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Abstract


The State of Florida currently doesn’t permit homosexuals the right of adoption of children under the care of the Department of Children and Families (DCF). This prohibition applies to all individuals who are of gay orientation regardless of relationship status (i.e. single gay man, single gay woman, two men in a committed relationship, or two women in a committed relationship).


This report is a cost/benefit analysis of the ban and will examine this topic from a fiscal standpoint. Specifically, it will provide an analysis of the tax dollars spent on keeping potential adoptee children under the care of DCF and foster households in-comparison to the benefits of keeping the ban in place and thus, keeping children out of the homes and care of homosexuals. 


Empirical research studies that exist on the topic will be explored and a mathematical analysis of monies spent versus benefits obtained in dollar-value will be performed. Finally, conclusions and recommendations derived from the analyses will be suggested.
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Florida's Ban on Gay Adoption: A Cost/Benefit Analysis 

CHAPTER 1

Introduction

An analysis of Florida’s child welfare system in 1999 showed a total of 4,610 children awaiting adoption (Administration for Children and Families, 2002) and in 2001 an additional 14,191 children were in the state’s foster care system (National Coalition for Child Protection Reform, 2001).


Many states have opted to decrease the burden of its adoption system by diversifying potential adoptive parents by reducing limitations of placements of children in the homes of different races (such as an African-American child placed in the care of a Caucasian family or a Caucasian child placed in the care of African-American parents). Some states have also stopped considering sexual orientation in the adoption process, for multiple reasons, with the goal of decreasing the burden of their perspective adoption service agencies (Brooks & Goldberg, 2001).



The State Legislature enacted Florida’s ban on gay adoptions into law in 1977. A highly debated issue, conservative groups have supported the ban while civil liberties groups have branded the ban discriminatory (Canedy, 2002). Currently, Florida is one of three states in the nation that ban adoption by homosexuals. However, unlike Mississippi and Utah (which permit single gay men and women adoption privileges), Florida prohibits adoption of children by any gay or lesbian, regardless of relationship status (Farrington, 2001). 


 This report will examine this issue from a financial viewpoint. The author will attempt to show the tax-dollar benefits and costs of lifting the ban versus the tax-dollar costs and benefits of keeping the ban. In addition, recommendations derived from the data analyses will be explored and overall recommendations about promotion or cessation of the ban will be provided.

Purpose of Cost/Benefit Analysis


The purpose of this cost/benefit analysis is to examine the economical impact lifting the ban will have on the Department of Children and Families (DCF). It is the intention of the author to compare the overall monetary costs and benefits the DCF incurs as a result of the ban on gay adoption to the overall costs and benefits the DCF would incur as a result of termination of the ban.

Proposed Benefits of Allowing Gays to Adopt


Although an entire investigation of the benefits of allowing homosexual men and women to adopt children is out of the scope of this exposition, three areas of benefit are proposed:

·  The fiscal benefits of allowing homosexuals to adopt children (the saving of funds dedicated to keeping children in foster care and under the care of the Department of Children and Families).

·  The psychological/psychosocial benefits afforded to adopted children who will be living in a DCF-approved home instead of the foster care system or other DCF facility.

·  The benefits afforded to gay men and women of the state of Florida who desperately want to become parents through adoption.


The first item mentioned above pertains to the actual monetary benefits the state of Florida, its taxpayers, and the Department of Children and Families will accrue as a result of lifting the ban on homosexual adoption.  Every year, the DCF budget, derived from Florida’s taxpayers, allocates monies specifically granted to the care of children in the DCF’s foster care and other venues of care system.


The costs of housing, compensation to foster parents, nourishment requirements, medical care (including psychological therapy for those children who benefit from it) would all be saved. And thus, funds would be freed within the DCF budget for multiple other uses (such as improving screening process of perspective adoptive parents, increasing the amount of funds available to children remaining in foster care, or venturing into a new project or research study). Some of this money could also be filtered back to the state, where taxpayers would benefit from the ease of fiscal burden on the state. 


The second benefit pertains to the psychological welfare of the child. Studies have examined areas of psychological well being (for example, self-esteem) among children in “the system” and have found that children within these agencies have multiple psychological issues (up to 85% of children in foster care) that adoption helps to alleviate (American Academy of Pediatric and Adolescent Psychiatry, 2003).


By allowing homosexuals the right to adopt, children within the DCF care system with negative emotional stress will have some of this relieved as they will feel as if they are loved and wanted as a result of their adoption. Also, the environment of a loving home that is able to provide financial as well as emotional and developmental support will positively impact the children from a psychosocial standpoint.


The final benefit of allowing gay men and women the right to adopt children is a positive impact on these individuals on many levels. Empirical research studies have supported the existence of discrimination against homosexuals in multiple arenas of American society, including discrimination at the workplace, in housing, the judicial system, and in the adoption process (Herek, 2002; Brooks & Goldberg, 2001). 


Affording capable gay men and women the right to adopt children will improve their psychological well-being as a barrier, widely seen as discriminatory in design, will be lifted, thus providing a sense of acceptance and tolerance. Perhaps even more significant of an impact will be the providing of a child-rearing experience most heterosexual couples experience but one that very few homosexuals experience but may yearn for.

Opportunity Costs/Alternative Options


It is the belief of this author that the opportunity costs incurred as a result of lifting the ban on gay adoption will be minimal. Recruitment monies allocated to actively pursuing minorities such as African Americans, Hispanics, and Asians, for potential adoption might have to be reduced as a result of shifting of recruitment-allocated funds to the pursuit of homosexual couples and potential single gay male and female adoptive parents.


Another possible opportunity cost pertains to the increase in administrative costs the DCF will experience as a result of lifting the ban on adoptions by gays and lesbians. The increase in potential parents will undoubtedly increase the financial costs of screening, preparation of DCF-related documents, parenting training programs, and case management follow-up for perspective adoptive parents. 


This increase may take from different areas of the DCF budget and may have an associated opportunity cost on other areas of the DCF. However, the amount of funds saved by freeing children from DCF care should be more than enough to cover these increased expenses and therefore, the associated opportunity costs reduced.


Alternatives to allowing gays to adopt children are numerous including allowing gays to adopt under certain circumstances (such as only gay-couples or only single gay individuals), or increasing the funding for recruitment methods aimed at increasing potential adoptive parents from other minority groups. However, because this cost/benefit analysis specifically examines the impact of lifting the ban on gay adoption, these alternatives will not be examined and are considered to be erroneous within the context of this analysis.

