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1. INTRODUCTION
VANISH thanks the Victorian Parliamentary Committee on Legal and Social Issues (‘the Committee’)
for the opportunity to make a written submission to its inquiry into support services and responses to
Historical Forced Adoptions in Victoria.
VANISH notes that the Terms of Reference for the inquiry are “That this House refers, an Inquiry into
support services and responses to the issue of historical forced adoptions in Victoria to the Legal and
Social Issues Committee for consideration and report no later than 31 December 2020.”
In the media release circulated on the 6th November, the Chair, Natalie Suleyman MP said [1]:
“The inquiry will explore the support services and responses provided to the people in our
community who endured the past practice of forced adoption going back several decades,”
and “The terms of reference for this inquiry are broad, so the Committee will consider all
issues raised by community members who make submissions and present at public
hearings,”
VANISH supports this inquiry and the opportunity for people affected who have not yet shared their
experiences to do so and for the Victorian Government to take appropriate action regarding support
and redress.
Having provided support services to people affected by adoption for the last 30 years, VANISH is well
positioned to provide expert advice and recommendations regarding how to assist the many mothers,
fathers and adopted persons who have suffered the unbearable consequences of being forcibly or
coercively separated from their child or parents and family. These practices have caused trauma to
mothers, fathers and the children they were separated from and intergenerational trauma to their
children and grandchildren.
VANISH has provided a comprehensive submission to this Inquiry because, as an organisation
established by and for Victorians impacted by past adoption practices including forced adoptions,
VANISH is passionately committed to their truth being told and their ongoing support. This submission
relays some of their lived experiences, institutional responses so far and the social and legal barriers
placed in front of them as they seek to achieve justice and reconciliation.
The submission has been compiled by a team of VANISH Committee of Management (COM) members
and staff, most of whom have a relevant lived experience, together with independent experts
including academics and mental health experts, to describe the affects that past practices have on
people’s lives. This submission has referenced the considerable body of work about the negative
health and social effects of adoption to impress on the Committee that this evidence exists.
Through reading the recommendations the Committee will understand VANISH’s considered, expert
views on past practices. The main recommendations are to provide redress and access to improved
support services, desperately needed by mothers, fathers, adoptees and their families and to remove
barriers to access to information. A further series of recommendations is to educate the medical and
allied health professions and wider community about the realities of adoption to counter the
commonly promoted ‘fairy tale’ and to make sure that Forced Adoption never happens again.
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2. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS
This submission provides a list of recommendations offered by VANISH in the Executive Summary.
These recommendations are then provided within each section and in some cases repeated in
subsequent sections where relevant.
VANISH was established as an independent search and support organisation in 1989 by and for people
affected by adoption. VANISH provides a range of services which include specialist search assistance,
information, support - by phone, email or face-to-face, intermediary service, support groups,
counselling, referrals and resources. Since establishment VANISH has undertaken over 31,000
searches. Details of VANISH services, achievements and feedback from service users are provided in
Section 3. VANISH also undertakes advocacy and provides policy advice on behalf of members, service
users and the community.
It is difficult to find commonly accepted language to describe adoption and the direct parties to it.
Each individual’s experience is unique and complex. Language used in relation to past practices can
be value-laden and it is difficult to achieve consensus around which language is most appropriate.
Section 4 presents the language VANISH uses and some of the issues around language in terms of
people affected, policies and practices and the time period covered. VANISH argues that the period
for the purpose of this Inquiry into Historical Forced Adoptions be 1940 to 1989.
Section 5 describes historical forced adoption practices (what was done), drawing on the voices of
mothers, fathers and adopted persons as documented in several published reports and research
papers as well as VANISH member publications and private correspondence (with permission). It
conveys how the institutions involved – church and government run hospitals, mother and babies’
homes and adoption agencies, failed to advise mothers (and fathers) of their rights and entitlements
and applied pressure on using coercive, unethical and illegal means.
The lifelong impacts on those directly affected and subsequent generations, particularly in relation to
mental health, are discussed in Section 6. VANISH puts great emphasis on mental health in this
submission and notes that the issues faced by people affected are not pathological but evolve logically
out of what was done to them and what they subsequently experienced. Forced adoption practices
changed the trajectory of people’s lives. The broader range of impacts on psychological, biological and
social-cultural functioning and well-being are also discussed.
There has been a long history in Victoria of lobbying, advocacy and fighting for justice by people
affected by historical adoption practices. Section 7 provides an overview of community responses and
of the Victorian Government’s response in terms of legislative change and funding the establishment
of VANISH, an initiative of grassroots organisations who had lobbied together and successfully brought
about legislative change which opened access to records and ended closed adoption.
VANISH argues that a key role of this Victorian Inquiry into Historical Forced Adoptions is to consider
the extent to which state and federal funded support has met the needs of people affected as
described in the Senate Report. Section 8 provides a detailed review of progress and achievements
against the Senate Committee’s recommendations, which are extremely disappointing. The Victorian
Law Reform Committee’s 2016 review of the Adoption Act 1984 made important recommendations
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about access to information, support services and Integrated Birth Certificates. Like many of the
Senate Committee’s recommendations, these are yet to be implemented.
In summary, political leaders and some institutions have said they are sorry, yet the lessons from the
apologies and reviews are not being learnt. Many individuals and families affected by past adoption
practices are not aware of the apologies or services and/or are not benefitting from them. At the same
time, some of the Australian community are still pressing for children to be legally cut-off from their
family of origin through adoption – when other alternatives for permanent care are available.
VANISH argues that there are gaps, unmet needs and opportunities for the Victorian Government to
address through this Inquiry so that people affected by historical practices may receive appropriate
support. The main areas that need attention, discussed in Section 9, are redress, counselling, access
to information and support around contact, reunion and the lifelong complexities associated with
families having been torn apart. VANISH also argues for investment into research into various aspects
of the lives of people affected.
A list of VANISH’s recommendations to the Committee is provided below:
1. Redress and Restoration
1.1.

That the period considered for the purpose of this Inquiry into Historical Forced Adoptions be
1940 to 1989.

1.2.

That there be a sensitive redress scheme which includes the removal of the statute of
limitations so that the responsible institutions can be taken to court. Institutions involved in
arranging adoptions should contribute to redress and services as per Senate Inquiry
recommendations.

1.3.

That adoption discharges be a simple, no fault procedure and this be publicised.

1.4.

That cost-free Integrated Birth Certificates be made available to adopted persons who wish to
apply for them.

1.5.

That institutions involved in the removal of babies and/or arranging adoptions which have not
yet apologised (or adequately apologised) be strongly encouraged by the State to deliver
apologies to victims of their policies and practices which include statements that take
responsibility for the past policy choices made by institutions’ leaders and staff, and not be
qualified by reference to values or professional practice during the period in question.

1.6.

That the Victorian Government and organisations that arranged adoptions properly
acknowledge and express regret for, the abuse and trauma that adopted children suffered at
the hands of poorly screened adoptive parents.

1.7.

That Victoria’s involvement in intercountry adoption be reviewed – including with a view to
making a formal apology.

2.

Support Services

2.1.

That the Victorian Government fund the provision of free and low-cost specialist counselling
and psychological services to be provided through a combination of in-house specialist
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counselling and a brokerage scheme, offering clients choice, flexibility and a ‘no wrong door’
approach.
2.2.

That therapeutic services be delivered by recognised organisations and individuals with
relevant expertise and experience and who have no connection with past and forced adoption
practices.

2.3.

That the Victorian Government provide adequate funding for the delivery of a full suite of
post-adoption services for people affected by past and forced adoption practices, including
counselling and support groups.

2.4.

That support services be available throughout the lifetimes of those affected so that they may
enter and exit the service as and when required.

2.5.

That regional outreach programs be funded and implemented to improve access for regional
and rural Victorians.

3. Training for Professionals
3.1.

That comprehensive, face-to-face, interactive training be provided to mental health
practitioners across Victoria to better meet the diverse needs of people affected. That training
and education forums be provided for allied health and community welfare professionals.

4. Access to Information
4.1.

That applicants who have a right to identifying information without consent from the other
party be able to directly access from Births Deaths and Marriages (BDM) the relevant
certificates, which will identify the applicant’s natural parent or son/daughter.

4.2.

That the choice be provided to parties eligible to apply for adoption records as to whether
they want a supported release of their records and if so, who this should be with.

4.3.

That natural parents be afforded the same rights with regard to BDM as adopted persons, so
that they are able to apply for their adult child’s marriage and death certificates.

4.4.

That the child of an adopted person who has the consent of the adopted person, or where the
adopted person is deceased, be able to apply to BDM for the relevant certificates, which will
assist them to identify their natural grandparents.

4.5.

That, where an adoption file has not been able to be located, the Adoption Information Service
(AIS) be required to provide the applicant with full details of their efforts to find the file; and
where the file has been destroyed, the AIS be required to provide the applicant with the details
regarding when and why this occurred including evidence of fires, floods etc.

4.6.

That where there are doubts as to the truthfulness of the records or the relationship, the
Victorian Government support the parties to undertake a DNA test.

4.7.

That application for adoption records be subject to a time limit within which records must be
retrieved and released.

4.8.

That the Victorian Government prioritise the centralisation and cataloguing of all records and
provide regular updates to stakeholder groups and the public regarding progress with this
work.
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4.9.

That the Victorian Government waive fees for, or fund the cost of, BDM certificates for people
undertaking an adoption search and fund applications for certificates from other States.

4.10. That BDM establish an arrangement with VANISH that facilitates searching the Registers on
behalf of service users undertaking an adoption search.
4.11. That the Victorian Government include the support of DNA testing and analysis to find
relatives as part of funded support services.
5. Community Awareness and Educations
5.1.

That the Victorian Government promotes, and contributes to the promotion of, public
understanding of past and forced adoption practices, their impacts, this Inquiry and its
outcomes.

5.2.

That the Victorian Government assist and encourage National Archives Australia (NAA) to
source appropriate venues and show Without Consent in more locations in Victoria.

5.3.

That the Victorian Government assist and encourage the NAA to extend the Forced Adoption
History Project to receive submissions until one year after the Inquiry report has been handed
down.

6. Never Again
6.1.

That the Victorian Government affirms it does not have a policy of promoting adoptions from
the out-of-home care system by removing adoption from, and re-instating the pre-2014
positioning of the Permanent Care Order in, the permanency hierarchy embedded in Victoria’s
child protection and out-of-home care legislation (currently, the Children, Youth and Families
Act 2005) [2] .

6.2.

That adoption policy and the relevant legislation be changed to ensure continuity of the
original name and identity of any person adopted in Victoria in future, and to ensure the
accuracy of the details recorded on their birth certificate.

6.3.

That the Victorian Government fund research into various aspects of past adoption practices,
particularly impacts across the lifespan, and contact and reunion outcomes.
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3. ABOUT VANISH
3.1. Introduction to VANISH
VANISH Inc. (VANISH), also known as the Victorian Adoption Network for Information and Self Help, is
a secular community based not-for-profit organisation established in 1989 to provide search and
support services to people affected by adoption in Victoria. VANISH is funded by the Victorian
government. Since VANISH commenced, the Victorian Government has requested VANISH extend its
services to former state wards and people affected by donor conception.
VANISH was established by people affected by adoption in response to the long waiting list of adopted
adults seeking access to their adoption records (including original birth certificates and identifying
information about their natural parents) consequent to retrospective provisions of the Victorian
Adoption Act 1984. The introduction of that Act followed a comprehensive four-and-a-half-year
review of adoption legislation in Victoria, which recommended more open and consensual adoption
practices [3]. Victoria was the first state in Australia to legislate for access to adoption records and
demand was high with application numbers exceeding expectation. Despite strong lobbying by
advocacy groups for natural parents to be able to access identifying information about their now adult
adopted child, this did not occur until 2013.
Since establishment VANISH has undertaken over 31,000 searches. Currently, 72 years is the average
age of the natural parent being searched for through VANISH, which reflects that most of the
adoptions concerned were granted prior to the Adoption Act 1984, in the era of forced and closed
adoptions in Victoria, when adoption numbers were at their peak.
VANISH therefore has 30 years’ experience providing family search and support services to people
separated from their child or parent(s) and other natural relatives and working with the complexity of
the lived experience for people who seek assistance and support. VANISH is well informed regarding
past policies and practices and their impacts on individuals and their family members across their
lifetime and subsequent generations. Details regarding VANISH services are provided later in this
submission.
VANISH is governed by a Committee of Management (COM) which comprises individuals with a
relevant personal experience as well as extensive professional experience in child and family welfare,
adoption, counselling, family mediation and education. Staff and volunteers are qualified specialists
who may also have an adoption experience. VANISH works in partnership with post-adoption groups
and organisations in Victoria, interstate and overseas.
VANISH draws its policy positions from our direct contact with the many thousands of clients to whom
we provide, and have provided, services; and from our growing membership of over 900 individuals.
We take a vital interest in, and advocate on, policy, legislation and services in relation to adoption,
former wards of state, children in out-of-home care, donor conception and surrogacy.
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In 2017 VANISH undertook a service user satisfaction survey which received 180 responses.
Overwhelmingly (90%) respondents rated the quality of VANISH’s services as either excellent or good.
This is shown in the chart below:

Figure 2 – VANISH service user satisfaction (2017) - Quality

Respondents also rated the extent to which their needs were met almost as highly with 87% as
excellent or good, and 91% rated the workers as either excellent or good in terms of being respectful
in their interactions with service users.
The respondents then went on to positively reflect the work of VANISH’s team, rating them
consistently high as either excellent or good in categories such as being respectful to individual
circumstance (89.94%), being able to ‘hear’ or understand the feelings of the service user (89.47%),
involving the service user in the search process (92.22%), the level of support provided to service users
(93.48%).

3.2.1. Search Service
VANISH family tracing service mainly involves responding to requests for assistance to apply for
adoption records, trace family members and make contact with the family member found.
Since it was established, VANISH has provided a free search service to over 31,000 people. A VANISH
service user applies either directly, or through VANISH, for official records or certificates, usually from
the Registries of Births, Deaths and Marriages (BDM) throughout Australia.
For individuals who wish to conduct their own search(es), VANISH provides a comprehensive search
guide which includes information about searching from the time of thinking about making an
application for adoption records through to making contact and perhaps meeting with the person
sought. It also includes information and useful tips to help an individual prepare for a search and for
making contact if they wish to. VANISH workers are available to provide assistance and support during
the process.
In the satisfaction survey (2017), of those who had utilised the search service just over 92% of
respondents rated the staff’s capacity to explain the service as either excellent or good, and the same
number of people identified that the staff had explained the costs involved.
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Both the general and specific feedback repeatedly highlighted not only the high quality of work that
VANISH does but also identified the importance of VANISH’s role in supporting people through the
search process. Of the two thirds of people who accessed support through VANISH 92% rated this
support as either excellent or good, as shown in the chart below:

Figure 3 – VANISH service user satisfaction (2017) - Support

3.2.2. Intermediary Service
Contacting a relative one has been separated from through adoption can be emotionally challenging
and even traumatic. Some individuals are more inclined to request that an intermediary make the
outreach on their behalf than to attempt this themselves. VANISH provides service users with
information relating to the ‘pros and cons’ of using an intermediary or making an outreach on their
own and supports them to implement their chosen way forward either by supporting them to make
an outreach, providing them with intermediary services (in exceptional circumstances), or referring
them to a professional intermediary, this often being the Adoption Information Service (AIS) in the
Department of Justice and Community Safety (DJSC). Unlike some of the funded post-adoption
support agencies in other states, VANISH is not sufficiently resourced to fully meet the demand for
intermediary services - this service can be quite resource intensive.

3.2.3. Support
Support is a significant aspect of the services delivered by VANISH and is delivered in face-to-face, one
to one appointments, by email, by telephone and through attending a support group. VANISH
professionals, some of whom who have a relevant lived experience, are able to respond to service
users’ needs in a sensitive, timely and flexible manner. Support is sought for a range of reasons, some
being:






making contact with a relative or dealing with response to contact – positive or negative
concerns regarding the ongoing outcomes and impacts of a search
how to tell children about the existence of another child or children
late discovery of being adopted
ongoing relationship negotiations and difficulties
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telling adoptive parents about a search and/or its outcomes
navigating bureaucratic processes to access records
struggling to acknowledge or integrate traumatic or painful experiences

VANISH has also provided information sessions specifically targeted to individuals and their family
members who have some experience of adoption.

3.2.4. Information and Referrals
Many of the calls and emails VANISH receives are from people requesting information regarding
matters such as who has the right to apply for records, how to apply for records, which resources to
read or view and where to go for search assistance in other states and territories. VANISH frequently
provides referrals, including warm referrals, to other services such as housing services, Link-Up
Victoria, community welfare organisations in regional locations etc.

3.2.5. Counselling
VANISH established an in-house counselling service in 2013 through the establishment of the
Workforce Capacity Development Project initiated by the Victorian Government following the
Victorian Apology for Past Adoption Practices. This service is fully described in the discussion about
that project in Section 8.3.1.
Also, worth mentioning is the Pilot Brokerage Counselling Program established in 2011 when VANISH
was allocated fixed term funding by the Victorian Department of Human Services to pilot counselling
brokerage. Within six months of announcing the program, the total amount of funding had been
allocated to individuals who requested counselling through this program, a strong indication of the
need in the community for counselling services, bearing in mind that this was before the National
Apology. A total of 80 counsellors participated in the program, some of whom were drawn from the
VANISH counselling referral list which had been developed over a number of years and were known
to have experience working with people affected by adoption and/or had a personal experience of
adoption. In some cases, the individual who requested funds was already in a counselling relationship
and expressed a wish to continue with that particular counsellor. VANISH agreed to provide the
funding with the proviso that the counsellor met the requirements as set out by VANISH and
confirmed their registration. This program was extremely successful; for many individuals it was the
first opportunity to explore issues around their adoption experience and for others it was an
opportunity to subsidise counselling sessions they were already having. VANISH also received a
number of requests for an extended number of sessions under the scheme.

3.2.6. Counsellor Register
VANISH has a register of 90 counsellors who have expertise in supporting people affected by adoption,
a proportion of whom have undertaken the VANISH training. The register is described in more detail
under Section 8.3.1.

3.2.7. Support Groups
Since inception, VANISH has provided peer support groups for a range of individuals who have been
affected by adoption. The two peer groups that continue to be held at VANISH premises now are the
adoptee only support group and the mixed support group which is open to adoptees, mothers, fathers
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and other relatives. Groups are a unique opportunity for people affected by separation through
adoption to come together in a supportive and safe environment.
It is not uncommon for individuals to move in and out of groups, attend when the need arises and
leave when in a more comfortable place in their lives. It is helpful then that the time and day of each
support group has remained constant for more than 20 years. Feedback from participants who attend
the groups is very positive and reinforces the benefits of such groups for all people affected by
adoption in both metropolitan and rural areas. More information on servicer user feedback is provided
in Section 8.3.1.
VANISH groups are facilitated by professionals with a personal experience of adoption and/or
separation through adoption. VANISH has produced a Support Group Facilitators’ Handbook which
gives a broad outline of what a support group is, the skills and responsibilities of a support group
facilitator as well as best practice and code of ethics; it is available online or by contacting VANISH.

3.2.8. Training for Counsellors and Allied Health Professionals
As part of the 2011 Pilot Brokerage Counselling Program mentioned above, VANISH conducted two
Adoption Awareness workshops for professionals. The workshops were to inform counsellors about
adoption issues and also provide an opportunity to discuss what works and what does not work from
the individual’s perspective and the counsellor’s perspective. The workshops were very well attended
by professionals and VANISH received positive feedback with many requests for further workshops in
the future.
Building upon the outcomes of these workshops, in 2013 VANISH established a more comprehensive
two-day counsellor training as part of the Workforce Capacity Development Project. This training is
detailed in the relevant Section 8.3.1.
VANISH also provides training, educational forums and presentations to allied health workers through
a range of forums. These usually involve describing past practices, their impacts, the apologies and
how to support people affected. It is very common for attendees to be shocked by past practices and
say they had no idea these occurred. This is particularly the case with younger generations and new
Australians.

3.2.9. Secondary Consultations
VANISH provides secondary consultations for professionals who are working with someone affected
by adoption and would like to draw upon VANISH expertise and resources. These usually occur over
the phone or by email.

3.2.10. Community Education
A significant problem for people affected by past and forced adoption practices is a lack of
understanding in the community. Adoption tends to be depicted in fairy tales and media stories as
something wonderful, even magical. The myths and assumptions around adoption make it very
difficult for people affected to share their true feelings and perspectives with their friends and family
for fear of being rejected, not believed, shamed, judged or berated.
To address this concern, VANISH presents to community groups and at public forums to provide some
insights into the lived experience. VANISH is not able to respond to all the speaker invitations we
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3.4. VANISH contributions to previous Inquiries and Apologies
VANISH has contributed to several significant government inquiries and law reform reviews regarding
adoption and related matters and subsequent implementation strategies. Those relevant to this
inquiry and which show the breadth and depth of VANISH’s advocacy in this area are:







Senate Community Affairs References Committee’s Inquiry into the Commonwealth
Contribution to Former Forced Adoption Policies and Practices (2011) [4]
Victorian Law Reform Commission’s review of the Adoption Act (Vic) 1984 (2016) [5]
ACT Adoption Act Review (2016) [6]
Victorian Commission for Children and Young People’s Permanency Amendments Inquiry
(2016) [7]
House of Representatives Standing Committee on Social Policy and Legal Affairs National
Inquiry into Local Adoption (2018) [8]
Victorian Proposed Adoption Regulations (2019) [9]

Furthermore, VANISH’s Chairperson at the time, Mr Leigh Hubbard, was an appointed member of the
Commonwealth Government's Forced Adoption Apology Reference Group (2012-13) [10] and the
Forced Adoptions Implementation Working Group (2013) [11].
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4. LANGUAGE AND DEFINITIONS
4.1. Terminology for People Affected
It is difficult to find commonly accepted language to describe adoption and the direct parties to it.
When working with individuals, VANISH’s guiding principle is to mirror the language the service user
uses when describing themselves and their family members rather than seek to impose what are
considered to be the preferred terms. Beyond that, VANISH tends to use the following terms when
describing people affected:


Mother refers to a mother separated from her child or children through past adoption
practices. Mothers are frequently referred to using qualifying terms such as biological, birth,
first, genetic, natural or relinquishing. These terms do not recognise the extent of the
relationship and that, in the majority of cases, mothers maintained a psychological
relationship with, and longing for, their child. It is argued that some terms relegate mothers
to non-parents or breeding machines [12].



Father refers to a father separated from his child or children through past adoption practices.
Fathers are also frequently referred to using qualifying terms such as biological, birth, first,
genetic, natural or relinquishing and again, this does not recognise the extent of the
relationship.



Adopted person or adoptee refers to an individual who was legally adopted as a baby or child
and who is now an adult.



Late discovery adoptee refers to an individual who finds out they are adopted in adolescence
or adulthood.



Adoptive mother, father, parent(s) refers to the mother and/or father who legally adopted a
child or children.



Family member refers to a relative of the people listed above including their parents,
partners/spouses, children, siblings, grandparents, aunts, uncles, cousins, nieces, and
nephews.



Adoption community refers to people personally affected by adoption plus professionals,
academics and others who have an interest in, and understanding of, adoption-related issues.

