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Filius Nulius in Terra nulius : the Emigration of British Children to Australia after the Second World War – Work in Progress – (don’t quote withot permission) -
Martine Spensky – Professor of British and Gender Studies – Université Blaise Pascal – Clermont-Ferrand – France
On the 9th of July 1987, The Observer published a full page and a half article entitled “Lost Children of the Empire”, which was to be the first of three long articles written by the journalist Annabel Ferriman on, as she put it “a little known episode in British colonial history: the despatch to Australia of thousands of abandoned or orphaned children in the hope of giving them a new start”. This part of British colonial history, at the time unknown to the general public, had been unearthed accidentally by a British social worker from Nottingham, Margaret Humphreys, who had founded a small project called Triangle in 1984. Its aim was to explore the area of adoption and put in contact, whenever possible, the 3 adults concerned: the adopted “ child” and her/his natural parents, in case s/he would, as the 1975 law made it now possible, inquire about her/his biological parents. In 1986, she received a letter from an Australian woman who had heard about the project. She had been emigrated to Australia as a child because her parents “were dead” and had spent her childhood in a children’s home there. She knew nothing else about her past. She wasn’t even sure of her date of birth and wanted Margaret Humphreys to find out about it as she thought she had been in a children’s home  in Nottingham before leaving for Australia. Margaret Humphreys did not believe a child could be sent to Australia on its own until she met another client who told her a similar story. The latter had been adopted in England when one day as an adult she remembered she had had a brother. She contacted the Salvation army and, a few months later received a letter from her brother who had also been shipped to Australia as a child and, with a number of other British children in similar circumstances, had spent his childhood in a children’s home.  As she could not find any files in England of children having been emigrated to Australia, Margaret Humphreys approached Annabel Ferriman, the Health correspondant of the Observer who advised her to place an advertissement to find more of these child migrants. They then both flew to Australia, the social workers to follow up on the replies, the journalist to investigate the official side of the scheme. The advertisement which had been published in the Melbourne Daily of the 10th January 1987 ran: “would anyone who was sent as a child without parents to Australia from Britain in the 1940’s and 1950’s and who was put into a children’s home, please contact Margaret Humphreys, a British social worker, who would be interested in researching their past”. She only got about a dozen replies from people who she then interviewed in Australia. After Ferriman’s articles appeared in The Observer, however, hundreds of lettres started flowing in. What she discovered was so shocking to a social worker of the 1980’s that she dedicated the research (which she was only able to publish much later), under the title Empty Craddles:  “To all the child migrants and their families, particularly those who have suffered in silence for so long, with respect and admiration”. Her book was launched at a function at the Houses of Commons in 1994 in London.   
Three years later, in 1997, the (Australian) Human Rights and Equal Opportunity Commission (HREOC) published  a report entitled Briging them Home
. This report had been commissionned by the (Australian) Labour Government which had been lobbyed by Aboriginal groups to inquire into what they call “the stolen generation”, i.e. the generations  of Aboriginal people who had been forcibly removed, as children, from their families and put into children’s or foster homes, usually miles away, “for their own good”. They were expected to forget their Aboriginal origins and become “good Australian citizens”. According to the report, it is difficult to evaluate the number of children concerned but the Report’s estimation is that “between one in three and one in ten Indigenous children were forcibly removed from their families and communities in the period from approximately 1910 until 1970. In certain regions and in certain periods the figure was undoubtedly much greater than one in ten. In that time not one Indigenous family has escaped the effects of forcible removal (confirmed by representatives of the Queensland and WA Governments in evidence to the Inquiry, Introduction
). Most families have been affected, in one or more generations, by the forcible removal of one or more children”. The report is dedicated “ with thanks and admiration to those who found the strength to tell their stories to the Inquiry and to the generations of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander people separated from their families and communities”.