Proposed Costs of Allowing Gays to Adopt

While there are both monetary benefits and psychological benefits for both adoptive parents and adopted children, there are definitely costs involved in lifting the ban on gay adoption. This report will consider the main costs associated with lifting the ban on gay adoption including:

·  Increase in administrative costs to the DCF as a result of increasing the amount of potential adoptive parents. These costs will result mainly from increased workload in documentation preparation, screening processing, medical exams, and parent training programs (lasting up to eight months) (Department of Children and Families, 2000).

·  Increased costs associated with the need for an increase in case managers and social workers to perform follow-up and post-adoption visitation with the additional onslaught of newly adopted children.
Empirical Studies About Homosexual Parents


The examination and scrutiny of the research findings in the major psychological, social work, and psychosocial developmental literature is salient given the DCF’s responsibility to provide for the best welfare and available care of Florida’s children. This introductory section will explore the major implications and findings about gay parents as it is found in a comprehensive literature review.



Although research regarding gay parenting and child-rearing is still relatively in its infancy (Siegenthaler & Bigner, 2000), there are studies in existence that explore developmental outcomes of children raised in gay families, popular opinion and attitude concerning gay parenting, and the reality of bias by professionals working in foster and adoption services in regard to placement of children in homosexual homes (Crawford & Solliday, 1996; American Academy of Pediatrics, 2002; Crosbie-Burnett, Foster, Murray, & Bowen, 1996; Herek, 2002).


Amanda Siegenthaler and Jerry Bigner (2000) contrast the perceived value of children to gay mothers (lesbians) and heterosexual mothers in their study appearing in The Journal of Homosexuality. Their study was designed to examine the motivational differences between lesbian and heterosexual mothers in their choice to become parents.


The sample used had an n = 25 (lesbian) and n = 26 (non-lesbian) who were mothers of at least one child (mean of 1.86 children) with a mean age of 35.  Middle class was the mean social status (with two years of college education). The mean age of the children was 6.7 years with 38 female and 55 male children. 


Lesbian participants were found through affiliation through a support group for lesbians in Denver and Fort Collins, Colorado while the non-lesbians were located through self-identification in a heterosexual relationship. All participants were Caucasian; 72% of the lesbians indicated being in a committed relationship with an average length of 5.8 years while 96% of the heterosexuals indicated being in a committed relationship with an average length of 8.8 years.


The study utilized the Value of Children (VOC) Scale, which the researchers assert has a deep-seated support from the literature—listing 16 supporting references for this claim, reported to measure intrinsic motivation and reasoning for becoming a parent and the values and functions in the lives of their parents. Responses were categorized by response of the parents as to the values, functions, and advantages that children serve for adults:

· adult status and social identity;

· expansion of self;

· morality;

· primary group ties;

· stimulation, novelty, fun;

· creativity, accomplishment, competence;

· power, influence, acceptance;

· social comparison, competition, and economic utility.



A packet containing the VOC was distributed to all participants and the women were then to fill out the VOC as a modified Likert scale from a scale of 1-7. Reliability and validity of the instrument were established through previous research cited by the researchers as Arnold, et. al, 1975. 


Some participants filled-out the questionnaires at their support group meetings while others were returned via mail.

The sample used had an n = 25 (lesbian) and n = 26 (non-lesbian) who were mothers of at least one child (mean of 1.86 children) with a mean age of 35.  Middle class was the mean social status (with two years of college education). The mean age of the children was 6.7 years with 38 female and 55 male children. 


Lesbian participants were found through affiliation through a support group for lesbians in Denver and Fort Collins, Colorado while the non-lesbians were located through self-identification in a heterosexual relationship. All participants were Caucasian; 72% of the lesbians indicated being in a committed relationship with an average length of 5.8 years while 96% of the heterosexuals indicated being in a committed relationship with an average length of 8.8 years.


The study utilized the Value of Children (VOC) Scale, which the researchers assert has a deep-seated support from the literature—listing 16 supporting references for this claim, reported to measure intrinsic motivation and reasoning for becoming a parent and the values and functions in the lives of their parents. Responses were categorized by response of the parents as to the values, functions, and advantages that children serve for adults:

· adult status and social identity;

· expansion of self;

· morality;

· primary group ties;

· stimulation, novelty, fun;

· creativity, accomplishment, competence;

· power, influence, acceptance;

· social comparison, competition, and economic utility.



A packet containing the VOC was distributed to all participants and the women were then to fill out the VOC as a modified Likert scale from a scale of 1-7. Reliability and validity of the instrument were established through previous research cited by the researchers as Arnold, et. al, 1975. 

Some participants filled-out the questionnaires at their support group meetings while others were returned via mail. The results of the study are stated as:

“Of the subscales that compose the Value of Children assessment, only one subscale discriminated significantly between lesbian and non-lesbian mothers as demonstrate by a two-tailed t test. This subscale, entitled Goals and Incentives (t = 2.43, df = 47, p < .019), deals specifically with the motivation for having children in adult life (Subscale Items: Having children gives a person a special incentive to succeed in life. One of the highest purposes in life is to have children; Having children makes a stronger bond between parents). No differences were found between the lesbian and non-lesbian mothers on the subscales of Parental Satisfactions, Security-Continuity-Tradition, Role Motivations, Happiness and Social Status” (Siegenthaler & Binder, 2000; 73-91).


In discussing the results, the authors demonstrate only minor differences between the lesbian and non-lesbian mother responses. Their findings suggest that lesbian and non-lesbian mothers are more similar than different in their motivations for parenthood and reasoning for having children in their adult lives as measured by this instrument. Both homosexual and non-lesbian mothers appear to share some of the same views of the systemic societal constructs of motherhood in American culture. (Siegenthaler & Bigner, 2000). 



The only significant difference between the two populations was regarding adult-related goals and incentives for having children. The authors contemplate a reason for this difference:

“While all individuals are socialized by the society in which they live, the notion of generativity is a presumptive, heterosexual concept. It can be speculated that the lesbian and non-lesbian mothers differ in this area perhaps because lesbian mothers have children not because of social expectations placed upon them by family and friends, but rather due to their own desires to parent and raise children in today’s society” (Siegenthaler & Bigner, 2000; 73-91). 


