individuals ensconced in social relationships.we have seen in the examples presented
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above -- whether harmonious or full of conflicthe placement of a child creates ties
between the partners of exchange: between neightbetngeen affines and their (ex-) spouse's
relatives, between sterile women and large famvligls numerous descendents. At the core
of these transactions, the child is perceived ssgarable from the various relationships
which form a background sociality to his existeridee very nature of the gift (the obligation
to perpetuate the process of giving, receiving, raticbution) assumes the on-going nature

not only of the child's identity but of the sodi@s which shape his being.

The comparative perspective afforded by anthropo&bgesearch proves particularly useful
to our analysis of child circulation among Brazilislum dwellers, not only to bring out
particular dynamics in family organization, butate understand how these ‘local’ dynamics
fit into hegemonic currents of thinking. It is ranger possible to limit ethnographic
descriptions to a natural history approach, focusethe quaint customs of a supposedly
isolated or archaic group. In today’s world systémalized practices are recognizably
embedded in asymmetrical power relations which laalearing on both local and global
realities. We have tried to show that the peoplenterviewed possess notions of family and
individual identity in keeping with their particulaistorical context, that these notions do not
always coincide with those of conventional contattaw, and so that, in the normal
procedures which make children available for adwp{the sentence of abandonment or the
term of release signed by birth parents), we magMee hasty in presuming a certain

understanding between the different parties comtern

On the basis of these remarks, we may outline grano of research which covers three

major questions. In the first place, we might aslatndeological mechanisms — what

scientific and professional biases — have siletoeal dynamics which diverge from the
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hegemonic norm? A second question concerns theréif€e in national policies on adoption:
to what extent are these differences due to spdoital realities, and to what extent do they
depend on the particular position each country piesuin the world system of production and
distribution of children? Finally, the third lind research addresses the enormous
concentration of research focusing on adoptioméodetriment of other forms of placement
such as fosterage or ‘traditional’ practices ofctlkirculation. Considering the increasing
popularity of international adoption, and in th&enest of forging just procedures, it is of
urgent importance to map out the different formplatement, not only so that they will be
respected in faraway exotic places, but also sottiey may be recognized as viable

alternatives within today’s world, thus permittiagewrite of modernity’s hegemonic script.

BIBLIOGRAPHIE

Abreu, D. (2002No Bico da Cegonha, Historias da Adocéo e da Addgéarnacional no

Brasil, Rio de Janeiro: Relume Dumara.

Avery, R. J. (1998)Iinformation disclosure and openness in adoptstate policy and

empirical evidence'’Children and Youth Services Revi2@(1-2): 57-85.

Bartholet, E. (1993Family Bonds: Adoption and the Politics of ParegtiNew York:

Houghton Mifflin.

Campos, M. M. (1991)nfancia abandonada — o piedoso disfarce do linalarecoce’jn
J.S. de Martins (ed.]) massacre dos inocentes: a crianga sem infanziBrasil,

Séo Paulo: Hucitec, pp. 117-53.

Cardarello, A. D. L. (2000) ‘Du “Mineur” a “I'enfarcitoyen”: Droits des enfants et droits

des familles au Brésill.ien Social et Politique 44: 155-66.

27



Carp, E. W. (1998Family Matters: Secrecy and Disclosure in the Higtof Adoption

Cambridge: Harvard University Press.

Carroll, Vern (ed.) (1970)doption in Eastern Oceani&lonolulu: University of Hawaii

Press.

Collard, C. (1991) ‘Les orphelins “propres” et bagres...: carence parentale et circulation des

orphelins au Québec (1900-196@ulture 11(1-2): 97-123.

Collins, P. H. (1992) ‘Black women and motherhoad'B.Thorn et M.Yalom (eds),
Rethinking the Family: Some Feminist Questid@wston: Northeastern Univ.

Press, pp. 215-245.

Fonseca, C. (1985) ‘Amour maternel, valeur marchastdsurvie: aspects de la circulation

d'enfants dans un bidonville brésiliebgs Annales ES@0(5): 991 — 1022.

Fonseca, C. (1986) ‘Orphanages, foundlings an@rfasbthers: the system of child
circulation in a Brazilian squatter settlemedththropological Quarteriyp9(1): 15

- 27.