It is difficult not to see a connection between the two stories. At the individual level, as most of these children spent their remaining chilhood in Australian homes and suffered what other children had suffered in such institutions at an earlier – or even at the same - period in the “British” Isles: i.e. humiliation, fear, but also, often enough, physical and/or sexual abuse
. At the “Imperial” level,  I will argue that the removal of these children was part of the “biopolitics” of Empire, even after the Empire itself had ceased to exist. It was part of the re-distribution of populations throughout the world in which the British Empire has played the leading part for so long; it was also part of the “anglicisation” and the whitening of the world. Indeed, one of the reasons the British children, the majority of whom, it seems, were not orphans but “unwanted”, the children of single mothers, i. e. “filius nulius” – nobody’s child – had been removed from the mother country, was to rid the latter from potential problems these children might cause at home and  provide the receiving country – which, according to the doxa until 1994, had considered itself to be Terra Nulius (empty land)  - with “good British stock”. Conversely, those Indigenous children who were removed from THEIR families were also often “filius nulius”; they were generally those with the lightest skin colour, either because they were of “mixed” parentage, or because they just happened to be lighter than the others. The idea was that, a generation later, they would be absorbed into the white population which would, therefore, increase in numbers, while the remaining – black/dark – Aboriginal population was predicted to become extinct. 
What was shocking to the public of the 1980’s and 1990’s was not that forced emigration had happened at all. It was that it had happened until only a few years earlier (the last group of emigrated children left Britain in 1967; in 1970 the last group of Indigenous children were removed from their family). This was even after the Curtis report in post-war Britain had unveiled the incredible distress of institutionalised children, after the evacuation of children, during the war, had motivated numerous researchs and launched the careers of British future world famous child specialists like Bowlby and Winnicott whose theories, notably on “maternal deprivation” were popularised by the media, throughout the Western World (D. Riley). A healthy child, after the war, in the English speaking world, a child who would grow up as a “usefl member of the community” was a child who was psychologically happy; and therefore, according to both these child specialists, a child who was well-cared for by a – if possible – full-time mother (see Spensky, 1992 and 93). How did this translate – or not - into Imperial bio-politics?
Using both official and secondary sources – as well as my own PHD Doctorate on the treatment of unmarried mothers and their children in 19th and 20th century Britain (1988) – I will take the case of the migrating of British children to Australia as a case study of  the biopolitics applied both by voluntary bodies and the Imperial government, at the world level. It was supposed to benefit, both the Mother country and her “daughter colonies”, i. e. the “white” Dominions. The forced removal of Aboriginal children from their families is, I argue,  part of the biopolitics of the Empire and both groups of children suffered a similar fate, even if, in its effects this polics on the the latter, as a group, was not the same. Indeed, how could the intense institutionaling of children be presented as legitimate in an era where the feelings against the institutionalisation of children was so strong? I will use the Bring them Home Report in order to make a few points of comparison between the treatment of both groups of children: the white ones born in Britain and transported to Australia and the “not-so-black” ones born in Australia and transported far away from their families. Before I do this, I will first start with a few words about the meaning of biopolitics as it is defined by Michel Foucault in the last chapter of the 1st Vol.  of his History of Sexuality (1976 – in French). I will also touch upon the various phases of massive migration inside British territories as part of a global biopolitics and point out, whenever relevant, the gendering of these politics.
According to Foucault, what characterised sovereign power for a long time was the  absolute right, for the Sovereign, of life and death on his subject. It was more of a death right than it was a right to life, most certainly derived from the old Roman  patria potesta, the right of the father to dispose of the lives of his children and of his slaves: “let live or kill”. The sovereign rarely killed his subjects directly, except when they opposed him, but he could ask his male Subjects to go to war to defend him.  Nowadays, the new function of power is that of “manager of life”. This power over life or this “bio-power”, according to Foucault has developed since the 17th century in two basic and inter-related forms: the first one was focused on the body as “machine”. The aim of the disciplinary practices which represent the body as a machine is to render it more powerful, more productive and more submissive are used by different institutions: the family, the army; school, individual medicine, etc. The second form of bio-power, which appeared later - middle of the 18th century - focuses on the “species body”; it is the support of biological processes: proliferation, births, mortality, levels of health, life expectancy, etc. Disciplining the body and regulating the population are the two poles around which bio-power has organised itself. According to Foucault, bio-power was an indispensable element in the development of capitalism insofar as it made possible a “controlled insertion of bodies into the machinery of production”. It must also, as Jana Sawicky remarked “have been indispensable to patriarcal power insofar as it provided instruments for the insertion of women’s bodies into the machine of reproduction” (Sawicki, 1991 : 68). Morever, according to Foucault: the techniques of power used by the various institutions “also operated as factors of segregation and social hierarchisation” (1976 : 185).  This is what we are going to look at, in the context of the Empire. 
Bio-politics and Empire