Another possible reasoning for the found difference is also given as the authors speculate that developmental differences exist between heterosexual and homosexual women as a result of a negative societal stigma placed on lesbians, resulting in different goal-setting behaviors which do not center around reproduction and child-rearing as a benchmark of success in one’s life (Siegenthaler & Bigner, 2000). “The results of this study appear to support the existing findings about gay and lesbian parenting which speak to the need to establish the lesbian mother as a competent and fit parent in the eyes of society and the judicial system” (Siegenthaler & Bigner, 2000; 73-91).


Although the research completed by Siegenthaler and Bigner doesn’t deal specifically with the developmental outcomes yielded when children are raised in gay families, it does provide important data regarding why gay women might want to become mothers. The following literature review examines issues regarding developmental outcomes of children raised in gay homes and also examines possible prejudicial existence in social workers about homosexual parents.


An important issue to examine is the attitudes among professionals in adoption services and the effects of these attitudes on child placement (Ryan, 2000; Brooks & Goldberg. 2001; Crawford, et. al, 1999). Devon Brooks and Sheryl Goldberg conducted a study published in Social Work in April of 2001 examining the potential placement of children into the homes of gays and lesbians wishing to adopt as a remedy for the crisis of an overburdened child welfare system overrun with non-placed children entitled Gay and Lesbian Adoptive and Foster Care Parents: Can They Meet the Needs of Waiting Children?. 


The authors begin their introduction by establishing the existence of a problem in adoption and foster care services: the lack of prospective adoptive parents. “The disparity between the number of children needing to be adopted and the available pool or prospective families has significant repercussions, the most immediate being fewer adoptive placement for children” (Brooks & Goldberg, 2001; 147). 


As the article progresses, the authors give background information about the controversy of placement of children amongst gay and lesbian families and the need for safe placement. They assign some blame for the controversy surrounding the placements with gay men and lesbians on homophobic attitudes of social work professionals and the general public and an uncertainty about the effect of placements with gay men and lesbians on children’s adjustment and well-being (Brooks & Goldberg, 2001).


A literature review is provided in a section subtitled Research on Gay and Lesbian Biological Families. This review supports the belief that gay parents are efficacious parents in comparison with heterosexual parents citing multiple studies on the parenting ability of gay men and lesbians that suggest that homosexuality is compatible with effective parenting. One study cited was authored by Bigner and Jacobsen (1989) in which 33 gay fathers and 33 heterosexual fathers were compared. 


These authors concluded that, although they differed in approach, philosophy, and type of parenting, the men were similar in their overall parenting abilities and skills and that gay and heterosexual fathers were more similar than different regarding their responsiveness to hypothetical child behaviors and in their attitudes towards the father role. 


Another older study, by Scallen (1981), also appears in the literature review. This study reported no significant differences between 20 gay fathers and 20 heterosexual fathers in paternal problem solving, emphasis placed on recreation, and the degree to which autonomy was encouraged. However, this study cited that the gay fathers were found to be more likely to endorse paternal nurturance, were less likely to emphasize economics as a central aspect of fathering behavior, and were somewhat less traditional in their overall approach to parenting. 


These researchers also found the gay fathers to have a substantial psychological investment in their paternal role and that these fathers demonstrated a significantly more positive self-assessment of their performance in the paternal role than heterosexual fathers (cited in Berger & Bozett, 1990, and Bozett, 1989). The literature review also addressed studies regarding lesbian mothers performed by such researchers as Golombok, Spencer & Rutter (1983); Miller, Jacobsen, & Bigner (1981); Mucklow & Phelan (1979); and (Tasker & Golombok, 1999) which indicated that lesbian mothers are as child oriented, warm, confident, nurturing, and responsive as their heterosexual counterparts. 


In addition, their literature review found research that suggests that lesbian mothers are more concerned than heterosexual single mothers that their children have contact with male role models. The authors also conducted a literature review regarding the children of gay and lesbian parents in a section subtitled Studies of Children Raised in Gay and Lesbian Biological Families and state that “Children raised in families in which a parent is gay or lesbian do not appear to be affected negatively by their experience (Brooks & Goldberg, 2001; 148). 


The authors also cite literature studies that show no correlations between gay parents’ sexual orientation and the sexual orientation of their children, differences in gender-identity and gender-role behavior in children raised by gay parents, and that demonstrate a higher rate of psychiatric problems among children raised in heterosexual versus homosexual homes. The authors are also incessant in pointing-out the lack of research to substantiate the belief that homosexual parents are more likely to molest their children, an area of great potential concern for the DCF in the effort to prevent recurrent sexual abuse of children removed from one sexually-abusive household to a sexually-abusive adoptive family:

“Several studies have investigated whether gay parents are more likely than heterosexual parents to molest their children sexually or to engage in inappropriate sexual displays in front of children. Results from general studies on molestation established no correlation between homosexuality and child molestation (Groth & Birnbaum, 1978). In fact, research shows that most child sexual abuse cases involve a heterosexual male abusing a young female (Gebhars, Gagnon, Pomeroy, & Christenson, 1965; Groth & Birnbaum, 1978; Meiselman, 1978; Patterson, 1993). A recent Child Welfare League of America report revealed that 90 percent of all pedophiles are heterosexual males. (Sullivan, 1995)” (Brooks & Goldberg, 2001; 149-150).



The authors state the purpose of their study; it is a response to the lack of research on gay and lesbian adoptive and foster parenting. The authors wished to explore whether there is any basis for presuming that gay men and lesbians are less capable than their heterosexual counterparts of raising adopted and foster children. More precisely, their study aimed to certain specific issues to adoption by gay men and lesbians. It was also the authors’ interest to generate hypotheses about effects of gay and lesbian adoptive parents on adopted children’s adjustment. 


The authors wanted their findings to be useful to child welfare professionals, including social workers, lawyers, judges, and policy-makers. But it was the ultimate goal of the researchers to be that their findings benefit the children waiting to be adopted or placed in foster care (Brooks & Goldberg, 2001).  


Data for the study were derived from semistructured interviews with social work staff involved in making adoptive and foster care placement decisions and a focus group of gay and lesbian adoptive and foster parents. The focus group was comprised of 11 people; two were adoptive parents, four were currently licensed foster parents with at least one child placed in their homes, one was a licensed foster parent without a child placed in the home and three were prospective foster parents.