It should be noted that VANISH uses a range of terms on our website in order to appear in the search
results of potential service users who use those terms when seeking search assistance.
The Senate Community Affairs References Committee’s Inquiry into the Commonwealth Contribution
to Former Forced Adoption Policies and Practices (referred to as the Senate Inquiry) [13] had a
significant role in changing the discourse and language used concerning past/forced adoption in the
broader community in Australia. This followed lobbying by people affected and advocacy groups
representing them. They reasoned that the most commonly used adjectives were introduced by the
institutions arranging adoptions and that these labels perpetuated the damage caused by forced and
coerced separation. The Australian Institute of Family Studies (AIFS) study into Past adoption
experiences [14] also acknowledged that some terms could be perceived as ‘value-laden’ and so where
possible used the terms used by study respondents to describe their experiences.
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Prior to and during the Senate Inquiry, mothers who were separated from their child or children by
force or coercion rejected the term ‘relinquishing mother’ because this implies willing surrender. They
also rejected the terms ‘birth mother’ and ‘biological mother’ because these terms reduce the
relationship between a mother and her child to a single event in time or to a single aspect of that
relationship - biology. Similarly, fathers also voiced their concerns about the adjectives used to
describe their status. The Senate Report, in situations where further clarity was needed, used the
terms ‘natural mother’, ‘natural father’ and ‘natural parents’ or ‘adoptive mother’, ‘adoptive father’
and ‘adoptive parents’.
Adults adopted as children also raised concerns about the ways they were commonly described, in
particular being referred to as the ‘adopted child’ or ‘adopted children’ thereby being given the status
of perpetual child with no voice about what was, and is, in their best interests. The term ‘adopted
person’ is considered more respectful. The term ‘adoptee’ is commonly used, particularly within the
adoption community, although it is recognised that some adopted adults prefer not to be called
‘adoptees’. Some individuals who are adopted convey they feel it is important that they are referred
to as someone who ‘is adopted’ rather than ‘was adopted’, emphasising that being adopted is a
lifelong status rather than a past event.

4.2. Terminology for Policies and Practices
The terms used for the policies and practices that were imposed on individuals and families in this
context is similarly value-laden and political and therefore challenging [15]. The definition used for
this inquiry - Historical Forced Adoptions – raises dilemmas in that it invokes the need to define both
the terms ‘historical’ and ‘forced’.
There has been a Victorian Apology for Past Adoption Practices and a National Apology for Forced
Adoptions. Up until the Senate Inquiry [13] the term forced adoption was not commonly used. The
only apology prior to the Senate Inquiry was the Western Australian (WA) apology delivered by
Premier Colin Barnett in October 2010 [16]. In this apology, entitled ‘Removal of children from
unmarried mothers – apology’, the Premier stated “with regard to past adoption practices, it is now
recognised that from the 1940s to the 1980s the legal, health, and welfare system then operating in
Western Australia, in many instances, did not strike the correct balance between the goal of
minimising the emotional and mental impact of the adoption process on unmarried mothers, with the
goal of achieving what was considered at the time to be in the best interests of the child”. This apology
is noteworthy for both the terminology and the timeframe referred to.
The Senate Inquiry [13] defined forced adoption to be “when children were given up for adoption
because their parents, particularly their mothers, were forced to relinquish them or faced
circumstances in which they were left with no other choice” and stated “the committee believes it to
be incontrovertible that forced adoption was common”. The Senate Inquiry went on to note that
“There were many different ways in which forced adoption occurred… These accounts ranged from
experiences of being physically shackled to beds, to social workers failing to advise mothers of
government payments that may have been available to support them to keep their child. Some people
who were adopted as a result of forced adoption, and who gave evidence to this inquiry, reported
painful childhoods living with their adopted families, sometimes including experiences of abuse.”
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As with the new term ‘Forgotten Australians’, also introduced through a Senate Inquiry (2004) [17],
the new language regarding historical adoptions received a mixed response. Some of the reactions
have been:










Relief expressed by some mothers (and fathers) who have felt that their experience is finally
validated that they might now be believed by their family and community and, in particular,
by the son or daughter they were separated from.
Mothers who feel, for a range of reasons and based upon what they were told at the time,
that their experience was not forced adoption. For example, mothers who say they signed the
consent form, or who say they were not drugged or exposed to physical force, or who felt they
chose adoption as being the best option for their child.
A rejection of the term by some mothers (and fathers) who state that their child was abducted
or stolen [18] and consent, if obtained, was obtained illegally or fraudulently.
Some mothers (and fathers) reject the use of the word ‘adoption’ because their experience
was the removal of their child and the legal process of adoption occurred months later and
was not part of their experience, rather that of their son or daughter.
Concern and distress expressed by adopted persons who are not aware of the circumstances
of their adoption and are not able to find out due to incomplete, lost or falsified records.
A call by some adopted persons for it to be acknowledged that adoption was forced in that it
was imposed on them in all cases as the child, as it is not possible for an infant to give consent
to such an agreement [19].

A major issue with using the term ‘forced’ is that the individuals affected are conceptually divided into
two categories – forced and unforced. It is extremely difficult in an historical context to differentiate
between whether force applies to one or all of the physical, mental, social and emotional coercion
applied to mothers (and some fathers) by people in positions of power who wanted their babies for
adoption. It also presents challenges regarding eligibility for services [20] and redress, as those who
do not regard themselves as forced are reluctant to approach services using this title. Further, it can
be argued that the consequences and impacts of separation by adoption are the same for many of the
people affected.

4.3. Timeframe
The difficulty in using the term ‘historical’ is similar to that of using the term ‘forced’, in that it can
create two categories. In this case, it is not defining the experience that is problematic, but the time
period.
The timeframes defined by other inquiries have varied. The New South Wales Inquiry into adoption
practices between 1950 and 1998 [21] noted that “The Committee will consider adoption practices in
New South Wales from 1950 to 1998. However, the primary emphasis of the Inquiry will be on the
practices occurring before the introduction of the Adoption Information Act 1990”, indicating that the
new Act was seen as the end of the forced adoption era. The WA apology, as noted above, referred to
past practices from the 1940s to the 1980s [16].
The Senate Inquiry argued that forced adoptions predominantly took place between 1950 and 1975,
noting that testimony and documents were examined from outside of this period [13]. This timeframe
caused disappointment and distress for some individuals because it meant that the removal of their
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child, or their own adoption, was not included or apologised for. The Senate Committee considered
1975 to mark the end of the forced adoptions due to the marked drop in numbers of adoptions from
1971-1972 which was the peak year for adoptions with almost 10,000 children adopted. This decrease
was seen to correlate with a reduction in teenage pregnancies due to the increased availability of
contraception and the legalisation of abortion, plus an increased awareness of financial support
available due to the significant publicity around the introduction of the Supporting Mothers Benefit
by the Whitlam Government in 1973 [22].
In Victoria though, over 10,000 Victorian adoptions were arranged between 1975 and 1984 (as can be
seen in Figure 4), which shows the number of adoptions in Victoria from 1929 to 2006. This chart
indicates the magnitude of adoptions as a result of past practices in the 1940s to 1980s in comparison
to previously and more recently.
Figure 4 is annotated with main legislative events in Victoria to show that:





Adoptions in Victoria peaked in 1971 at around 2,150.
Adoptions were already in decline when the Single Mother’s Pension was introduced by the
Federal Government [22].
By the time the Adoption Act 1984 [23] was introduced, adoption numbers were down to
about 750 per year.
Adoptions continued to decline after the closure of the last Mother’s Home (Kedesh
Maternity Home [24]) and the closure of the last of the Children’s Homes in the late 1980s
[25].

Figure 4 – Historical Adoptions numbers in Victoria [from [5]

If the Victorian Government were to use the Senate Inquiry timeframe in defining Historical Forced
Adoptions, the 10,000 plus adoptions that occurred between 1975 and 1984 would be considered
‘non-forced’, which is not reflected in the personal accounts conveyed to VANISH by service users. As
can be seen, Maternity Homes (which were also sometimes called ‘Mothers’ and Babies’ Homes’) and
Children’s Homes were still in existence in Victoria until the late 1980s to early 1990s, indicating that
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5. HISTORICAL FORCED ADOPTION PRACTICES
The removal of babies from their mothers (and fathers) without consent is documented in various
reports and testimonies; in particular, from the NSW Inquiry [21], the Senate Inquiry [13] and the AIFS
study [14]. These reports highlight the barbaric realities of past and forced adoption policies and
practices. The cruelty and disregard shown by those in authority is difficult to comprehend. Yet,
through the many personal accounts provided by people affected and former staff and medical
practitioners, we know these practices were all too common. Below are some of the practices and
how they impacted individuals affected, using excerpts from a range of personal accounts.
It is important to note that while the majority of mothers subjected to these policies and practices
were young and unmarried, many were not. Some were married and both parents fought to keep their
son or daughter. Some had been widowed, deserted, separated or divorced.
Many mothers’ medical files were marked ‘A’ (Adoption) or ‘BFA’ (Baby For Adoption) by the doctors,
hospital staff or social workers without their knowledge and regardless of their intentions.
“I had no intention of giving him up for adoption, I had purchased his crib, bedding and basic
baby needs, but ended up suffering from toxaemia and was put into hospital early and kept
sedated – from the moment I arrived I was referred to as 'BFA' which I now know means 'Baby
for Adoption'”. [27]
Mothers were sent away or hidden from their community prior to the birth of their child. Some were
sent to ‘homes’ run by religious organisations where conditions were often harsh. They were
frequently given false identities.
“I was sent to Melbourne to live with my Uncle, until I went to the Presbyterian Sisterhood
(…) Nth Fitzroy. Where we were denied any contact with the outside world,….. we were there
to deliver healthy babies for Adoption. We were also given false names mine was “Sue” [28]
Unmarried pregnant women were stigmatised as being irresponsible and unworthy of parenting. They
were told that if they loved their baby, they would give them to a ‘real’ family, forget about their baby
and get on with the rest of their life, and that they would go on to have ‘children of their own’.
“I felt ignored, totally disempowered and worthless. The understanding was that I would be
taken in pregnant and that I would leave no longer pregnant but without my baby” [29]
“I felt totally alone. At no time was I invited to discuss my pregnancy, to talk about my
future or my child’s future. The emphasis was always on adoption being what was ‘best for
the child’ – ‘if you love your baby then you will give it up for adoption’. There was never any
acknowledgement that to relinquish my child would be a major loss for me and for him”.
[29]
Hospital social workers and mother and baby home employees used a range of strategies to coerce
mothers into signing the consent to adopt, including threats and telling them they had no choice.
“When I finally went into labour, I was taken to the Royal Women’s hospital and it was a very
long and difficult birth. But I was delighted with my son and bonded with him, breast feeding
him and taking care of him. I never imagined he would be taken away from me”.
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“On the sixth day a nurse came to my bed and told me that someone wanted to talk to me in
a nearby room. I went to this room and I now realise the person in it was a social worker. She
started talking to me about my baby son. I can’t remember what she said to me except these
words; ‘I should not have been breast feeding him and I had no rights to him.
I was extremely shocked, I believed that he was mine. She then placed in front of me some
papers and told me to sign them: they were adoption papers”.
Numbly I signed them.
As I was in complete shock I returned to my bed immediately, my baby was taken away and
a nurse bound my breasts tightly and painfully to dry up my baby’s milk.
I never saw my baby again”. [30]
Compared to married mothers, unmarried mothers were discriminated against and ostracised in
maternity homes and hospitals and provided with lower levels of care.
“Following the admission process at the Queen Victoria Hospital I was restricted to bed in a
large open ward with minimal privacy. I received very little support or care from the
Midwives. I was given an injection during the labour without informed consent for “making
too much noise” [31]
Some mothers were abused during the birth process, such as being shackled or otherwise physically
restrained, drugged, or left without pain relief.
“At about 4am I was very distressed and needed someone to be with me, I asked the staff if
they could ring my Aunty but I was told the only person the staff could right was the (…) at
the Sisterhood, so I was given Heroin I didn’t know what it was at the time..” [28]
Many were separated from their babies immediately after birth; they were not allowed to see or hold
their babies. They were sedated in recovery and prevented from leaving their hospital bed or visiting
the nursery, despite desperate repeated requests, until consent was obtained. The use of BFA on the
file ensured these practices would be employed at the time of birth, particularly if the mother was
unmarried.
“I stood at the nursery window with tears running down my face, I asked to hold or feed my
beautiful baby and was told that because my baby was to be Adopted I couldn’t do either,
the nurse brought her to the window but I was crying and couldn’t see her properly”. [28]
This immediate separation was argued to be based upon the ‘clean break theory’, which was that the
earlier the mother and baby were separated, the less likely they would become attached and the more
likely the baby would attach to the adoptive parents [32] [33]. It is now well understood that the
opposite is true. It could also be argued that this practice was just a continuation of the degrading,
humiliating, disrespectful, punitive treatment already handed out to the mother, with the final stroke
being to prevent her from having any contact at all with her baby.
“31/12/1963 someone was sent to the hospital from Berry St to collect me I ran screaming
for help to a sister who had cared for me I was hysterical she put her arms around me and
said go home and be a good girl, I was dragged out without my baby screaming it was the
worst experience of my life and still is” [34]
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Some mothers were told their babies had died, usually in cases known as ‘rapid adoptions’. In such
cases, an adoptive mother delivered a stillborn baby and was quickly offered a baby taken from a
mother whose baby was identified for adoption, even though the adoptive parents were not
registered as wanting to adopt.
Mothers (and fathers) were denied information about available financial support that could have
altered their circumstances and avoided the adoption of their child. This meant that their consent was
not fully informed – many mothers only agreed to adoption because they were socially isolated, could
not access financial support to keep and raise their child, and could not return home to their own
parents with a baby.
They were also denied information about their right to revoke consent to adoption within 30 days.
Mothers who returned to claim their baby within this timeframe were told that their child had been
adopted even when this was not the case.
“I last saw my daughter 32 years ago. I did not have a legal representative when I gave
consent when she was 6 days old. I did not have information on life long consequences. I
had not mothered my baby (eg by feeding, holding, changing a nappy, taking her home). I
did not have information on alternatives. I did not know how to revoke. I was not given a
copy of what I signed.” [33]
“On the 29th day after (…) was born I took my papers back to the Women’s Hospital to take
my baby home, I was laughed at and told she wasn’t here she had gone to her Adopted
family and if I wanted I should go to the Court House, when I asked where it was I was told
to look it up in the phone book, feeling absolutely defeated and hopeless I left all the baby
things I had prepared and walked out”. [28]
Written consent was frequently dispensed with so that babies could be removed for adoption without
their parents’ consent. In other cases, consent was achieved by stealth or duress.
Many mothers (and fathers) were too young to be able to provide informed consent.
“So many – in fact probably the majority of these young mothers were under the age, which
was then 21, the age of consent. They had no guardians, they had no personal
representative, they had no independent legal advice, they usually had not legal advice at
all.” [35]
Some mothers were not told whether their child was a boy or girl. Some were not given the
opportunity to name their baby, or they named the baby but the nurses, social workers or doctors
changed it to a different name.
Fathers were frequently stigmatised as irresponsible and removed from the adoption process
altogether. They were ‘warned off’, ‘kept away’, mainly it would now seem to avoid any possible delay
that might occur in gaining their consent if they were still on the scene [36].
“It was the most upsetting time of my life”
“I was never consulted about my thoughts. Because we weren’t getting married, it was up
to her and her parents. If you weren’t married the only option was an adoption”.
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“For that reason, I wasn’t involved in any signing of the papers for the adoption, my name
wasn’t even on the birth certificate” (Father, [37])
“her father was a serving officer of the Victorian Police Force called me and told me to meet
him at Russell Street Police Headquarters where I was intimidated, threatened with Jail and
was verbally abused….and possibly face any criminal charges they would choose to lay”.
“I was going to visit her but was again warned never to go near her again by her father…who
threatened assault” (Father, [38])
For this and other reasons, the father’s name was usually omitted from his child’s birth certificate.
There were instances where a child was taken from his or her mother immediately after birth and
‘handed over’ without any legal documentation. This practice appears to have occurred quite regularly
between midwives, doctors and social workers who ‘looked out for’ a suitable child for their people
of influence or friends and relatives.
“When given the papers to give the details of my daughter’s birth I know I gave full details
of her father. I was shocked when we got her original birth certificate, with father unknown”
[34].
To suppress their breast milk, some mothers had their breasts bound. Others were given
diethylstilboestrol (DES), a drug containing estrogen which was later discovered to increase a woman’s
risk of breast cancer and also cause higher risk of certain types of cancer for children exposed to DES
in the womb [39] [40].
“The synthetic oestrogen diethylstilboestrol, known by the acronym ‘DES’ or as stilboestrol,
was administered to single mothers without informed consent in hospitals where unmarried
women gave birth. Among them were the Crown Street Women’s Hospital in Sydney and the
Royal Women’s Hospital (RWH) in Melbourne, with the latter – on its own admission – using
the drug from 1941 to 1971”. [41]
“I was given an injection to stop Lactation, I believe this affected my ability to breast feed
my next daughter, who has also had Ovarian Cancer and had her Left Ovary removed. Was
this injection DES?” [28]
Babies were removed from their mothers and held in nurseries until they were placed with their
prospective adoptive parents or interim carers. Adoptions were finalised through the courts some
weeks or months later.
In some hospitals and homes, babies were not allowed to be cuddled or held even when being fed as
it was believed this could compromise their attachment to the adoptive parents.
“I grew up with the idea that I was given as a gift to my adoptive parents, delivered into
their loving arms soon after birth. When I accessed my file and saw my adoption occurred at
6 weeks old I felt like I’d fallen into a black hole. Where was I? Who held me? How could I
belong to nobody for all that time? Though I found that out years ago it’s the one thing I still
cry about. It’s the part of my adoption story that I have found the most disturbing and
difficult to process.” (Adoptee [42])
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Some infants were adopted by a single woman despite being removed from their mother due to her
being unmarried.
Children were subsequently raised in families with no genetic relative(s). Their original Birth Certificate
was (and still is) cancelled, and a new ‘birth’ certificate issued with a new adoptive name and the name
of the adoptive parent or parents, as if born to them. All connection to their family of origin, their
ancestry and their culture was severed and deemed to be unimportant.
Adoptive parents were not necessarily carefully screened, so some adopted children were subjected
to physical, emotional, and/or sexual abuse.
Some infants were deemed ‘not fit for adoption’ because of perceived problems with their health or
appearance, such as having red hair, and so remained in the child welfare system, usually as ‘wards of
state’ and often without their mother’s knowledge [43].
Some children were removed from their adoptive parents and placed in the child welfare system after
the birth of a biological child, the death of an adoptive parent, the separation/divorce of the adoptive
parents or the failure of the adoption. These children became our ‘Forgotten Australians’, pre-1990
Care Leavers.
Some babies died….

Figure 5 - Mother’s Memorial in Melbourne General Cemetery

There is a memorial in the Melbourne General Cemetery, created in 2007, for mothers whose children
were adopted but subsequently died prior to reunion. The memorial acknowledges the grief and loss
experienced by mothers who are unable to reconnect with their son or daughter due to them having
passed away. Their pain and profound sadness is expressed in the poem inscribed on the memorial.
In the context of forced and past adoption practices, adoptive parents are viewed by some as the
winners because they received children and experienced the joy of raising and parenting them. They
were seen as being privileged due to being married and having good professions and being well
connected to people in authority, for example doctors and church leaders. Adoptive parents,
particularly those who were infertile, are seen to have created and perpetuated a market for babies.
At the same time, they were held up by the community as heroes for rescuing children supposedly
unwanted children [35] [44].
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Some adoptive parents, having learned about forced adoption practices, have lobbied for justice and
reform alongside mothers, fathers and adoptees. Some adoptive parents say they were not provided
with education and resources regarding the impact of separation of a child from its mother and family,
and the impact of that traumatic event and the subsequent adoption. They were not informed that
adoptive parenting is significantly more complex than biological parenting. Instead, they were told by
agencies arranging adoptions to ‘just love them and they will be fine’. Adoptive parents were often
lied to by the agencies regarding the willing relinquishment of the child, the child’s background, and/or
the child’s orphan status.
The institutions involved in implementing policies and practices described above applied pressure on
young mothers using similar coercive and demeaning language and labels. This has become
increasingly apparent through the various inquiries and research activities, as well as through people
affected connecting via social media and realising, they were subject to the same phrases, regardless
of where they were. Examples of common phrases used are:
“Your child will be called a bastard in the playground”
“You need to atone for your sins”
“If you love your child you will give him/her to a real family”
“Your child will be raised by a good Christian married couple”
“I was not treated as an expectant mother but rather encouraged to think of my baby as not
being mine but belonging to some perfect deserving married couple”. [29]
“This is your child’s only chance to get an education”
“What can you possibly give your child?”
“Who would ever marry a girl with an illegitimate child?”
“Forget about this baby and go and find a husband so you can have children of your own”
The language used by the institutions that arranged adoptions that was then parroted by families and
the broader community could also be value-laden and deceptive:


‘given up’ or ‘given away’ - suggesting a voluntary choice rather than coercion or force, and
also suggesting to the adopted child growing up that they were not wanted, not worth
keeping. Even in the more recent context of forced adoptions, the term ‘forced to give away’
is commonly used.



‘special’ and ‘chosen’ – many adopted children were told they were ‘special’ because they
were ‘chosen’ by their adoptive parents. Although in some cases adoptive parents did select
a child from the Mothers and Babies Home or hospital nursery, in most instances this was not
the case. Furthermore, this message caused confusion and hurt because, to have been chosen,
one had to first be unchosen [45] [46].



‘selfish’ – mothers were frequently told they were selfish
“Accused of selfishness for considering keeping her child, and then accurse of
selfishness for having given it up, the natural mother was implicitly punished’ [47]
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“I still had not signed consent to adoption so now I understand my daughter was
illegally separated from me. I think it was 8/1/1964 I was sent on my own to sign
consent to adoption with no parent present I was 17 unable to vote or borrow money
or get a driver’s licence but able to sign my baby away I did that because my mother
told me under no circumstance could I keep her and if I didn’t sign she would grow up
in an orphanage and how selfish I was” [34]


‘lucky’ - was and still is commonly used to describe the experience of an adopted child and
adult. This is well intended but is based on the premise that the child was rescued from a
terrible situation when, to the adopted child or person, the traumatic removal from their
mother and family feels far from lucky. It also creates doubt and confusion about their mother
and family and what it was they are lucky to have been removed from.



‘should be grateful’ - accompanies ‘lucky’ based on the same premise. In fact, one of the most
commonly shared quotes within the adoption community is:
“Adoption loss is the only trauma in the world where the victims are expected by the
whole of society to be grateful”. (The Reverend Keith C. Griffith, MBE) [48]

Many of the theories and myths underpinning historical adoption practices have long been debunked,
for example:
“The Adoption Legislation Review Committee refers to the assumptions that relinquishing
mothers can forget about the children they relinquished as ‘a fallacy of thinking on which
certain aspects of adoptions policy and practice have been based” [49]
Unfortunately, despite the fact that policies and practices have changed dramatically in regard to
single motherhood, society is still under-informed of subsequent research findings regarding the
impact of separating mother and child, of bonding and attachment, and of the lifelong suffering
historical practices caused.
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6. THE IMPACTS ON PEOPLE AFFECTED
6.1. Mental Health Impacts
All of the practices described above have had long-term consequences for those directly affected, as
well as for previous and subsequent children and other relatives. The experience of trauma, loss, grief,
guilt and shame and the impact on a sense of identity, trust, intimacy, mastery and control have been
conceptualised as being linked to long-term mental health issues for those affected by adoption [50]
[51] [52].
Key processes unique to adoption that are related to mental health impacts are as follows:


Adoption is not just a legal disposition at one point in time, but a fundamental, life-altering
event.
When you lose a child, they’re always with you. And because you don’t know what
happened to them you carry a black hole that is always empty. (Mother and Adoptee, [53])
I believe that being an adoptee has profoundly affected my life in negative ways. (Adopted
person, p. 77 [13])

Evidence of long-term mental health impact was found by Kenny et al. (2012) [14] in a sample of 505
mothers, 12 fathers and 895 adoptees. The Kessler Psychological Distress Scale (K10) [54] is used to
assess current mental health against cut-offs for level of distress developed for the Victorian
Population Health Survey and is currently used across Australia by GPs to assess the need for Mental
Health plans. On the K10, Kenny et al. (2012) [14] found that close to one-third (30.7%) of mothers
were likely to have a severe mental disorder (such as depression and anxiety) compared to the norm
of 4.4%; 15% likely to have a moderate mental disorder (norm 5.5%), 15.5% a mild disorder (norm
10.5%) and 38.5% likely to be well (norm 79.5%). One-third of the 12 fathers surveyed were likely to
have a mental health issue.
With respect to adoptees, close to 30% of the 825 adoptees were, at the time of the survey, reported
to be suffering moderate or severe levels of psychological distress on the K10 (compared with around
10% of the general population). Nearly one-fifth (17.9%) were likely to have a severe disorder (norm,
4.4%), 10.4% likely to have a moderate disorder (norm, 5.5%), and 17.4 % likely to have a mild disorder
(norm 10.5%). The remaining 54.3%, just over half the sample, rated themselves as well, lower than
the norms for the general population (norm 79.5%).