The first imperial phase of England opens in the 17th century with the massive forcible migration of millions of Africans to the Americas,   a clear illustration of “the body as machine” as the only value in the slaves was their work force and incidently the use of their body as a means of sexual pleasure. On arrival, the initial period of “disciplining” was short and brutal. Disciplining continued throughout the slave’s life to make sure s/he remained a machine. However, precisely because s/he was not a machine and could - and did – to ensure the security of the dominant white minority - in the British Carribean, for example, slaves outnumbered white free inhabitants by 10 to 1 (Walvin). The initial period was called the “breaking in” of the slave which James Walvin defines as: “to render them more pliable and reliable, to change them from traumatized (and often sick), reluctant immigrants into beasts of burden who might provide return to their owners. The plantations became the main social instrument through which this process was achieved for the largest group of slaves” (Walvin, James : 71).  There was no time to loose as the abolitionists had calculated, at the end of the 1780’s that a slave, once in the British Americas, had only 7 years to live. This was short, especially as the Africans had been chosen amongst the healthiest-looking ones available. However, buying new ones when they died remained cheaper than breeding them as it takes time for a child to reach working age – however young it starts working - and breast feeding slows down the mother of such a child, whose work is therefore not as productive. This was bio-politics applied at the micro-level of the plantation but bio-politics also impregnated the discourses produced in Britain by those who were in favour of abolishing the trade: if the trade was abolished, they thought, the slaves would be treated better, therefore they would reproduce their kind and eventually (nobody said how) they would become free workers (Hochschild, 2005). This never happened like this but the idea of managing the health of the slaves, lenghening their life span and increasing the number of their children was very crudely voiced. More so, no doubt, as they were not “people” bearer of rights, but “chattel” slaves, i. e. moveable property. Their removal was considered as moving goods from one continent to the other rather than migration as such.  
The second phase of massive Imperial migration concerns the emigration of British subjects throughout the world, mainly in the 19th and 20th centuries: North America, Australia, Canada, South Africa and New Zeland. Some, who are not seen as British anymore, also moved in great numbers to other countries, to Argentina, for example, as well as to the United States. This emigration was, in principle, “voluntary”
, except for the transportation of children which started in the 17th century and continued throughout the period. Except also the transportation of convicts, first to the 13 colonies until the Declaration of Independance (1775-1783), then to Canada and eventually to Australia. The latter lasted from 1788 until 1867, during which period 137,161 convicts – some of them children - were transported (Carrother, 1969: 30) and then given to employers as unpaid workers. Indeed, from the end of the Napoleonic wars (1815), which corresponds to the first phase of Britain’s industrialisation and the disciplining of a previously rural workforce in the mines and factories of the industrial “Revolution”, to the First World War (1915), the number of British migrants (which then included the Irish) exceeded 21 million. 
Acccording to Carrother, this period was characterised by two distinct phases, as far as policies were concerned: the first one which lasted until the mid 1840’s,  he calls the “Malthusian phase”. The second phase is characterised by the influence of E.G.Wakefield. Thomas Malthus, who sat as a witness on several Commissions on poverty, advocated a financial participation of the state in order to help paupers to emigrate. At the time of massive – internal- migration and a continuous flow of immigration coming from Ireland, the increasing number of paupers arriving in the big British cities was perceived as posing a number of problems as far as security, health and the overcrowding of the labour market, in Britain itself, were concerned. Indeed, a lot these rural migrants ended up as charges of the Poor Law (Old and New after 1834), causing the poor rates to increase. The debates of the elite about how to find the means of reducing them invaded the “universe of political discourse” at the turn of the century and after the reformed Parliament (1832) passed the Poor Law Act of 1834 (“New” Poor Law). Malthus’s theory is well known: the overcrowding of the labour market increases poverty as the supply of labour is plentiful while demand remains stable, causing the wages to  decline. The existence of the Poor Law allows the poor – and even the paupers – to have numerous children, who in their turn, will overcrowd the labour market, etc., unless the increase of the population is checked, either “naturally”: famine, war, disease, natural catastrophes, etc., or through “articifial and voluntary” checks, the most important of which is that those men who are unable to afford raising a family remain single. Emigrating the paupers could be another of these voluntary checks. The Irish, even though they were one of the main concerns of the various Commissions on poverty, together with the Scots from the Highlands – to a lesser extent - were not the only ones concerned: but all those who were the charges of the Poor Law: the paupers, both adults and children. In order to raise the wages in Ireland and maintain British wages high enough, the Irish had to stop emigrating to Britain and be re-directed to Canada - the closest of the British colonies corresponding to the cheapest passage. Even though emigration was generally undegone on a private basis: either by individuals and families who could afford the price of transport, thanks to their own private means or to the help of the various charitable societies existing; they could also be helped by the Churches, or even by some of the Irish or Scottish landlords who, either wished to get rid of their impoverished tenants or out of mere philanthropy. The government also contributed financially, under the influence of Malthus
. For example, it  made provision to enable parishes to use part of the poor rates in order to assist paupers to emigrate – even though threre was no concensus amongst the elite on government participation. This Poor Law Amendement Act 1850 allowed Boards of Guardians to send children under 16 overseas. This would be cheaper than continuing to maintain them on the poor rates over a period of years. Malthus is not particularly interested in women in his theory on population. He notes, however, that the stigmate attached to ummarried motherhood is a disincentive, for women to bear a child before having found a husband who will provide for it so as not to add a charge  on the Poor rates.
Wakefield was against public financial help for emigration. He thought the Crown should sell land – rather than give it - at an afordable price so that the future owner would be able to buy it through “his” work and then employ other immigrants who would work hard in order to be able to buy their own piece of land later, and so on. 
Wakefield advocated what he called “systematic colonisation”. Indeed, contrarily to Malthus, he did not consider emigration as a good ‘blood-letting’ which would restore Britain’s economic health, but as an opportunity to plant “good British stock” throughout the world so as to replicate a number of “little Englands” with the same social classes, tastes and type of  consumming as the mother country and which would, as daughter colonies, be her main clients, her main importeurs of goods and more particularly, her main defenders in case of foreign threat. As “good British stock” people were bound to be lovers of liberty, it would not therefore take long before the “daughter colonies” claimed their autonomy. It should be granted to them so as not to go through another unfortunate war as had happened with the 13 colonies which were eventually lost to Britain. Thus, the prospective emigrants should be carefully selected. Wakefield insists particularly on the importance of the emigrating and of the selecting of women without whom there is no possible colonisation. He does not focus very much on their reproductive power at the biological level, which is of course obvious. He insists on the their reproductive role at the cultural level: how would it be possible to replicate little “Englands” without the influence of British wives and mothers who would inculcate British values to their husband – presented as ‘less civilized’ than their wives - and children? (Wakefield, E.G, 1849/1969). However, the two attitudes coexisted throughout the emigrating period, if not as far as policies were concerned but as a political choice. Philip Bean and Joy Melville quote a poem (1989 : 60) which, acording to them sum up the nineteen-century attitude:
.....Take them away! Take them away!