The group included 4 female couples, a male couple, and one uncoupled lesbian. The mean years together of the couples was 7 and the mean age was 36. Letters about the study were sent out to individuals identified by the Gay, Lesbian, and Bisexual Concerns Committee of the Social Services Agency (SSA) and those individuals deciding to participate arrived for a meeting with the researchers. 5 questions (appearing as Table 1) were inquired of participants.

Table 1 

Brooks & Goldberg (2001) Study Questions

1. What are/were the reasons that you want(ed) to become foster or adoptive parents?

2. What has been your experience with the county Social Services Agency in becoming a foster parent or adoptive parent?

Pre of post foster parenting or adoption including:

A. Recruitment

B. Attitudes of staff (relationship with staff)

C. Obstacles

D. Supports

E. Services

3. What type(s) of children are placed with you or are you interested in having placed with you?

A. Age

B. Race/ethnicity

C. Physical health

D. Emotional health

E. Past history

4. Are you aware of any (or do you anticipate an) influences/effects on your foster or adoptive children concerning your being gay/lesbian parents.

5. What do you see as some of the strengths of gay/lesbian foster parenting and/or adoption for children placed in your homes?

Data analysis is explained by the authors:

“Statements by staff and focus groups participants were recorded in writing, verbatim or paraphrased, by us both. With methods similar to those described by Miles and Huberman (1994), we examined data for content and organized our findings around recurring themes” (Brooks & Goldberg, 2001; 151).  


Three major themes (Table 2) were found from the results of the study, all pertaining to obstacles that gay men and lesbians interested in adopting or fostering encounter because of their sexual orientation.

Table 2

Major Themes Found Within Bigner & Goldberg (2001)

1. the parenting ability of gay men and lesbians,

2. agency attitudes and informal practices, and

3. the lack of formal policies about placements with gay men and lesbians.










“Our data suggest that solely because of their sexual orientation gay and lesbian prospective parents experience considerable scrutiny of their parenting ability. Both staff and focus group participants felt the overscrutiny of gay men and lesbians was unjustified and that sexual orientation was less important than other factors affecting the appropriateness of a particular adoptive or foster home” (Brooks & Goldberg, 2001; 152).  


The authors had one finding that they believed to be of particular strength of potential gay parents; they were found to have a higher willingness to adopt children with special needs. The study also showed that gay parents offered such qualities as psychological stability, sensitivity, educational accomplishments, financial security, strong support systems, and resourcefulness. 


Another strength mentioned by many focus group participants was the extended support network of family and friends that were available to assist in caring for and providing support to their children. One mother affirmed that her child had “so much love and self-confidence because of the care she’s received from all of her aunts” (Brooks & Goldberg, 2001; 152).  



When examining the agency attitudes and informal practices towards gay adopting and fostering, the authors found that regardless of the parenting ability and strengths of gay men and lesbians, data derived from the study suggests that the degree to which they are considered, recruited, approved, and supported as adoptive and foster parents may depend greatly on a given agency’s attitudes and informal practices” (Brooks & Goldberg, 2001).


It appears from the results of this study that agency attitudes have much to do with placement of children with gays and lesbians. The authors cite that the atmosphere in which staff participants in this study worked generally was depicted as “gay friendly” (meaning more openly accepting of homosexuals). This type of setting was believed to be a major contributing factor for study results as the authors state, “Findings suggest that an agency’s attitude towards placements with gay men and lesbians can have profound implications for recruitment and placement practices of individual workers” (Brooks & Goldberg, 2001; 152).  


The order of preference of placements for the agency in which staff participants worked was in the following hierarchical order: 1) heterosexual, two-parent families; 2)single-parent and gay and lesbian families; and 3) gay and lesbian individuals.






This study also provided overwhelming support that personal 

homophobic attitudes and biases held by case workers was an impedance to placement in gay homes as it was found that most of the staff participants agreed that the views of individual child placement workers are critical when matching children with adoptive and foster families. (Brooks & Goldberg, 2001).  


“Workers who are biased against gay or lesbian parents can affect the placement of children” (Brooks & Goldberg, 2001; 153).  The authors cite two of the participants’ responses to support this finding: 1)“These workers can sabotage placement efforts by leaking information to the birth family;” 2)“There still exists the reality that a homophobic supervisor will link prospective gay and lesbian parents with a homophobic worker” (Brooks & Goldberg, 2001; 153). A final finding of the study was the overall lack of policies regarding homosexual fostering and adoption and the need for caseworkers to use loopholes to dodge the system’s inadequacies (Brooks & Goldberg, 2001). The overall results of this study have major implications to assignment of children to gay and lesbian homes. 

There are several limitations to this study as cited by Brooks and Goldberg (2001). But the authors persist that despite their method and the use of convenience sample (which could have limited the ability to generalize) their data do not support the position that adoptive and foster parenting by gay men and lesbians is likely to be detrimental to children’s adjustment and well-being (Brooks & Goldberg, 2001).  

Recommendations given by these authors include allowing openness amongst potential adoptive/foster parents regarding their sexual orientations as the state in which this study was conducted does not inquire as to the sexual orientation of potential adoptive/foster parents. “Children might be better served by social work practices that welcome openness. Such practices would encourage prospective parents to acknowledge real differences and to consider potential challenges of raising adopted or foster children” (Brooks & Goldberg, 2001; 154-155).  
As this study indicated, there is a lack of evidence in existence that supports the belief that children raised in gay environments and by gay families will have detrimental effects in their well being and psychological adjustment (Brooks & Goldberg, 2001; Crawford, et. al, 1999; Ryan, 2000; Patterson & Redding, 1996). Yet for all of the empirical evidence that exists, discrimination is a looming threat. 






