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No outsiders, please

DESPITE what we read, |
wish 1o paint out that not eve-
ry adopted child walks around
fecling only half a person or
that something is amiss in
one's life.

My sister and } were adop-
tees and we feel very privi-
leged to have been given to
varents who wanted us so bad-
y. My mum and dad are the
ones who have nurtured and
raised me all these years, not
some absentee adult. They are
the ones who have physically
provided love and affection
and the expense of my
upbringing.. .’

1 am well satisfied with my
real parents and relatives and
I do not want what | consider
outsiders Knocking on my door
saiisfyinF their curiosity.

Therefore, on what grounds
has Family Services Minister
Annc Warner the right to pass
an act on behalf of all
adoptees.

It will now cost me $50 to
protect my privacy from per-
sons who mean nothing to me.
And from |the way I interpret
the act, my money still won't
give me full protection. .

This change is grossly un-
fair and the act unnecessary.

Shona Miliman, Emu Straet,
Sheldon.

Silent majority

THERE is a silent majority
of natural mothers like mysell

Dear Children, : '
This year of 1990 we are having what
is called a recession. That means that
everyone is short of money.
' Toys, even in Santalsnd, cost money sb
this Christmas we must all try to give
each other more loving help. even if we
have to give less in the way of presents.
I have to write this letter to' the news-
paper as a way of telling you all that I
cannot bring big gifts this year, |
Please understand that does'not mean
you have been bad, or that I doi’t love you
all as much as ever. I do - and o do ypur
family and friends, i \

_ Christmas can be even happier if we

kindness

a¥

who are being libelled nearly ~don't, you may be pleasantly.

every time there is an articlein ¢ surprised.

the paper about adoption.

We adopted out our baby
for entirely sclfless reasons.
We knew our child wauld
stand a much ibetter chance

with complete strangers than,

il we kept him. The fact that
so many children speak up in
the paper to say they are per-
fectly happy and don't need to
meet their natural mother at-
tests to the fact that their
natural mother's wishes were
successful.

L b
I would like 10 know my-*

son's name and know where he
grew up. | would like to sce hig

face so I can stop searchi_n%

faces.
To the natural children who

fear finding your mother:

Name and address supplied.

Inquiry a farce

Island hias become.

", ference being held at the

~ Sheratan Hotel in February.

. With registration fee of $235
© and.overnight accommodation

,tinct impression that “ordi-

give each other mo
thought and love to ma
times.

Let’s try it, shall we!

Happy Christmas ar

|

t|

I

u

WHAT a farce the inquiry
into managément of Fraser

As representdtive of a local
bushwalking club | have
received an invitation to a con-

n

ti

a

$110 (without breakfast), to ¢

say nothing of the cost of trav-

¢lto Brisbane, 1 get the dis- | F

S

nary people” are not welcome. ' (4

Surely this important con- B

ferenca should have been held

in Marvharanoh
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D‘EI\'R Ms Warner,

A ljttle over 17 years ago,
my wife and | adopted a baby
boy. With that act, we
undertaok to love him, to care
for him, to nurture him, to.
guide him, to educate him and
to prepare him for adult life.

Two years later, we adopted a
baby girl. The same undertakings
applied. We thought that our
family was complete: we knew our
oy had only just begun.

At the time of the adoptions,
we were given some briel details
of their natural mothers and
fathers — there was some doubt
}n one case — details sufficient

or the pur| L

Over lhnps:sf‘f years, we have
occasionally wondered about the,

background of the birth parents
but neverto the point of being
obsessed with finding them.
Perhaps that attitude has rubbed
off on our son and daughter.
Neither has shown much interest
‘in locating their birth parents.

“Why should we?" they say.
*We are.your children.” And so
they areJin all except biology.
Arguments about heredity aside,
they are our children, loved,
respected and admired by us as
individuals. We have been totally
responsible for their upbringing.

We have rejoiced in their
triumphs, commiscrated with
their disappointments. We have
sat up alk night with them when
they were ili, We have waited by
hospital beds and outside
headmaster’s studies. We have
stood on football and hockey
fields in wind and rain and spent
nights shifting uncomfortably
from binttock o buttock during
meetings of swimming clubs.

We have been through measles
and mumps, chickenpox and
colds. We are now enduring the
agony of waiting for TE scores.
We are a family and there was a
comfortable certainty about our
lives — until recently.