Fonseca, C. (1993) ‘Parents et enfants dans lehespopulaires brésiliennes au début du

siécle: un autre genre d'amouroit et Cultures25: 41-62.

Fonseca, C. (2000) ‘The politics of adoption’, papresented at the Annual Meeting of the
Law and Society Association, in the session ‘Lawatin America’, Miami,

USA, 28 maio.

Fonseca, C. (forthcoming) ‘An unexpected reverdadirting the course of international

adoption in Brazil’ Adoption & Fostering Journal.

28



Gailey, C. (1998) ‘The search for baby right: radass, and gender in US international
adoption, paper presented on the panel, ‘Kinship and Comdiam,” Annual
Meeting of the American Association of Anthropologhiladelphia, December 2—

6, 1998.

Ginsburg, Faye D. and Rayna RAPP (eds) (1985)ceiving the New World Order: The

Global Politics of ReproductioBerkeley, University of California Press.

Goody, E. (1982arenthood and Social Reproduction: Fostering armd@ational R oles

in West Africal.ondon: Cambridge University Press.

Hoelgaard, S. (1998) ‘Cultural determinants of d@atwppolicy: a Colombian case study’,

International Journal of Law, Policy, and the Faynil2(1): 202-241.

Howell, S. (1998) ‘Is blood thicker than water? Soissues derived from transnational
adoption in Norway paper presented during the Wenner—-Gren sympo$iaw
Direction in Kinship Studies: A core concept retadi, Mallorca, 27 March—-3

April.

Kane, S. (1993) ‘The movement of children for inegronal adoption: an epidemiologic

perspective’The Social Science Journ&0(4): 323-339.

Kuznesof, E. A. (1998) ‘The puzzling contradictiafhild labor, unemployment, and

education in Brazil’ Journal of Family History23(3): 225-239.

Lallemand, S. (1993)a circulation des enfants en société traditionad¥rét, don, échange

Paris: Editions Harmattan.

29



Leifsen, E. (2000) ‘The economy of circulating Edaaan children’. Paper presented on the
panel * Cross—cultural approaches to adoptiofl B&nnial EASA Conference,

Krokow, 26—29 July.

Ferreira, K. M.M. (2000) ‘Estatuto da Crianca eAtltnlescente na Justi¢ca da Infancia e
Juventude de Porto Alegre: analise socioldgicapdosessos de destituicdo do
patrio poder’, M.A. thesis in Sociology, UniversittaFederal do Rio Grande do

Sul.

Meznar, J. (1994) ‘Orphans and the transition fedave to free labor in Northeast Brazil: the

case of Campina Grande, 1850-1888rnal of Social Historp7(3): 499-516.

Modell, J.S,(1994)Kinship with Strangers: Adoption and Interpretatsoof Kinship in

American CultureBerkeley: University of California Press.

Modell, J. (1998) ‘Rights to the children: fostare and social reproduction in Hawairii,S.
Franklin and H. Ragoné (ed®eproducing Reproduction: Kinship, Power, and
Technological InnovatigrPhiladelphia: University of Pennsylvania Pregs, 1H6-

172.
Nabinger, S. and A—M. Crine (1997) ‘L’enfant entieux mondes’Nervure10(4): 33-36.

Ouellette, F.—R. (1995) ‘La part du don dans | dawop, Anthropologie et société9(1-2):

157-174.

Ouellette, F.—R. (1996) ‘Statut et identité defber dans le discours de l'adoptio@radhiva

19: 63-76.

Selman, P. (2000)ntercountry Adoption: Developments, Trends andspectives London:

British Agencies for Adoption and Fostering (BAAF).

30



Strathern, M. (1992Reproducing the Future: Anthropology, Kinship, dhd New

Reproductive TechnologieRoutledge: New York.

Trillat, B. et S. Nabinger (1991)Adopcidn internacional y trafico de nifios: mitaoealidad’,

Interpol, Revista Internacional de Policia Crimin&28: 18—25.

Weber, L. N.D. (1998) “Familias adotivas e mitobredacos de sangue”, in L.N.D. Weber,

ed., Lacos d@ernura: Pesquisas e Historias de Adog&aritiba: Santa Monica.

Wegar, K. (1997Adoption, Identity, and Kinship: the Debate ovealgd Birth Records.