Pediatric/Psychological Organizational Positions

Like the Department of Children and Families, major professional medical and psychological organizations are also concerned about child welfare and the providing of optimal care  to children. One such organization, the American Academy of Pediatrics, outlines the association’s support of co-adoption by same-sex parents through its Policy Statement drafted in February 2002. While the entire policy statement is too lengthy for complete duplication, here is an excerpt stating the Academy’s position: “Children deserve to know that their relationships with both of their parents are stable and legally recognized. This applies to all children, whether their parents are of the same or opposite sex. The American Academy of Pediatrics recognizes that a considerable body of professional literature provides evidence that children with parents who are homosexual can have the same advantages and the same expectations for health, adjustment, and development as can children whose parents are heterosexual.  When 2 adults participate in parenting a child, they and the child deserve the serenity that comes with legal recognition” (339-340).
Recommendations are also listed in this policy statement for Pediatricians. As the policy cites: “On the basis of the acknowledged desirability that children have and maintain a continuing relationship with 2 loving and supportive parents, the Academy recommends that Pediatricians do the following:

________________________________________________________________

Table 3: AAP Recommendations for Pediatricians

· Be familiar with professional literature regarding gay and lesbian parents and their children.

· Support the right of every child and family to the financial, psychological, and legal security that results from having legally recognized parents who are committed to each other and to the welfare of their children. 

· Advocate for initiatives that establish permanency through coparent or second-parent adoption for children in same-sex partners through the judicial system, legislation, and community education” (339-340).


The Academy authors several position statements regarding this issue. Ellen C. Perrin, MD and the Committee on Psychosocial Aspects of Child and Family Health (2002) state in another American Academy of Pediatrics policy statement:

“A growing body of scientific literature demonstrates that children who grow-up with 1 or 2 gay and/ or lesbian parents fare as well in emotional, cognitive, social, and sexual functioning as do children whose parents are heterosexual. Children’s optimal development seems to be influenced more by the nature of the relationships and interactions within the family unit than by the particular structural form it takes” (341-344).


The American Psychological Association (APA) has a research division that specifically examines gay, lesbian, and bisexual psychological issues. In 1995, the APA sanctioned Dr. Charlotte Patterson at the University of Virginia to conduct a study summarizing the major research findings of researchers regarding homosexual parents. Her work was pre-empted by the APA’s own position statement, drafted in 1977. “The sex, gender identity, or sexual orientation of natural, or prospective adoptive or foster parents should not be the sole or primary variable considered in custody or placement cases” (Conger, 1977, p. 432).






In the conclusion of this introduction, the author would like to share the main summary of findings of Dr. Patterson: “In summary, there is no evidence to suggest that lesbians and gay men are unfit to be parents or that psychosocial development among children of gay men or lesbians is compromised in any respect relative to that among offspring of heterosexual parents. Not a single study has found children of gay or lesbian parents to be disadvantaged in any significant respect relative to children of heterosexual parents. Indeed, the evidence to date suggests that home environments provided by gay and lesbian parents are as likely as those provided by heterosexual parents to support and enable children's psychosocial growth. It should be acknowledged that research on lesbian and gay parents and their children is still very new and relatively scarce. Less is known about children of gay fathers than about children of lesbian mothers. Little is known about development of the offspring of gay or lesbian parents during adolescence or adulthood. Sources of heterogeneity have yet to be systematically investigated. Longitudinal studies that follow lesbian and gay families over time are badly needed” (Patterson, 1995).

                            Chapter 2

 Monetized Benefits of Lifting the Ban


This section will examine the benefits of lifting the ban on homosexual adoption in the state of Florida. To examine some of the monetized benefits of this action, it is important to examine some of the actual state costs associated with caring for a child who remains in the foster care system, as this is the alternative being considered in this exposition (i.e. if a child is not adopted by potential gay parents, he or she remains within the foster care system of the state). Foster care funding is intricate.











However, for this exposition, data about child care costs in general will be explored and have been obtained from the 1998 United States Department of Agriculture Report entitled Expenditures on Children by Families and have been calculated from a mean family income of $47,900. 


The values in the below table were calculated using the total costs obtained by adding the amounts of 7 annual expenditures (housing, food, transportation, healthcare, clothing, child care/education, and miscellaneous) for 6 different age groups (0-2, 3-5, 6-8, 9-11, 12-14, 15-17) and then dividing this value by 6 (to determine a mean value, rounded to the nearest dollar).

Table 4: USDA Annual Expenditures for Children 

	Annual Expenditure
	Annual Cost

	Housing
	$2,897

	Food
	$1,525

	Transportation
	$1,253

	Clothing
	$607

	Healthcare
	$505

	Child Care/ Educational Expenses
	$835

	Miscellaneous
	$987

	Total Annual Expenditures
	$8,609



Using the data provided by the USDA report, a total annual expenditure of $8,609 per child is obtained (although this value could be slightly different when examining the age variation of children in Florida’s foster care system, this study is keeping the age of the child as a constant—-in other words, the composite would be the same number of children in each of the 6 age groups for simplification of the data analyses). 


To determine the total amount of monies that would be saved if the ban of gay parental adoptions was lifted, an important consideration is an estimate of the number of children that would be adopted by gay single men, gay single women, and gay partners annually. Unfortunately, this value is a bit elusive. 


Many studies have explored the percentage of gay people who have a desire to become a parent-—but none have looked specifically at the percentage of gays that would adopt a child if he or she could. For example, Beers (1996) found in his study that 51% of gays living in New York City wanted to become parents; however, he did not study the amount that were actively exploring avenues to become a parent, including through adoption services. 
 












Other data related to the numbers of gay parents include the following: that almost every county in the country has a family headed by two same-sex parents; there are nearly 600,000 lesbian and gay-headed homes in the United States; in California, with approximately 11% of the total US population, 16% of households are headed by gay parents; New York has 8% of households headed by same sex parents; and in Texas, 7.2% of houses are headed by same sex parents (United States Census, 2000).


So while it is obvious that gay parents exist and that some gay individuals do want to become parents, it is more difficult to obtain an estimate of the number of gay Floridians that would participate in the adoption process if the ban was lifted. 


However, the savings Florida would incur as a result of a lifting of the ban are not hard to quantify. Using the data obtained from the USDA (found above), each child adopted from the state of Florida by a gay or lesbian parent or parents would save the state at least $8,609 annually. This value could be considered conservative by some because the number of children in foster care with disabilities and mental illnesses are higher than the general population (American Academy of Pediatric and Adolescent Psychiatry, 2003) and thus, would incur higher annual healthcare costs.