Now, as a result of your
legislation, that certainty has
been removed. Now, our children
have staried to think of
themselves as “adopted” children
— somehow second-class and.
inferior. As a family, we have
been forced to confront a possible
invasion of our privacy, a privacy
that is as important to us as
parents as it is to our children.

We believe that our son will
sign the register saying that he
does not want contact with his
birth mother. If he does — and it
is his decision — we will pay the
$50 administrative fee for him.

In five years’ time, if that is still

i
i
.

Town T

iy

Tt W4 B

! The Sd TEXT] COMMENT
A family

pleadS'- for
1ts privacy

An open letter to the |
Minister for Family and
Community Services,
Ms Warner

his decision, then he can pay. In
the meantime, however, we have
to live with the possibility of
someone knocking on our door
and disturbing our lives.

It would be an unwanted and
blatant disturbance for our son,
for our daughter and for
ourselves. Your legislation ¢annot
%uar:lnlcc that it will not occur.

ou cannot guarantee that it will
not occur, : .

As a family, do we not have a
right to privacy? Are the :
undertakings we were given about
privacy 17 and 15 years ago
respectively now worthless? Do
we have to live with the awful
uncertainty that your legislation
has caused?

Sure, there have been many
reports of children being reunited
with their birth parents and of
cveryone living happily ever after.
That process of reuniting was
available through the contact
registers which had been set up.
Perhaps you should ask yoursell
why the previous procedures,
which required consent on the
part of both adoptee and
relinquishing parent, did not work
to the satisfaction of some?

You might discover that,
despite the clamoring of the
pressure group which appears to
have your car, there was little real
interest in adopted children
secking their birth parents.

You say you consulted widely
and have received few objections.

I'm not sure who you asked, but
you certainly did not ask my son,
my daughter — although you
would say they are merely my
“adoEled" son and my “adopted”
daughter. Nor did you ask my
wife. And you certainly didn’t ask
me. We, aﬁ of us, might be
thought to have some interest in
the subject.

Page 23

Your departmental officers,
judging by the telephone
conversations I've had, seem
apologetic about your legislation.
Or is it Jigsaw’s legislation?

You say that your legislation
brings Queensland into line with
other States. In one important’
respect — that of preventing
unwanted access — this is simply
not true. South Australia has
greater protections than you are
prepared to provide.

Neither the ACT nor the
Northern Territory is considerin
such legislation.

You say you have the interests
of all groups at heart, but you
have not bothered 10 rcplg to the
many adoptive parents who have
written expressing their concern.
You have refused to meet such
groups which have been formed
solely because of your legislation

There were few “adoptive
parent support groups™ before
your Bill became public. Why?
Because the need never existed.
Parents of adopted children lived
normal., family lives. «

They did not need “*support™,
whether grouped or otherwise, If
they were wise, they told Lhe
children as soon as possible and
offered what help they could
provide. In other words, they
simply got on with the business o
being a Family, whole, complete,
comfortable cven. Your
legislation now threatens cach
and every one of these families.

Finally. you seem not to have
considered the positions of
adoptive parents in your
legislation. We could be excused
for thinking that, despite our
cfforts for nearly two decades, |,
despite the sacrifices we have
made, despite the love and
support we have offered, that we
just do not count. Mrs Warner,
that hurts.

Yours in sorrow,
An adoptive father,
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ﬁdoptioﬁ
protest

I WISH to protest about
the new adoption legisla-
tion, which discriminates
against. a section of our
society.

‘The adoptees, the
adogti\'c parents and the
birth mothers are being
denied the right to priva-
cy as no other group in

-our so-called democracy.

What ‘other group in
Auystralia must pay $10 a

year so they may not be

contacted, but still have
information given out
against their will?— Gre-
ta Graham, Champagne
St, Carlseldine,

e Again
| OFFER some sugges-
tions why people are not
flocking to register a veto
on adoptive contact (C-
M., December 12). .
Perhaps people see the
veto as a joke. Its success
depends on the presumed
integrity of the other par-
ty.

In a situation as emo-
tive as this, to be so
presumptuous is a little
unrealistic,

Is it possible that peo-
ple do not know they have
to registcr? The Govern-
ment’s advertising cam-
Eaign has been anything

ut comprehensive.

Possibly it is just' a
matter of principle, with
people rejecting the fact
that one has to literally
purchase their privacy,
which should be a basic
human right.