Adoption is created through traumatic loss; without loss there would be no adoption.
Traumatic loss is the core or the ‘hub’ for the experiences of all involved.

Very early Australian research by Winkler & van Keppel (1984) [55] found that the 213 mothers who
participated in their Nationwide Australian study reported a sense of loss. As a fundamental lifealtering event, this sense of loss did not diminish over time. Winkler & van Keppel (1984) called this a
non-finite loss, as there is no clearly marked conclusion, so that the loss becomes more apparent with
the passage of time, shattering hopes and wishes for the future and personal expectations. In fact,
approximately half of the mothers surveyed reported an increase in the sense of loss over time, often
intensifying at key points, such as the birth of subsequent children or as the child they lost to adoption
grew older. For example:
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I feel that I have to try and do something to relieve the awful feelings of loss, loneliness
and emptiness that have been with me for such a long time and intensified with the birth
of my other children. (Mother, p. 52 [55])
Without hesitation, the hardest thing I’ve ever had to do is manage the grief associated
with the loss of my only child to adoption [56]
Subsequent qualitative research similarly has found that that loss and grief generally increases rather
than decreases over time [14] [57] [58]. Ongoing loss and grief has negative impacts on the mental
health and social and biological well-being of all parties.


Parties will have experienced at least one major loss prior to birth (parents) and before
adoption takes place (child).

For example, for mothers, these losses frequently involved a loss of family support, their relationship
with the father, their autonomy, trust in others, a sense of positive self-worth and the opportunity to
complete their schooling, as well as impacting on their career, and so forth. For example:
I feel the disappointment my mother showed to me for the rest of her long life and my
feeling of not being worthy of her love has been a big weight to carry all my life. (Mother, p.
83 [13])
For fathers, this might have meant for example, being excluded from being told of the pregnancy, or
feeling powerless and excluded from decision making and their parentage not being acknowledged on
the birth certificate.
For adoptees, these losses may have involved never being given the opportunity to meet their mother,
not being held and breast feed by their mother or knowing the name given to them at birth, and so
forth.
“I believe that all choices I have made in my life have been directly influenced by my primal
wound that I have carried for my life and only just begun to recognise”. (Adopted person, p.
77 [13])


Loss in adoption is not a single traumatic event but a continuing and evolving process given
numerous secondary losses over the life cycle.

These secondary losses are numerous and may differ according to the individual’s experience;
however, a sample is given here. For mothers, for example, there are the secondary losses such as the
opportunity to raise their own child and watch them grow. The sequela for many was the inability to
have another child (secondary infertility), a loss in the ability to trust and to form non-abusive
relationships in the future, a sense of shame and low self-worth as an individual or as a subsequent
parent if they have further children, a loss in opportunity to continue their education and fulfil their
potential, and so forth. For example:
“I am one of the women who through the forced adoption practices lost my son and I did
not, for a variety of reasons, go onto to have more children. Thus, for most of my life have
considered myself childless and do not consider myself my son’s mother…” (Mother [59])
“Now, four decades later, the grieving and the pain of the loss of my baby still continues
today, despite finally knowing him. This pain never diminishes”. (Mother [30])
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“Most of all, I would like to find my self-worth again. I feel I have made choices in life which
always reflect on the adoption and that I have chosen partners that are unsuitable for me. I
have continually punished myself over the years by lack of self-esteem and have passed this
on to my other children, and they have suffered for it”. (Mother, p. 64 [14])
Fathers may have lost the opportunity to parent their child if they knew about the pregnancy and
adoption. For example:
“The impact of the adoption on my daughter is my greatest concern. We were led to believe
that she would have a better life, that she would be happy. This was not the case. I feel a
great deal of shame and guilt for what I have put her through. I feel the loss almost every
day, even with regular contact”. (Father, p. 83 [14])
“As for the men themselves, who, at the time the adoption took place, had not appreciated
the long term consequences of losing a son or daughter, many were alarmed to find that
years after the adoption they were still suffering, but reluctant to realise their pain to
scrutiny by themselves or the public.” [60]
For adoptees, secondary losses include the missed opportunity to be raised in and know their
biological family, subsequent siblings and their genetic identity; a loss of medical history and family
history and culture; and general feeling of not belonging or knowing who they were; and so forth. For
late discovery adoptees, there is the loss of trust and loss of identity about who they believed they
were and where they belonged. For example:
“Given away at birth, I was stripped of my innate identity, my intrinsic heritage and formally
given a new name and family. I grew up with a profound sense of duality—of being part of a
family and yet very much separate from them”. (Adoptee, p. 78 [13])
“My mind is full of confusion, thoughts of low self- esteem, anger and intense sadness. I feel
I will have to try to come to terms with the realisation that I am destined to go through this
life alone without any true blood family, and the knowledge that when I pass I will not be truly
missed as only true family can be, which brings me to tears and is a hurt that cuts deep into
my heart and my being”. (Adoptee [59])


The experience of loss and trauma can be triggered at any time during the life cycle.

These triggers are ongoing with no foreseeable end, often associated with unavoidable reminders (e.g.
birthdays, mothers’ day etc), which are subject to resurgence of intensity and embedded in both
predictable and unpredictable stress points [57].
“Nothing could take away the love I felt for my baby and still do. Birthdays, Christmas and
Mothers’ Day were always difficult and remain so. I hoped that she was loved, well, happy,
well treated and I wanted her to know that I loved her and I wouldn't have given her up had
I had a choice”. (Mother, p. 88 [13])


These issues are not pathological but evolve logically out of the nature of adoption, particularly
given the secrecy and denial under closed adoption practices.

Loss is the core experience, but this is surrounded by secrecy and denial. Secrecy and denial are
exacerbated by helping professionals who, untrained in adoption-related complexities, have not
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understood the significance and life-long impact of adoption [61]. Clinicians have therefore ignored,
not asked or explored issues of adoption and its impact with their clients. This is reinforced by myths
about adoption that individuals, families, helping professionals and the community may hold, such
as ‘it happened a long time ago’, ‘you can’t mourn someone you have never known’ or ‘adoption
provides babies with a better and more secure life.’
“I have never been offered any kind of counselling. When I talked to my doctor recently
about [name removed], he said, 'I find that hard to believe’.” (Mother, p. 229 [13])
“As a direct result of adoption, I have found difficulties with trust of others, self-esteem,
confidence, relationships and being a mother myself. I have sought counselling or therapy at
six times though my adult life, roughly once in each decade. However, there is no
counselling available specifically for adoptees, to assist them with the issues of adoption”
(Adopted person, p. 76 [13])
“I wish more people understood how painful adoption is, and recognised it as separation
and loss, not just adoption (gain). My reunion experience brought all the underlying
emotions to the surface. I have been working through these feelings for 20 years”. (Adopted
person, p.1 13 [14])


Every loss must be grieved but there are no rituals or ceremonies to acknowledge the loss and
this is called ‘disenfranchised grief.’

Grief is ‘disenfranchised’ when it is connected to a loss that is not openly acknowledged, socially
supported or publicly mourned [62]. Grief in adoption is a loss for all parties; however, it is
disenfranchised and un-acknowledged by suggesting that ‘it was for the best’, and to mourn the loss
was often seen for mothers (and sometimes fathers) as selfish or for adoptees as ungrateful [63] [64].
For example:
“Having had the misfortune of losing one of my subsequent children to a particularly
virulent form of bone cancer just 4 weeks before his twenty-first birthday, I know from
personal experience that the loss of a child in these circumstances is ultimately easier to
come to terms with than losing a child to adoption” [65]
“There was a lack of permission to grieve. You weren’t entitled to do that.” (Father, p. 80
[14])
“For adoptees, we have largely had to remain silent until we are in a room on our own. If we
say what we really think, we run the risk of being rejected by our adoptive parents and
being seen as ungrateful.” (Adopted person, p. 119 [14]).


Grief and trauma are difficult to reconstruct and integrate where there is silence surrounding
the adoption.

Most mothers were told to get on with life and forget what had happened. This prevented them from
being able to mourn or acknowledge their loss openly. This is exacerbated by knowing that their child
is out there, wondering how they are, not knowing how they are faring or, whether there is a
possibility of reunion.
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“What can you grieve that you never saw/touched/held? How can you grieve something
that you were told to forget as though it never happened? (Mother, p. 62 [14])
“I was told to keep adoption and my daughter a secret. It has caused me to live a double life
where I didn’t ever tell anyone about my daughter lost to adoption.” (Mother, p. 61 [14])
“Back home in my community there was no opportunity to grieve, no counselling and no
sympathy. The attitude was that it was all in the past. During the first year of my child's life,
I seriously contemplated suicide. The reason I made the decision to live was the thought that
I might one day see my daughter.” (Mother, p. 83 [13])
“She (mother) became overprotective of us, her 'own' children for fear of losing us. She
suffered an anxiety disorder and a nervous breakdown from longstanding grief related to
her sense of loss.” (Subsequent child, p. 93 [13])
Similarly, for most adoptees, being told they were ‘lucky to be adopted’ or are being given a better
life, or simply that adoption was not something to be spoken about, prevents adoptees from being
able to mourn or acknowledge their loss openly. This is exacerbated by knowing that their mother and
father are out there, as well as possibly other siblings and relatives; and wondering who and how they
are and whether there is a possibility of reunion.
“I have a number of adopted friends and all feel unable to be truthful for fear of hurting
both sets of mothers/parents. It is a taboo area for discussion. My sister and I will not be
able to publicly voice our experiences truthfully until our parents are deceased. (Adopted
person,” p. 119 [14])
“Even though I didn’t know I was adopted, the fact impacted on me because my parents
tried to hide it from everyone. This led to them avoiding most members of the extended
family.” (Late discovery adoptee, [66])


Trauma combined with a process of disenfranchised grief and loss can mean that the memory
of one particular event comes to taint all other experiences. [67]

This can result in ongoing post-traumatic stress which requires specialised understanding and
response.
“I have blocked out a lot of things because I was so traumatised.” (Mother, p. 84 [13])

6.2. Developing a Common Language for Understanding Impacts
Green (2017) [61] notes that, despite the testimony of numerous people’s experiences of historical
forced adoption and the impact on their lives, there exists a lack of consensus about many of the terms
and theories used to understand these impacts.
In part, this is because, other than the work by Kenny et al. (2012), there is a paucity of empirical
research on adoption across the life span, particularly concerning the impact on mothers and fathers
who have either lost their child to adoption, or on adopted people as adults [68] [69]). The lack of
focused attention on adults affected by adoption in the literature by way of theoretical discussion and
the use of case studies is in stark contrast to the numerous literature on the impact of sexual abuse,
or domestic violence, for example. Henderson (2002) [70] has pointed out that “while society has
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 many mothers were continually re-traumatised by the thought that their children who were
adopted grew up thinking they were not wanted; and
 repeated re-traumatisation occurred through the experiences of everyday life from having lost
a child, such as birthdays, seeing other mothers and their children in the street, or revisiting
hospital environments or general practitioners (i.e. the professionals who were often involved
during the pregnancy, birth and subsequent separation from their son/daughter).
Unfortunately, in the Kenny et al. (2012) [14] research, the measure for screening post-traumatic
stress symptoms was not given to the adopted people. However, many adopted people also believe
that they have “complex” PTSD, as some of the factors identified by Higgins et al. (2014) [74] were
experienced in their lives. For example, they were not only separated from their mother following
birth, experienced ongoing triggers of loss and may have grown up feeling unwanted, but they also
may have experienced abuse and neglect in their adoptive family or in institutional care if their
adoption broke down. However, few in the helping community may have been educated in such work
and, until complex trauma is recognised, adoption and its relationship to PTSD may continue to be
overlooked.
Nancy Verrier’s trauma theory of the primal wound (separation trauma) [75] [76] also holds true for
many adopted people in explaining the impacts they experience. However, this theory is not well
understood amongst clinicians or researchers. A central theme is that all adoptees, even those
adopted at birth, will retain memories of the separation from their natural mothers and, regardless of
the way their adoption is presented and handled by their adoptive parents, these memories will have
profound effects on the emotional and psychological well-being of the adoptee. Specifically, Verrier
(2003) [76] argues that living with the primal wound and other adoption-related events can lead the
adopted person to develop a number of strategies, such as dissociation, to cope with feelings of
abandonment, rejection, self-blame, and loss.
Best practice suggests that counsellors should approach all people affected by adoption as if they
might be trauma survivors and assess for trauma symptoms. Given experiences of loss, betrayal,
abandonment, complicity and rejection by professionals, mistrust and suspicion may carry forward
into how affected people trust the medical and counselling profession today. So, it is critical that
clients are protected from re-traumatisation. This is best achieved by using a trauma-informed
approach [77]. There are four principles of a trauma informed approach. These are trauma awareness,
ensuring trust and safety, creating opportunities for client choice and control, and recognising client
strength and skills to promote resilience and hopefulness. However, the first principle, trauma
awareness, is lacking when there is no agreement about the characteristics of complex trauma for
mothers and how the trauma of the primal wound makes sense to so many adopted people.
Therefore, there is a risk that people affected by adoption are re-traumatised due the clinician’s
ignorance of these specialist theories of trauma.
This is just one of the areas where comprehensive training is required to better equip clinicians in
better understanding the complexities of adoption on mental health.
Parties may also be re-traumatised because they require a more intense service than that assessed by
the clinician because adoption-related trauma is not recognised nor adequately understood. For
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7. COMMUNITY RESPONSES – ADVOCACY
During and after the period in which the policies and practices described were implemented, some of
those affected were advocating for adoption reform (change, justice and support) against significant
resistance. Most of the push for change came from members of the adoption community who had
come together to support each other. A collection of newspaper articles following this trend can be
found in APPENDIX 1 – HISTORICAL MEDIA ARTICLES ABOUT ADOPTION.
In the early 1970s, Jigsaw formed in Victoria to represent all parties in adoption. Then the Australian
Adoption Conferences that were held in Sydney in 1976, in Melbourne in 1978 and in Adelaide in 1982
resulted in the growing voice, advocacy and support of those affected by adoption. The Association of
Relinquishing Mothers (ARMS, Vic.) [81] was established in 1982 to support and advocate for women
who were separated from a child through adoption, and 1983 saw the formation of the Geelong
Adoption Program (GAP) as a regional support and advocacy group for people affected by adoption.
Jigsaw, ARMS, GAP, the National Council for Single Mothers and their Children (formed in 1969) and
researchers at the time, such as Cliff Picton, a lecturer in Social Work at Monash University [82], all
played a role in highlighting the needs of the adoption community throughout the 1970s and 1980s.
This has been comprehensively documented by Cuthbert and Quartly (2012) [83] and VANISH (2014)
[84].

7.1. Pushing for Change and Fighting for Justice
The organisations and individuals outlined above successfully lobbied for the Victorian Government
to commission a review of the 1964 Adoption Act. An advertisement for the commission is provided
in Figure 6. The review took four years, received 880 submissions, and the final report contained 247
recommendations, many of which underpinned the later drafting of the Adoption Act 1984 [23].
Over those four years, individuals and groups worked tirelessly to raise awareness about the injustices
and the impact on people affected by adoption. Alongside a strong push from groups in NSW and
Queensland, Victorians lobbied politicians and people of influence and wrote numerous letters to
organisations and authorities expressing their concern and stating their needs. A key area of focus was
the opening of the adoption records so that people could reconnect with their long-lost relatives and
hopefully start to repair some of the damage done. Adoptees and parents strongly advanced a rights
perspective, namely that children (now adult adoptees) have a right to know their genetic origins and
identity, and natural parents have a right to know the identity, whereabouts and well-being of their
child. It is noted that this was prior to the Australian Government ratifying the United Nations
Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989) [85], which later enshrined this principle.
During this time, the media helped to spread community fears by criticising members of the adoption
community who wanted their experiences validated. Adoptees were described as ‘disturbed’ and their
desire to search for family members was seen as ‘dangerous’ [86].
McPhee (1992) [87] notes that there were two assumptions underpinning arguments against the
introduction of change. The first was that few adoptees would wish to know their origins and,
secondly, that the few who did would be driven by some compulsion to find and confront their parents
in such a way that the secret of the parents’ past would be revealed, and secure happy lives would be
destroyed by exposure. This assumed that parents would not wish to meet their now adult child.
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Figure 6 – Adoption of Children Act (1964) notice with the Review’s Terms of Reference [86]

7.2. Adoption Act 1984
With the political support of key figures like Pauline Toner, then Minister for Community Welfare
Services (and the first female cabinet minister in the Parliament of Victoria), the cumulative efforts
of advocacy for change were enacted in the Adoption Act 1984 [23] . This legislation pioneered
adoption reform in that Victoria was the first state in Australia, and the first place in the Western
world, to introduce open adoption. In turn, this reform led to the introduction of Permanency Care
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Orders for children in out-of-home care unable to be raised safely in their parents’ care, as an
alternative to adoption from care [26].
Significantly, it allowed for the first time, adopted persons over the age of 18 to gain access to their
original birth certificate and adoption records, and to outreach to their family of origin. Thus, it was
acknowledged as a result of lobbying that for many adult adoptees there was a need for this
information. Sadly, it did not give the same rights to mothers and fathers who continued to only be
eligible to receive non-identifying information under these changes. The right to identifying
information was not conferred on parents until 29 years later, after the Victorian Apology, when a
2013 amendment to the 1984 Act [88] allowed parents to receive identifying information about their
adult adopted children without the need for the adopted person's permission. During this time, new
mothers’ groups formed, such as Origins Vic Inc. [89] in 1996, and the Independent Regional Mothers
(IRM) [90] lobbied along with ARMS and other groups, including VANISH, to bring about equal rights
to access to identifying information.
Before the proclamation of the 1984 legislation in April 1985, there was a flood of applications. There
were 1,300 applications to the Adoption Information Services (AIS) from adult adoptees and, by June
1987, 4,100 had applied. Given some adoptees were unaware they were adopted and most of the
19,000 children placed for adoption since 1969 were not yet 18 years of age, McPhee (1992) [87]
estimates that access to information applications had been made for 11% of the estimated total
number of adoptions since 1920 within the first two years. This established that those against the
change in legislation who argued that few adoptees would want information or to search were very
wrong indeed.
Furthermore, of the 823 searches by adoptees in these two years, the data showed that most parents
wanted to be found - 85% of those approached agreed to meet, 6% agreed to exchange information,
and only 9% declined to meet or exchange information [87]. Again, this contradicted the claim of those
against the legislation that parents would not want to have contact with their now adult children. As
the manager of the Victorian Government’s Adoption Information Service (AIS) during this time,
McPhee notes that the AIS built up search and tracing skills with considerable assistance from selfhelp groups like Jigsaw [91], which had previously undertaken this role and built up a body of expertise
prior to the new Act.
Thus, following the proclamation of the 1984 Act, the unexpected demand outstripped capacity to
cope with the number of applications for information and a long queue developed. Within the three
years prior to VANISH’s establishment in 1989, the waiting time for accessing information was at least
seven years.
Advocacy groups including Jigsaw, ARMS and GAP then undertook a ‘reduce the waiting list’ campaign
to ensure more timely access to information.
A review of the AIS by the then Department of Community Services (CSV) was established in 1987 and
concluded that change was needed. The lengthy delays in providing assistance occurred not only as a
result of the unprecedented demand for service from the adoption community but because ‘clients’
were expected to attend many counselling sessions before the release of their information. The review
concluded that the legislation required only a single mandatory interview, with people having the
choice between a group or individual session. One person attending a CSV group session commented:
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“Then they handed out envelopes - big brown ones that fulfilled some dreams and shattered
others. In my career, only in the aftermath of some awful tragedy have I been in a room
filled with so much pain and loss….For me the shock came with the knowledge that the
system that had taken me had also taken my name.” [92]
The review concluded that the adoption service needed streamlining; it recognised that an
independent search and support service would help facilitate efficiency and reduce the long waiting
list [87]. It was also accepted that adopted people could conduct their own searches for their families
of origin when they felt the time was right and that the adopted person could do his or her own
outreach. Support groups were also acknowledged as playing an important role as an adjunct to the
mandatory interview provided by the AIS.

7.3. The Establishment of the Victorian Adoption Network for Information and Self-Help
(V.A.N.I.S.H.)
VANISH evolved during this ‘reduce the waiting list’ campaign from a dream shared by members of
Jigsaw, ARMS and GAP who saw the need for an independent organisation run by and for people with
a lived experience of adoption, to provide understanding, support, search expertise and other relevant
services. That is, a special contribution to an adoption information service could be made using the
self-help model involving those with lived experience. In October 1988, members of Jigsaw, ARMS and
GAP were approached, together with APAV (Adoptive Parents Association of Victoria) to submit a
funding proposal to the then Minister of Community Services. This was successful and, in February
1989, VANISH commenced services.
In recognising the critical role of community advocacy, it is important that those individuals within and
outside Victoria, who bravely and generously shared their most personal and painful experiences in
order for the truth to be known and for change to occur, be recognised and acknowledged, for this
sharing can come at great personal cost. This was aptly acknowledged by Julia Gillard at the fifth
anniversary of the National Apology for Forced Adoptions [93].
“As Prime Minister, I had the great honour of delivering the Apology but the Apology only came
about because people had the courage to tell their stories and to demand change and in
particular, to have their hurt acknowledged, acknowledged by the Australian Government and
by the Australian community. So really, the voices, the courage of individuals that led to the
Apology on that day need to be recognised and I know, the people are still continuing to show
incredible courage on their own journeys of healing but also advocacy, for services and supports
that are necessary and also advocacy to make sure that we never forget this history. I want to
acknowledge every individual who is still raising their voice and thank you for doing so.”
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8. INSTITUTIONAL RESPONSES - APOLOGIES AND SERVICES
8.1. Response Timeline
A timeline outlining the various responses to past and forced adoption apologies, reviews and reports
over the last 10 years is provided in Table 3.

Table 3 – Timeline indicating reviews, reports, apologies and events related to past adoption practices

A major report on the impact of past adoption practices was written by AIFS in 2010 [94] and was
followed by a more in-depth report in 2012. These reports and the Western Australian Government
apology [16] set the scene for the Senate Inquiry (see Section 8.2), as well as the Victorian (see Section
0) and subsequent National (see Section 8.4) Apologies. Note that Victoria apologised for “Past
Adoption Practices” whilst the Federal Government apologised for “Forced Adoption Practices”. It
could be considered that a terminology change occurred around this time. Funding was provided by
the Victorian Government for building workforce capacity to support people affected by adoption (see
Section 8.3.1) and by the Federal Government for the Forced Adoption Support Service (FASS) (see
Section 8.2).
The following sections will discuss these and other relevant responses that impacted on the
membership of VANISH.

8.2. Senate Inquiry
Nine years ago, in 2011, VANISH and other organisations formally submitted to, and participated in
consultations regarding, the Senate Community Affairs References Committee’s Inquiry into the
Commonwealth Contribution to Former Forced Adoption Policies and Practices [4]. The resulting
Senate Inquiry (2012) [13] documented forced adoption policies and practices across Australia,
drawing on the personal accounts and professional perspectives from 418 written submissions and
community hearings in every capital city except Darwin. This section lists the 20 recommendations in
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that Report and provides commentary on the Commonwealth Government’s Response [95] and the
extent to which each recommendation has been implemented or achieved, particularly in relation to
Victoria. VANISH argues that a key role of this Victorian Inquiry into Historical Forced Adoptions is to
consider the extent to which state and federal funded support has met the needs of people affected
as described in the Senate Report. Many of the recommendations were directed at states and
territories as well as the Commonwealth Government, which is why VANISH goes to great lengths here
to say what has and has not been achieved and what remains unfinished business that still needs to
be done. VANISH recommendations are provided where appropriate.
Senate Recommendation 1
8.46 The committee recommends that a national framework to address the consequences of former
forced adoption be developed by the Commonwealth, states and territories through the Community
and Disability Services Ministers’ conference.
Government Response: The national framework will be progressed through the Standing Council on
Community and Disability Services in 2013 and will comprise the following key elements:


The national, state and territory apologies;



The establishment of a suite of specialist services to support those affected by forced
adoption practices;



Working towards harmonisation of birth records and re-connection services between state
and territory jurisdictions; and



National Archives Forced Adoption Experiences History Project.