Using an estimate of 100 children per year, the State of Florida would save the following (without consideration of inflation or increased costs of living expenses—which would increase the overall value saved):

Table 5: Total Benefits of Lifting the Ban (5-Year Period)
	Year of Lifting of Ban
	Children Adopted
	Amount Saved

	One
	100
	100 X $8,609 =

$860, 900

	Two
	100
	100 X $8,609 =

$860, 900

	Three
	100
	100 X $8,609 =

$860, 900

	Four
	100
	100 X $8,609 =

$860, 900

	Five
	100
	100 X $8,609 =

$860, 900

	Total
	N/A
	860,900 x 5 = $4,304,500



Multiplying the amount of
$860,900 by 5 (total years), the amount of money saved by the state’s Department of Children and Families over five years is equal to $4,304,500 if gays and lesbians adopted 100 children per year. Thus if the Florida DCF lifted the ban on gay adoption, using data derived from the USDA, Florida would save $4,304,500 over a five year period. This amount is considered the total benefit of lifting the ban on gay adoption in the state of Florida. However, this value is not equal to our total net benefit because it does not consider the total costs of lifting the ban, which will be explored in the next section.              

              Monetized Costs of Lifting the Ban


As already mentioned, there will be increases in costs associated with lifting the ban on adoption by gay individuals as a result of the increase in children that are adopted and the fees associated with the adoption process. Currently, the state of Florida (in conjunction with the federal government) pays for adoption (DCF, 2000). According to the Department of Children and Families, “Florida does not charge to place foster children in adoptive homes. The main costs associated with a Children & Families adoption are court costs and attorney’s fees. In most cases these costs are less than $500 and may be reimbursed by the state” (DCF, 2000).


Thus, other expenses associated with the adoption process are paid for by the DCF. According to Nancy Ashe with the About Network, other agency costs associated with adoption (found in the below table) include application fees, homestudy and preparation services, post-placement supervision, parent physical for each parent, and psychiatric evaluation of each parent. There are both high and low value estimates given for each of these costs and the below data is a mean value of these high and low values rounded to the nearest dollar:   




Table 6: Fees Associated with Adoption*

	Agency Fee Item
	Amount

	Application Fees
	$300

	Homestudy and Preparation Services
	$1,600

	Post-Placement Supervision
	$850

	Parent Physical for Each Parent
	$93

	Psychiatric Evaluation for Each Parent
	$325

	Court Costs and Attorney’s Fees
	$500

	Total Amount
	$3,668


*- Figures are per child per adoption.


Thus, using data from both the DCF and the About Network’s Nancy Ashe, the costs associated with the adoption process is approximately $3,668 per child. In keeping the data analyses consistent, if 100 children were adopted per year by gay individuals as a result of the lifting the ban on gay parental adoptions, the Department of Children and Families would incur a cost of $366,800 annually. Below is a table examining annual expenditures and total expenditures over a five-year period (also not considering inflation rates):

Table 7: Total Costs Associated with Lifting the Ban on Gay Adoptions (5-Year Period)









	Year 
	Number of Adopted Children
	Total Expenditure

	One
	100
	100 x $3,668 = $366,800

	Two
	100
	100 x $3,668 = $366,800

	Three
	100
	100 x $3,668 = $366,800

	Four
	100
	100 x $3,668 = $366,800

	Five
	100
	100 x $3,668 = $366,800

	Total
	N/A
	$366,800 x 5 = $1,834,000



Using the data obtained from the DCF and About Network’s Nancy Ashe, over a five-year period, the Department of Children and Families would have an increased cost of $1,834,000 if gays and lesbians adopted 100 children per year. With this value, one can determine a total net benefit of lifting the ban of adoptions by gays and can also apply the fundamental rule to determine if a lift of the ban is fiscally-wise.

      

Monetized Costs of Keeping the Ban







For the purposes of this analysis, the same dollar values obtained from the benefits of lifting the ban are equal to the dollar values associated with the costs of keeping the ban. This is because tax payers and the Department of Children and Families currently are not receiving the benefits calculated from lifting the ban (above) and are thus incurring these expenses as costs. 


Therefore, the cost of keeping the ban over a five-year period (holding constant the assumption that 100 children per year would be adopted if the ban was lifted and not taking extraneous factors such as inflation rate into account) would be $4,304,500.   














Monetized Benefits of Keeping the Ban





For the purposes of this analysis, the dollar values obtained for the total costs of lifting the ban are equal to the total monetized benefits of keeping the ban. This is because the dollar values associated with the increased costs of lifting the ban would not be incurred if the ban never lifted. Thus, the DCF and Florida’s tax payers would benefit by $1,834,000 if the ban was kept in place (again, holding constant that 100 children per year would be adopted over a five-year period).













               Total Net Benefits and Discounting

This section will examine the total net benefits of lifting the ban as they compare with the total benefits and total costs of lifting the ban over a five-year period (see below table 7). Also an important consideration in beginning a new program is the application of a discount rate, which will also be included in this section.

Table 8: Total Net Benefits: Lifting the Ban (5-Year Period)
	Total Benefits 
	$4,304,500

	Total Costs
	$1,834,000

	Benefits- Costs
	$2,470,500

	Total Net Benefits
	$2,470,500



According to this data analysis, the total net benefit of lifting the ban on gay adoptions over a five-year period is +$2,470,500. In other terms, the Department of Children and Families would save $2,470,500 over a five-year period if the ban on adoption by gays and lesbians was lifted and 100 children were adopted annually as a result.









Discounting can also be applied to assess the total benefits from lifting the ban. To discount, the present value will be used and the following equation will be applied to obtain the present value. Below is discounting of the benefits of both lifting and keeping the ban:



           Discounting: Benefits of Lifting the Ban





PV = Sn       S = Sum of Costs and Benefits 





   (1+ r)n      n = Given Year                                  

                             r = Discount Rate (.05)*



  1
  
   2


3

4

 5



$4,304,500 + $4,304,500 + $4,304,500 + $4,304,500 + $4,304,500  =  

         

  (1 + .05)1    (1 + .05)2    (1 + .05)3    (1 + .05)4     (1 + .05)5

                                Calculated Answers:

        1            2          3           4           5

     4,099,523 + 3,904,308 + 3,718,388 + 3,541,322 + 3,372,688 = 







14,731,960

Discounting: Benefits of Keeping the Ban:

        1           2           3           4           5

     1,834,000 + 1,834,000 + 1,834,000 + 1,834,000 + 1,834,000
     (1 + .05)1    (1 + .05)2   (1 + .05)3     (1 + .05)4    (1 + .05)5

Calculated Answers:

       1           2           3           4           5

    1,746,666 + 1,663,492 + 1,584,278 + 1,508,836 + 1,436,986 =

                              7,940,258

  




Analysis of Discounting


Since the value obtained from analysis of the benefits of lifting the ban are equal to 14,731,960 and the value obtained from analysis of the benefits of keeping the ban are equal to 7,940,258, the option of lifting the ban is selected since this value is greater.


