
The following document is the Masters Thesis of Kate Gaffney, submitted in January 1998 as partial fulfilment for the requirements of the award of a Master of Arts (History) at Monash University, Victoria Australia.

Illustrations have been removed from this electronic copy of the document.

Kate Gaffney

Department of Criminology

The University of Melbourne 

gaffney@ unimelb.edu.au
The Best of Intentions:
Winlaton Youth Training Centre: 1956-1993

Kate E Gaffney

Department of History

Monash University
Acknowledgments

I wish to thank Mark Peel for his supervision of this thesis and the Graduate Diploma undertaken as its precursor and for his keen proof-reading ability, albeit with a passionate, steadfast and inexplicable aversion to ‘voluptuous hills’. Esther Faye also provided a wealth of information on relevant scholarship as well as invaluable suggestions for improving my analysis of sources. Bernard Rechter, Ian Cummins, Graeme Davison and Andrew Markus have each gone some way toward making my years at Monash a friendlier and more enriching learning experience.

I am grateful for the assistance of Bain Attwood, Richard Broome, John Chesterman and Henry Reynolds and also to Alick Jackomos for his helpful insights into the Victorian Aboriginal Advancement League.

The Department of Human Services granted permission for the reproduction of photographs and granted access to Winlaton records and State ward files. Sarah Lethbridge of Archival Services provided invaluable assistance with Winlaton records and guided me through a vast assortment of archives including tens of thousands of State ward files.

ABC TV sourced archival footage which Monash University generously purchased. The Whitehorse Gazette assisted in locating former Winlaton staff and volunteers as did Radio 3AW. Jennifer from Botanical Business services assisted with administrative matters. Thank you to Malcolm Feiner of the Department of Justice who provided copies of seminar papers, magazines, newspaper articles and promotional material from Winlaton.

The History Department of Monash University provided funds for the purchase of archival television footage and access to stationary and photocopying - which assisted with some aspects of research. The History Department and the History Institute of Victoria each organised postgraduate conferences at which aspects of this research were laid bare for criticism and comment.

Thanks to Francesca Collins and Peter Ford for their conversations, good humour and company. Peter tolerated late night phone calls and Francesca read and commented upon chapter drafts.

Over recent months my sister Susan has provided conversation and support in light of the delays, obstacles and frustrations inherent in university research and I thank her for this.

In my first draft of this thesis I thanked my mother for reading drafts and providing unstinting ‘support, tolerance and patience throughout my tertiary and pre-tertiary education much of which was conducted by her hand’. Upon reading it, my mother thought it a curious acknowledgement, not realising how integral she was to teaching me lessons and values which cannot be imparted at university. It was from my mother I learned the value of honesty to and of one’s self as much as to others and that no matter how often we are discouraged, rejected, insulted and dismissed it is those who condem others to humiliation and failure who are, themselves, all the poorer for their actions as much as they might take comfort in them. If I can steel myself against the vain-glorious self aggrandisement of tertiary learning and not indulge in the petty treacheries which I myself have encountered, it will be because my mother proved that there is a love and an immutable truth so much more powerful than the self love borne of intellectual vanity and proud materialism and it to this love and truth I aspire and of which I am in awe.

I am indebted to those individuals who sent me pamphlets, photographs and newspaper clippings, spoke over the telephone, completed and returned questionnaires and consented to interviews. In doing so they pass on some of their experiences and impressions of this very important, but all too often overlooked, area of our social history. I thank them for their enthusiasm and honesty:

Liz Amos, Raleigh Armstrong, Betty Beaton, Jeff Burridge, Marianne Di Giallonardo, Beverley Dixon, Phillip Driver, Janette Ellis, Peter Flynn, Marie Gaffney, Dawn Harvey, Mollie Heywood, Margaret Hodgkins, Jim Humphrey, Graeme Lord, Marion Makepeace, Marlene Meadley, Zelma Miller, Pauline Morley, Margaret Murray, Mary Murray, Lloyd Owen, Ian Purcell, David Ross and Ian Smith

Furthermore I hope I have done justice to the staff, teachers, volunteers and generations of young women who passed through Winlaton. This is their story as much as it is that of the society which we and they have created and inherited.

