
Question 

 The CHAIR: Okay. You have helped build a support network for survivors of cults and high-control 
organisations. How can the Victorian Government best support a network like yours to do the important 
work that you are doing? 

 Ryan CAREY: We need funding for counselling, and we need all those other networks to tie into what 
we are doing as far as support goes. We need oversight and laws to stop it from happening, but we need 
that back-end support into our groups. We are sort of jerry-rigging this together as we go. 

 Catherine CAREY: I think we can also take that question on notice. We have got a group submission 
that has been worked on with consultation from over 80 other survivors that goes into great detail on how 
best the government can support us. You will be receiving it shortly. It has been authored by Patrick 
McIvor, Renee Spencer, Clare McIvor and Janja Lalich, and it is in the process of getting survivor 
signatures at the moment. A number of other organisations, including ours, have signed on to support it 
and its recommendations. There is a great amount of detail on what the government can actively do and 
reasonably do to help in that space. 

Response- 

Page 33-36 of the Beyond Belief group submission goes into great detail about how the government can 
assist in directly helping survivors, people attempting to leave coercive groups and affected family 
members. 

Question 

 Chris COUZENS: And just another question: you have made public statements on the similarities 
between coercive control in cults and family violence. What legislative models do you think could be 
adopted to address these issues? 

 Catherine CAREY: It needs to be its own separate—we took notes on this. At the moment it is legal, 
but it is harmful. It spans domains—psychological, spiritual, emotional, economic harms to people. It is 
non-physical, it is cumulative and it is enacted across multiple actors and systems, which makes it invisible 
to people, which is also the issue with domestic violence coercive control. Because it needs to be separate 
– 

 Ryan CAREY: It needs to be tailored for that, really—for that group area. They are similar in their 
ways of coercion, but we have deliberately—and so it should be. The coercion in domestic violence is 
tailored to that. We do know that a cult is like a domestic violence situation; there is family and all that 
intertwined. The language that focuses on the coercion in that environment needs to be tailored to that as 
well. There is a good base model—we know there is good brickwork in there—for family violence, but a 
cult is virtually a big family, too, so it just sprays across. The joint submission we have got goes into 
greater detail. There was a list of about 200 behaviours in that joint submission that we have identified. 
That could probably go to about 600, but there are 200 key behaviours, to make it as binary as possible. 
We will get back to you on notice on that one, and we will give you more information 

 Chris COUZENS: If legislation was proposed, are there key elements that you see being critical to that 
piece of legislation in terms of coercive control and cults? You might want to defer back to your document, 
but I just wondered whether you had anything to add now. 

 Catherine CAREY: I think we will take that on notice. But it is group-based coercive control, so these 
protections would not just protect people who are in religious groups or fringe groups; it would also protect 
people who are in multilevel marketing schemes or businesses that practise coercive control. It would 
protect someone who is in a theatre group, for example—it would protect them against coercive control. 
We came into this thinking about religious coercion, and the Committee took it one step further, saying we 
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need to look at all groups, not just religious groups. The group submission has taken it a step further again 
and said no group should be able to practise this behaviour at all. It does go into incredible detail. I think 
rather than mangling the explanation, we will take that on notice, and you will be getting all that 
information very shortly. 

Response 

Page 37 and 38 of the Beyond Belief group submission goes into great detail about the Legal and 
Regulatory Reform that we are proposing to the Victorian Government. 

Question 

Annabelle CLEELAND: Would you share those complaints? 

Catherine CAREY: Definitely, yes. 

 Ryan CAREY: There is one recently that we got, yes—and, like, obvious stuff going on, and it is just 
dead air. No even acknowledgement we sent the email—nothing. 

 Catherine CAREY: Or just a generic ‘Thank you for your submission’. 

Response 

. 

Question 

 The CHAIR: Thank you. I would like to follow on from a couple of Annabelle’s questions. You are 
also welcome to take these on notice, because I think they are both areas of great interest to the Committee. 
Firstly, on child care and childminding arrangements, is there anything else that you would like to add 
around either formal or informal child care or childminding arrangements at the GRC? If you would like to 
reflect on that and take that on notice, you would be welcome to as well, or you could answer it now. 

Catherine CAREY: Yes, we might take that one on notice. 

 Ryan CAREY: There needs to be a complete framework and people to actually look into it. So yes, we 
will take that on notice. 

 The CHAIR: I think the Committee would be interested to better understand and have an overview of 
the different types of child care and childminding arrangements and, in your experience, what kind of 
regulation there was, what kind of regulation was enforced or not enforced and any suggestions or areas of 
improvement. 

Ryan CAREY: Yes, we will take that on notice, because we can go into a lot of detail on that. 

 Catherine CAREY: Yes. 

Response 

The GRC has a number of formal and informal child care arrangements. The formal arrangements include 

1- Looking after infants in a room attached to the main hall, where mothers can be gotten from
the meetings for feeding. This is performed by 2 mainly older women, mostly around
grandmother age. On a Wednesday night meeting, this would be done by 1 of the mothers.
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2- Looking after toddlers during the meeting in two separate areas onsite (split up by age, from
crawling to 2 ½ years old). This is done by 2 of the actual mothers, with assistance from a
teenager on occasion.

3- Looking after toddlers in a room at night meetings, getting them to sleep. This is performed
by 2 women of all ages, on occasion with a teenager also, if the group is large. There could be
between 5-15 children in this room.