I believe that most peo-
ple are stunned by this
egislation and do not re-
ally believe that it will go
ahead.

It appears to have been
rushed through Parlia-
ment without time for
people to object.

Let us keep in mind
that no Green Paper was
issued on this, which lim-
ited pre-legislation dis-
cussion,

Perhaps Queenslanders
are waiting for Premier
Goss to intervene to en-
sure that responsible gov-
ernment is maintained in
our state, - Mrs Glenda
Hodge, Brodick St, Car-
indale,

than 300 words and ma
edited. They must giva tha
wriler's name and address and
a telephone contact number
for verification. Letters which
are concise and topical will
recelve preferance.
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Box 8899, Brisbane 4001.
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for verification. Short letters receive preference. Mail to: Your View

So what’s new?

IN REPLY to your article
*Uglies in Your Food"
|Dec 16).

So what’s new? |

I have been involved in the
:atering industry for|many,
nany years and it never ceases
0 amaze me how low the stan-
lard of health and hygiene is
n certain catering operations
n Australia.

Let us look at just one
1ealth hazard — hair. |

In this day and age, it is not
inusual to see food handlers,
w00ks, chefs or whatever sport-
ng very long hair.

A majority never wéar any
iort of headgear. |

Just take a look at some of
rour cafes, takeaways and
:ake and bread shops, to name
ust a few.

J I‘ts small wonder that we

DEAR SON,’
... If you are read-
ing this then I
finally get to say
hello to'you.

How do T say
hello 23 years later
to a son [ never .,
saw, whose face I
can’t even picture,

I wonder who
you look like. Do
you bave clear blue
eyes likel have or do you have light gokh
en brown eyes like your Tather. .

Perhaps you resemble’your grand- .
father; after all you were born on his
birthday. You didn’t know that did you?
How could you?

You also don’t know what time you
were born as it wasn’t recnrded on your

birth certificate.

Well, I am the only one who knows; it
was five minutes to midnight, the
bewitching hour, on, of nll nights,
Halloween,

Don’t ever let ulyome tell you that 1
didn’t love you; that just isn't true. I loved
you so much it hurt, and I loved you much
more than I loved myself; that was why I
. was prepared to Mcﬁfux my happiness
for yours.

I remember very clcirly the last week
- we weré together. | went to bed and just
felt you kick and move inside me. I want-
ed to share those last few days with you

¥ alone, as I knew that once I gave birth we

would be parted, perhaps forever,

Well, my son, if you don’t wish to con-
tact me that’s all right. I'll still be there
with you, for it is my blood that courses
through your veins and that can never be

——----Who do you look like, my son? ——

blending, created the special composite
that you are.

One day you will have a little daughter;
somehow I even feel you may have one
now. And when that little danghter looks
up st you with her clear blue eyes, they
will be my blue eyes looking up at you.

When your little daughter begins to
wenve her magic spell with her creative
hands, she will only be doing what her
grandmother and my grandmother did
before me and you will admire her skill
and think she is unique,

‘When you smile down at her with love
in your eyes and heart, part of that love
will be for me, for heredity is strong
and lives on through generation after |
generation.

All my love forever, — Morher.
Name and addressed supplied.

" erased . or denied. Thousands of years of
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Phone
runs hot

THE adoption issue is
causing great concern to
many people personally
affected and, I venture to
say, pcoizlc unaffected by
the new legislation.

Many view the changes
as a serious threat to the
people’s privacy. Young
women who relinquished
a child and never di-
vulged this information to
their subsequent families
are required to face up to
this earlier indiscretion.

If they do not wish to
have contact with the
child, they must, before
March 1, register an ob-
jection to contact. The
department will then
write to them asking for
their reasons. How unfor-
tunate if their unsuspect-
ing husband opencd the
letter, The same law ap-
plies to the adopted child.

However, an objection
to contact does not pro-
tect either party from
personal information
about them being given
oult.

People who would
rather get on with their
lives — relinquishing
mothers with their hus-
bands and children and
adoptees with their
“real” parents (real par-
ents are those who have
done the nurturing for 18
years ot more) — have to
pay a fee of $50 to abject
to contact,

Ms Warner aﬁparcntly
believes that these two
sets of people should con-
tinue to pay the fee every
five years if they still do
not wish their privacy to
be invaded.