VANISH Comments: The key elements listed are covered under the separate headings below. With
regard to the national framework, VANISH contends that this has not been achieved. Further, we
contend that the lack of coordination at the Ministerial level and lack of central oversight has
resulted in the failure to monitor progress against the recommendations. We call for government
and non-government institutions to take the recommended actions.
Senate Recommendation 2
9.56 The committee recommends that the Commonwealth Government issue a formal statement
of apology that identifies the actions and policies that resulted in forced adoption and
acknowledges, on behalf of the nation, the harm suffered by many parents whose children were
forcibly removed and by the children who were separated from their parents.
VANISH Comments: Achieved - fulfilled through the National Apology for Forced Adoptions
delivered on 21 March 2013.
Senate Recommendation 3
9.57 The committee recommends that state and territory governments and non-government
institutions that administered adoptions should issue formal statements of apology that
acknowledge practices that were illegal or unethical, as well as other practices that contributed to
the harm suffered by many parents whose children were forcibly removed and by the children who
were separated from their parents.
and
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Senate Recommendation 4
9.58 The committee recommends that apologies by the Commonwealth or by other governments
and institutions should satisfy the five criteria for formal apologies set out by the Canadian Law
Commission and previously noted by the Senate Community Affairs Committee.
and
Senate Recommendation 5
9.76 The committee recommends that official apologies should include statements that take
responsibility for the past policy choices made by institutions’ leaders and staff, and not be qualified
by reference to values or professional practice during the period in question.
VANISH Comments: All jurisdictions, except the NT, have delivered an apology that meets the five
criteria as recommended by the Senate Report. However, not all non-government institutions have
apologised and, of those that did, some were considered unsatisfactory by some because they:
i.

failed to consult with stakeholders regarding the content and how their apology should be
delivered;

ii.

provided an apology without notice and/or in inaccessible ways rather than providing an
opportunity for individuals affected to attend or witness the apology;

iii.

most importantly, failed to take responsibility for their policies and practices that were illegal
and unethical and the lifelong impacts on those affected; and/or

iv.

minimised the extent of the practices, or their involvement, or both.

The underlined phrases below are VANISH’s emphasis to illustrate the last two points above.
Anglican Diocese of Melbourne:
Forced adoption may have seemed right to some people at the time it occurred, though the
pain and grief of the victims, parents and children, should have been hard to ignore… I am
sorry for the hurt inflicted on those involved and the loss they have suffered. Today a
different understanding of family relationship and of the ability of single parents helps us to
see forced adoption as simply wrong. (Archbishop Dr Philip Frier, 2012 [96])
Anglicare:
I apologise and express our sincere regret for actions that have contributed to the past
and ongoing distress of these mothers and their children.
I unreservedly endorse the view that although policies and procedures were followed at
the time, it is clear there were practices that caused emotional pain and long-term
negative repercussions (Archbishop Dr Peter F Jensen, 2012)
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Catholic Health:
It is with a deep sense of regret and heartfelt sorrow that I advise the Inquiry that in June
2012 Catholic Health Australia learnt of concerns of several women about their different
experiences of unwanted adoption practices in a small number of Catholic hospitals and
women’s homes during the 1950s, 60s and 70s. (Martin Laverty, 2011) [97]
With some Catholic organisations having played a part in this wider public policy, I again
say sorry (Martin Laverty, 2011) [98]
Uniting Church (united sections of the former Presbyterian, Congregational and Methodist
Churches):
“On behalf of the Uniting Church in Australia, Synod of Victoria and Tasmania and our
agencies, we apologise unreservedly for any physical, psychological or social harm that
might have occurred through the past adoption practices and processes of the church''.
(Isabel Thomas Dobson, 2012) [99]
Some organisations did not seek to diminish their role or the impact, examples being the
Australian Nursing Federation [100] and Berry Street [101]:
To the mothers we say sorry. These events were not your fault. Many of you have exposed
the lies that had been told about you. We believe you and we deeply regret that these
practices of forced adoption ever took place. We are deeply sorry for the untruths told
about you and for the trauma, pain and suffering you have endured in being denied the
right to stay with and to raise your child.
The Salvation Army is yet to apologise for past adoption practices even though they indicated that
this would occur in 2012-13 [102].
The Royal Women’s Hospital (RWH), Melbourne, which arranged over 5000 adoptions between 1940
and 1987, apologised in 2012 but denied any illegality or discrimination against unmarried mothers.
The apology was met by considerable anger [103] [104] [105]. The apology followed a study of
adoption practices at the hospital by historian Shurlee Swain, titled ‘'Confinement and Delivery
Practices in Relation to Single Women Confined at the Royal Women's Hospital 1945-1975’' [106]. The
study acknowledged that unmarried mothers were:


Denied access to their newborn babies.



Most likely denied information on options other than adoption.



Treated in different wards to married women.



Forced to endure longer labours to avoid Caesarean section.



Routinely referred to social workers to discuss adoption.

“On behalf of the staff, past and present, of the Hospital, I apologise to every woman who
felt she had no choice but to relinquish her baby for adoption while in our care.” (Dale
Fisher CEO, submission to Senate Inquiry)
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Senate Recommendation 6
9.81 The committee recommends that formal apologies should always be accompanied by
undertakings to take concrete actions that offer appropriate redress for past mistakes.
Government Response:


The Australian Government has committed $11.5 million;



$5 million over 4 years to improve access to specialist support services, peer and
professional counselling support and records tracing support for people affected by forced
adoptions;



$5 million for the development of guidelines and training materials for mental health
professionals to assist in the diagnosis, treatment and care of those affected and increase
the capacity of the Access to Allied Psychological Services (ATAPS) program to deliver
psychological services to this target group in the immediate post apology period, while
specialist support and counselling services are being established; and



$1.5 million to the National Archives of Australia (NAA) to deliver a Forced Adoption
Experiences History Project.

VANISH Comments: $11.5 million cannot adequately meet the costs of responding to the trauma and
harm caused by forced adoptions, given the numbers of people affected (p.6 in [13]). VANISH provides
analysis of the extent to which these measures were implemented and their effectiveness in the
specific sections below.
Senate Recommendation 7
9.85 The committee recommends that a Commonwealth formal apology be presented in a range of
forms, and be widely published.
VANISH Comments: The Apology was presented in print and DVD format and also made available on
the internet. These have been made readily available to those who knew, or would come to know,
about the Apology. However, many thought that ‘widely published’ would mean placing notices in
newspapers and other media, which did not happen. To make matters worse, all the media in
attendance to report on the Apology rushed off to cover the ALP leadership takeover attempt that
occurred that day [110].
“No one should be tremendously astonished at politicians behaving like craven boors on a
day that was supposed to be reserved for the grieving, the shell-shocked and the brave.
It’s happened before. It was, however, wretched enough….
Seven years earlier, parents and children who had spent a lifetime waiting for
acknowledgement of the agony that came with being ripped apart, found themselves
consigned to the shadows by political madness. On March 21, 2013, Prime Minister Julia
Gillard stood in the Great Hall of Parliament House to apologise, on behalf of the nation,
to massed families that had been broken by forced adoption. Parents of children from
whom they had been separated, and children who had grown to adulthood not knowing
their parents, wept as Gillard declared “you were forced to endure the coercion and
brutality of practises that were unethical, dishonest and in many ways, illegal”.
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and
“The Australian Government agrees in principle with this recommendation.
The Australian Government recognises the importance of specialised support and counselling
services and will be contributing $5 million over four years to deliver a suite of services for those
affected by former forced adoption policies and practices.
In addition, the Australian Government will provide funding of $5 million over four years for the
development of guidelines and training materials for mental health professionals to assist in the
treatment of those affected and increase capacity of the Access to Allied Psychological Services
(ATAPS) program to deliver psychological services to this target group in the immediate post
apology period, while the specialist support and counselling services are being established.
The Australian, state and territory governments commissioned the Australian Institute of Family
Studies (AIFS) to undertake a National Research Study on the Service Response to past Adoption
Practices. This study was published in August 2012 and found that the availability of one-to-one
support and counselling interventions delivered by professionals who had specialised training or
experience in adoption-related issues such as trauma, relational and attachment focused theory,
was a key service need (2012:9).
All states and territories currently fund some level of services to support those affected by forced
adoption policies and practices. The Australia Government will work with state and territory
governments to undertake a scoping study of the services currently available and gaps in the
service system for those affected by forced adoption practices”.
VANISH Comments: Access to Allied Psychological Services (ATAPS) $3.5m
As discussed further below, the AIFS Study into past adoption experiences [14] and the Senate Inquiry
[13] both put great emphasis on the need for mental health services to assist people affected by past
and forced adoptions to deal with the trauma, loss, grief and other wounding.
”The issue of the mental health of those affected by forced adoption overlays every other
consideration…… No matter what else is done in the area of forced adoption, that issue
must always be foremost”.(see p. 10 [111])
It was anticipated that individuals who had been retraumatised and/or distressed by the inquiry and
apologies and also individuals who just needed urgent psychological support would be able to quickly
and efficiently make use of therapeutic counselling through the Access to Allied Psychological Services
– Better Outcomes in Mental Health (ATAPS) program [112]. This funding was to be available up until
30th June 2014, so only 15 months.
Once the program commenced VANISH heard from members and service users that they were not
able to access counselling because their Medicare Locals did not have arrangements in place to see
clients under the program and/or were not even aware it existed. VANISH then promoted the ATAPS
program to the community through VANISH newsletters, wrote to all Medicare Locals in Victoria, and
to all appropriate networks and associations with means of promoting it, for example the Australian
Association of Social Workers (AASW) Bulletin. It was impossible to find out whether the funding
allocation had been utilised or might continue, it seems it was lost to the community it was meant to
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serve. A paper Department of Social Services (DSS) prepared for additional estimates hearings in 2014
[113] explained that:
“DSS has received feedback that many practitioners have poor understanding of forced
adoptions, the National Apology and the additional ATAPS funding. Stakeholders have
raised concerns that affected people may not have been referred to the ATAPS services.
Health advised there is currently no detailed data about ATAPS referrals and usage by those
affected. However, DSS and the Department of Health are currently drafting fact sheets and
additional information for service providers to increase their knowledge about forced
adoption.”
The Forced Adoption Implementation Working Group noted that:
“The monitoring of the program has been less than optimal, resulting in an inability to assess
whether the funds were actually applied to the needs of people affected by forced adoption
as intended”.
“Anecdotal evidence obtained by members of the Working Group strongly suggests that the
existence of the program was inadequately publicised to the extent that many health
professionals were unaware that it had been established”
“The problems have been recently exacerbated by the apparent clawing back of remaining
funds following the completion of the program in June 2014, at least in the State of Victoria”.
(see p. 11 [111])
The lack of implementation of, and outcomes from, the $3.5m ATAPS funding is a travesty given the
need was so great and the model of delivering mental health services through the Medicare Locals
had good potential. It seems to have failed due to lack of coordination which, in turn, requires political
will.
VANISH Comments: Training mental health professionals
The critical need for the education and training of mental health professionals was a key finding of the
Senate Inquiry [13]. The Forced Adoptions Implementation Working Groups’ Final Report in December
2014 [111] recommended:
“that the program of education and training of mental health professionals in all issues
relevant to people affected by forced adoption in accordance with the allocation of funds in
March 2013 be implemented as a matter of urgency”.
The working group was referring to the $1.5 million allocated in March 2013 to develop guidelines and
training materials for mental health professionals to assist in the diagnosis, treatment and care of
those affected by forced adoption practices (see p. 7 [111]) and the fact that the tenders were not
advertised until over a year after the 2013 allocation.
In January 2015, the Australian Psychological Society (APS) was contracted to develop on-line training,
a practice Guidance document and web-based resources and webinars.
The training became available in March 2016 involving three online learning courses. These were:
1. An Overview: Understanding past forced adoption policies and practices – 1 hour
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2. Working with people affected by forced adoption: Training for mental health professionals
- 8 hours:
3. Working with people affected by forced adoption: Training for general practitioners (GPs) 2 hours:
In calendar years 2016 and 2017 the on-line training was provided free of charge to participants, as
part of the government funding arrangements. Since the beginning of 2018, the training has been
available on a user pays basis via the APS Institute. To extend the delivery of free training in Victoria
should be relatively inexpensive given the content has already been developed, paid for by the
Commonwealth Government.
There is no published data on the Forced Adoptions website regarding the uptake of the APS training
[114]. However, at an event commemorating the fifth anniversary of the National Apology, organised
by VANISH and ARMS, the Hon Nahum Mushin shared that as at March 2018:


995 individuals had registered for the Overview of Forced Adoptions one-hour course



1,626 mental health professionals had registered for the Working with People affected by
Forced Adoptions eight- hour online course



57 GPs had registered for the Working with people affected by Forced Adoptions GPs 2hour course

More recently, the APS’s submission to the Historical Forced Adoption Inquiry (Feb 2020) [115] notes
that far fewer completed the course than had registered. This may be because they had not yet
finished the course or perhaps were only interested in completing specific modules (Footnote 1 in
[115]). The APS submission reports that since the training became available in March 2016, 766 mental
health professionals have completed the 8-hour online training, 206 of whom are from Victoria. This
would indicate that 47% of the 1,626 mental health professionals that registered went on to complete
the 8-hour module.
This data raises two issues. The first is that when training is delivered face-to-face there is often a
much higher completion rate as professionals schedule the time off to attend the training in
comparison to on-line training where professionals have to find the time to complete it. For example,
201 participants attended the free 2-day (14 hour) training run by VANISH with only a handful of
participants not attending due to sickness or other urgent business. Many participants that attended
the VANISH face-to-face training also commented that they learnt more by interacting with others,
particularly given that on most of the courses several (estimated 1 in 5) of the trained mental health
professionals attending were also adopted people, mothers or relatives of those affected by adoption.
During the courses there were opportunities to share and explore perspectives and knowledge that is
not accessible to doing an online course as a sole participant.
The second issue is the scale of reach. Whilst online training is often seen as more accessible, the APS
training in no way meets the training needs of the over 10,000 fully or provisionally registered
psychologists in Victoria [116], the over 3,000 Victorian social workers registered with the Australian
Association of Social Workers (AASW) [117], or the many allied health workers in, for example, alcohol
and drug recovery and mental health services.
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This repackaging of ‘general emotional support’ as counselling has caused considerable dissatisfaction
and frustration amongst people affected across Australia. In Victoria, one peer support organisation
sought to utilise the small grants in a bid to secure therapeutic counselling for its members because
this was the main unmet need, but this did not fit the grant-making criteria (see below).
With regards to counselling, the DSS website [114] states (underlined text is VANISH emphasis):
Forced Adoption Support Services work to improve access to counselling for people
affected by forced adoption and counselling may be offered where services have the
expertise and capacity. Where a therapeutic counselling service is not able to be provided
directly, appropriate warm referrals are made to suitable services where possible. Please
call 1800 21 03 13 to discuss what support may be available to you.
The FASS summary of Support Services also notes that [118]:
Emotional support/counselling does not include therapeutic counselling. The delivery of
therapeutic counselling services is not a mandatory part of the service offer; however, it may
be part of the individual providers service offer, where they have the expertise and capacity
It is hard to imagine why DSS would be tendering the FASS service to an organisation that does not
have the expertise and capacity to provide therapeutic counselling. Further, as a result of this lack of
focus on counselling services and the difficulties in differentiating between forced and non-forced
adoption clients, FASS providers seem to have ended up offering general post-adoption services; for
example, emotional support, information, advice and referrals. So, while the stated intention was that
“services complement existing supports provided by the state and territory governments” [114], FASS
have, to a large extent, duplicated existing state services.
In the two states where funding was awarded to long established post-adoption support organisations
- Queensland and South Australia (SA), the FASS performed well both in terms of uptake and costeffectiveness, demonstrating the value-add of services being provided by agencies with extensive
experience, expertise, profile and networks in the sector. In fact, Jigsaw Queensland accounted for
43.7% of all FASS clients to June 2017 (p. 51 in [20]).
In Victoria, the uptake of COMPASS was reported to have been poor, with the data showing only 60
clients over the first two years (July 2015 - June 2017), despite being the second most populous State.
To put this into context, VANISH registered 401 new clients during the same period, not including
enquiries and support calls. Low numbers of COMPASS clients meant poor value for money in Victoria
with an average cost of $16,282 per client (Queensland was $1,257 per client and SA $1,752 per client).
(pp. 141-144 in [20]).
The review also reported disappointing service satisfaction rates. In the October 2017 FASS survey,
25.7% of respondents reported that they were either neutral, dissatisfied, or very dissatisfied with
overall services (p.63 in [20]), with even lower levels of satisfaction for access to peer support and
referrals. Furthermore, one of the main reasons for dissatisfaction (p. 66 in [20]) was “a lack of
understanding of forced adoption and adoption issues”. This is highly problematic given the fact that
people affected by past and forced adoption practices have already had to educate their therapists
due to the lack of knowledge and understanding of what occurred and its impacts.
VANISH is of the view that:

VANISH Inc. 15/06/2020

54

 Assisting with information searches; and
 Organising memorial events.
And that this funding be provided according to transparent application criteria.
VANISH Comments: This recommendation was implemented in the form of a small grants program
through the FASS. Peer support organisations and post-adoption support providers have been invited
to apply for $5,000 grants for projects which relate to those activities listed in the recommendation.
Given Victoria had an existing post-adoption support provider (VANISH), already supporting many
people affected by forced adoption practices, the grants program provided COMPASS with an
opportunity to utilise its funding allocation and build connections in the sector. COMPASS delivered
more small grants than FASS in all other states.
VANISH successfully applied for grants for activities such as regional support groups, art therapy
courses and support group facilitator training. Given that grants are capped at $5,000 and spending
criteria exclude staff salaries and travel, it was not always possible to develop projects that would fit
the criteria. Other issues with the small grants scheme have been the overly bureaucratic application
and acquittal process for a grant of just $5,000 and the extent to which RAV and FASS branding is
required. That said, VANISH is grateful to DSS and FASS for the grants which enabled projects that
might not have been implemented with state funding and which have definitely been of benefit to
those who participated.
In broader terms, the COMPASS grants have resulted in some positive achievements in Victoria.
However, it is of concern that grants have been awarded to religious organisations responsible for
past adoption practices. This contradicts the rationale behind other recommendations in the Senate
Report regarding those same agencies contributing to the costs of services and redress for people
affected. VANISH believes that grants from the DSS funding should not be made to past adoption
service providers.
Senate Recommendation 10
10.6 The committee recommends that financial contributions be sought from state and territory
governments, institutions, and organisations that were involved in the practice of placing children
of single mothers for adoption to support the funding of services described in the previous two
recommendations.
VANISH Comments: In Victoria, the State Government funded additional services in the form of the
Workforce Capacity Development Project (see Section 8.3.1). VANISH was also provided a fixed term
amount for two consecutive years to fund counselling and support groups. The counsellor training for
professionals that came out of this program, together with the support services, are valuable
contributions to meeting the needs of people affected by past and forced adoption practices and it
would be beneficial for these to continue. Furthermore, the Victorian Government could make a
significant difference to the lives of people who are searching for their adult child or their mother,
father or other natural relative by cancelling the fees charged for birth, death and marriage
certificates. For some individuals these costs can mount up to hundreds of dollars and for others they
are unaffordable, which prevents their search from proceeding. This matter is covered in greater detail
in Section 9.2.

VANISH Inc. 15/06/2020

56

8.3. Victorian Apology for Past Adoption Practices
On 25 October 2012, a bipartisan Parliamentary Apology for Past Adoption Practices was delivered by
then Premier Ted Baillieu in the Victorian Parliament. [126]
“We acknowledge that many thousands of Victorian babies were taken from their mothers,
without informed consent, and that this loss caused immense grief.
We express our sincere sorrow and regret for the health and welfare policies that condoned
the practice of forced separations”.
The Apology was followed by speeches from several Members of Parliament who described their
shock and dismay regarding past practices and the impacts on the victims.
“But most of all we failed it when elected representatives of this state allowed this
systematic tragedy to unfurl and thought nil of those it affected, thought nil of the practice
they enabled or their obligation to end it. For this I say, on behalf of the Labor Party and on
behalf of this Parliament more broadly and without reservation, we are truly sorry for your
pain and for your grief, and we are truly sorry for our failure”. (Dan Andrews MP then
Leader of the Opposition [126])
The Apology enshrined formal acknowledgement by Parliament on behalf of the communities they
represent that there were significant negative consequences from past adoption policies and
practices, and that they formally committed to practical measures and to never repeating mistakes of
the past. The practical measures were announced by Mary Wooldridge, Minister for Community
Services:
“We can also assist in practical ways. As of today we are removing fees charged when
people affected by adoption search for their family information through the family
information networks and discovery service. We will provide enhanced access to specialised
counselling and support in rural, regional and metropolitan Victoria, including new
professional development for counsellors in post-adoption psychotherapy. We will also
support the development of an integrated birth certificate, which shows the names of one's
parents and adopted parents on the one document, in conjunction with the national reforms
involving birth and adoption records, and we will introduce legislation to this place to
amend the Adoption Act 1984 to allow mothers and fathers in Victoria to receive identifying
information about their daughters and sons in line with what occurs in other states”.
(Wooldridge [126])
As part of these measures, VANISH received fixed term funding from the Victorian Government to
implement a Workforce Capacity Development Project. The project had three major initiatives, all of
which pre-dated the Commonwealth’s response, outlined above. These initiatives included the
expansion of VANISH’s support groups to regional Victoria, the provision of a free counselling service,
and the development and delivery of a two-day training course, Looking through the ‘lens of adoption’
in working with loss and trauma [127]. This training program was delivered to counsellors working in
Medicare Locals across Victoria, as well as State and non-government search and support services. As
described earlier, VANISH continues to run the regional support groups, to provide a small counselling
service (free to service users) and to deliver the training program to counsellors on an annual basis.
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8.3.1. VANISH Workforce Capacity Development Project
In 2013, following the Victorian Parliamentary Apology for Past Adoption Practices, VANISH was
funded $500,00 through the Department of Health and Human Services (DHHS) to implement a twoyear Workforce Capacity Development Project. The project objectives were to:







Design and deliver a professional two-day training program
Establish an in-house counselling program
Create a register of Victorian counsellors
Design a comprehensive website
Set up regional support groups
Publish an educational booklet

A more detailed description of the main components of the project is provided below.
Two Day Training for Professionals
Design and delivery
VANISH had run one-day workshops on understanding past adoption practices for counsellors and
allied health professionals for a number of years. This was in response to VANISH’s membership and
service users reporting that they had found counsellors they saw were not adequately trained, nor at
times sensitive, in understanding the long-term impact of adoption on their lives. This anecdotal
feedback concurs with research which has found that most mental health professionals lack the
training to meet the diverse, complex, clinical needs of those separated through adoption [128] [129].
Furthermore, 65% of clinical psychologists are unable to recall any training course that focused upon
adoption related issues [130] and professors teaching doctorate level clinical programs spent on
average 7.59 minutes per semester on the topic of adoption [131]. Both the Senate Inquiry [13] and
the AIFS research [14] found that training was a high priority need in the allied health workforce.
An experienced training consultant and psychologist, Dr Sue Green, was contracted to develop and
deliver the training. The design process was overseen by an expert group comprising people with a
lived experience, representatives from professional bodies, post-adoption support agencies,
government organisations, researchers and experienced counsellors. The group met twice to assist
with the curriculum and peer review the content. It was important the curriculum was competencybased so that learning outcomes and underpinning essential knowledge and skills were clearly
identified and measurable.
The training program was entitled Looking through the ‘lens of adoption’ in working with loss and
trauma. Day One, Understanding individuals who have experienced separation and loss through past
and forced adoption practices, was designed for professionals in the community welfare, aged care
and health sectors. Day Two, Counselling individuals experiencing separation and loss through past
and forced adoption practices, was designed for registered helping professionals such as psychologists,
social workers, counsellors and psychotherapists. Attending Day One was a requirement of attending
Day Two to ensure that participants had the underpinning skills and knowledge.
Professional video interviews were made with six mothers, fathers, adoptees and an adoptive parent
who bravely and openly shared their personal experiences. Six professionals with an understanding of
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the clinical issues and/or research - namely, Dr Penny Brabin, Dr Nicole Milburn, Evelyn Robinson,
Julian McNally, Pauline Kenny and Leigh Hubbard, also shared their expertise on camera. The VANISH
Senior Counsellor, Support Group Co-ordinator, and Search and Support workers were videoed about
their work and also presented in person at most training events. An extensive training manual of
approximately 290 pages was developed to accompany the training.
Implementation
The pilot and delivery of the training program needed to be implemented expeditiously to enhance
the utilisation of funding announced following the National Apology for Forced Adoptions in March
2013. The Commonwealth Department of Health announced mental health services to those affected
by Forced Adoption would be improved through the Access to Allied Psychological Services – Better
Outcomes in Mental Health (ATAPS) program, giving priority for accessing therapy with a mental
health referral from a general practitioner [132]. The state and federal apologies resulted in greater
need for counselling and the scheme was only accessible for 15 months up until 30th June 2014. In
Victoria, the ATAPs program was delivered primarily by psychologists or clinical social workers either
working for, or contracted to, Medicare Locals. VANISH therefore partnered with Medicare Locals
across Victoria to deliver the training to equip this workforce to meet demand.
Between October 2013 and July 2015, VANISH delivered ten training events throughout Victorian
metropolitan and regional centres, mostly at Medicare Local venues. As can be seen in Table 5 below,
overall, 201 psychologists, counsellors and other allied health workers participated, of which 78%
were registered clinicians.