             Application of the Fundamental Rule






The fundamental rule states that, “In any choice situation, select the alternative that produces the greatest net (marginal) benefit” (Korosec, 2003). It is obtained using the following equation:





Net Benefits = Benefits – Costs


Using the data presented in this exposition, the equation reads:





$4,304,500 – $1,834,000 = $2,470,500


Thus, the net benefits of lifting the ban of adoptions by gays and lesbians in the state of Florida yields a net benefit to the Department of Children and Families of $2,470,500. The alternative to this would be keeping the ban, which would cost the Department of Children and Families -$4,304,500 but would save them $1,834,000:    

             - 4,304,500 + 1,834,000 = -$2,470,500

Thus, when applying the fundamental rule, the option of lifting the ban would be selected because the total net benefit is +$2,470,500. The total net benefit of keeping the ban is 

-$2,470,500 and the positive value is greater than the negative value.












                            Chapter 3


















             

          Sensitivity Analysis of Lifting the Ban


“Sensitivity analysis measures the impact on project outcomes of changing one or more key input values about which there is uncertainty” (Dorf, 1999). One of the main uncertainties within this cost/benefit analysis is the exact number of homosexuals who would adopt if the ban on gay adoptions was lifted (see above, Chapter 2). 


For this reason, this sensitivity analysis will examine the issue by using a lower number of adoption figures, varying from the 100 children used in the above analyses. In Table 8 (below), 50 children is used for analyses, meaning that if the ban was lifted, 50 children would be adopted per year by homosexuals.  Table 9 uses this same value and examines the associated increase in costs the DCF would incur by lifting the ban if 50 children were adopted each year by homosexuals. Both are analyzed in terms of a five-year period and do not take into account inflationary and cost of child rearing increases.

Table 9: Sensitivity Analysis of Lifting the Ban: 

Adjusting Number of Potential Adopted to 50 per Year

	Year of Lifting of Ban
	Children Adopted
	Amount Saved

	One
	50
	50 X $8,609 =

$430,450

	Two
	50
	50 X $8,609 =

$430,450

	Three
	50
	50 X $8,609 =

$430,450

	Four
	50
	50 X $8,609 =

$430,450

	Five
	50
	50 X $8,609 =

$430,450

	Total
	N/A
	$430,450 x 5 = $2,152,250



Over a five-year period, the DCF would save $2,152,250 if the ban was lifted (not taking inflationary or other cost increases into account) if 50 children were adopted by children each year by homosexuals. Costs would also increase, however. Table 10 delineates associated increased costs using 50 children as the prospective adoptive figure:

Table 10: Sensitivity Analysis:

DCF Costs Associated With Lifting the Ban (50 children)
	Year 
	Number of Adopted Children
	Total Expenditure

	One
	50
	50 x $3,668 = $183,400

	Two
	50
	50 x $3,668 = $183,400

	Three
	50
	50 x $3,668 = $183,400

	Four
	50
	50 x $3,668 = $183,400

	Five
	50
	50 x $3,668 = $183,400

	Total
	N/A
	$183,400 x 5 = $917,000



This analysis yields a total increased cost of $917,000 over a five-year period if 50 children were adopted annually by homosexuals (not taking increased costs of adoption or inflation into account). Table 11 examines the total net benefits of this adjusted figure of 50 children annually:

Table 11: Sensitivity Analysis:

Total Net Benefits of Lifting the Ban (5-Year Period)

	Total Benefits 
	$2,152,250

	Total Costs
	$917,000

	Benefits- Costs
	$1,235,250

	Total Net Benefits
	$1,235,250



This analysis indicates that the adjusted total benefit of lifting the ban is $1,235,250 if 50 children were adopted annually (not taking inflationary or increased costs into consideration). If we used this figure to discount we obtain the following result:





PV = Sn       S = Sum of Costs and Benefits 





   (1+ r)n      n = Given Year                                  

                             r = Discount Rate (.05)*



  1
  
   2


3

4

 5



$2,152,250 + $2,152,250 + $2,152,250 + $2,152,250 + $2,150,250  =  

         

  (1 + .05)1   (1 + .05)2     (1 + .05)3    (1 + .05)4     (1 + .05)5

                                Calculated Answers:

        1            2          3           4           5

     2,049,761 + 1,952,154 + 1,859,194 + 1,770,661 + 1,684,777 = 

                        9,316,547

              Sensitivity Analysis: Keeping the Ban





For the purposes of this analysis, the dollar values obtained for the total costs of lifting the ban are equal to the total monetized benefits of keeping the ban. This is because the dollar values associated with the increased costs of lifting the ban would not be incurred if the ban never lifted. Thus, over five years, the DCF and Florida’s tax payers would benefit by $917,000 if the ban was kept in place (again, holding constant that 50 children per year would be adopted over a five-year period).   



Also assumed in this analysis, the same dollar values obtained from the benefits of lifting the ban are equal to the dollar values associated with the costs of keeping the ban. This is because tax payers and the Department of Children and Families currently are not receiving the benefits calculated from lifting the ban (above) and are thus incurring these expenses as costs. 


Therefore, the cost of keeping the ban over a five-year period (holding constant the adjusted figure of 50 children per year adopted if the ban was lifted and not taking extraneous factors such as inflation rate into account) would be 

-$2,152,250. The total net benefit of keeping the ban using the adjusted figures is equal to -$1,235,250. Discounting the total adjusted benefit yields the following results:   









PV = Sn       S = Sum of Costs and Benefits 





   (1+ r)n      n = Given Year                                  

                        
    r = Discount Rate (.05)*

















  1
  
   2


3

4

 5



$917,000  + $917,000  +   $917,000 +    $917,000 +  $917,000  =  

         

    (1 + .05)1   (1 + .05)2       (1 + .05)3       (1 + .05)4    (1 + .05)5 



                                  Calculated Answers:

        1            2          3           4           5

     873,333    + 831,746   + 792,139   + 754,418  + 718,493 = 

                        3,910,129


Applying the fundamental rule to the adjusted amounts, the choice to lift the ban is again supported as the value of the total net benefit of lifting the ban is $1,235,250 while the total net benefit of keeping the ban is -$1,235,250. A negative value is never supported when applying the fundamental rule of total net benefit analysis. 