The boys from the gallows, the girls from worse;

They’ll prove a blessing for other lands –

Here, if they linger, they’ll prove a curse....
This idea was supported by those who emigrated children until the end of the 1960’s. Wakefield had some influence in the easy granting of the Dominion status (autonomous colonies) to the white colonies during the second half of the 19th century, but the ideology of exporting “little Englands” (which was not only his) lasted long into the 20th century. The idea of selecting immigrants was translated into law by the various white Dominions. For example, in 1946, the Union of South Africa Government proposes to emigrate children “from the principal allied country of Europe, including GB.... They must be free from physical, mental and behaviour troubles. They must be orphans, or necessitous, or deserted” (Dominions Office, Minutes, August 1946, National Archives MH 102/1549). The main quality of the children required is to be white, whatever their nationality. However, they will also be selected on eugenic critiria which are the same in the legislation of all the receiving Dominions. Australia may have been the one which resisted longest the immigration of people other than British – or Irish.  

The populations to be controlled

While these discussions were going on regarding the role of emigration for the Empire: either that of restoring to her health the “center” of the Empire, the mother country thanks to a good ‘blood-let’, which would cleanse her soil from all the “unwanted” who debilitated her population: the paupers, the very poor
, the criminals, the “immorals”, the illegitimate children, etc. ; or the exportation of her “best subjects”, selected in order to replicate “little-Englands” everywhere in the world, the state, reformers, charities, the various churches and philanthropists in Britain itself, had started, even before the debates began and long after they had ceased, to “sort out” the sick (physically or morally) from the healthy (Id.). Both the “institutionalization” of the poor and their emigration participated in the same process of  population control which had certainly not been deceided at the “macro” level but emanated from “civil society”, at the micro level, and eventually converved into bio-power.
Indeed, in Discipline and Punish (1975/7),  Michel Foucault showed how, in the 18th and 19th centuries,  the population was controlled through the erection of residential institutions like prisons, workhouses, boarding schools, army barracks, etc. All the institutions he looked at, however, were populated by male inmates. The role of male institutions was to discipline them into becoming healthy and submissive, therefore productive workers or efficient soldiers. The control of women had more to do with their sexuality and their reproductive power. The oldest and most commun controlling instance for women is the family, at least the “model” patriarchal family with a working father and a “caring” mother, both married to each other. Those females who had a child outside this model rarely escaped control by at least one of the above instances, particularly if they were poor – and they usually were
. Both the Old and the New Poor Law contain “Bastardy Clauses” the aim of which is to obtain money for the upkeep of the illegitimate child. With the Old Poor Law, the mother could name the putative father who was then asked to participate in the up-keep of his child. He was usually known by all in rural society. The New Poor Law is much more punitive towards the mother. She is now  responsible for the upkeep of her child and, as women’s wages are, at that time, about 1/3 of men’s, both the child and the mother often end up in the workhouse
. This is the first institutionalisation of both mother and child, at the expense of the tax-payers, which rendered these women quite unpopular amongst them. Their children are the target of the various “emigrators”.
Towards the end of the 19th century,  women philanthropists created a few homes for  unmarried mothers with a first child. The mothers often entered the mother and baby when they were pregnant or just as they came out of hospital or the workhouse, they stayed until their child was weaned. They were then helped to find a post as a – live-in – domestic servant while the child was farmed out in the coutry and, very often died there. The mother had to pay for its up-keep and was sometimes asked to produce a “good character” written by her employer to whom she became thus tied. Residential care for unmarried mothers and their illegitimate children did not only regulate women’s sexuality; it also scrutinized their behaviour at work. From the end of the 19th century to the end of the 1960’s
, the home for unmarried mothers and their children has successively and often at the same time been a place for the expiation of a sin, for rehabilitation, for medical care, for the prevention of violence against her child, etc. The mother has been considered, according to the degree of “responsibility” she was thought to have had in her “misfortune” as a weak character, a “whore”, a mental defficient, a source of race degeneration, a pathological case or a socially marginal individual with an “at risk” child. From the outset, it  has been a place where the mother had to be transformed. Its staff never see it as a mere shelter for the homeless but, rather, as a place where a different behaviour and a different ethic have to be acquired.  The various institutional responses to unmarried motherhood – even though their explicit objectives may vary – principally aim at the processing of the “female raw material”. In each case, the process will be accomplished by means of different techniques. 
The relationship to her child - the good mother, until the 1930’s was the one who paid regularly for its up-keep) - was used in order to keep her  behaviour under scrutiny. Throughout the years, the role of the institution has depended on the definition of the “problem”, and on what – or who – was considered to be responsible for it. Was it the dis-honest seducer? the mother’s own vicious temperament? her “mental defficiency”? her unconscious self? etc. What is interesting, if one compares French policies with British ones is that the child itself does not seem to interest, either the philanthropiest or the government. In both private papers, the illegitimate child is called “unwanted”. This is a child who should not have been born and its main function is to keep its mother “on the right path”. In the 40’s and 50’s, the period which most interests us here, the traditionnal social workers employed by the churches thought unmarried mothers had commited a sin, often, out of weakness or, for some of them, that they were “mentally defficient” while “modern” social workers usually considered the mother to be the victims of their own unconscious selves who wanted an “illegitimate baby”.  They are the ones for whom the child is central. The mother is only of some interest because she has had this baby. This kind of approach would lead the “modern” social worker – with the help of the staff of the Home – the illegitimate mother being  pressurized into handing-up their child for adoption. Sometimes the home itself organised adoption directly but other times, they would send the child to a childrens’ Home while waiting for adoption. Once the mothers had signed the adoption papers, they heard no more about the child whom, they were told, was happy with their “nice adoptive family”. Those mothers whose children had gone to Australia were devastated when, years later, they learned that their children had not been adopted but had had a terrible childhood in an institution, far from home.
Migrant and Aboriginal children in Australia
British migrant children had been sent to the four corners of the Empire, at different periods from the 17th century, either as cheap or free labour. There were more of them available in times of hardship in Britain but, if they tended to come from the poorer sector of society – by no means all – most of those who were emigrated without a parent were illegitimate. Most also, from the mid-18th century onwards, had been placed in a Home before emigrating, either by their mother, another member of the family or a philanthropist in Britain, sometimes only on a temporary basis. The first of these Homes was certainly the Foundling Hospital, a private institution which received “deserted children” and was founded in 1739 by Thomas Coram, a sea captain who got a grant from Parliament for his project. Coram had travelled widely in North America and had an imperial vision of the world. The policy of separating the child from the mother was applied strictly in the Home, as the founder and managers thought these children would benefit from this separation: the mother’s “way of life” was considered a bad example and separation was seen as a cure. The infants were baptised at the Hospital with names invented by the staff, and the mother was not allowed to know their child’s new name. (XXX’s these: I have to check) shows how some of those mothers would desperatly try to become the wet nurse of their own child – with the complicity of a staff member - and thus be able to bring it up until it reached the age of 7 when s/he was sent to work. This was possible thanks to the money they received as a wet nurse, and without which they would not have been able to do so. A kind of self-provided “mother’s allowance”. Whenever they were discovered, they were dismissed and their child was sent away, generally to an isolated farm in Canada where the foundling would often be “adopted”