Abbreviations

AWB - Aboriginal Welfare Board

AYO - Allocated Youth Officer

CSV - Community Services Victoria

CWD -Children’s Welfare Department 

DCS - Department of Community Services

DCWS - Department of Community Welfare Services

DHS - Department of Human Services

FWD - Family Welfare Division

MHA - Mental Hygiene Authority 

SFS - Secretary’s Filing System

SWD - Social Welfare Department

TIF - Trainee Informatoion File

TSP - Transitional Support Programme

VAAL - Victorian Aboriginal Advancement League

WCSG - Winlaton Community Support Group

YRC - Youth Residential Centre

YTC -Youth Training Centre

YWD - Youth Welfare Division

Illustrations

Winlaton Homestead

42

Sporting Ovals

43

Sport at Winlaton

46

‘Off to school at Winlaton’
48

Pirra

73

Allambie Chapel
74

Winlaton administration wing & front entrance

77

Winbirra Remand
78

Winbirra Remand

79

Leawarra Hostel

80

Dressmaking class

82

Allambie typing class

100

Allambie adolescent unit
101

Winlaton art room
102

Leawarra Hostel

104

Leawarra dining room

105

Winlaton typing class
107

Visiting day
109

Winlaton bedroom circa 1974
125

Winlaton bedroom
126

Turana bedroom

145

Turana corridor

145
Winlaton bedroom

146

Winlaton corridor

147

Notes on Terminology
Throughout its history Winlaton fell under the jurisdiction of several state government departments. Where reference to these departments has been made in the text, the initials of that department have been used in lieu of the entire departmental title, such as the Children’s Welfare Department (CWD). This format has been repeated in the footnotes as well.

From the 1980s onwards, the superintendents of Winlaton were referred to as ‘managers’ and the residents as ‘students’. These title changes do not reflect any significant change in the nature of activities or staff duties and for this reason, these individuals have been referred to as ‘superintendents’ and ‘residents’ respectively throughout the text. 

The section ‘Kooringal’ later became known as ‘Karingal’. The former spelling was in use by the mid-1960s and has been adhered to throughout the text.

The name ‘Turana’ has been used throughout the text to refer to the site currently known as the Melbourne Juvenile Justice Centre in Parkville, and formerly the ‘Children’s Welfare Department Receiving Depot for Girls and Boys’. While acknowledging that there are differences between the three centres, in the interests of clarity and continuity the title ‘Turana’ has been used throughout because this name was given to the centre in the same year Winlaton opened. 

Where reference has been made to Aboriginal people, the name ‘Koori’ has been used throughout the text because the majority of Aboriginal persons referred to in this research were inhabitants of the state of Victoria. This rule is waived when direct quotes are employed in the text. Settlements such as Framlingham, Robinvale, Mooroopna and the Lake Tyers mission, have been prefixed by the adjective ‘Aboriginal’ to denote their intended inhabitants more than their culture and nature. 

Introduction

As a general rule, male delinquency and the experiences of children in the nineteenth and early-twentieth centuries have been analysed more frequently than the experiences of young delinquent and criminal women in Australia. From Oswald Barnett’s 1933 study of urban juvenile criminals and reformatories in The Making of a Criminal to Geoff Asher’s 1986 study of Turana Youth Training Centre, Custody and Control, the definition and experiences of delinquent boys have consistently attracted a greater amount of attention than the experience of Australian young women, especially from the mid to late-twentieth century. 
 

In her 1993 study of New South Wales female juveniles Offending Girls (1993), Kerry Carrington focussed on the definition and control by police and welfare authorities of young women outside institutions.
 Renata Howe and Shurlee Swain have addressed the status and rights of single mothers but not necessarily the fate of their institutionalised ‘orphans’. 
 Judith Bessant’s studies focus on the experience of youth within a set of rules used by adults to restrict and explain their activities, primarily in the 1950s and 1960s. 
 Donella Jaggs’ Neglected and Criminal provided an analysis of major legislative and institutional change in Victoria until the mid-twentieth century but very little beyond the 1960s.
 Overall there are few texts which address both juvenile justice and welfare issues in Australia although Rob White has devoted considerable effort to understanding the experiences of urban youth in Australia during the 1980s and 1990s.

My research seeks to redress the apparent gap in studies of young women and institutions with a case study of Winlaton Youth Training Centre, a state-run detention centre for ‘delinquent’ girls. Studying Winlaton requires studying one institution in the context of both welfare and juvenile justice over nearly forty years. 
 Winlaton was designed to first complement and later largely replace church institutions such as the Abbotsford and Oakleigh Convents of the Good Shepherd and government institutions such as Turana and later Pirra. Winlaton was also influenced by legislation and departmental policy and what I seek to understand is the extent and form of that influence and how this affected Winlaton residents and its programs and policies.