Table 5 – Workforce Capacity Training Delivered by VANISH

Suitably qualified participants were then invited to register on the VANISH Counsellor Register. The
first of these trainings was the pilot, partnered with Inner North West Medicare Local and attended
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counselling experience, 39 (87%) rated it as excellent or good, while only 5 (11%) rated it is fair or
poor. These figures are shown in the chart below.

Figure 8 – Responses from participants in VANISH Counselling

Respondents told us that the positive benefits of the VANISH Counselling Service included:
“I felt understood and supported at a very vulnerable time in my life.”
“I was surprised that things I never thought of would affect me were actually having an impact
on me.”
“Better understood and was able to release my deepest grief and ultimately move to a place
where I no long suffered unconsciously as well as consciously.”
“It's knowing you can talk to someone who knows instead of having to explain.”
“Felt more settled and confident in my decision making”
The counselling service also received a steady number of requests for information and/or secondary
consultations from professionals providing support to people affected by past and forced adoptions.
These occur either with the client being identified and present at the discussion, with the client being
identified and not present but having given their permission, or with the client not being identified
and the therapist/worker asking general questions.
Counsellor Register
The VANISH counselling service has gone a long way to addressing the needs of clients who are aware
it is available and who register, but it has not been sufficient to fully meet the level of demand, both
in terms of number and type of requests. In particular, VANISH received, and continues to receive, a
significant number of requests from people who prefer face-to-face sessions but were/are not able to
attend appointments in North Melbourne, Warrnambool or Geelong. In these circumstances, VANISH
provides referrals to therapists who are known to have post-adoption experience, be trauma
informed, and/or who have undertaken the VANISH two-day training course and applied to be on the
register. This provides an opportunity for the VANISH worker to suggest questions for the client to ask
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the therapist when deciding who to see, and to encourage the person to come back to VANISH if the
options provided do not work out. There are 90 Counsellors listed on the register.
Support Groups
Another component of the Workforce Capacity Development Project was to establish regional support
groups in Victoria. Support groups were considered an appropriate way to support the large
proportion of people affected by past and forced adoptions who are located in rural and regional
Victoria. VANISH had operated peer support groups in Melbourne for 25 years, and feedback from
participants was that they were a valuable opportunity to share their experience and to give and
receive support and information.
VANISH surveyed existing and potential service users (124 respondents), mapped out existing formal
and informal networks, and consulted with potential support organisations before deciding on the
model, locations, frequency and timing of groups. ARMS (Vic) was identified as a delivery partner due
to the organisation’s shared values and objectives regarding regional groups. A Memorandum of
Understanding was agreed between the two organisations for this purpose.
Prior to groups being established, public information sessions were held in most locations (Traralgon,
Mildura, Ballarat and Albury-Wodonga), which provided opportunities for community education
regarding past practices and the impacts. These often attracted the attention of the local print and
radio media. People with a lived experience frequently fed back to VANISH that it was helpful to attend
these sessions with their family and friends so as to have their experiences and perspectives validated.
To ensure group safety and quality, VANISH engaged professionally qualified and experienced
facilitators, some of whom had a relevant lived experience. Facilitators were recruited through local
adverts and announcements at information sessions. In some locations, two facilitators were engaged
to run the different cohort groups. In Traralgon, an experienced counsellor at Relationships Australia
expressed interest, resulting in a Memorandum of Understanding with RAV. Existing VANISH policies,
including the Code of Conduct and Facilitators’ Handbook, were modified for the regional groups.
Support groups were established in six locations – Traralgon, Ballarat, Bendigo, Albury-Wodonga,
Geelong and Mildura. The composition of the groups was decided based upon demand and facilitator
availability. In Traralgon, Bendigo, Ballarat, Albury-Wodonga and Mildura, the mothers only group,
adoptee only group and mixed group were rotated each month. The mothers only groups in Traralgon
and Ballarat were convened by ARMS, and in Bendigo and Albury-Wodonga they were facilitated by
VANISH. In Geelong, where ARMS already held a monthly group, VANISH ran a monthly adoptee only
group.
Group attendance varied considerably between groups and over time. Adoptees and mothers made
up the majority of attendees of all groups, including the mixed groups. No natural fathers attended,
and two adoptive parents attended. In general, the groups all experienced good attendance at the
beginning and evened out over time. In some locations, such as Traralgon, attendance was
consistently low.
The fact that the establishment of the regional groups was a project activity initially funded for two
years and then extended year-by-year meant that goals had to be realistic, both in terms of what could
be achieved within the timeframe and what might be sustained over the longer-term. Supporting the
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regional groups requires the consistent involvement and support of a VANISH worker to liaise with
facilitators and arrange logistics.
Despite some groups being quite small in size, participants indicated they benefited from attending;
for example, having significant changes to their relationships with their found family members. In the
2017 Service User Satisfaction Survey, of the 59 respondents who had attended support groups, 83%
rated their experience as excellent or good, while 17% rated their experience as fair or poor, as shown
in the chart below.

Figure 9 – Responses from participants in VANISH Support Groups

When asked about a positive or highlight of attending a group, respondents often referred to being
heard, being validated and sharing common experiences:
“sharing stories and outcomes and experiences. made me feel not alone in feelings and
reactions to events”
“Interaction with other mothers”
“Being with others who understand your thoughts & emotions & being in a group that you
discuss this without being judged”
“Hearing other stories and not feel so isolated. Not the only one feeling guilt and anger”
“others in the room could sometimes articulate a feeling you were trying unsuccessfully to
relate.”
In 2015, due to the positive outcomes of the Workforce Capacity Development Project and “In
recognition of the valuable service VANISH provides to people affected by adoption and donor
conception”, the DHHS allocated further funds to VANISH to continue some project activities in the
financial year 2015-2106 and a further allocation for 2016-17 [134]. These funds enabled VANISH to
maintain in-house counselling in North Melbourne, pilot a regional counselling service in Western
Victoria (Warrnambool and Geelong), and continue to run regional support groups. Some regional
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The ripple effect of adoption is represented by the elements at the mother's feet. The words on the
first element are: mother - father - our child - for the rest of our lives. The second and third elements
show the ripple effect of adoption and those it touches: cousins, brothers, sisters, aunties, uncles,
grandchildren, future partners, husbands, grandparents.
The plaque next to the statue reads:
“This artwork remembers the mothers and children who were separated by forced
adoptions. It acknowledges the loss and pain that this created – a lifetime of grief for us, the
mothers; the loss of birthright for our sons and daughters. The right to love and care for our
children was taken from us and the harm inflicted is irreparable. Following a damning
Commonwealth Senate Inquiry, the Victorian State Government took steps towards
ameliorating this shameful legacy by offering an unreserved apology”.

8.4. National Apology for Forced Adoptions
On 21 March 2013, a bipartisan National Apology for Forced Adoptions was delivered by then Prime
Minister Julia Gillard in the Australian Parliament [137].
“Today, this Parliament, on behalf of the Australian people, takes responsibility and
apologises for the policies and practices that forced the separation of mothers from their
babies, which created a lifelong legacy of pain and suffering.”
VANISH’s Chairperson at the time, Mr Leigh Hubbard had been appointed to the Commonwealth
Government's Forced Adoption Apology Reference Group, which consulted on the wording of the
Apology. This group was chaired by Professor Nahum Mushin, a former Family Court judge and current
Adjunct Professor of Law at Monash University. It is noted that three former members of the Senate
Community Affairs References Committee were also members of the Apology Reference Group,
namely Rachel Siewert, Claire Moore and Sue Boyce. VANISH’s membership provided input to the
Apology Reference Group during the process of developing the Apology.
VANISH was funded by the Commonwealth Government to arrange travel for people affected to
attend the Apology in Canberra and a live telecast of the event in Melbourne on 21 March 2013. It
was extremely disappointing that this event was over-shadowed by internal ALP party politics, as
described in the section above. To quote one attendee [138]:
"It made us feel like we were worthless then, and we were worthless yesterday."
In May 2013, the Government established the Forced Adoptions Implementation Working Group
(Working Group) chaired by Professor Mushin. The Group’s role was to provide key advice to
government departments, namely the Department of Social Services (DSS), the Department of Health,
the Attorney-General’s Department (AGD), and the National Archives of Australia. This advice
concerned how to implement the services and projects initiated in response to the recommendations
of the Senate Inquiry into Forced Adoption Policies and Practices. This work acknowledged the role of
the Commonwealth in developing a national framework to assist states and territories to address the
consequences for the mothers, fathers, their families and children (now adults) who were subject to
forced adoption policies and practices.
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The extent to which the National Apology for Forced Adoptions made a difference in the lives of people
affected is highly contested. Many of those who attended or watched the apology experienced some
level of validation and healing, while others felt it was too little too late and would not result in any
tangible difference to their well-being. Many expressed a sense of hope but also that the proof of the
pudding would be in the eating; that is, they would wait to see what the Government would provide
in terms of support and redress.
"Verbal apologies must be accommodated by concrete measures such as financial
compensation, counselling and other measures. These measures help translate the static
message of an apology into an active process of reconciliation and healing. Official
apologies in particular need to be accompanied by direct and immediate actions."
(Prof. Hon. Nahum Mushin [139])
The concrete actions from the National Apology have been discussed at length in relation to the
Senate Inquiry recommendations, in Section 8.2 above.

8.5. VRLC Review of the Victorian Adoption Act 1984
The Victorian Law Reform Commission (VLRC) asked for submissions in regard to the Commission’s
Review of the Adoption Act 1984 (The Act) Consultation Paper in August 2016 [140]. The aim of the
VLRC review was to ensure that The Act meets the needs of the children and families it affects, and to
make sure that [140]:
•
•
•
•

the best interests of the child are paramount;
it is consistent with contemporary law in relation to family and community;
it operates harmoniously with other relevant areas of law that have developed since the
introduction of the Adoption Act; and
it is structurally sound and in accordance with contemporary drafting practice.

The Commission was asked to consider and provide recommendations to Government on
opportunities to amend adoption law to:
1. ensure the best interests and rights of the child are the foremost consideration in any decision
made under the Adoption Act;
2. better reflect community attitudes and contemporary law in relation to family, for example,
the way a child’s identity is reflected on a child’s birth certificate, or ensuring requirements in
relation to prospective parents’ relationship status or living arrangements are consistent with
current Victorian law;
3. uphold principles set out in the Charter of Human Rights and Responsibilities and the United
Nations Convention on the Rights of the Child; and
4. improve the operation of the Adoption Act and Adoption Regulations including, but not
limited to:
a. addressing any gaps in current information provisions
b. clearly articulating legislative practice and procedural requirements, for example in
relation to assessment of adoption applicants
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c. ensuring the Act uses clear, contemporary language.
VANISH produced a submission which recommended 45 changes to The Act [5]; of these, 21
recommendations are directly relevant to supporting those impacted by past adoption practices.
VANISH recommended:
VANISH Recommendation 18: That there be reform of adoption services provision in Victoria,
including centralisation of adoption services to a single authorised provider, being the responsible
government department (i.e. DHHS1).
VANISH Recommendation 22: That adopted people be enabled to apply for their original birth
certificate from BDM without first being required to have a ‘counselling’ session with an Adoption
Information Service (AIS).
VANISH Recommendation 23: That a choice should be provided to adopted people and natural
parents applying for their adoption records as to whether they want a counselling interview and/or
who this interview should be with.
VANISH Recommendation 24: That clear guidelines be introduced for AISs in relation to the redacting
of records released to applicants.
VANISH Recommendation 25: That the legislation reflect that the protection of records is the
responsibility of the agencies, and that they must adequately preserve and maintain adoption records
at their own cost.
VANISH Recommendation 26: That, where an adoption file has not been able to be located, the AIS
be required to provide the applicant with full details of the efforts employed to find the file; and where
the file has been destroyed, the AIS be required to provide the applicant with the details regarding
when and why this occurred.
VANISH Recommendation 28: That the legislation set out more clearly what adoption information
must be released and in what circumstances.
VANISH Recommendation 29: That clear guidelines regarding the ‘certain circumstances’ in which the
right to adoption information overrides the right to privacy be developed and incorporated into the
relevant Acts, Regulations and Guidelines.
VANISH Recommendation 30: That applicants who have a right to identifying information without
consent from the other party be able to directly access from Births Deaths and Marriages (BDM) the
relevant certificates, which will identify the applicant’s natural parent or son/daughter.
VANISH Recommendation 31: That consideration be given to a two-step process whereby:


minimum identifying adoption information (excluding unnecessary personal information) is
released to the applicant, in accordance with their right to apply for such information; and



where the applicant is unable to make contact with the natural parent or son/daughter (either
because they cannot locate that person or because that person is deceased) and further
information is essential in order for the applicant to learn more about their biological

1

Note: Adoption Services have since been transferred to the Department of Justice and Community Safety
(DJCS).
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background or their son/daughter, the applicant be able to apply for further adoption
information to be released.
VANISH Recommendation 32: That a party’s wishes for release of adoption information and/or
contact should be recorded on a contact register and the applicant advised.
VANISH Recommendation 35: That the primary purpose of a birth certificate be to provide an
accurate and comprehensive record of the facts of a person’s genetic and/or biological parentage and
birth, and changes to presentation of the relevant information on all birth certificates be made
accordingly.
VANISH Recommendation 37: That provisions be made to issue:


an ‘integrated birth certificate’, which incorporates accurate identifying details of the person’s
natural parents and adoptive parents, for adopted people who request them; and



an alternative identity document for people who were adopted (or born of assisted
reproduction interventions, such as donor conception or surrogacy) who do not wish to use
their birth certificate for routine identification purposes.

VANISH Recommendation 40: That post-adoption services be provided free of charge to individuals
affected by adoption in Victoria and that these services include: support to access information,
assistance with search and contact, support for complex family relationships, mediation, counselling,
peer support groups, and community education.
VANISH Recommendation 41: That community education include advertising: of the Adoption
Information Register, of the rights of parties to an adoption to apply for their records, and of the
services available to people affected by separation and adoption.
VANISH Recommendation 42: That post-adoption service providers be mandated and funded to lead
and commission independent research.
VANISH Recommendation 43: That post-adoption services be made available to adopted persons who
were born and/or adopted in Victoria, and parents whose child was born and/or adopted in Victoria,
and, where appropriate, to other relatives; and that support and counselling services be provided to
individuals now living in Victoria, wherever the adoption occurred.
VANISH Recommendation 44: That individuals seeking post-adoption services be provided with an
informed choice of service providers, including the option to be supported by an organisation or
organisations that are not and/or were not involved with arranging adoptions, past or present.
VANISH Recommendation 45: That post-adoption services be provided by organisations specialising
in post-adoption support and which have search and contact expertise. Also, that counsellors are
qualified and/or experienced in post-adoption counselling (rather than only in adoption counselling).
The clear theme in the VANISH submission as it relates to Historical Forced Adoptions is that all people
affected by adoption require non-judgemental and efficient access to information and ongoing access
to independent post-adoption support services.

VANISH Inc. 15/06/2020

74

Table 8 – SCORECARD: Recommendations and Subsequent Actions related to Past Adoption Practices.
RED = Little or no action taken, YELLOW = some action taken but recommendations were not completed, GREEN = full completion.
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8.7. Lessons Not Learnt
VANISH highlights two key areas in which lessons from historical adoption practices have not been
applied to contemporary policies and practices relating to adoption in Victoria. These are:


the uncalled-for introduction and prioritisation of inherently coercive adoption in Victoria’s
statutory child protection and out-of-home care system; and



the absence of action to implement strongly called-for changes to fix the continuing rightsbreaching practices relating to adopted persons’ identities and birth certificates.

8.7.1. Adoptions from Out-of-Home Care
Victoria had no history of promoting the adoption of children in the out-of-home care system
following permanent removal from their parents through statutory child protection intervention until
2014, when the Children, Youth and Families (Permanent Care and Other Matters) Act (‘the 2014
permanency amendments’) [145] was passed by the Victorian Parliament. The 2014 permanency
amendments not only introduced adoption into the hierarchy of permanent placement options (‘the
permanency hierarchy’) for children in the child protection and out-of-home care system, but they
also demoted the Permanent Care Order (PCO). The use of adoption is now prioritised ahead of the
PCO for children unable to be safely reunified with their parents.
The 2014 permanency amendments were “generally both unanticipated and unwelcomed by the
Victorian child and family welfare and legal sectors and stakeholders” (p. 7 in [146]). The 2014 changes
to the permanency hierarchy were also made “in the absence of a body of supporting evidence” (p.
161 in [146]). This concerning development has been considered in some detail in academic and
formal reviews, such as by the previous Chairperson of VANISH in her recent PhD research exploring
the introduction and implementation of PCOs in Victoria; the Commission for Children & Young People
(CCYP) in its Inquiry into the implementation of the 2014 permanency amendments [147]; and the
Victorian Law Reform Commission in its review of the Victorian Adoption Act 1984 [120] :
The Commission recognises the importance of permanency and stability for children.
However, … there is little empirical evidence to support an assertion that adoption is the most
beneficial form of permanent placement for a child who is not able to live with their parents.
Permanent care orders provide carers with the parental responsibility and stability required
for children in out-of-home care. Parenting orders can also provide this stability.
In the context of statutory child protection and out-of-home care, adoption is inherently coercive –
the child has generally been removed from their parents involuntarily and this is compounded “when
the adoption of the child is pursued through legal dispensation of the requirement for the child’s
parents to give their informed and duress-free consent”(p. ix in [146]). The positioning of adoption
ahead of the PCO in Victoria’s permanency hierarchy since 2014 thus represents a contemporary
‘forced adoption’ policy. This clearly conflicts with the messages and commitments expressed in the
non-partisan Victorian Parliamentary Apology for Past Adoption Practices made in 2012.
The prioritisation of adoption ahead of the PCO also undermines the purpose of the PCO, which was
innovative when passed into legislation with strongly non-partisan support by the Victorian
Government in 1989.
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As Committee members will be aware, the placement of a child on a PCO can be pursued against the
parents’ wishes, as may be considered appropriate by the child protection program. However, a PCO
avoids the most severe aspects of adoption. Unlike with adoption, a PCO maintains the child’s legal
and social connections with their parents, siblings and extended family members. Also, unlike with
adoption, a PCO legally maintains the child’s name and identity of origin through continuity of their
original birth certificate; and is not permanent, ending when the child turns 18.
The PCO has been used increasingly as a ‘permanency’ pathway from Victoria’s out-of-home care
system since it was operationalised in 1992. Data reported annually by the Australian Institute of
Health and Welfare (AIHW) [148] indicates that, since 2015-16, around 500 PCOs are granted each
year by the Victorian Children’s Court, dwarfing the less than 40 adoptions per year granted by the
County Court of Victoria (p.16 in [149]).
In light of the stark and persistent lopsidedness of the annual PCO and adoption figures, it is obvious
to ask whether the Victorian Government’s significant change to the permanency hierarchy was
intended to increase adoptions from out-of-home care. In response, both the Government and the
Department of Health and Human Services have consistently maintained it is not their policy to
promote adoptions from care. Still, the CCYP’s Inquiry into the implementation of the 2014
permanency amendments found “the inclusion of adoption in the hierarchy of permanency objectives
was one of the more controversial aspects of the permanency amendments” and subsequently
recommended that the Victorian Government remove adoption from the permanency hierarchy. In
response, the Victorian Government has made explicit it’s decision “not to progress legislative changes
at this time” [147] – changes that would formally cohere a policy that does not promote adoptions
from out-of-home care.
Professor The Honourable Nahum Mushin AM, former Judge of the Family Court of Australia and Chair
of the Australian Government’s Forced Adoption Apology Reference Group, questions the future of
adoption in Australia and whether we need it at all:
“Is not the law relating to the best interests of children capable of considering what is now
adoption? For example, I would suggest that it’s not appropriate that children placed in outof-home care should be automatically the subject of an adoption order rather than a
parenting order, albeit with one or more adults who start off as strangers to the child.
I suggest that answers to these questions can be found, at least in part, from Australia’s
experiences with forced adoption.
While large numbers of those experiences represent the very worst aspects of adoption, the
issues of consent, ongoing parental involvement and, in particular for adoptees, personal
identity should inform our consideration of the possibilities of law reform in this area” [150]
Professor Mushin also argues that if the practice of adoption is to continue, then a national approach
should be taken to it, rather than a state-by-state approach. VANISH cannot, however, support the
national approach to adoption currently being taken by the Australian Government. The recent Inquiry
into Local Adoption conducted by the House of Representatives Standing Committee on Social Policy
and Legal Affairs was a poorly disguised attempt to make adoption from out-of-home care “a viable
option” [151]. The dissenting report by the ALP members of that Committee rightly called out the
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discriminatory aspect of this document was that it was issued only to people who were adopted. In
many cases where the adoptive parents had not disclosed to their child the latter’s adopted status,
the adopted person inadvertently discovered this during adulthood on presenting their Sixth Schedule
for identification purposes to someone unrelated to them in the community. VANISH is aware of
numerous examples of people having discovered they were adopted only upon making application for
the Age Pension or a passport.
VANISH has previously addressed the unintended and ongoing harms caused to many adopted people
as a result of the dissonance they experience between their legal identity (reflected in their legal birth
certificate) and their identity of origin in submissions to relevant inquiries and reviews. For example,
VANISH’s written submissions to the VLRC’s review of the Adoption Act 1984 [5] and the House of
Representatives Standing Committee on Social Policy and Legal Affairs’ national inquiry into local
adoption [8] were extensively referred to in the respective final reports. As such we have strongly
advocated, and continue to advocate, for the implementation of Integrated Birth Certificates as
recommended (#13) in the Senate Inquiry Report [13] for past adoptions, and for no change to the
original birth certificate in the case of new adoptions, should they occur.
It is inconsistent that contemporary ‘open’ adoption policy, legislation and practice in Victoria does
not preserve the child’s original name, identity and birth certificate. It is also inconsistent that the
Victorian Government has not acted to change laws to enable an integrated birth certificate to be
issued to adults adopted as children who want one, as recommended by the Senate Committee [13]
and the VLRC [120]. With political will this can be done, as seen with the recent change of laws
enabling trans and gender diverse people to change the sex recorded on their original birth certificate
[153]:
These important new laws are about ensuring everyone can live their life as they choose, and
that includes having a birth certificate that reflects their true identity.
VANISH strongly urges the Victorian Government to take similar action regarding the birth certificates
of adopted people which do not reflect their true identity. Current policies and laws are outdated –
they embody the secrecy and shame of historical ‘closed’ adoption practices. These policies and laws
are also manifestly unfair – they breach various aspects of adopted people’s rights to accurate
information about their natural parents and continuity of connection to them. Adopted people are
forced to use a false birth certificate as their primary proof of identity document which, by the
Victorian Government’s own standard, is stigmatising.
As Carolyn Woodley pointed out in her submission to the 2012 VLRC Review of Birth Registration and
Birth Certificates [154]:
“The adoption process in Australia in effect resulted in a legal sleight of hand as far as birth
certificates were concerned. If the adoption was legal and if it was closed, it resulted in the
new legal identity being superimposed over the biological birth identity.”
Original birth certificates being cancelled, and new ones issued is a source of distress for adopted
people and for mothers and fathers. It perpetuates trauma as well as the secrecy and stigma of past
adoption practices.
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9. OPPORTUNITIES FOR IMPROVEMENT
9.1. Redress
Redress is a public acknowledgement of past wrongs. Redress legitimises a person’s experience, and
allows the institutions involved to take responsibility, express regret and provide support, including
financial compensation. The National Redress Scheme (NRS) [155] established in response to the Royal
Commission into Institutional Responses to Child Sexual Abuse defines redress as “to acknowledge
harm done”. VANISH believes that a redress scheme for victims of forced adoption practices would
be an important part of an ongoing healing process.
This section draws upon some lessons from the National Redress Scheme (NRS) and other schemes to
present some principles for a redress scheme for people affected by past and forced adoption
practices. The NRS provides three forms of redress:
1. Access to counselling and psychological services.
2. A direct personal response from the institution(s) responsible for the abuse, for example, an
apology.
3. A redress payment
VANISH proposes that this definition would be a good starting point for addressing the needs of those
impacted by past adoption practices, including forced adoption. It is likely that there will be some
overlap of the eligible cohorts of NRS and a redress scheme for historical adoptions because some
individuals have been a victim of both; for example, a care leaver who was abused in an institution
and then had his or her child or children removed for adoption (Danielle Green MP in [126]).
Eligibility for those Impacted by Past Adoption Practices
A redress scheme would need to take into account the needs of the direct parties affected; that is,
those who were separated from their child or parent(s) through past practices. To only consider one
of these parties as eligible for redress may be considered by the other party to be discriminatory
and/or undermining their legitimate need for some form of compensation.
The practices described in this submission brutally, legally and permanently split up families. Those
affected may have different lived experiences and different feelings and beliefs about the extent to
which they should be compensated. This includes the potential for parties to the same event ( mother,
father and child) having different perspectives and needs. These perspectives may change with time.
The severity of the traumatic event does not necessarily determine the extent of the impact. There
may be degrees of trauma in terms of what was inflicted on the parties, but it may be difficult to
ascertain who is traumatised and who isn’t or who has suffered more or less, even based upon how
individuals present. Some parties may have spent a lot of money on psychological services to manage
or integrate their trauma, whilst others could not or have not. AHA (p.73 in [111]) cautioned against
introducing any service that reinforces notions of “competitive trauma”.
Redress Principle 1: A redress scheme should not set up one cohort as more deserving of redress in
comparison to another.