 by the couple who ran the farm who would therefore not have to pay their wages when they had grown enough to be employed: the boys as agricultural hands, the girls as domestic servants. This practice continued throughout the 19th century and part of the 20th century. Another source of available children for emigration was the workhouse of the New Poor Law (1834). This was a government institution but, once the Parish had agreed to send a particular child to Canada, they left the organisation of its emigration to private philanthropic or religious bodies. This was subsidised by the Poor rates as the 1850 Poor Law Amendment Act made provision for it. The private institutions which ran Children’s Homes in Britain ran similar Homes throughout the Empire or had particular relations with the institutions with “sister” institutions in Australia. Some of the British institutions ran Homes for unmarried mothers also. For them, migration was simply moving the child from one of their institutions to another. They worked hand in hand with the British Government – which left the responsibility to them - as well as with the various governments of the Dominions – which also left the responsibility of the children to the private institutions
.  The peak years for the emigration of British children was 1870-1930. During that period, the majority were sent to Canada as the passage was cheaper, especially after the “conquest” of the West and the construction of the railway, as demand for cheap agricultural workers was high. Between 1869 and 1935 about 100,000 children were sent to Canada. According to research, 66% of these children were abused “either in the receiving Homes or on the farms in which they were placed” (Senate Committee, Chap. 2. 217 and 2. 18). Canada eventually restricted the entry of child migrants (Id.). Emigration as such stopped completely during the Great Depression and the Second World War and was replaced, as far as children were concerned, by their massive evacuation to the British countryside in order to avoid bombing (Spensky, 1995). Some of them were also evacuated to the countries of the “white” Commonwealth Kershaw and Sacks (2008). In the post-war period, the attention of the private institutions turned to Rhodesia, New Zeland and Australia. The number of children sent on these post-war schemes to New Zealand is not significant (500); the children there were dealt with by welfare instances rather than private institutions. The fate of those sent to Rhodesia was very different from the lot of those sent to either Canada, New Zealand or Australia. Nonetheless, they all form part of the biopolitics of Empire organised at both bottom and top levels and by both public and private or religious bodies. According to Humphrey (1994), most of those who were sent to Rhodesia had had the agreement of at least one member of their family with whom they had been encouraged to keep in touch. Some of them had had to undergo an IQ test before they left. They had apparently been emigrated to Rhodesia to add to the number of white people there and supervise “the natives” whom they were still using, when M. Humphreys visited them at the end of the 1980’s as domestic servants in the pure colonial style. The Empire was formally non-existant then but the relations of power based on “race” which had caracterized it still prospered. These ex-child migrants were much more satisfied with their lot than were the ones who had been emigrated to Australia or those who, born in Australia, had forcibly been removed from their families and migrated accross their own continent-country.  
The “unwanted” in Britain were, until the abortion law of 1967 had had time to have an effect on the choice of potential mothers, illegitimate children; they were considered as a threat to society and keeping in touch with their mother was considered by “modern” social workers as bad for the child’s future – and therefore the future of society as a whole. According to the  Bring them Home Report (1997), most of the forcibly removed indigenous children were also illegitimate. This is little commented upon as the focus of attention is their Aboriginality rather than their status as children. The father of these children are rarely refered to. In the case of half caste children, their father was likely to have been a white Australian, one belonging to the “dominant” group, at least, as far as “race” was concerned. It is interesting to note that none of the children, neither white nor black, were looking for their father: they all wanted to find their mother – a lot of them remember her. When both parents lived together, the children also remember their father. The presence of the father availed no protection to Aboriginal children, especially when the latter were “fair skinned”. Indeed, both Aboriginal men and women were still “desinfranchised” after the Second World War. They were British “subjects” until 1947 as all Australians were – with almost none of the rights and protections the white British subjects enjoyed. After 1946, they did not enjoy the status of full Australian “citizen” either, contrarily to the white Australians. They had no direct link with the Commonwealth government and could not vote at the national level as their status depended on individual states’s legislation. The definition of “Aboriginality”, however, acquired a national though “unofficial” definition  in 1944 when Commonwealth Statisticians deceided that anyone who was less than an “octoroon” (B them H report, Chap. 7, “Tasmania”) would not be counted as “Aboriginal” in the census. 
Since the arrival of the first Europeans in Australia, the relationship between black and  white  australians had been one of violence – at least at the collective level. In some parts of Australia, groups of white Australians hunted the Aboriginies as they would have hunted rabbits, until well into the 20th century. They would kidnap their children and use them in whatever job needed to be done – “slave” labour - while they could also physically and sexually assault them without much fear of punishment (Reynolds, 2000). This ‘de facto’ violence was reflected in the policies of the different states which targetted them, even when their stated aim was to “protect” them from this violence. “The government response was to reserve land for the exclusive use of Indigenous people and assign responsibility for their welfare to a Chief Protector or Protection Board. ... By  1911 the Northern Territory, and every state except Tasmania
, the Chief Protector was made the legal guardian of all Aboriginal children, displacing the rights of parents” (B them H, chap. 2 “National Overview”). All Aboriginal children thus became the children of the state. However, they were not all treated in the same manner. If the “full blood” (as they were called), tended to disminished in number – and this corresponded to the predictions of the social darwinists – the number of “half-caste” ones did not cease to increase. Something had to be done. As Brisbane’s Telegraph newspaper reported in May 1937: “Mr Neville [the Chief Protector of WA] holds the view that within 100 years the pure black will be extinct. But the half-caste problem was increasing every year. Therefore their idea was to keep the blacks segregated and absorb the half-caste into the white population... “ (quoted by Buti, 1995 and reproduced by B them H, chap. 2 “National Overview”).  Aboriginals resisted this policy. In New South Wales the Australian Aborigines Progressive association (AAPA) was formed in 1925 and demanded the immediate stoppage of the forcible removal of Aboriginal children from their families (Marcus 1990, quoted by B them H report, Chap 3 “Resistence and dissent”). Fred Maynard, an Indigenous activist wrote to Premier in 1927, demanding “that the family of Aboriginal people shall be held sacred and free from invasion and interference and that the children shall be left in the control of their parents” (quoted by Learning from the Past, 1994, reproduced reproduced by B them H, chap. 3 “Resistance and dissent). There were many other protests emanating from the Indigenous community as regards the forcible removal of their children until, under their pressure, this report was eventually published in 1997.
The Bring them Home report, devotes one  chapter to each individual state’s policies concerning the Aborigines as the latter, according to the 1901 Constitution (until 1967), depended on individual states rather than on the Commonwealth Government. Even though there are differences between the states,  the control exercised over this population would be better described as emanating from a totalitation state rather than a democratic one. It was exercised on all the various areas of their lives – from permission of Protector to be asked in order to get married, permission to move, to work, etc. - “for their own protection”. The sorting out of the popupation according to “race” so as to favour the increase of the number of “whites” and the final extinction of the “blacks” separated families in a very brutal way.A commun practice, according to the report, was that of not returning the child whenever it was sick in hospital or its mother was lying in hospital, either from sickness or while giving birth to another child. Sometimes it was the new born baby that was removed. One woman told the Commission about her mother’s confinement: “My mother told us that the eldest daughter was a twin – it was a boy. And, in those days, if Aboriginals had twins or triplets, they’d take the babies away. Mum swore black and blue that boy was alive. But they told her that he had died. I only found out a couple of years ago  - that boy, the nursing sister took him. A lot of babies were not recorded....” (Confidential evidence 450, New South Wales: quoted in B them H report, Introduction).  This state of affairs lasted well into the 1970’s. In 1960, the Director of Native Affairs of Queensland could still say: “... the Government is not going to allow white and near white children whether their parents are black or white to remain on the Settlement at the cost of the tax payer. You have to educate coloured people to make the sacrifice to have their children adopted and so give them the chance to enjoy the priviledges of the white community” (Cornelius O’Leary, Director of Native Affairs, speaking at a Superintendents’ Conference in October 1960, quoted by Kidd, 1994, reproduced by B them H report, chap. 5 “Queensland”).
Conclusion (provisional)