When it was founded, Winlaton was promoted as a solution to female juvenile delinquency of all kinds: criminality, sexual promiscuity, homelessness or parental neglect. By the 1970s and 1980s, Winlaton, like other congregate institutions, was becoming peripheral to the philosophy of juvenile justice and welfare in Victoria; it became an anachronism. By the 1990s Winlaton was redundant and irrelevant to a new era of government policy compared with its pre-eminence in the 1950s when it was central to the then policies of institutionalised reform and protection of youth. At worst, it was seen as part of the problem of female juvenile justice in Victoria and protection rather than as the solution it was meant to be. 

I wish to understand how and why Winlaton changed throughout its 36 year history and what this tells us about current approaches to juvenile offenders, especially females. I have presented the history in a chronological form, based upon the terms of each superintendent. The appointment and selection of superintendents reflects the perceived importance of different types of ‘expertise’ from decade to decade and as such helps to both explain the changing nature of Winlaton programs and the type of expertise deemed suitable for Winlaton. For example the introduction of weekend-leave and the expansion of the schooling facilities in the 1960s resulted from the superintendent’s own background in education. The decreased periods of stay and the implementation of work preparation programs in the 1970s resulted from the then superintendent’s own experience as a social worker, while Triad therapy in the 1970s and the opening of Winlaton to the community in the 1980s were each policies implemented by another superintendent in keeping with her own background in education and psychology. The professional experiences and personal preferences of each had a practical impact on Winlaton. 

In order to understand Winlaton I have studied legislation, reports from government committees and individual case files of Winlaton residents. I also interviewed former staff. Each of these sources offer pieces in the puzzle of juvenile care. I have relied most heavily upon personal files, primarily because they offer a unique insight into the internal processes of institutions and indicate the background of Winlaton residents. These files also provided some of the most intriguing and confronting insights into welfare policy and practice in Victoria and the backgrounds and families of the children concerned. I have tried to select girls who represented the gamut of possibilities at Winlaton: Aborigines, orphans, girls from regional Victoria and girls from inner and suburban Melbourne. I have also selected girls who left Winlaton for a variety of destinations, including those who were discharged to parents, hostels, employment, and private board, mental asylums, Fairlea Women’s Prison and interstate authorities. Those files which I have selected do not represent any one ‘type’ of girl admitted to Winlaton, so much as the multiplicity of the ‘types’ of girls who could be, and were, sent there.

In particular I studied the files of each of the first five girls admitted to Winlaton in 1956. These girls came from widely different backgrounds and this helps illustrate the different experiences of girls before, during and after their admission to Winlaton. For the other years and admissions, I have selected several files from each different superintendency. Files were selected from ‘movement books’ which literally recorded all movement in and out of Winlaton, listing each admission and discharge, day-by-day from 1956 until 1986.
 Movement book entries recorded the name, address, and date of birth of each admission. As well, the movement books from the 1950s to the late 1970s listed from where a girl came, (another institution, police stations or a return from employment probationary home leave or a foster home) while discharge records listed to where each girl went, whether court, parents, or transfer to another institutions.

The nature of state ward files prevents us from knowing how each story ends. Instead, the researcher may become intimate with the most heart-wrenching aspects of a stranger’s life and, just as one is beginning to ‘care’ for the ward concerned and to anticipate her future, the file closes.
 Each ward’s life is reduced to referral notes, payment slips, admission forms, psychiatric assessments, departmental memos, letters to and fro between superintendents and departmental offices and, occasionally, personal letters or effects which the girl herself may never have seen.

Legislation and reports offer what may be seen as a ‘high’ history of welfare. However, that history becomes rather different when the intentions of legislation are juxtaposed with the outcomes shown in these records. 

I also interviewed former staff, volunteers and superintendents and I also designed a twenty-page questionnaire for former staff. 
 Interviews and questionnaire responses provide personal recollections of events and individual perspectives but are entirely reliant upon memories which may have been influenced by the passage of twenty, thirty or even forty years. Alistair Thomson described remembering as the ‘composure’ of memory, an attempt to make sense of our lives and at the same time allow us to be ‘comfortable’ with our past. In order to do this, Thomson maintains, certain experiences are remembered in certain ways.
 Similarly, Bain Attwood’s experiences with oral history led him to contemplate not only the dubious outcome of trusting oral testimonies as ‘objective representations of the past’, but also the importance of the interview and transcription process itself.
 Attwood proposed that the oral sources exist only because of the interviewer and are shaped by the interviewer’s involvement in the process of interviewing. 
 Written sources, on the other hand, while biased by the originator and then by the historian, do exist regardless of the historian. Therefore, the questions posed during an interview and the manner in which they are asked affect the answers received.