When comparing the yielded discount values, the option to lift the ban is also selected as the discount value of lifting the ban (9,316,547) is greater than the discount value of keeping the ban (3,910,129). Since the option of lifting the ban is again selected even though the number of adopted children is decreased (from 100 to 50), this sensitivity analysis is robust—meaning that adjusting the figures did not change the overall option selected. 

                        Executive Summary






The topics raised within this exposition are definitely controversial and salient. This cost/benefit analysis has explored the issue of Florida’s ban on gay adoption from a fiscal perspective. More specifically, it has assigned dollar values to both the costs and benefits of both lifting the ban on adoptions by gays and lesbians and keeping the ban in place.


Based on the analysis of the data contained within this report, it appears that a fiscally-wise decision would be to lift the ban on gay adoptions. This decision is derived after careful scrutiny and mathematical analyses of the costs incurred by the Department of Children and Families (DCF) associated with parenting children in-comparison with those costs associated with adopting children from the state’s Foster Care System. 


Every calculation contained within this work favored a lifting of the ban including an examination of the monetized benefits of lifting the ban, monetized costs of lifting the ban, monetized benefits of keeping the ban, monetized costs of keeping the ban, discounting both options, and performing a 

total net benefit analysis while applying the fundamental rule to cost-benefit analysis.


Based on the analyses of these data, it appears that a lift of the ban on adoptions by gays, although costing $1,834,000 to the DCF (over a five-year period and assuming 100 children per year would be adopted by homosexuals), would benefit the DCF and State of Florida by $4,304,500, yielding a total of $2,470,500 to be saved by the DCF and the taxpayers of Florida. Discounting also yielded more positive results for lifting the ban than it did for keeping the ban; the sensitivity analyses were robust.


In existence to any new program or plan are barriers such as funding and feasibility issues, ethical concerns, and limitations that may hinder implementation. Some of those issues are discussed in the following conclusion sections. 


          Limitations/Influences of Funding/ Feasibility


Lifting the ban on gay adoptions would cost the State of Florida $1,834,000 over a five-year period if 100 children were adopted by homosexuals annually. The State would benefit by $2,470,500 over this same five-year period. But to allow this to happen, an immediate increase in the staff able to meet the demand of the increasing number of adoptions must occur, as would the need for increased funding for administrative services. 


Thus, although savings would be yielded on the first year of implementation, the savings would probably occur gradually as the fiscal year began and would accumulate by its conclusion; the benefits would not yield immediately. If a legislative decision was made to lift the ban and remove the funds of benefit for the first fiscal year (an amount of $860,900—see above Table 5), this decision may not be wise as the DCF will have to have funds available for cushioning of increased expenses. 


Because of this, the DCF may need to petition to have the funds removed on the second year; or, more data analyses could be performed that would yield exact costs that would be incurred and how these costs would correlate with savings over the course of a year and a smaller amount could be lifted form DCF’s budget.


A second option would be to alter the manner in which these funds are spent. In other words, DCF could spend the funds as seen fit and not have them lifted out of their budget entirely. Conversely, the State of Florida could allocate less funds to the DCF proportionately and allocate the remainder of these funds to other areas in need of funding or decrease taxation to citizens. 


A strong limitation to the passing of legislation designed to give gay citizens of Florida the right to adopt is the barrier imposed by ethical concerns of religious organizations, conservative groups, and those individuals who might resist a non-traditional approach to child rearing.
















           Equity Considerations and Conclusion

















The issue of allowing gays to adopt is riddled with ethical concerns; and on both sides of the debate, these concerns exist. Conservative and religious organizations cite concern over the ability of two partners of the same sex to effectively raise a child. They cite such issues as child abuse, poor socialization of the child, isolation from peers, and the increased likelihood that children raised by gay parents will themselves be gay as reasons that the ban should remain instated.


However, gay citizens see the issue as largely discriminatory and as a mark of non-acceptance of the gay community. Because of the fierce arguments on both sides, it becomes imperative that the issue be examined empirically. One must ask him or herself, “What types of research have been done on this topic and what does the research suggest?”   


This exposition provided a brief literature review about gay parenting and child-rearing and explored the reasons why lesbians may want to become mothers and also examined whether or not discrimination against homosexuals truly exists within adoption services. Each article reviewed itself had an extensive literature review performed by the authors about gay child-rearing practices and the developmental outcomes of children raised in gay homes.


The research does not support the beliefs that homosexuals cannot be effective parents or that children raised by homosexuals have detrimental effects on their overall development and socialization. An even greater argument against such beliefs about gay parents could be the overwhelming support provided in position statements issued by the American Academy of Pediatrics and the American Psychological Association (see above for statement excerpts).


But old belief systems and social mores are not easily overcome and these beliefs and attitudes can be seriously engraved in a society (Henslin, 1996). Perhaps an option in this case would be increasing the exposure of society to the research findings regarding gay parents.


Gay-affiliated organizations such as Parents and Friends of Lesbians and Gays (PFLAG), Equality Florida, and The Human Rights Campaign (HRC) might be willing partners in educating the public about gay parents and already have educational programs in progress helping to dispel stereotypes and beliefs about homosexuals in American society.


In addition, the use of these organizations could ease costs associated with a large publicity campaign if the DCF and the State decided to partner with these groups and utilize existing programs each organization is employing. Although enlightenment and education is one venue to help decrease the friction that could occur from lifting the ban, resistance and protests are likely and the religious beliefs of some could also be a large etiologic source of protest.


In conclusion, the analyses performed within this exposition suggest that lifting the ban on adoptions by homosexuals in the State of Florida is fiscally-responsible. Although change is never easy and there are many barriers and ethical concerns to raising the ban, these issues are not ones that cannot be overcome and the monetary benefits of lifting the ban far outweigh the monetary costs and monetary benefits of keeping the ban.  
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