The children who were emigrated after the Second World War – until the end of the 1960’s - were not extremely numerous if we compare their number to those who had previously emigrated to Canada. It is very difficult to know their exact number as a lot of the institutions in Australia either did not keep those files or did not keep their records properly. Some of them destroyed them. The same thing happened in Britain. The largest estimate for the period 1947-1967 is 100,000. This is the figure given by the British House of Commons Report on Health, Third Report (1998, paragraph 13) which deals with the problem of child migration. The Parliamentary of Australia Senate Report (2001) contests this figure. Indeed, they received various estimates, ranging from 3,000 children to 10,000 (chap. 3 : 10). The difference in estimates, according to the Report of the Senate, must come from a confusion between “child” and “youth”, the former being aged 5 to 14, the latter 16 to 18 or sometimes even to 21. The figure of 10,000 would include them all – or at least part of the “youth” population who came directly from Britain to train or work in the after-war period. They were supposedly mature enough to take their own decision and “consent” to their being emigrated. The question of “consent” is obnipresent in the various reports, be them about Aboriginal or British children.  It is at the core of the definition of “forced” migration. If the person closest to the child, in the case of illegitimate children, her mother or guardian, consented to the child’s migration in a verifying form  (written), then the child does not fall into the category of those who were “forcibly” migrated.  The meaning of “consent” is therefore of primary importance. 
According to the Oxford Dictionary, “consent” is “to give agreement or permission”. The legal definition of consent is: the voluntary agreement or acquiescence by a person of age or with requisite mental capacity who is not under duress or coercion and usually who has knowledge and understanding (Lawyers.com). The Bring them Home report states that, what the inquiry has tried to do was to “trace the past laws and policies which resulted in Aboriginal and Torres Straight Islander children from their families by compulsion, duress or undue influence”(B them H report, Terms of Reference). They therefore consider duress or undue influence” as being outside the scope of “consent”. More, as being the opposite of “consent”. 