VANISH Inc. 15/06/2020

86

Redress Principle 2: Following from Principle 1, a redress scheme should not include the concept of
“levels” of payment based on predefined notions of harm.
The other significant issue in assessing “who is eligible” is jurisdiction. Adoption was an inter-state
phenomenon in which mothers were transported across state boundaries to see out their
confinement away from prying eyes. For example, there are many instances of children born in
Victoria whose mothers came from Western Australia (see Figure 16). Many women were sent
through church-based “underground railways” to Maternity Homes aligned with their faith or
denomination. The child then may have been adopted to Victoria or even to another state. Some
adoptive parents travelled interstate to collect a baby for adoption back in their home state. This
multi-jurisdictional quagmire points to the need for a national scheme.
VANISH, however, understands that this would be difficult to achieve without other states being
willing to participate and would be highly welcoming of the Victorian Government showing leadership
with redress for past adoption practices.
Redress Principle 3: A state-by-state approach to redress should include provisions for the national
nature of past adoption practices.
Redress Principle 4: Any direct party to an adoption in Victoria (regardless of whether they currently
live in Victoria) should be eligible for redress.
Removal of Statue of Limitations
VANISH understands that, for the redress scheme to be available to those affected by past adoption
practices, the Limitation of Action Act (1958) [156] would need to be amended in a similar manner as
occurred for institutional child abuse with the enactment of the Limitation of Action Amendment (Child
Abuse) Act 2015 [157].
Redress Principle 5: A further amendment to the Limitation of Action Act (1958) would be a prerequisite for an adoption redress scheme.
Should Redress be Institution-based?
The NRS focusses on redress provided from Institutions, as this was the remit of the Royal Commission.
A similar approach could be considered for past adoption practices, as many Maternity Homes,
Children’s Homes and Hospitals were operated by religious institutions [158].
The Senate Report found that state and federal governments were also responsible for forced
adoption practices, and the Victorian Government should take responsibility for state policies and as
the operator of public hospitals. For example, the “Women’s Hospital”, now the Royal Women’s
Hospital, was the primary maternity hospital in the state, and the Queen Victoria Hospital was the
second largest provider of infants for adoption through past adoption practices. The Victorian
Government also sanctioned the proliferation of Maternity and Children’s Homes throughout Victoria
until they were closed due to legislative change (see Section 4.3).
Some private adoptions that occurred under the Adoption Act (1958) often had limited institutional
involvement other than going through the County Court.
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VANISH would argue that all people impacted by past adoption practices should be included in a
redress scheme.
Redress Principle 6: A redress scheme should be open to all eligible parties regardless of which
government and non-government institutions were directly responsible.
VANISH considers the following as the key requirements for the development of a redress scheme:
1. There should be consultation with survivor groups, including organisations and groups with
knowledge and experience relating to past adoption practices; for example, VANISH, ARMS,
Origins, IRM, Adoptee Rights Australia.
2. All staff involved in the scheme, from the person that answers the phones to the assessors,
should use ‘trauma informed communication’.
3. Administrative and financial support for the redress scheme should be provided by the State
Government.
4. The redress scheme should be run by an independent group that is not associated with any of
the institutions involved in past adoption practices.
5. Consideration should be given to the provision of a free legal service, like knowmore [159]
which supplies legal advice to survivors of institutional abuse under the NRS.
6. The scheme should be for a sufficient amount of time to enable people affected to apply as
they get to hear about it.
Redress Principle 7: A redress scheme should be developed in consultation with key stakeholder
groups and should be ‘trauma-informed’ and appropriate to the needs of those people impacted by
past adoption practices who it seeks to support.
Redress Principle 8: A redress scheme should be operated by an independent party that is not
associated with Institutions and be funded by the Victorian Government and available for an adequate
timeframe.
Applying for Redress and Assessing a Redress Application
The Application process should be easy to find and follow. It should be considerate and traumainformed to make sure that there are no significant barriers to applying. The application process
should not be overly bureaucratic or adversarial; it should encourage people to feel safe to learn more
about the scheme and apply.
As mentioned previously, people impacted by past adoption practices have had varied life
experiences, including variable conscious understanding of the trauma inflicted by being forcibly
separated from their family members. It could be very difficult for these people to provide material
evidence of harm. Often when individuals affected have sought out records about specific aspects,
such as whether DES was administered, they have not been able to access any information. Some
mothers who have gone back for their records have been told they did not attend that hospital.
The lack of evidence should not be considered to invalidate any redress claim. The onus of finding any
records that would substantiate a claim should fall onto the independent body who would co-ordinate
with the Hospital and/or Institution and/or private individual(s) named by the redress applicant. Oral
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evidence should be considered valid. Current medical evidence of physical and/or psychological
trauma must also be considered valid.
Given the difficulties that some individuals will have in supplying evidence of harm, VANISH
recommends that all redress applications should be assessed in a mediation-style environment by an
independent assessor. VANISH also recommends that there be an appeal process as part of the redress
scheme.
Redress Principle 9: All redress applications should be considered regardless of the degree of physical
evidence supplied. Oral evidence is acceptable.
Redress Principle 10: Redress applications should be assessed in a mediation-style environment with
an assessor who is trauma informed and trained on the impact of past adoption practices.
Redress Principle 11: A training program for assessors of redress applications should be developed in
conjunction with the key groups with knowledge and experience of past adoption practices.
Redress Principle 12: The onus on collecting any available governmental and/or institutional evidence
should fall to the independent body tasked with running the redress scheme and not the applicant.
Redress Principle 13: The redress applicant may be able to appeal the decision made by the assessor
using a process to be determined.
Using the NRS as a template, then the components of a redress scheme should be:
1. Access to services for harm minimisation and reconciliation - counselling and psychological
services, support services aimed at finding and reconnecting family members.
2. Public and private acknowledgement of harm – further apologies from the Victorian
Government and responsible Institutions, education campaigns for public and medical
profession, public memorials and testimonials.
3. A redress payment – to provide a concrete acknowledgement of and compensation for harm.
These elements will be discussed in turn below.
Access to Services
Successful applicants should be able to assess services to assist in finding and connecting natural
relatives separated by past adoption practices – including changes to access to information, records
and search procedures.
VANISH already provides the services listed in Section 3.
Redress Principle 14: Given VANISH’s experience is providing services to people impacted by past
adoption practices, including forced adoption, it is recommended that consideration by made to fund
VANISH to provide these services on an ongoing basis.
Successful applicants should also be able to have free access to psychological services and/or
counselling via Medicare without having to present for a Mental Health Care Plan under Medicare.
Consideration should be given to extending the number of allowable sessions per year.
Redress Principle 15: The Victorian Government should cover a defined level of costs of psychological
and counselling services for successful applicants in line with VANISH Recommendations.
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significant barriers to people affected accessing their information and tracing their relatives. This
section focusses on these barriers and the changes that are required to bring about greater equity of
access to information. VANISH provided detailed feedback about these barriers and other issues
relating to access to information in its submission to the VLRC Review of the Adoption Act (2016).
Rather than repeat entire sections of that submission here, VANISH presents what it sees to be the
most pressing issues and encourages the Victorian Government to take urgent action on these given
the time that has passed since that review.
VANISH notes that the Adoption Information Service at the Department of Justice and Community
Safety (which was formerly Family Information Networks and Discovery (FIND)) and the Adoption
Information Services located within the respective adoption agencies have the same acronym - AIS.
This means that the term ‘AIS’, unless otherwise specified, applies to both the governmental and nongovernmental agencies responsible for locating and releasing the records they hold relating to an
adoption.
Applications for adoption information have increased significantly over the past 10 years, from 483 to
758. This growth is shown in the chart below, together with a breakdown year by year of the categories
of people entitled to apply for either identifying or non-identifying information.

Figure 11 - AIHW Report data* for applications for information lodged in Victoria (by personal category)
*Data for 2015-16 to 2018-19 provided by DJCS, data for 2009-10 to 2013-14 provided by AIHW. Names and order of
categories are those used by AIHW

Figure 11 shows the increase in application numbers over the past 10 years, the majority of which
were by adopted people. The number of applications by mothers increased from 2010-11, peaking at
2013-14 and then decreased again. Applications by fathers are lower in number but follow a similar
pattern to applications by mothers, with the peak being in 2016-17 when mothers and fathers became
eligible for identifying information.
Removal of Mandatory Counselling Requirement
The mandatory ‘counselling’ interview before information is released is often considered problematic
by all parties separated by adoption. This interview often involves the worker sitting opposite them,
going through the applicant’s file, which the applicant has not yet seen, and describing its contents.
Many VANISH service users report the mandatory counselling to be disempowering; they report
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feeling vulnerable and upset that they are not considered ‘fit’ or ‘responsible’ enough to receive their
records without being interviewed.
Mothers and fathers report that they have found applying for and receiving information about their
son or daughter in this way very difficult, especially those returning to the agency that processed the
adoption. In the presence of a social worker, who has authority and who can represent the social
worker figure at the time of the adoption, many report having re-lived the humiliating experience of
their past and have been traumatised by it.
“In Victoria we have to go through a conduit, either go through AIS or back to the agency that
took our baby in the first place. That is very confronting. I think it is insulting that we have to
go through them.” (Mrs Elizabeth Edwards [162])
The issue of accessing information from the agency that arranged the adoption can also be
challenging for adopted people. VANISH has been advised of more than one instance where the AIS
worker has advised the applicant that they were the social worker involved in arranging their
adoption.
Adopted persons also argue that it is discriminatory that they cannot apply directly to BDM for their
Original Birth Certificate (OBC) in the same way every other Australian can. Instead they are first
required to have a mandatory interview with the AIS and get a certificate of interview. This barrier has
been of concern for decades. For example, in 1978, Robert Bender in his presentation to the Second
Australian Conference on Adoption stated:
“Alternatively, some adopted persons would prefer to by-pass such governmental agencies.
Many have had unhappy experiences seeking information from agencies and their staff, and
would prefer a system like the one operating in Scotland, where adoptees may obtain their
certificates directly from the Registrar” (p. 30 in [47]).
In 1983, Pauline Ley, founder of the Geelong Adoption Program (GAP), advocated for the interview to
be optional (see Figure 16).
Carolyn Woodley, in her submission to the VLRC’s Birth Certificate and Birth Registration review in
2012, described that:
“The administrative act of accessing information becomes a psychological test, an Oprahstyle confessional to be explained to strangers with overly sympathetic expressions. It is
beyond condescending. It is offensive.” [154]
Being able to apply to BDM directly for their Original Birth Certificate would restore to adopted persons
what is rightfully theirs – their certificate at birth showing their name at birth, the name of their mother
and, if shown, their father. The importance of this cannot be overstated.
As the Senate Committee noted [13]:
For adoptions that took place under the older laws, most jurisdictions, while improving
information accessibility for older adoptions, have found ways to maintain restrictions that
reflect the past secrecy provisions associated with 'closed adoption'. (Clause 12.85)
and
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deems information that identifies a second-generation adoptee’s natural grandparents to be the
personal information of the natural parent only and not the personal information of the secondgeneration adoptee.
The fact that their natural parent is also an adopted person is not always provided to the applicant in
their adoption records. Even if they are informed, access to their natural parent’s original birth
certificate is only possible with the parent’s consent or once the parent is deceased. This means an
adopted person who is a child of adopted person can face a range of scenarios, all of which are
potential sources of loss and pain for the person searching. A second-generation adoptee could:








establish relationships with their natural parent’s adoptive parents, assuming they are natural
relatives and not be told otherwise.
be advised their natural parent is deceased, not pursue contact with other relatives, then live
under the impression they are of a certain ethnicity or descendant of a certain line, when they
are not.
spend years researching and trying to contact ‘natural family’ who are not, in fact, related to
them.
have to go to apply to the County Court to establish who their genetic grandparents, aunts,
uncles and ancestors are.
live their lives with no identifiable ethnic origins and no access to any family medical
information.
discover through DNA testing that they are not related to the people they thought they were
related to. This can sometimes appear as not being related to a natural parent which can be
extremely distressing.

Example:
Several years ago Clare, an adopted person, obtained a copy of her adoption records, which included
a copy of her original birth certificate. It did not name her father. Clare learnt from her case worker
who released her records that her mother was alive and lived interstate. Over time, Clare made
numerous attempts to have contact with her mother and to find out the names of her father and her
maternal grandparents, but her mother declined these requests.
Clare conducted an on-line search and managed to find one of her mother’s cousins whom she made
brief contact with. Through this contact she learnt that her mother, too, was an adopted person.
Clare applied for her mother’s adoption record, including her mother’s original/pre-adoption birth
certificate recording her birth name and the name of her natural mother (her natural grandmother) at
the time of her birth. Because Clare is legally a “child of an adopted person”, the case worker had to
obtain permission from Clare’s mother to release this information to her. Clare’s mother refused
permission, so instead, the case worker provided Clare with non-identifying information.
To find out the identity of her grandparents and establish her ethnicity, Clare will now need to apply
for her mothers’ records through the Country Court, or to wait and apply to the AIS again once her
mother is deceased. She might undertake a DNA test in the hope of finding answers that way.
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New South Wales:
In NSW, the state funded agency to provide special search services (i.e. adoption searches) is International
Social Services (ISS). The Registrar for BDM in NSW grants ISS (along with the Department of Family and
Community Services – Adoption Information Unit) access to its online portal “Lifesearch”, which provides
restricted access to records. This provides sufficient information on birth, marriage and death certificates to
assist with their searching. Information about this arrangement can be found at this link:
https://www.bdm.nsw.gov.au/Pages/business-partners/lifesearch-users.aspx

South Australia:
The state funded service for post adoption support in South Australia is Post Adoption Support Services
(PASS). One member of staff at is authorised to access BDM records. The staff member books a time to go
to BDM. Their searches are monitored and recorded. This does not involve getting copies of certificates, just
the information required to conduct a search. It is only when the information cannot be located that service
users are advised to apply for a certificate search, which they then pay for. Service users are also advised to
apply for any certificates they wish to have for their records.
For natural relative searches, the PASS staff looks up the information and then makes the outreach to the
relative to get their permission to pass on the information to the person searching. Natural relative searches
are done on a non-disclosure basis, with the information not passed to the person searching.
For searches that require searching in other states, the State Government has a fund to pay for the costs of
certificates in other states, and also to pay a contracted researcher to undertake the search work. PASS
invoices the department for these expenses. This fund does not allow for extensive family history searching,
rather it is used for searching for immediate family.

Tasmania:
Currently the cost of a search and certificate with Tasmanian Registry of Births Deaths and Marriages
(BDMs) is $55.42 for searching a five year period and then if that search yields no results, a further $17.82
for each additional five year period searched. This makes searching prohibitively expensive for people
searching who have no information regarding, for example, whether a marriage took place in Tasmania.
VANISH has had an arrangement with the Tasmanian Registry of Births Deaths and Marriages (BDMs) for
many years, whereby a VANISH worker may make an enquiry regarding a possible birth, marriage, death
and/or change of name for the person sought and for the BDMs officer to indicate whether or not there has
been such an event registered in Tasmania and if so the time frame. This information is provided on a nondisclosure basis and is not released to the service user. It is provided to enable VANISH to make an
application on behalf of the service user which assists the service user to avoid paying the otherwise
excessive costs involved when it is not known whether or not an event was registered in Tasmania. Apart
from the resulting cost benefit to service users, this arrangement can also save the service users a
significant amount of time, thereby reducing the wait to achieve search results.
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and the testing companies are based outside Australia, so they are not necessarily subject to our laws.
One of the most commonly cited risks is the potential misuse of data by the testing companies; for
example, selling DNA data to interested parties without consent. There are conflicting views about
who owns your DNA once you have tested - testing companies state that you always own your DNA,
while some commentators say that, given this has not been tested in a court in Australia, it is
impossible to know with any certainty. Other risks include the testing companies going bust, being
sold, or being hacked. Further, legal and privacy risks might not only apply to those who take a test,
but also to the people who share their DNA (i.e. their relatives).
There are also social and emotional risks, some of which can be reduced by users being fully informed
and supported. An important issue is that while with records searches the searcher usually makes
contact directly with the person sought, DNA testing puts the searcher in contact with anyone with
shared DNA, who might be a close or distant relative. Depending on who is contacted, how they are
contacted, and what they do with the information, their involvement can be problematic for both the
searcher and the person sought and so disrupt the potential for contact or reunion. This factor can
make DNA testing precarious for the searcher because it puts their information into the hands of
unknown family members who might not handle this news with sensitivity. They might be overzealous in their attempts to help, or they might seek to block the searcher from finding out more,
based upon their own views about adoption. This type of contact with other relatives can also put the
person being sought in a precarious position, depending on their situation and their relationship with
the person in their family who is contacted.
The popularity of DNA testing has resulted in a proliferation of helpers who, based upon their own
success in finding relatives, seek to assist others but have no expertise in past adoption practices or
mental health. Some of these helpers are extremely professional and know when to refer the people
they are assisting to professional services. However, some can also overstep the mark and involve
themselves in contact, sometimes without the agreement of the tester.
The International Society of Genetic Genealogy Wiki [164] states that:
“ISOGG highly recommends that adoptees, orphans, donor conceived individuals and others
with sensitive matters work with experienced search organizations prior to making contact
with biological families.”
Most organisations supporting people affected by past adoption practices, including VANISH, agree
with this principle and emphasise the need for:
a) accessing records before undertaking a test to maximise the potential for direct contact with
the party sought;
b) being prepared in the same way one would for a traditional adoption search; for example,
talking through the various possible outcomes and how one might respond with a professional
who has relevant expertise, reading articles and/or participating in support groups; and
c) having professional support in place in case the test reveals upsetting information and to be
informed of some aspects of adoption reunions, such as genetic sexual attraction (GSA)2, that
are not widely known about or understood.

2 Whereby

strong feelings of attraction emerge out of contact with genetic relatives.
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for the possible outcomes and to deal with the range of emotions that occur when undertaking a
search.
Contact also brings with it a range of feelings. It can bring joy and relief; however, it may also bring
further rejection and loss. It can be an intensely emotional experience and can trigger grief, shame
and trauma. Reflecting back on the practices described earlier in this submission, the way mothers
(and fathers) were treated, including barbaric practices such as rapid adoption, it is easy to understand
why. The nature of contact and quality of relationships can have a significant bearing on the well-being
of those involved. Sensitively delivered support and relevant information regarding specific issues that
can arise, some of which can be very confronting (such as GSA), can make a difference to how these
issues impact upon individuals and their families. This work requires specialists who fully understand
the complexities involved and who can provide respectful, empathetic support.
Support for complex family relationships: Having more than one family, or a child living with a
different family, creates complexities and unique challenges which require sensitive specialist support.
For an individual to be able to relate with the various family members (children, parents, siblings,
grandparents, etc.) in such a way that they can benefit from those relationships requires
understanding and integration, rather than confusion and overwhelm. Having a professional support
worker who is respectful of, and focussed on, the individual’s needs and interests can assist with
navigating the relationships and complexities inherent in adoption. The way in which these
relationships change over time, combined with the way trauma can emerge at any point in the
relationship, means that many people affected need a range of resources and services to assist them.
Mediation: In some situations, when relationships become strained and parties to an adoption find it
difficult to understand each other’s perspectives, a professional mediator is required to support them
to negotiate. This can be beneficial when adoption reunions have stalled or broken down and require
external support to help the parties involved to communicate more effectively and strengthen mutual
understanding. Mediation can also be helpful where individuals are not supported by their other
family members or are fearful of their reactions.
Counselling: Much has been said about counselling in this submission. A skilled counsellor can offer
individuals an opportunity to connect with and explore their difficult feelings and find their own
capacity for healing. Finding a counsellor who has the requisite skills, training and understanding and
who can be trusted to validate grief and tend to the trauma experienced is of high importance to those
affected. An experienced counsellor can support them to work on underlying causes of physical,
emotional and spiritual problems and to address separation, rejection, loss, trust, identity and selfesteem issues. It is important to recognise that adoption counselling and post-adoption counselling
are different skillsets, and an adoption counsellor might not be best placed to provide post-adoption
counselling. Post-adoption services should therefore be provided by professional specialists in postadoption support and counsellors qualified and/or experienced in post-adoption counselling.
The requirement that post-adoption counsellors have specialist training and experience in postadoption support cannot be over-emphasised. VANISH has many times heard examples of where
health and mental health professionals have displayed ignorance and insensitivity with regard to
adoption, with frequent reports of counsellors and psychologists dismissing adoption as irrelevant to
the presenting issues. This matter was also referred to in the Senate Inquiry into Forced Adoptions (p.
217 in [13]). Given the trust issues faced by many individuals affected by separation and adoption, it
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10.

CONCLUDING REMARKS

VANISH is very passionate about serving its members, service users, and others affected by past and
forced adoption practices. We share the disappointment of the wider adoption community that most
recent reviews, reports and recommendations from government bodies have not been followed
through.
VANISH believes that, as the cohorts from the forced adoption era steadily age, this Inquiry may be
the last real opportunity to provide meaningful redress for past adoption practices. We urge the
Victorian Government to embrace this opportunity and show leadership in addressing the trauma
inflicted on so many innocent people who had separation and adoption forced into their lives.
VANISH strongly encourages the Victorian Government to take our views into account and follow
through on the Recommendations made in our submission.

CHARLOTTE SMITH
VANISH Manager
June 20203

3

VANISH has resubmitted this document as the previous version contained references to a report that VANISH
had been led to believe was public. VANISH has since been made aware that the report is not a public document
so all references to it have been removed. VANISH apologies for any confusion caused.

VANISH Inc. 15/06/2020

107

11.