Yale University Press.

Yngvesson, B. (forthcoming) ‘Placing the Gift Ghih Transnational Adoption.’Law &

Society Review

Yngvesson, B. (2000) “'Un nifio de cualquier colggice and nation in intercountry
adoption’, in J. Jensen and B. de Sousa Santoy (elddalizing Institutions: Case

Studies in Regulation and Innovatigxidershot: Ashgate, pp. 247-305

Zelizer, V. (1985)Pricing the priceless child : the changing soacialues of childreniNew

York: Basic Books.

! Published in Cross-cultural approaches to adof§fina Bowie, org.). London: Routledge. Isbnl® 80350
8, 165 — 181, 2004.

A modified version of this article is to be pubkshin French in Anthropologie et Sociétés (2000240on. 3. |
would like to thank Chantal Collard and Francoisa¥RRine Ouellette for their throughtful reading loist
material.

2 Among the notable exceptions see C. Collard (18919hild circulation in rural Quebec and Collin992) on
othermotheringamong Afro-American families in the United States.

% Data from theMinistério da Justica- MJ/DFF/DPMAF/NICI according to the number of gasrts emitted
during this period to children adopted by foreignétrom 1994, the number of children adopted bgifprers
went into decline, sinking by the yer 2000 to oiftl the peak rate of the late 1980s. For an aimlyisthis
about-face, see Fonseca (forthcoming).

31



* Porto Alegre is the capital city (1,500,000 inhabis) of the Brazil's southernmost state, Rio @eado Sul.
® The verhcriar in Portuguese means both ‘to raise’ and ‘to cteKia ties formed by caring for one another
are labeledde criacao. | have loosely translated the term here as édselatives.

® According to a 1985 census taken in Brazil's majtes, 2.9 per cent of the children under 18 vatepted,
less than a third of them by legal means (see Carhp81).

" At times, the children were sent to her by theshile Court, at other times, they were broughtyirieir own
mothers. In any case, payment was highly irregular.

& More than once, | saw babies held ransom by aglétister mother for as little as one or two litefsnilk.
People even claimed that this commodified aspechibd exchange was endorsed by the public counishyin
mediating disputes, would routinely establish aateramount of financial compensation a biologitather
had to pay in order to regain custody of her child.

° Interview with a state judge, qutoedisto E 26 ao(t 1990.

19 Full inheritance rights was granted in the 1979dEén’s Code to all individuals who had undergane
plenary adoption. With the abolition of simple atiop in the 1990 Code, these rights were extendexdl t
adoptive children.

1 Until 1990, adoptive parents had to be at leaste20s old. For a plenary adoption, the child cadtlbe over
7. With the new Children’s Code, these ages weamgéd to 21 and 18 respectively.

12 According to research carried out by L. Weber @)9people who opt for the illegal form of adoptioend to
adopt older children of darker skin color.

13 The statistics are from an amply criticized UNICEport alleging that there are from 31 to 80 wmilli
children living in the world’s streets, of whichoaind half are in Latin America and from 10 to 3@liom in
Brazil.

% This concept ofméconnaissanceoined originally by Pierre Bourdieu, has beepliag to the adoption
process by Strathern 1992, Ouellette 1995, and &sgpn 1998.

15 The Brazilian case undermines this simplistic oeirsy that links adoptable children to lack of bicontrol.
In the last twenty-five years, the birth rate hasrbcut in half. In 1996, Brazilian women could extgto bear an
average of 2,7 offspring (bringing the country’'stbrate close to that of Sweden). And yet, for nadghis
period, international adoption increased stea@ily this subject, see also Selman 2000.

18 Ferreira’s study (2000) covering twelve yearsdidation processes in Porto Alegre, shows that thignen
was located in approximately 90 per cent of thesasccording to Campos (1991), in a sample of A&D,
women in the major Brazilian capitals who admittedhaving placed a child before its first birthd#g great
majority claimed they had done so due to ‘utteklatfinancial conditions’.

7. «A Statement of Beliefs — open adoption’, CHS l@dic Charities, Traverse City, Michigan . See alsery
(1998) for a recent overview of open adoption.

18 Aside from mention of such incidents in Fonse@86) and Abreu (2002), the Brazilian newspapersycar
frequent articles on just such incidents.
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