According to Carol Pateman (1989), consent is the core of the contract theory and the introduction of the category “women” subverts it because it ignores the question of “who consents” and “glosses over the ambiguity, inherent in contract theory from its beginnings, about which individuals or groups are capable of consenting and so count as full members of the political order” (Peteman, 1989 : 73). Those who are capable of consent, in the contract theory are those individuals who were born “free and equal”, which excluded a lot of people, particularly women. The mothers of displaced children, whether white or black, belonged to the “wrong” class, the wrong ethnic group or both. Moreover, these women were considered, by the people ho “dealt” with them, as quasi delinquent as they had given birth before securing a husband. This was not a crime punished by law, in the 1950’s and 1960’s. It was punished, however, by those in authority who disregarded the “delinquant” and her consent or lied to them so that they would sign papers, sometimes without even understanding them: Minister, headmistresses, Mother and Baby Home matron, Protector of Aboriginals, Head of the Children’s Home, etc. The law did not even require their consent. Indeed, The Poor Law Amendement Act had made the consent of the child compulsory as well as that of the guardian. The consent of the natural mother of a “filius nulius” could be dispensed with. The “parent” to be “consulted”. The farious laws and practices which came later don’t change this working concerning the “parent”. However, would a “yes” on their part genuinely mean “consent”. Pateman would disagree as, according to her “only if women” - in this case single British mothers in Britain and single Aboriginal mothers in Australia – are seen as free and equal individuals is their consent relevant at all” (p.74). 
Biopolitics as it had been  practiced in both countries with more or less severity over centuries had set up a norm for “proper” female behaviour which was neither new nor particularly British or Australian: women who produced a child had to marry first so that the community would not have to pay for its up keep. The production of “unwanted” children was, in the 1950’s very stigmatised. This stigmatisation, however, favoured the Imperial project and the post-war Australian hunger for white babies. Indeed, after the war, the Commonwealth Government of Australia had written to the British Government to ask them to send children to make up for their war losses. The emigration scheme of the period is a response that demand as much as it keeps potential “problem” populations away from home. 
The removal of “light skinned” Aboriginal children from their families and their migrating far away from them, forms part of the same imperial project: keeping Australia strong and white while increasing its population to fill the “empty” spaces face to overcrowed and therefore potentially dangerous Asia. The assimilation of people of Aboriginal descent into the white population, their “whitening” contrasts with the US “one-dop rule” whereby “any traceable black ancestry” made the person black, whatever colour they may be. Miscegenation can never lead to promotion and the dilution of “black” blood into “white” America is perceived as terrifing.  However, assimilation, in the case of the removal ofAustralian light skinned Aboriginal children from their family is not for themselves but for the future generations, their children or their grand children. In the mean time, the use of their – cheap – work is seen as freely available. 
Bio-power treats populations, not individual and the griefs contained il all the official reports, whether about white or black children are fairly similar: their suffering while being removed – either from the Home in which they were or directly from their family; the suffering they endured either in institutions (all the white children) and/or at foster parents (some aboriginal children were put in homes and then fostered or adopted; or adopted and and “brought back” by disapoointed “parents” then put in institution). Their being lied about their parents, their being told they were orphans while their parnts were still alive and very often ignored where they were as well the lies their parents were told. Their most poignant grief is that all the  sufferings they had to endure were not recognized, sometimes not even believed.  What is different, however, is that removed “Aboriginal” “children” tend to be adressed to as a group more than as individuals by the Nring them Home report. The loss of their culture is something which is deplored by the Australian authorities and Aboriginal groups tend to claim reparation as a collective due. The new powers which are trying to be heard and the new traditions they are going to invent (Hobsbawm) are also part of the heritage of Imperial biopolitics and have their own agenda.
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� Throughout the 1980’s there had been various reports on these politics issued by the various Australian States. This was the first national report. 