REFERENCES

[1]

Parliament of Victoria - Legal and Social Issues Standing Committee , “Forced Adoption
inquiry launched,” 6 November 2019. [Online]. Available:
https://www.parliament.vic.gov.au/images/stories/committees/lsicLA/Inquiry_into_Responses_to_Historical_Forced_Adoptions_in_Victoria_/Media/6_NOV_20
19_Forced_adoptions_inquiry_launched.pdf.

[2]

Victorian Government, “Children, Youth and Families Act (2005),” 2005. [Online]. Available:
http://www8.austlii.edu.au/cgi-bin/viewdb/au/legis/vic/consol_act/cyafa2005252/.

[3]

Victorian Government - Adoption Legislation Review Committee, “Report of Adoption
Legislation Review Committee,” March 1983. [Online]. Available:
https://www.parliament.vic.gov.au/papers/govpub/VPARL1982-85No98A.pdf.

[4]

VANISH, “Senate Inquiry - Submissions received by the Committee (Submission 160),” 2011.
[Online]. Available:
https://www.aph.gov.au/Parliamentary_Business/Committees/Senate/Community_Affairs/C
ompleted_inquiries/2010-13/commcontribformerforcedadoption/submissions.

[5]

VANISH, “VANISH Response to the VLRC’s Review of the Adoption Act 1984 Consultation
Paper,” 2016.

[6]

VANISH, “VANISH submission to Review of the Domestic Adoption Process in the ACT,”
Department of Community Services, Canberra, 2016.

[7]

VANISH, “VANISH submission Safe and Wanted Inquiry into Permanancy Arrangements,”
Department Health and Human Services, Melbourne, 2016.

[8]

VANISH, “VANISH submission to House of Representatives Standing Committee on Social
Policy and Legal Affairs - National Inquiry into Local Adoption (Submission 56),” 2018.
[Online]. Available:
https://www.aph.gov.au/Parliamentary_Business/Committees/House/Social_Policy_and_Leg
al_Affairs/Localadoption/Submissions.

[9]

Victorian Government, “Adoption regulations - Regulatory Impact Statement,” 2019. [Online].
Available: https://www.dhhs.vic.gov.au/publications/adoption-regulations-regulatoryimpact-statement.

[10] Australian Government - Attorney-General's Department, “Forced Adoptions Reference
Group,” 2012. [Online]. Available:
https://www.ag.gov.au/About/ForcedAdoptionsApology/Pages/ForcedAdoptionsApologyRef
erenceGroup.aspx.
[11] Australian Government - Department of Social Services, “Forced Adoptions Implementation
Working Group,” 2014. [Online]. Available: https://www.dss.gov.au/families-andchildren/programmes-services/family-relationships/forced-adoption-practices/forcedadoptions-implementation-working-group.

VANISH Inc. 15/06/2020

108

[12] K. Buterbaugh, “Whitewashing Adoption: A Critique of "Respectful Adoption Language",”
2013. [Online]. Available: https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=2195774.
[13] Australian Government - Senate Community Affairs Reference Committee, “Commonwealth
Contribution of Former Forced Adoption Policies and Practices,” 2012. [Online]. Available:
https://www.aph.gov.au/Parliamentary_Business/Committees/Senate/Community_Affairs/C
ompleted_inquiries/201013/commcontribformerforcedadoption/report/~/media/wopapub/senate/committee/clac_ct
te/completed_inquiries/2010-13/comm_contrib_former_forced_adoption.
[14] Kenny, Pauline; Higgins, Daryl ; Soloff, Carol ; Sweid, Reem, “Past Adoption Experiences:
National Research Study on the Service Response to Past Adoption Practices - Final Report,”
Australian Institute of Family Studies, Melbourne, 2012.
[15] G. Clapton, “Language is never neutral: a critical analysis of the language surrounding
adoption in the UK,” Adoption & Fostering, vol. 42, no. 2, 2018.
[16] Parliament of Western Australia, “Extract from Hansard (p7881a-7889a),” 19 October 2010.
[Online]. Available:
https://www.parliament.wa.gov.au/Hansard/hansard.nsf/0/fff526da4cf39505482577c90027
9425/$FILE/A38%20S1%2020101019%20p7881a-7889a.pdf.
[17] Australian Government - Senate Standing Committee on Community Affairs, “Forgotten
Australians: A report on Australian who experienced institutional or out-of-home care as
children,” 2004. [Online]. Available:
https://www.aph.gov.au/Parliamentary_Business/Committees/Senate/Community_Affairs/C
ompleted_inquiries/2004-07/inst_care/report/index.
[18] C. Cole, “Apology Alliance Australia - A Stolen Generation in the Making,” [Online]. Available:
https://apologyallianceaustralia.com/a-stolen-generation-in-the-making/.
[19] P. Mackieson, in Adoption Deception: A personal and professional journey, North Melbourne,
Spinifex Press, 2015, p. 130.
[20] Australian Health Associates for Australian Government Department of Social Services,
“Forced Adoption Support Services Post Implementation Review v1.1,” January 2018.
[Online]. Available: https://www.dss.gov.au/families-and-children-publicationsarticles/forced-adoption-support-services-post-implementation-review.
[21] NSW Legislative Council Standing Committee on Social Issues, “'Releasing the Past' Adoption
Practices 1950 - 1998, Final Report,” December 2000. [Online]. Available:
https://www.parliament.nsw.gov.au/committees/DBAssets/InquiryReport/ReportAcrobat/55
40/Report.PDF.
[22] E. Honey, “Pension Benefits for the Lone Mother,” The Australian Women's Weekly, p. 4, 4
July 1973.
[23] Victorian Government, “Adoption Act,” 1984. [Online]. Available:
http://classic.austlii.edu.au/au/legis/vic/consol_act/aa1984107/.
[24] Find and Connect: History and information about Australian orphanages, children's Homes
and other institutions, “Kedesh Maternity Home (1926-1986),” [Online]. Available:
https://www.findandconnect.gov.au/guide/vic/E000088.

VANISH Inc. 15/06/2020

109

[25] Find and Connect: History and information about Australian orphanages, children's Homes
and other institutions, “Orana, the Peace Memorial Homes for Children (1953-1988),”
[Online]. Available: https://www.findandconnect.gov.au/ref/vic/biogs/E000020b.htm.
[26] Victorian Government, “Children and Young Persons Act,” 1989.
[27] J. Noble, “Commonwealth Contribution to Former Forced Adoption Policies and Practices:
Submissions received by the Committee (Submission 362),” 2011. [Online]. Available:
https://www.aph.gov.au/Parliamentary_Business/Committees/Senate/Community_Affairs/C
ompleted_inquiries/2010-13/commcontribformerforcedadoption/submissions.
[28] R. Neil, “Commonwealth Contribution to Former Forced Adoption Policies and Practices:
Submissions received by the Committee (Submission 151),” 2011. [Online]. Available:
https://www.aph.gov.au/Parliamentary_Business/Committees/Senate/Community_Affairs/C
ompleted_inquiries/2010-13/commcontribformerforcedadoption/submissions.
[29] A. Allpike, “Commonwealth Contribution to Former Forced Adoption Policies and Practices:
Submissions received by the Committee (Submission 157),” [Online]. Available:
https://www.aph.gov.au/Parliamentary_Business/Committees/Senate/Community_Affairs/C
ompleted_inquiries/2010-13/commcontribformerforcedadoption/submissions.
[30] Name Withheld (Submission 28), “Commonwealth Contribution to Former Forced Adoption
Policies and Practices: Submissions received by the Committee (Submission 28),” 2011.
[Online]. Available:
https://www.aph.gov.au/Parliamentary_Business/Committees/Senate/Community_Affairs/C
ompleted_inquiries/2010-13/commcontribformerforcedadoption/submissions.
[31] Name Withheld (Submission 232), “Commonwealth Contribution to Former Forced Adoption
Policies and Practices: Submissions received by the Committee (Submission 232),” 2011.
[Online]. Available:
https://www.aph.gov.au/Parliamentary_Business/Committees/Senate/Community_Affairs/C
ompleted_inquiries/2010-13/commcontribformerforcedadoption/submissions.
[32] Find and Connect: History and information about Australian orphanages, children's Homes
and other institutions, “Clean Break Theory (c. 1940 - c. 1970),” [Online]. Available:
https://www.findandconnect.gov.au/ref/tas/biogs/TE00397b.htm.
[33] J. Burrows, “Commonwealth Contribution to Former Forced Adoption Policies and Practices:
Submissions received by the Committee (Submission 94),” 2011. [Online]. Available:
https://www.aph.gov.au/Parliamentary_Business/Committees/Senate/Community_Affairs/C
ompleted_inquiries/2010-13/commcontribformerforcedadoption/submissions.
[34] L. Kinghorn, “Commonwealth Contribution to Former Forced Adoption Policies and Practices:
Submissions received by the Committee (Submission 8),” 2011. [Online]. Available:
https://www.aph.gov.au/Parliamentary_Business/Committees/Senate/Community_Affairs/C
ompleted_inquiries/2010-13/commcontribformerforcedadoption/submissions.
[35] N. Mushin, “The forced adoption apology: Righting wrongs of a dark past,” in Families, policy
and the law: Selected essays on contemporary issues for Australia (ed. Alan Hayes and Daryl
Higgins), Melbourne, Australian Institute of Family Studies, 2014, pp. 39-46.

VANISH Inc. 15/06/2020

110

[36] E. Fanning, “The forgotten fathers,” ABC Radio Life Matters, 29 March 2016. [Online].
Available: https://www.abc.net.au/radionational/programs/lifematters/7276928.
[37] V. Brown, “What happened to the fathers who had no say in forced adoption?,”
News.com.au, 28 June 2016. [Online]. Available: https://www.news.com.au/lifestyle/reallife/true-stories/what-happened-to-the-fathers-who-had-no-say-in-forced-adoption/newsstory/8c2df833535ced2feeee3b5e0598bb5f.
[38] J. Hughes, “Commonwealth Contribution to Former Forced Adoption Policies and Practices:
Submissions received by the Committee (Submission 104),” 2011. [Online]. Available:
https://www.aph.gov.au/Parliamentary_Business/Committees/Senate/Community_Affairs/C
ompleted_inquiries/2010-13/commcontribformerforcedadoption/submissions.
[39] S. Swain, “Confinement and Delivery Practices in Relation to Single Women confined at the
Royal Women's Hospital 1945-1975,” August 2011. [Online]. Available:
https://www.aph.gov.au/Parliamentary_Business/Committees/Senate/Community_Affairs/C
ompleted_inquiries/2010-13/commcontribformerforcedadoption/submissions.
[40] Australian Government - Cancer Australia, “Diethylstilboestrol (DES),” [Online]. Available:
https://canceraustralia.gov.au/node/4003.
[41] J. Jolliffe, “A new thalidomide ?,” Overland, 2014. [Online]. Available:
https://overland.org.au/previous-issues/issue-214/feature-jill-joliffe/.
[42] Carla, Private Correspondence to VANISH (with permission), 2020.
[43] C. Cole, “Stolen babies - broken hearts: forced adoption in Australia 1881-1987 (Ph.D. Thesis;
University of Western Sydney),” June 2013. [Online]. Available:
https://researchdirect.westernsydney.edu.au/islandora/object/uws%3A17555.
[44] M. Quartly, S. Swain and D. Cuthbert, The Market in Babies: Stories of Australian Adoption,
Melbourne: Monash University Publishing, 2013.
[45] B. J. Lifton, “The Adopted Self,” in Trauma and Self, Lanham, Rowman & Littlefield, 1996, pp.
19-28.
[46] B. J. Lifton, Journey of the Adopted Self: a quest for wholeness, New York: Basic Books, 1994.
[47] K. MacDermott, “Rights of Relinquishing Mothers to Access to Information Concerning Their
Adopted Child,” Human Rights Commission Discussion Paper No. 5, Canberra, 1984.
[48] National Archives of Australia, “Forced Adoptions History Project - Experiences > Adopted
People > Angela,” [Online]. Available: http://forcedadoptions.naa.gov.au/content/i-receivedmy-first-teddy-bear-my-natural-mother.
[49] K. McDermott, Adoption Legislative Review Committee Le2.D.KI 6.2.5.2 quoted in, Human
Rights Commission Discussion Paper, 1984.
[50] D. Silverstein and S. Kaplan, “Lifelong Issues in Adoption,” in Working with Older Adoptees: a
source book of innovative models, Portland, University of Southern Maine, 1988.
[51] M. Grand, The Adoption Constellation: New Ways of Thinking About and Practicing Adoption,
North Charleston, SC: CreateSpace Independent Publishing Platform, 2011.

VANISH Inc. 15/06/2020

111

[52] A. D. Roszia and S. K. Maxon, Seven Core Issues in Adoption and Permanency: A
Comprehensive Guide to Promoting Understanding and Healing In Adoption, Foster Care,
Kinship Families and Third Party Reproduction, London: Jessica Kingsley Publishers, 2019.
[53] C. Maney, “In Search of Family,” 2019. [Online]. Available: https://vimeo.com/327490723.
[54] Australian Bureau of Statistics , “4817.0.55.001 - Information Paper: Use of the Kessler
Psychological Distress Scale in ABS Health Surveys, Australia, 2001,” [Online]. Available:
https://www.abs.gov.au/ausstats/abs@.nsf/ProductsbyReleaseDate/4D5BD324FE8B415FCA2
579D500161D57.
[55] R. Winkler and M. van Keppel, “Relinquishing mothers in adoption: their long-term
adjustment (Monograph No. 3),” Australian Institute of Family Studies, Melbourne, 1984.
[56] J. Courtin, “Full Transcript: Judy Courtin,” 25 June 2012. [Online]. Available:
https://www.smh.com.au/national/full-transcript-judy-courtin-20120624-20w4u.html.
[57] S. Roos, Chronic Sorrow: A Living Loss, New York: Brunner Routledge, 2002.
[58] E. Rosenberg, Adoption Life Cycle: The Children and Their Families Through the Years, New
York: The Free Press, 1992.
[59] VANISH, “VANISH Voice,” Winter 2019. [Online]. Available:
https://vanish.org.au/media/99914/voice-winter-august-2019.pdf.
[60] G. Coles, Ever After: Fathers and the Impact of Adoption, Christies Beach, South Australia:
Clova Publications, 2006.
[61] S. Green, “Working with Loss and Trauma related to Past and Forced Adoption Practices:
Training Manual,” VANISH Inc, North Melbourne, 2017.
[62] K. Doka, Disenfranchised grief : new directions, challenges, and strategies for practice,
Champaign, Ill: Research Press, 2002.
[63] E. Robinson, “Post-Adoption Grief Counselling,” Adoption and Fostering, vol. 26, no. 2, pp. 5763, 2002.
[64] E. Robinson, “Long Term outcomes of losing a child through adoption: the impact of
disenfranchised grief,” The Australian Journal of Grief and Bereavement, vol. 10, no. 1, pp. 811, 2007.
[65] H. Spanswick, “Commonwealth Contribution to Former Forced Adoption Policies and
Practices: Submissions received by the Committee (Submission 2),” 2011. [Online]. Available:
https://www.aph.gov.au/Parliamentary_Business/Committees/Senate/Community_Affairs/C
ompleted_inquiries/2010-13/commcontribformerforcedadoption/submissions.
[66] H. Riley, “Confronting the conspiracy of silence and denial of difference for late discovery
adoptive persons and donor conceived people,” Australian Journal of Adoption, vol. 7, no. 2,
pp. 1-13, 2013.
[67] B. van der Kolk, A. McFarlane and L. Weisaeth, Traumatic stress: The effects of overwhelming
experience on mind, body, and society, Guilford Press, 1996.
[68] D. Cubito and K. Brandon, “Psychological adjustment in adult adoptees: assessment of
distress, depression, and anger.,” American Journal of Orthopsychriatry, vol. 70, no. 3, pp.
408-13, 2000.

VANISH Inc. 15/06/2020

112

[69] M. Friedlander, “Adoption: Misunderstood, mythologized, marginalized.,” The Counselling
Pyschologist, vol. 31, no. 6, pp. 745-52, 2003.
[70] D. Henderson, “Challenging the Silence of Mental Health Community on Adoption Issues,”
Journal of Social Distress and the Homeless, vol. 11, no. 2, pp. 131-41, 2002.
[71] Australian Centre for Posttraumatic Mental Health , “Australian Guidelines for the Treatment
of Acute Stress Disorder and Posttraumatic Stress Disorder,” ACPMH, Melbourne, 2013.
[72] C. Courtois, “Complex trauma, complex reactions: assessment and treatment,” Psychological
Trauma: Theory, Research, Practice, and Policy, vol. 1, pp. 86-100, 2008.
[73] J. Briere and C. Scott, Principles of Trauma Therapy: A Guide to Symptoms, Evaluation, and
Treatment, SAGE Publications, 2014.
[74] D. Higgins, P. Kenny, R. Sweid and L. Ockenden, “Forced Adoption support services scoping
study,” Australian Institute of Family Studies, Melbourne, 2014.
[75] N. Verrier, The Primal Wound: Understanding the adopted child, Baltimore: Gateway Press,
1993.
[76] N. Verrier, The Adopted Child grows up: coming home to self, Baltimore: Gateway Press,
2003.
[77] J. Bateman, C. Henderson and C. Kezelman, “Trauma-Informed Care and Practice: Towards a
cultural shift in policy reform across mental health and human services in Australia, A
National Strategic Direction,” Mental Health Coordinating Council (MHCC), 2013.
[78] C. Cole, “Commonwealth Contribution to Former Forced Adoption Policies and Practices:
Submissions received by the Committee (Submission 223 Supplement 3b),” 2012. [Online].
Available:
https://www.aph.gov.au/Parliamentary_Business/Committees/Senate/Community_Affairs/C
ompleted_inquiries/2010-13/commcontribformerforcedadoption/submissions.
[79] J. Fisher, “Attachment as a Sensorimotor Experience: The Use of Sensorimotor
Psychotheraphy,” 2011. [Online]. Available: https://janinafisher.com/pdfs/attachment.pdf.
[80] Australian Psychological Society (APS), “Understanding and Supporting People affected by
Forced Adoption: Training for Mental Health Professionals,” APS, Melbourne, 2016.
[81] ARMS (Victoria), [Online]. Available: http://www.armsvic.org.au/.
[82] C. Picton, “Australia: Adoptees in search of origins,” Adoption and Fostering, vol. 6, no. 2, pp.
49-52, 1982.
[83] D. Cuthbert and M. Quartly, “"Forced adoption" in the Australian story of national story of
national regret and apology,” Australian Journal of Politics and History, vol. 58, no. 1, pp. 8296, 2012.
[84] VANISH, “VANISH Voice: Commerating 25 Years of Service 1989-2014,” 2014. [Online].
Available: https://vanish.org.au/media/57946/VANISH-VOICE-25TH-Anniversary.pdf.
[85] United Nations Human Rights Commission, “Conventions on the Rights of the Child,” [Online].
Available: https://www.ohchr.org/en/professionalinterest/pages/crc.aspx.
[86] P. Ley, Pauline Ley private collection.

VANISH Inc. 15/06/2020

113

[87] G. McPhee, “Testing Adoption Assumptions through legislation,” in To Search for Self: The
experience of Access to Information, Leichhart, NSW, Federation Press, 1992, pp. 38-47.
[88] Victorian Government, “Adoption Amendment Bill,” 2013.
[89] Origins Victoria Inc, “Origins Victoria Inc,” [Online]. Available: Origins Victoria Inc.
[90] Independent Regional Mothers, “Independent Regional Mothers,” [Online]. Available:
http://independentregionalmothers.com.au/.
[91] Jigsaw , “Jigsaw Search and Contact,” [Online]. Available: http://www.jigsaw.org.au/.
[92] S. Castleman, “The Royal Women's Hospital apology is long over due,” 27 January 2012.
[Online]. Available: https://www.abc.net.au/news/2012-01-27/castleman-thesearch/3794608.
[93] J. Gillard, “Commemorative Message - 5th Anniversary of National Apology for Forced
Adoptions,” Relationships Australia South Australia, March 2018. [Online]. Available:
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=NCsBI3ym1kc.
[94] D. Higgins, “Impact of past adoption practices: Summary of key issues from Australian
research Final Report,” Australian Institue of Family Studies, Melbourne, 2010.
[95] Australian Government, “Government Response: Commonwealth Contribution to Former
Forced Adoption Policies and Practices,” March 2013. [Online]. Available:
https://www.aph.gov.au/Parliamentary_Business/Committees/Senate/Community_Affairs/C
ompleted_inquiries/2010-13/commcontribformerforcedadoption/index.
[96] P. Frier, The President's Address of the 50th Synod of the Anglican Diocese of Melbourne,
2012.
[97] Catholic Health Australia (Martin Laverty CEO), “Commonwealth Contribution to Former
Forced Adoption Policies and Practices: Submissions received by the Committee (Submission
279),” 2011. [Online]. Available:
https://www.aph.gov.au/Parliamentary_Business/Committees/Senate/Community_Affairs/C
ompleted_inquiries/2010-13/commcontribformerforcedadoption/submissions.
[98] Catholic Health Australia (Martin Laverty CEO), “Commonwealth Contribution to Former
Forced Adoption Policies and Practices: Submissions received by the Committee (Addition
Information Received 11),” September 2011. [Online]. Available:
https://www.aph.gov.au/Parliamentary_Business/Committees/Senate/Community_Affairs/C
ompleted_inquiries/2010-13/commcontribformerforcedadoption/submissions.
[99] Uniting Church (Isabel Thomas Dobson Moderator Victoria and Tasmania Synod), “Church
adoption apology,” 28 February 2012. [Online]. Available:
https://www.smh.com.au/national/church-adoption-apology-20120227-1tyy6.html.
[100] Australian Nurses Federation (Vic Branch), ANF (Vic Branch) apology to mothers, fathers and
children affected by forced adoption practices, 2012.
[101] Berry Street (Paul Wappett President and Sandie de Wolf CEO), “Berry Street Apology for
Forced Adoption of Children,” 21 March 2013. [Online]. Available:
https://www.berrystreet.org.au/sites/default/files/Berry-Street_Apology-harm-causedforced-adoption-2013.pdf.

VANISH Inc. 15/06/2020

114

[102] Z. Edwards, “Pressure on Salvation Army to say sorry over forced adoptions,” ABC News, 9
October 2013. [Online]. Available: https://www.abc.net.au/news/2013-10-09/pressure-onsalvation-army-to-say-sorry-over-forced-adoptions/5012228.
[103] A. Rosenbaum, “Hospital sorry for forced adoptions,” The Age, 24 January 2012. [Online].
Available: https://www.theage.com.au/national/victoria/hospital-sorry-for-forced-adoptions20120123-1qe21.html.
[104] ABC News, “Apology fails to convince forced adoption victims,” ABC News, 24 January 2012.
[Online]. Available: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=tHZhylr77r8.
[105] J. Topsfield, “'It walks with you forever': Mothers sue hospital that took their babies,” The
Age, 27 December 2019. [Online]. Available:
https://www.theage.com.au/national/victoria/it-walks-with-you-forever-mothers-suehospital-that-took-their-babies-20191227-p53n86.html.
[106] Royal Women's Hospital, “Commonwealth Contribution to Former Forced Adoption Policies
and Practices: Submissions received by the Committee (Submission 399),” 23 January 2012.
[Online]. Available:
https://www.aph.gov.au/Parliamentary_Business/Committees/Senate/Community_Affairs/C
ompleted_inquiries/2010-13/commcontribformerforcedadoption/submissions.
[107] A. Livingston, “Monash Health apologises for Queen Victoria Memorial Hospital forced
adoptions,” Moorabbin Kingston Leader, 20 March 2013. [Online]. Available:
https://www.heraldsun.com.au/leader/south-east/monash-health-apologises-for-queenvictoria-memorial-hospital-forced-adoptions/newsstory/e4dd2a9dfd463cfd2fccbda0a7f3d951.
[108] ALAS Australia Inc, “We believe this to be the very First Apology to Adoptees: from Royal
Brisbane Women's Hospital,” 27 November 2009. [Online]. Available:
http://alasqld.blogspot.com/2009/11/apology-to-adoptees-from-royal-brisbane.html.
[109] Metro North Hospital and Health Service, “Remembering the legacy of forced adoption,” 31
July 2018. [Online]. Available: https://metronorth.health.qld.gov.au/news/rbwh-remembersforced-adoption.
[110] T. Wright, “Even on this solemn day, Barnaby could not shake the virus of ambition,” The Age,
4 February 2020. [Online]. Available: https://www.theage.com.au/politics/federal/even-onthis-solemn-day-barnaby-could-not-shake-the-virus-of-ambition-20200204-p53xmp.html.
[111] Forced Adoptions Implementation Working Group, “Final Report to The Honourable Scott
Morrison MP Minister for Social Services,” Australian Government, Canberra, 2014.
[112] Australian Government - Department of Health, “Background to the Access to Allied
Psychological Services (ATAPS) initiative,” February 2010. [Online]. Available:
https://www1.health.gov.au/internet/publications/publishing.nsf/Content/mental-boimhcataps-review-toc~mental-boimhc-ataps-review-bac.
[113] Australian Government - 2013-14 ADDITIONAL ESTIMATES HEARINGS – FEBRUARY 2014,
“Forced Adoptions,” February 2014. [Online]. Available:
https://www.dss.gov.au/sites/default/files/documents/04_2015/1._201314_additional_estimates_hearings_-_february_2014_0.pdf.