Ms Warner has said
that only 124 adoptees
and relinquishing parents
have bothered to register
an objection to contact,
implying that very few
are making an issue of the
amendments, This is mis-
leading.

My telephone and the
telephones of many folk
who are members of the
Adoption Privacy Protec-
tion Group are never si-
lent, as concerned women
(and some men) voice

their fears about this new
legislation.

Ms Warner may be
forgiven for thinking that
the views expressed by
the hard-working Jigsaw
group represent the views
of the tajority, but how
wrong she is.— Dorothy
Stringer, Munro St, Au-
chenflower.

From the
roots up

IN REPLY to the Mayor
of Redcliffe’s letter (C-
M, December 17), 1
should point out the dif-
ference between a com-
munity-driven attempt to
overcome problems and
the traditional methods
whereby councils tell the,
people what is good for

them.

The Redcliffe Peninsu-
la Chamber of Com-
merce has engaged in a

rocess of involving all
evels of the community
in identifying problems
and is now ready to pro-
ceed with the next step —
community participation

| in the solutions.

There is a fundamental
difference between
grassroots or ‘‘bottom
up” decision-making and
the old-style “we know
best” attitude tried un-
successfully for so many
years by councils.

What happens now in |
Redcliffe will truly be de-
cided by the people who
live, work and play
here.— Nick Tzimas,

resident, Redcliffe Pen-
nsula Chamber of Com-
merce, Redeliffe.
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LETTERS

Powell
sincere
AS much as I love Judi
Cox’s incisive wit, her
comments about Senator
Janet Powell's perform-
ance during the special
sitting of Parliament on
the Gulf war (C-M, Jan-
uary 30) demand a reply.
ic leader of the Dem-
ocrats was the most sin-
cere and reasonable of all
speakers I listened to, ar-
guing her case with artic-
ulate logic. Absent was
the contrived rhetoric of
those bent on lickin
American boots with
sickening sycophancy and
prepared to send other
people’s sons to war in an
oulg;)uring" of gung-ho
. garbage.

Janet Powell's per-
formance was memora-
ble. So, too, were the ac-
tions of Margaret Rey-
nolds and Elaine Darling.
What a pity there are so
few women in our parlia-
ments.— Dan O’Donnell,
Wilgarning St, Stafford
Heights.
Empathy
lacking
LAST May, Family Ser-
vices Minister Ann
Warner, speaking in Par-
. liament, paralleled the
giving of a child for adop-
tion to “‘throwing the
child away" or “a Iilgc sen-
tence”,

If 1063 or 2.1 nt
of adopted people and
1402 or 2.8 percent of re-
linquishing mothers have
put their names on the
Contact Register since

May 1987, it does not ap-
pear that the majority of

people are eager to free
themselves from the life
sentence or pick them-
selves up from where they
were dumped.

It never ceases to
amaze me that some poli-
ticians ¢an make deroga-
tory statements and ap-
pear to be accountable to
no one.

I thought that all mem-
bers of Parliament were
supposed to be unbiased
and open-minded in their
representation of all peo-
ple in Queensland. I also
thought that the Minister
concerned with the adop
tion amendment would
have shown equal respect
and empathy to the three
parties concerned.— Mrs
Glenda Hodge, Brodick
St, Carindale. .
Name was
known
1 ENJOYED Kavanagh's
nostalgic recollections of
hisryoulh[ui visits to
Surfers Paradise (C-M,
January 31). I'm glad he
still likes the place. So do
1 after 35 years.

There’s one small point
of fact 1'd like to correct.
Jim Cavill never called
his hotel the Elston Ho-
tel. It opened on Novem-
ber 26, 1925 as the
Surfers Paradise Hotel
and the name stayed until
the site was redeveloped
to include today's Rama-
da Hotel.

To select his hotel’s
name, Jim Cavill didn’t
need to overhear a visitor
in the late 1920s refer to
the area as a surfers’ par-
adise. In 1918, the
Surfers Paradise Estate
subdivision was put on
the market by two Bris-
bane developers, so the
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Adoption laws to change

QUEENSMND‘S ﬂ‘:‘n%
sial adoption W
1mendd l.ma- is month.
legislation, which
vided that ado children
and relmquu m; parenu
would have uni  access
Jto infmtm
um:t, has
criticism
| The amendments will mean
‘lhal information about the
names and addresses of adopt-
ied children-or relinquishing
parents will not be revealed
r\mhout the consent. of both

parti '

Cabinet considered the new
laws last Monday after having
|heard a subnnmon from the
\Premier, Mr Goss, and the
| Family Smriaﬂ Minister, Mrs

Warner.
| Mrs Warner was asked to re-
{turn with amendments that

‘E‘I‘I_ﬁtnadop&mmam

;
| " The Cabinet decision follows _ verw
lmc]hm e pn'uu by
| 5 I .