4- Looking after children in the Sunday School hall at night meetings while they go to sleep.
This group ranged from 3 ½- 10 approximately, until the parents had decided the child was
old enough to stay awake during the meeting. This was done by 2 women of all ages. There
would be at times over 50 children in this room.

5- Looking after the children in a side room at the Drysdale hall during the Wednesday meeting.
(A number of the group attended meetings in Drysdale for the midweek meeting, so they
didn’t have to come to Norlane.) This is currently being done by 1 women.

These are the formal arrangements for childminding. There was a rostering system that you were placed on 
to perform childminding and there is no training provided, other than what the other women (and parents) 
instruct you to do. Many parents would ask you to smack their child if you thought it was appropriate. 
There are no child safe policies that the women providing childminding have to sign on to and no ratio 
requirements.  

Sunday school is another formal childcare situation. There are no signed child safe policy requirements, 
nor displayed child safe policies. In the groups with smaller children, there may be two women in that 
group, so one can take children to the toilet, but in the older group, there is one adult alone in the room 
with children, without windows or line of sight in for these rooms. There is no specific training other than 
being told to seek the lord and no oversight checking on what you are telling these children. 

Informal childminding arrangements are mainly parents grouping together to share childminding 
arrangements during a fast (an all day church event every 6 weeks approximately), so that parents could 
attend the fast together. Some assemblies chose the groups you are in, some allow you to make your own. 
This childminding would be done in one of the families homes and would last from about 8:30am to 8pm. 

Young Peoples could be considered an informal childcare situation. There are adults there mixing with 
children from 14 upwards. We believe they may have stopped this practice now, but for many years, if a 
child needed a lift home, they would have to raise their hand and say where they needed the lift to. Then 
anyone could volunteer to take them and they would then have to be alone in the car with them. The 
Young Peoples Leaders also speak with children in closed rooms alone, in order to interrogate them or 
discipline them. There is no question of refusing to comply with this. Once again, there are no child safe 
policies, either signed on to or displayed. 

The GRC also spent a significant amount of time circumventing the laws around caring for children. They 
originally had an offsite childcare, conducted in a local high school. This was raided by DHS in 2006 after 
being tipped off by an ex-member, upon hearing that two children had escaped. It was shut down due to 
not having a license to operate. A newspaper article detailing this has been attached at the end of this 
document. After this, they spent approximately 2 years having smaller groups of children (between 4-6) 
looked after by a mother and another woman. One of the woman had to be related to one of the children 
present in order to comply with these standards. We then moved to the current situation, where the children 
are all looked after onsite. 

It is a fair bigger current issue then just the GRC, but we would suggest that all groups that are providing 
anything to children, or even just have children attending should have to both publicly display their child 
safe policies and submit them for review. All those who attend such a place would need to sign on that 
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they have read the policies and agree to follow them. All of these places need to be inspected by 
government to ensure they are complying with government regulation around children, as well as 
following their own policies. At the moment, the system is a reactive system, not a proactive one. There is 
definitely the need for some major funding boosts in this area to ensure that our children are protected.  

Question 

 The CHAIR: Great. Secondly, on Annabelle’s questions around the finances and charity laws, I think 
we would be interested to know how the Victorian Government or even how the federal government could 
strengthen these laws to prevent people from suffering. 

 Catherine CAREY: I think we will take that one on notice. There is a lot of detail that we can probably 
go into for that one. 

Response 

We believe that the laws around what constitutes a charity needs to be significantly tightened. Currently, 
the Trustee for Revival Trust (which is the registered name for the GRC) sub type is ‘Advancing religion’ 
and their charity activities are ‘Training of young people to be law-abiding citizens, free of drugs and 
riotous behaviour. Training towards being successful and responsible marriage partners.’ These are 
ridiculous (and untruthful) suggestions, the GRC is not a registered training organisation and the damage 
they are doing to young people is far greater than any benefits that they are providing. Without being able 
to provide any benefits to the wider community, there shouldn’t be any tax free status applied to them. 

We would also suggest that the threshold of $3 million to submit an audited financial report is too high. 
Basic religious charities are not required to submit a financial report if under this amount and there is no 
way of knowing where the money is going. They also state on their annual statement that they will be 
doing no fundraising during the next reporting period, we would argue that asking for tithes is definitely a 
form of fundraising. We have attached their reporting statement from 2024 for your information. 

Question 

 Annabelle CLEELAND: Okay. My two questions on notice are—if you could just respond when you 
have time. One of our huge challenges that we are going to have to battle with is: how do you legislate 
some form of consequence or punishment to a pastor when a lot of the work has been executed by the 
elders and other people? I just think if you have got any guidance on how you go to the top—and not 
necessarily by punishing, because a lot of them are parents and in relationships, and I understand that will 
restrict people from – 

 Catherine CAREY: Yes, that is something we have thought about. We will take that on notice, but we 
do have the answers for that one. 

 Ryan CAREY: That is in the group submission, yes. 

Response 

In Appendix B of Beyond Belief, it lays out a tiered response to reports of group based coercive control. 
Those who may be at the lower levels of perpetrating coercion against others may be reported and required 
to undertake some form of education. This may assist them in understanding coercion that is being 
perpetrated against them and therefore assist in both helping them to remove themselves from that 
situation, and make it possible for them to report high levels of coercion being performed by the leaders of 
these groups. 

Also, by implementing an Independent Commissioner for Coercive Group Harm (page 35), they would be 
able to monitor groups and ensure that the correct recommendations to police and DFFH were being made. 

Question 
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