� The full text of the Bring them Home Report can be found on the Internet. Unfortunately, its 580 pages are not numbered. Until I find the published paper version of it, I’ll just indicate the chapter in which I found the information.


� See the “scandals” which are now being uncovered about the treatment of institutionalized children at the same period and by the same charities in Ireland. The press did not miss the similitude of both the treatment of the children and the similitude of denials by the charity. (see the article of Alison Healy in The Irish Times of the 26th of May 2009: “Denials echo those made to UK inquiries”).


� We will come back  to the definition of « voluntary » and that of « consent ». Suffice to keep in mind the question: in what measure is someone who is starving at home and emigrates doing so “voluntarily”?


�  In 1818 the government made grants of land to those who contracted to place settlers on the grants for both Cape of Good Hope and British North America (...) In 1818 the government made a grant of £ 68,790 to assist emigration from the South of Ireland to Canada and the Cape of God Hope + another  grant of £ 15,000 in 1823 and  of 30,000 in 1825 for the same purpose. More schemes, particularly for the Irish, were – at least partly – financed by the government in the 1820s and 1830s. Moreover, part of the year, passages to Quebec cost only 30 shillings (see Carrother) which allowas those, even with small means to emigrate on their own savings.. 


� The poor, at the beginning of the 19th century, are those whose only “property” is their work force. As long as they are working, they dont’t need any exterior help. The pauper, however is the poor who, for various reasons having to do with unemployment, health proplems, etc., is unable to depend on his/her work and therefore depends either on the Parish or on the various charities available at the time.  The elite cnsidered poverty as an incentive to work while pauperism, which increased the Poor rate, was to be earased.


� All this information comes from my PHD dissertation (1988) an is also contained in a number articles published in the 1990’s – some of which are to be found in the bibliography.


� A lot of poor mothers, especially when they were not married, gave birth at the infirmary of the workhouse.


� Until the 1967 Abortion Act had had time to have an effect. From then on,  in theory at least, only those pregnant women who want to keep  their child go along with their pregnancy. Those who don’t have an abortion are supposedly able to manage, either thanks to the help of the state, to a well-paid job or to the help of a parent or partner. 


� Adoption was « informal » in Britain until the 1927 Adoption Act made it legal, with legal effects: adoptive parents had thereafter the same rights and obligations as biological parents. Informal adoption was, however, usually accepted by the authorities and its effects – if not challenged – were considered “legal”.


� I in its prologue, the Australian Report of the Senate on child migrants (2001)  deplores that: “The Australian Government was the legislated guardian of the children but thei transferred responsibility for their care to State Governments. In turn, the State Governments transferred responsibility to receiving agencies”.


� Tasmania declared that it had no Indigenous people on its soil as the definition of Aboriginal did not aply to anyone living in Tasmania. They had no Protector. However, the children of those they still considered to be Indigenous were removed by their “welfare sercices” under the rationale of “neglect” (Parry, Naomi (2007). 
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