1%

oked a zﬂm
controversy.

By PETER CHARLTON

Adoption Privacy Protection

Groups, which were formed in

hﬂyarmerdetailmflheley
islation became widely known.

The EOpmed legislation,
called the Adoption of Chil-
dren Act Amendment Bill, is
due to come into ef[‘ect on
March 1.

Under this law, adoptive
children would have been enti-
tled to know the names and ad-
dresses of their birth parents.
Relinquishing parents would
have been equally entitled to
know the same information
about their children.

Adult adoptecs would have

entitled to “original birth

certificates”, which would have

imlud»dmmandaddm
and the names of any adopted

sibli
Flgr%e atlupﬁve children

or rohnquuhmg arcnts,
did not want mtal:k the lc.%v
= of

.lationptwlded orafeé

This fee would not have
guaranteed no contact. It
would have merely indicated to
the inquiring party that no con-
tact was desired. That fee had
to be renewed every five years.

The legislation, sponsored by
Mrs Warner, was known to
have the strong support of Jig-
saw, the organisatign whic
aims at reuniting adoptive chil-
dren with their birth

Mr Goss’ office said the pri-
vacy rights of adopted children,
relinquishing parents and
adoptive parents will be re-

spected.

d’l‘he amendmenis w:l[
vide rotection ani
vac %rea adopted chlidpn
nd relinquishing parents.
Mrs Warner has been asked
to produce amendments to the
lcglsllmm. in time for presen-

_tation to Parliament this

month.

m’:‘ha Liberal leag:]f;dl\ir
A hg il i

Eé'gﬂm"ﬁ" » yester 'tdam!l the

Wi,
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LET’

LETTERS TO THE EDITOF
Further
] » L
1njustice
DISCRIMINATION
against women will be in-
scribed in Queensland’s
legislation under the
Amendments to the
Adoption Act 1990 and
the proposed revision (C-
M, February 4).

Birth mothers will still
be required to disclose
their present identity toa
government department
and lodge an objection to
%rotect their privacy.

hey have already paid
their. price. This legisla-
tion compounds a social
injustice of the past,—
D.D. Law, Buena Vista
Av, Coorparoo.
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Adopting a different stance on an emotive issu‘

RATHER than appease
the critics, the planned
changes to Queensland’s
nine-month-old adoption
laws have rearmed an emo-
tional minefield.

tially designed to
ll..':{l of each. Acc
A‘op:l:;
Zigzag, which helps reunite
adoptees and their natural

The State
Government Is
changing Its
adoption legislation
only nine months
after it was passed in
Parllament.

want to revisit thelr past and
those natural parents with the
same view, Zigzag says the

leave those who
seek the truth forever in the

The lssue has become some-

H

ents — it falls. . thing of a legislative nightmare.
While APPG believes it sim- When the Adoption of Chil-
‘ply does not go far 0 dren Amendment Act was
protect the privacy of t passed last b un-
qualified access to identif,
m adoptees who do mot - information for natural m’c:.l
——————
and date of birth of their birth  who do not know they are adopt-
parent and, under certain cir- f:hln‘ therefore cannot object,
cumstances, the names and  and for women who have never
dates of birth of relatives. revealed they have adopted out a
The Ia':'ma‘:’londwlll be dis- cb!rk;.' L
closed to the a person un- y are also concerned peo-
less their birth :‘nmt has ob- rlo could face unwelcome reun-
Jected, ons purely because they are un-
Natural parerits will be able to ~ aware of the changes, such as
seek the new name of the adopt-  having moved overseas.
ed son or daughter and the name Gro;p n::»lulwonn. Mrs
at the time of adoption of the  Mary Smith, said the Govern-
adoptive parents, ment had simply gone about re-

Again, it will be released un-
less the adopted person has ob-
Jected to it

As a safeguard, the new law
Imposes a fine of $6000 or two

ears’ jall for anyone who know-
ngly breaches sh objection to
contact, .