VANISH Inc. 15/06/2020

115

[114] Australian Government - Department of Social Services, “Forced Adoption Support Services
for people affected by past forced adoption policies and practices,” [Online]. Available:
https://www.dss.gov.au/families-and-children/programmes-services/familyrelationships/forced-adoption-practices/support-services-for-people-affected-by-past-forcedadoption-policies-and-practices.
[115] Australian Psychological Society, “Submission to Inquiry into Responses to Historical Forced
Adoptions in Victoria,” February 2020. [Online]. Available:
https://www.psychology.org.au/About-Us/What-we-do/advocacy/Submissions/ProfessionalPractice/2020/Submission-to-Inquiry-into-Responses-to-Historical.
[116] Psychological Board of Australia Registrant data, “Statistics,” December 2019. [Online].
Available: https://www.psychologyboard.gov.au/About/Statistics.aspx.
[117] Australian Association of Social Workers, “Victorian Branch,” [Online]. Available:
https://www.aasw.asn.au/victoria/about-us. [Accessed March 2020].
[118] Australian Government - Department of Social Services, “Forced Adoption Support Services Summary of Services,” [Online]. Available:
https://www.dss.gov.au/sites/default/files/documents/12_2018/forced-adoption-supportservices-summary-services.pdf.
[119] Australian Government - House of Representatives Extract of Hansard, “National Apology for
Forced Adoptions,” 21 March 2013. [Online]. Available:
https://www.ag.gov.au/About/ForcedAdoptionsApology/Documents/Hansard%20%20House%20of%20Representatives%20%20Forced%20adoptions%20apology%20extract%20for%20web%20site.pdf.
[120] Victorian Law Reform Commission, “Review of Adoption Act 1984: Report,” February 2017.
[Online]. Available:
https://www.lawreform.vic.gov.au/sites/default/files/VLRC_Adoption_Report_forweb.pdf.
[121] Victorian Government, “Adoption Amendment Act (2015),” 2015. [Online]. Available:
http://classic.austlii.edu.au/au/legis/vic/num_act/aaa201532o2015233/.
[122] Victorian Government - Department of Justice and Community Safety, “Adoption,” [Online].
Available: https://www.justice.vic.gov.au/your-rights/adoption.
[123] National Archives of Australia, “Forced Adoptions History Project,” [Online]. Available:
http://forcedadoptions.naa.gov.au/.
[124] National Archives of Australia, “Without Consent exhibition information and videos,”
[Online]. Available: http://forcedadoptions.naa.gov.au/content/without-consent-exhibitioninformation-and-videos.
[125] National Archives Australia, Private Correspondence to VANISH (with permission), 2020.
[126] Parliament of Victoria, “Parliamentary Debates (Hansard) Legislative Assembly,” 25 October
2012. [Online]. Available: https://www.parliament.vic.gov.au/images/stories/dailyhansard/Assembly_2012/Assembly_Daily_Extract_Thursday_25_October_2012_from_Book_
16.pdf.
[127] S. Green, “Working with Loss and Trauma related to Past and Forced Adoption Practices:
Training Manual,” VANISH, Melbourne, 2013.

VANISH Inc. 15/06/2020

116

[128] D. Sass and D. Henderson, “Adoptees' and birth parents' therapeutic experiences related to
adoption,” Adoption Quarterley, vol. 6, no. 1, pp. 25-32, 2002.
[129] L. Dennis, Adoption Therapy Perspectives from Clients on Processing and Healing PostAdoption Issues, Redondo Beach: Entourage Publishing, 2014.
[130] K. McDaniel and G. Jennings, “Therapists' choice of treatment for adoptive families,” Journal
of Family Psychotherapy, vol. 8, pp. 47-88, 1997.
[131] D. Post, “Adoption in clinical psychology: A review of absence, ramifications and
recommendation for change,” Journal of Social Distress and the Homeless, vol. 9, pp. 361372, 2000.
[132] Australian Government - Department of Social Services, “Forced Adoption Practices,”
[Online]. Available: https://www.dss.gov.au/our-responsibilities/families-andchildren/programs-services/forced-adoption-practices.
[133] Y. Wells, “Data Report: Past Adoption Practices and Issues for those Affected,” Lincoln Centre
for Research on Ageing, La Trobe University, Bundoora, 2015.
[134] M. J. Mikakos, Private Correspondence to VANISH (with permission), 2015.
[135] ARMS , “UNVEILING OF THE MEMORIAL STATUE IN MELBOURNE 26TH OCTOBER 2018,”
[Online]. Available: http://www.armsvic.org.au/blog/unveiling-of-the-memorial-statue-inmelbourne-26th-october-2018.
[136] City of Melbourne, “"Taken Not Given" by Anne Ross,” [Online]. Available:
http://citycollection.melbourne.vic.gov.au/taken-not-given/.
[137] Parliament of Australia, “National Apology for Forced Adoptions,” 21 March 2013. [Online].
Available:
https://www.ag.gov.au/About/ForcedAdoptionsApology/Documents/Nationalapologyforforc
edadoptions.PDF.
[138] L. Carter, “Forced adoption victims 'disgusted' at Labor spill,” ABC News, 22 March 2013.
[Online]. Available: https://www.abc.net.au/news/2013-03-22/forced-adoption-victimsdisgusted-at-labor-spill/4588552.
[139] N. Mushin, “Transcript: Forced adoption: Righting wrongs of a dark past,” Australian Institute
of Family Studies, 2014. [Online]. Available: https://aifs.gov.au/events/webinarsseminars/forced-adoption-righting-wrongs-dark-past/transcript-forced-adoption-rightingwrongs-dark-past.
[140] Victorian Law Reform Commission, “Review of the Adoption Act 1984: Consultation Paper,”
August 2016. [Online]. Available:
https://www.lawreform.vic.gov.au/sites/default/files/VLRC_Adoption_Act_Consultation_Pap
er-Web_final.pdf.
[141] G. Collier, “Hello, nice to finally meet you, this is my true identity,” The Australian
(subscription only), 16 November 2018. [Online]. Available:
https://www.theaustralian.com.au/news/inquirer/hello-nice-to-finally-meet-you-this-is-mytrue-identity/news-story/30dff75640583185a62833492bebbf3b.
[142] G. Collier, Private correspondence to VANISH (with permission), 2020.

VANISH Inc. 15/06/2020

117

[143] Australian Government - Attorney General's Department, “Hague Convention on Intercountry
Adoption,” [Online]. Available:
https://www.ag.gov.au/FamiliesAndMarriage/IntercountryAdoption/Pages/Hagueconvention-on-intercountry-adoption.aspx.
[144] P. Fronek and D. Cuthbert, “Apologies for forced adoption practices: Implications for
contemporary intercountry adoption,” Australian Journal of Social Work, vol. 66, no. 3, pp.
402-414, 2013.
[145] Victorian Government, “Children, Youth and Families Amendment (Permanent Care and
Other Matters) Act 2014,” 2014. [Online]. Available:
http://classic.austlii.edu.au/au/legis/vic/num_act/cyafacaoma201461o2014664/.
[146] P. Mackieson, “The Introduction and Implementation of Permanent Care Orders in Victoria
(Ph.D. Thesis),” Melbourne, 2019.
[147] Victorian Government - Commission for Children and Young People, “Safe and wanted:
Inquiry into the implementation of the Children, Youth and Families Amendment (Permanent
Care and Other Matters) Act 2014.,” [Online]. Available:
https://www.dhhs.vic.gov.au/publications/safe-and-wanted-inquiry-implementationpermanency-arrangements.
[148] Australian Institute of Health and Welfare, “Adoptions,” Australian Government, [Online].
Available: https://www.aihw.gov.au/reports-data/health-welfareservices/adoptions/overview.
[149] Victorian Government - Commission for Children & Young People, “Safe and wanted: Inquiry
into the implementation of the Children, Youth and Families Amendment (Permanent Care
and Other Matters) Act 2014,” 2017. [Online]. Available:
https://www.dhhs.vic.gov.au/sites/default/files/documents/201712/Safe%20and%20wanted
%20inquiry%20into%20permanency%20arrangements%20report%20June%202017.pdf.
[150] N. Mushin, “Forced adoption: five years on, there's still so much work to be done to right the
wrongs,” Monash University, 21 March 2018. [Online]. Available:
https://lens.monash.edu/2018/03/21/1335656/forced-adoption-five-years-on-and-theresstill-so-much-work-to-be-done-to-right-the-wrongs.
[151] House of Representatives Standing Committee on Social Policy and Legal Affairs, “Breaking
barriers: a national adoption framework for Australian children,” 26 November 2018.
[Online]. Available:
https://www.aph.gov.au/Parliamentary_Business/Committees/House/Social_Policy_and_Leg
al_Affairs/Localadoption/Report.
[152] Australian Government - Attorney-General's Department, “Forced Adoption Apology
Reference Group,” [Online]. Available:
https://www.ag.gov.au/About/ForcedAdoptionsApology/Pages/ForcedAdoptionsApologyRef
erenceGroup.aspx.
[153] Victorian Government, “Fairer Birth Certificates For Trans And Gender Diverse Victorians,”
August 2019. [Online]. Available: https://www.premier.vic.gov.au/fairer-birth-certificates-fortrans-and-gender-diverse-victorians/.

VANISH Inc. 15/06/2020

118

[154] C. Woodley, “Submission to VRLC Project: Birth Registration and Birth Certificates,” 25
October 2012. [Online]. Available:
https://www.lawreform.vic.gov.au/sites/default/files/Submission_3_CP_Dr_Carolyn_Woodle
y_25-10-12.pdf.
[155] National Redress Scheme, “The National Redress Scheme is in response to the Royal
Commission into Institutional Responses to Child Sexual Abuse,” [Online]. Available:
https://www.nationalredress.gov.au/.
[156] Victorian Government, “Limitations of Actions Act (1958),” 1958. [Online]. Available:
http://classic.austlii.edu.au/au/legis/vic/consol_act/loaa1958226/s1.html.
[157] Victorian Government, “Limitation of Actions Amendment (Child Abuse) Act (2015),” 2015,
[Online]. Available:
http://www5.austlii.edu.au/au/legis/vic/num_act/loaaaa20159o2015426/.
[158] Find and Connect: History and information about Australian orphanages, children's Homes
and other institutions, “Find & Connect,” [Online]. Available:
https://www.findandconnect.gov.au/.
[159] knowmore, “Free legal help for Survivors (of Abuse),” [Online]. Available:
https://knowmore.org.au/.
[160] Australian Human Rights Commission, “Submission to Inquiry into the Stolen Generation
Compensation Bill 2008,” [Online]. Available: https://www.humanrights.gov.au/ourwork/legal/inquiry-stolen-generation-compensation-bill-2008.
[161] British Government - Department of Health and Social Care, “Payment scheme for former
British child migrants: guidelines,” [Online]. Available:
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/payment-scheme-for-former-british-childmigrants-guidelines/payment-scheme-for-former-british-child-migrants-guidelines.
[162] E. Edwards, “Commonwealth contribution to former forced adoption policies and practices Public Hearing Melbourne,” Adoption Origins Victoria, 20 April 2011. [Online]. Available:
https://www.aph.gov.au/Parliamentary_Business/Committees/Senate/Community_Affairs/C
ompleted_inquiries/2010-13/commcontribformerforcedadoption/hearings/200411.
[163] Victorian Ombudsman, “Investigation into the storage and management of ward records by
the Department of Human Services,” March 2012. [Online]. Available:
https://www.parliament.vic.gov.au/file_uploads/REPORT__Investigation_into_the_storage_a
nd_management_of_ward_records_by_DHS_-_Mar_2012_Nqg76ZCw.pdf .
[164] International Society of Genetic Genealogy, “Wiki Welcome Page,” [Online]. Available:
https://isogg.org/wiki/Wiki_Welcome_Page.
[165] VANISH, “VANISH Voice - Special Article: DNA Testing,” Autumn 2019. [Online]. Available:
https://vanish.org.au/media/95986/vanish-autumn-voice-newsletter-2019.pdf.
[166] The Argus, “So You've Decided to Adopt a Baby,” Accessed via Trove, 20 June 1950. [Online].
Available: https://trove.nla.gov.au/newspaper/article/22836870?.
[167] Gippsland Times, “Founding Homes Doing a Great Job,” Access via Trove, 21 January 1952.
[Online]. Available: https://trove.nla.gov.au/newspaper/article/63290070?.

VANISH Inc. 15/06/2020

119

[168] Australian Women's Weekly, “Where Have All the Babies Gone ?,” Accessed via Trove, 14
May 1975. [Online]. Available: https://trove.nla.gov.au/newspaper/article/44022040?.
[169] The Age, “An adoption dream that went wrong,” from Pauline Ley Private Collection, 24
August 1988. [Online].
[170] Herald Sun, “Waking to a life of loss,” from Pauline Ley Collection, 9 December 2006.
[Online].

VANISH Inc. 15/06/2020

120

APPENDIX 2 - RELEVANT RECOMMENDATIONS FROM PREVIOUS
REPORTS
Senate Inquiry into Commonwealth Contribution to Former Forced Adoption Policies and Practices
(2012) [13]
The recommendations from the Senate Inquiry were:
Recommendation 1: The committee recommends that a national framework to address the
consequences of former forced adoption be developed by the Commonwealth, states and territories
through the Community and Disability Services Ministers Conference.
Recommendation 2: The committee recommends that the Commonwealth Government issue a
formal statement of apology that identifies the actions and policies that resulted in forced adoption
and acknowledges, on behalf of the nation, the harm suffered by many parents whose children were
forcibly removed and by the children who were separated from their parents.
Recommendation 3: The committee recommends that state and territory governments and nongovernment institutions that administered adoptions should issue formal statements of apology that
acknowledge practices that were illegal or unethical, as well as other practices that contributed to the
harm suffered by many parents whose children were forcibly removed and by the children who were
separated from their parents.
Recommendation 4: The committee recommends that apologies by the Commonwealth or by other
governments and institutions should satisfy the five criteria for formal apologies set out by the
Canadian Law Commission and previously noted by the Senate Community Affairs Committee.
Recommendation 5: The committee recommends that official apologies should include statements
that take responsibility for the past policy choices made by institutions' leaders and staff, and not be
qualified by reference to values or professional practice during the period in question.
Recommendation 6: The committee recommends that formal apologies should always be
accompanied by undertakings to take concrete actions that offer appropriate redress for past
mistakes.
Recommendation 7: The committee recommends that a Commonwealth formal apology be
presented in a range of forms and be widely published.
Recommendation 8: The committee recommends that the Commonwealth, states and territories
urgently determine a process to establish affordable and regionally available specialised professional
support and counselling services to address the specific needs of those affected by former forced
adoption policies and practices.
Recommendation 9: The committee recommends that the Commonwealth fund peer-support groups
that assist people affected by former forced adoption policies and practices to deliver services in the
areas of:
 promoting public awareness of the issues;
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 documenting evidence;
 assisting with information searches; and
 organising memorial events;
And that this funding be provided according to transparent application criteria.
Recommendation 10: The committee recommends that financial contributions be sought from state
and territory governments, institutions, and organisations that were involved in the practice of placing
children of single mothers for adoption to support the funding of services described in the previous
two recommendations.
Recommendation 11: The committee recommends that the Commonwealth should lead discussions
with states and territories to consider the issues surrounding the establishment and funding of
financial reparation schemes.
Recommendation 12: The committee recommends that institutions and governments that had
responsibility for adoption activities in the period from the 1950s to the 1970s establish grievance
mechanisms that will allow the hearing of complaints and, where evidence is established of
wrongdoing, ensure redress is available. Accessing grievance mechanisms should not be conditional
on waiving any right to legal action.
Recommendation 13: The committee recommends that:
 all jurisdictions adopt integrated birth certificates, that these be issued to eligible people upon
request, and that they be legal proof of identity of equal status to other birth certificates, and
 jurisdictions investigate harmonisation of births, deaths and marriages register access and the
facilitation of a single national access point to those registers.
Recommendation 14: The committee recommends that:
 All jurisdictions adopt a process for allowing the names of fathers to be added to original birth
certificates of children who were subsequently adopted and for whom fathers' identities were
not originally recorded; and
 Provided that any prescribed conditions are met, the process be administrative and not
require an order of a court.
Recommendation 15: The committee recommends that the Community and Disability Services
Ministers Conference agree on, and implement in their jurisdictions, new principles to govern postadoption information and contact for pre-reform era adoptions, and that these principles include that:
 All adult parties to an adoption be permitted identifying information;
 All parties have an ability to regulate contact, but that there be an upper limit on how long
restrictions on contact can be in place without renewal; and
 All jurisdictions provide an information and mediation service to assist parties to adoption
who are seeking information and contact.
Recommendation 16: The committee recommends that the Commonwealth provide funding to
extend the existing program for family tracing and support services to include adoption records and
policies, with organisations such as Link-Up Queensland and Jigsaw used as a blueprint.
Recommendation 17: The committee recommends that the states and territories extend their Find
and Connect information service to include adoption service providers.
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Recommendation 18: The committee recommends that non-government organisations with
responsibility for former adoption service providers (such as private hospitals or maternity homes)
establish projects to identify all records still in their possession, make information about those
institutions and records available to state and territory Find and Connect services, and provide free
access to individuals seeking their own records.
Recommendation 19: The committee recommends that the Community and Disability Services
Ministers Conference, in consultation with non-government organisations that had responsibility for
adoption services and hospitals, agree on and commit to a statement of principles for access to
personal information, that would include a commitment to cheaper and easier searches of, and access
to, organisational records.
Recommendation 20: The committee recommends that the Commonwealth commission an
exhibition documenting the experiences of those affected by former forced adoption policies and
practices.
VLRC Review of Adoption Act 1984 [120]
The following recommendations have been identified as affecting people impacted by past adoption
practices. If only part of a recommendation is identified as appropriate it will be in italics:
Recommendation 2: The Adoption Act should specify that the object of the Act is to provide for adoption
in a way that:
a.

ensures that the best interests of the child concerned, both in childhood and in later life, are the
paramount consideration in adoption law and practice

b.

ensures that adoption is regarded as a service for the child concerned which is centred on the needs
of the child rather than those of an adult seeking to care for a child

c.

ensures that appropriate adoption support is available to eligible people at all stages of an
adoption and after adoption

d.

promotes openness in adoption and assists a child to know and have access to their family of
origin and cultural heritage

e.

ensures that people involved in or affected by an adoption can have access to information about
the adoption

f.

complies with Australia’s obligations under treaties and other international agreements, in
particular the obligations arising under the Convention on Protection of Children and Cooperation in Respect of Intercountry Adoption and the Convention on the Rights of the Child.

Recommendation 24: Subject to security and cost implications, integrated birth certificates should be
introduced in Victoria. These should:
a.

be available:
i.

for future adoptions and all previous adoptions

ii.

in addition to the amended birth certificate that is currently provided

iii.

on application to the Registrar of Births, Deaths and Marriages

d. clearly show the person's legal identity
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e. have the same legal status as the amended birth certificate.
Recommendation 71: The Adoption Act and Adoption Regulations should extend the power of the
Secretary to provide grants of financial assistance to adopted children and adults, natural parents,
adoptive parents, parties to an adoption plan, natural relatives and natural children of adopted
people.
a. Eligible people should be able to apply for financial assistance either prior to, or at any
time after, the making of an adoption order.
b. Any decision of the Secretary should be in writing with detailed reasons and subject to
internal review.
c. The Adoption Act should allow a person whose interests are affected by a decision of the
Secretary to apply to the Victorian Civil and Administrative Tribunal for review.
Recommendation 72: The Adoption Act should require the Secretary to establish and maintain
adoption and post-adoption support services. These services should be accessible to adopted
children and adults, natural parents, adoptive parents, parties to an adoption plan, natural relatives
and natural children of adopted people. The Secretary should:
a. establish and maintain, as relevant, adoption services, including:
iii.

adoption support services provided by approved adoption agencies and other
appropriate organisations

iv.

specialised adoption support services (including specialist counselling, psychological
services, psychiatric services)

b. develop a specialist mediation service to assist families in negotiating conflict in relation to
any adoption arrangements
c. maintain, and report annually, comprehensive, reliable, consistent, statewide data on the
operation and delivery of adoption services, including support and mediation services.
Recommendation 73: The access to information scheme set out in Part VI of the Adoption Act should
be replaced with a new scheme, designed by the Secretary in consultation with the Privacy and Data
Protection Commissioner, the Health Services Commissioner and the Ombudsman, that incorporates
contemporary standards of transparency, accountability and fairness in the management of personal
information by Victorian government agencies.
Recommendation 75: The definition of the information to which access may be granted under the
new access to information scheme should provide a simple yet comprehensive description that does
not pre-empt decisions about how to respond to a request for access to it.
Recommendation 76: The new access to information scheme should enable people who are eligible
to apply for information under the Adoption Act to authorise another person to apply on their
behalf in specified circumstances.
Recommendation 78: The new access to information scheme should describe more clearly the
information that may be released under the Adoption Act, and the circumstances in which it may be
released.
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Recommendation 79: When providing access to information under the Adoption Act which does
not require the consent of the person to whom the information relates, the Secretary should be
required to:
a. make all reasonable efforts to give notice of the intended disclosure to the person to whom
the information relates and
b. where practicable, give the person a reasonable opportunity before the information is
disclosed to correct or add comments to any of the information that is inaccurate,
incomplete, out of date or would give a misleading impression.
Recommendation 82: The new access to information scheme should enable:
d. adopted children to obtain the child's original birth certificate and other information which
identifies or may identify the natural parents without the natural parents' consent
e. adoptive parents to obtain the child's original birth certificate (consistently with the BDM
access policy) and other information which identifies or may identify the natural parents
without the natural parents' consent
f. natural parents to obtain information which identifies or may identify the adopted child and
adoptive parents without the adoptive parents' consent. Before disclosing the information to
the natural parent, the Secretary should seek the child's views and communicate them to the
natural parent.
Recommendation 83: The new access to information scheme should provide natural relatives with
easier access to information that discloses the identity of an adopted person who is 18 or older,
including by removing the current requirement that a relevant authority must be satisfied that
circumstances exist which make disclosure of the information desirable.
Recommendation 84: The new access to information scheme should provide a means by which the
Secretary may facilitate exchange of non-identifying medical information between adopted people
and their natural parents and natural relatives.
Recommendation 85: The new access to information scheme should enable the Secretary to give to
an adopted person, on request, information contained in the records relating to the adoption
concerning the identity of a man who may be the person's natural father but does not meet the
definition of 'natural parent' currently set out in section 82 of the Adoption Act. The Secretary should
be required to give the person a notice stating that the identity of the person's natural father is not
confirmed and, if appropriate in the circumstances, the reasons why the information is not
confirmed.
Recommendation 86: The current requirement for an applicant for access to information to be
interviewed by an approved counsellor in section 87 of the Adoption Act should be replaced with an
obligation on the Secretary to:
c. offer applicants counselling before providing them with access to information
d. advise an applicant if the information could reasonably be expected to be distressing to the
applicant.
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