




















Catheryne C. Gilman

overwhelmingly supported the corrective
measures, and a Campaign was initiated to
have the law rewritten. In a special legisla-
tive session called in 1919, chapter 212 was
re-enacted in three parts—one each for
maternity hospitals, child-placing agencies,
and infant homes. The denial of another
license to the same operator was then upheld
by the state supreme court.®

IN THE YEARS between this test case and
the general reorganization of Minnesota’s
public welfare agencies in 1937, the chil-
dren’s bureau under the direction of Hodson
and then Judge Charles F. Hall worked to
eliminate the most undesirable baby farms,
child-placing agencies, children’s institu-
tions, and boarding homes and to improve
the standards of others. With the co-opera-
tion of the county boards and private or-
ganizations, the state board of control was
able to organize the beginnings of a state-
wide case work service, It also could control
the permanent placement of children, in-
augurate a program for the support of
feeble-minded persons outside institutions,
and provide legal safeguards for unmarried
mothers and their children.
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Minnesota had led the states, for the most
part, in making legal provisions for its de-
pendent children, but its Children’s Code
left many problems unsolved. Every phase
of the board of control’s activity suffered
from a lack of funds and personnel. The
state’s own institutions for children, encum-
bered by firmly established patterns, found

it difficult to update their standards and ad-

ministration. The code had largely neglected
the vital areas of health and education.

The voluntary character of the county
welfare bodies handicapped the board of
control’s work until the legislation of 1937
required each county to establish a welfare
board equipped with a duly organized staff.
Mrs. Gilman, a former member of the Child
Welfare Commission, reported to a radio
audience in 1924 that “there are now 68
active child welfare boards in the state.
There should be 86, one for each county.
The women of the counties in which there
are no boards should not rest until the
County Commissioners pledge themselves
to the support of a County Child Welfare
Board for the coming year. There is no sub-
ject in the county so important, there is
nothing more necessary, than that the prob-
lems of childhood should have considera-
tion.” Four years later the number had
increased to eighty-two.'?

Despite these drawbacks, Minnesotans
could take pride in the Children’s Code. It
represented a pioneering attempt to guar-
antee to all youngsters the opportunity for
growth and development which is consid-
ered their right in a democratic society.

* State of Minnesota v. Women's and Children’s
Hospital, 143 Minnesota 137; Extra Session Laws,
1919, p. 76, 79, 82; State of Minnesota v. Women's
and Children’s Hospital, 150 Minnesota 247.

“For a summary of the board of control's ac-
tivity until 1937, see Ma, One Hundred Years, 106,
111-221; Catheryne C. Gilman, “Child Welfare
Work in Minnesota,” April 25, 1924, Gilman
Papers.

ALL ILLUSTRATIONS that accompany this ar-
ticle are from the picture collection of the Minnesota
Historical Society.
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