But while the changes go
some way to protecting lu‘M&-
al rights, they still do not satisfy
the APPG which is now calling
for the .lll:. package to be
scra)

Its concerns are for people

form the wrong way.

“Surely everyone has a basic
vlﬂ‘t to privacy,” Mrs Smith
sa

“‘How we Individually ex-
ercise that right is our affalr,”
She said the only way to

for daptets 20 b et
to on a register and, once

there t the
artion” T i

“While the changes might
m'.- nlm';‘:’lh.:y do not go

and adult adoptees — much to
the concern of those who wanted
cht_'lg.:rlncy protected.

of the heartache
for a birth mother who Is 50 or
60 years of age and has to come
and object to protect her right to
prlnc{. P le be lef

“Why can't people be left
nlone?”

APPG has also taken excep-
tion to Mrs Warner's reference
in Parliament last week to birth
parents and “their adult adopted
sons and daughters”,

“Once the adoption took
place, they ceased by law to be
the parents of the child. They
are not their sons and daughters
in the .:{‘n of the law,"” Mrs
Smith sald.

Jigsaw, which claims to re-
unite about 200 adoptees and
their birth parents each year and

o b hecsecn, bt

s L

to l:o changes Inlor! rlia-
It believes ob,

to stand Indefinitely will leave

t

they would be able to object to
contact only,

An objection would stand in-
definitely, unless revoked by the

who lodged it.

At the expressed wishes of
those lodging objections, the
F:u.ld"’h Sery co:“ Department
w 10 pass on
any ml’ulll Ing informa-
tion, incl the reasons an

S wm ould also be
w

":rn‘ to advise people when

t birth relatives applied for

Identifying information.

arner foreshadowed

requirement for objec-

tors to pay a $50 fee — de-

scribed by RS A (ax on

adoptees or those who have
ed out

therwise, from June 1,

.:: '0' '.'.'....“ .“..
y ‘

people seeking information of
their past in the dark for ever,
Registrar Mrs Lorraine
Cummings sald the big
was if an adoptee or natural par-
ent who objected died.
“The objection goes to the
rave with them, The person
ooking for information then

may never get the le."
Mrs sa

Mrs who has been
unable to find her own child,
now 26, said she felt sorry for
those who sought to protect
their own privacy.

She sald there had never been
any guarantee of privacy before
the current legisiation was

tin, |

It be g s thomeren
t ving t ves o

a lot of happiny
trauma that can be sorted out,”
Mnrs sald. “It doesn’t
work out every time. But not
Is better than knowing. The
truth can set you free.”

== or a bit or,

hing
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was “dropped”. He con-
firmed tm 50 many

things could have hap-.

pened to her and further
acknowledged that no
story could be agreed
upon,

What will happen to
Eve's new charge? All we
can do is to wait and see.
- Miss Bronwen
Shepher, Flinders Pde,
Sandgate North.

Injustice
corrected

1 AM disaj gointf,d that
D.D. Law (C-M, Febru-
ary 18), feels that she can
speak on behalf of relin-
quishing mothers.

The amendments to the
Adoption of Children Act
came about after the
Government consulted

with all three parties to
adoption,

This was done over

some years because for

more than 10 years adop-
tees and natural mothers
had been writing and tell-
ing their stories to Minis-
ters and members of Par-
- liament. d

To give away one’s
baby — a part of one's
self — was.an expectation
that pushed a mother and
very oftena father to the

boundary of human sacri-
fice.

Society has at last re-
cognised that its past de-
mand on a mother to re-
linquish her baby has
been one of its greatest
sins against nature.

It is for this reason that
the changes to the law
have been made as open
as possible, so that the in-
Justices done to so many

‘people can now be recon-

ciled. — Sally P. Robson,
Pearson St, Kangaroo
Point.

Hear,
hear

IT WAS pleasant on
Sunday (February 17) to
hear: : ¥ e

(a) David Taylor of the
ABC pronounce the
name of Queensland’s
northern city as Cairns
and not, as is the fashion
of some, the irritating
Canns.

(b) Sir Michael Hor-
dern stressing the abso-
lute necessity for actors
to say the consonants
clearly. _

In the interests of fruit-
ful listening, any plays or
other spoken entertain-
ment with actors (even if
great names) not obeying
this precept should have