While both written and recollective sources are subject to interpretation by the historian, only oral sources are subject to actual retrospective change and cultural influences twenty or thirty years after the event with which they are concerned. A letter written about Winlaton in 1956 reflects the perspective of the writer at the time and remains unchanged until it is interpreted by the historian. The oral source is influenced first by the perspective of the person involved at the time, and is then by cultural influences affecting their remembering and the passing of time and are then reinterpreted by the historian. In the process of my research I used both questionnaires and interviews in an attempt to understand the daily lived experience of Winlaton. I found questionnaire responses tended to answer each question with little relationship between answers and only a few anecdotes. These responses tended to be narrower in focus because of the format of the questionnaire and tended to relate Winlaton to the fact that Winlaton ultimately closed. On the other hand, the interviews allowed the interviewee to be diverted and distracted as one recollection prompted another. Furthermore, during the interview process, former staff tended to relate events at Winlaton to events or people in their own lives: from the superintendent recalling his children playing in the gardens near Leawarra to a former youth officer imitating the gestures and speech patterns of Winlaton girls, each used forms of personal anecdotes and mental ‘page-markers’ to tell the story of Winlaton. Throughout both my interviews and through the questionnaires I sought answers to specific questions but this has meant that many general memories and anecdotes which were provided remain unexplored in this text. 

One task for the future in the history of welfare, perhaps, is to pay more attention to these processes of memory and private narrative and their connection to the public perception and history of welfare and institutional care. This might be achieved by comparing the memories of those involved at different stages of juvenile justice and welfare: police, social workers, youth officers, residents of institutions and outside volunteers. This would highlight the extent to which age, experience and cultural and educational factors, as well as time, influence the construction of private narrative and how this is used to make sense of experiences. Institutions such as Winlaton can also generate stories and anecdotes which are not only passed from night-shift to day-shift, section to section and staff to staff, they are also recalled and, sometimes, elaborated for retelling to family and people such as researchers. These stories are yet another category of ‘memory’ but they are borrowed from a third party. This does not necessarily make them less valid or ‘true’ but the researcher must approach these with the same degree of caution as other oral sources.

I too possess borrowed memories of Winlaton. I was raised with inherited memories, passed on through anecdotes from my mother, a superintendent from 1965 to 1972 whom I also interviewed. However, these preconceptions were based on selected memories passed from my mother to myself and did not by any means encompass the span of years or perspectives which I was to encounter during the process of my research. Nor was it my mother’s involvement which drew me to study Winlaton. I initially sought to understand how and why society identifies, conceptualises and contends with youth whom it has defined as deviant or who live in families and communities which have been identified as such.

Of course this is not a complete account of Winlaton nor of its context. Issues which await further investigation include: Aboriginal welfare, the nature and understanding of sexuality and sexual-stereo types, the changing nature of educational theories and methods and an extended analysis of admission and discharge patterns. At present this is a social history; a beginning to the story of Winlaton which has, until now, been largely ignored in accounts of welfare and policy towards incarcerated and disadvantaged youth in Victoria.

Chapter One summarises methods of identifying and defining ‘juvenile delinquents’ prior to the opening of Winlaton. The movement from eugenic to social and educational methods of understanding youth will be examined in this chapter in order to better understand the environment of expert opinion in the 1950s. Chapter Two introduces relevant legislation, policy developments and institutional facilities in the 1950s. What was to be done with children identified through the methods explained in Chapter One was decided and defined by the legislation examined in Chapter Two. In Chapter Three, I introduce the first residents of Winlaton; Harriet, Anna, Carol, Wanda and Beverley represent the breadth and impact of welfare legislation in the 1940s and 1950s and the means by which the state and Winlaton identified and dealt with young girls. Chapter Four concerns the period from 1956 to 1965 and provides a broader overview of the first decade of Winlaton’s existence. This chapter will examine changes to the legislation and administrative structure of Victorian welfare, including the establishment of the Social Welfare Department and the opening of Winbirra Remand Centre and Leawarra Hostel, which broadened the role and responsibilities of Winlaton. Chapter Five examines the second decade at Winlaton. During this time Social Welfare became a separate state government department and internal policies at Winlaton changed significantly. This period covers the last era during which institutions were seen as the main method for dealing with young delinquents and offenders. 

Chapter Six looks at the 1970s, especially the growth of regionalisation and the laying of the foundations for deinstitutionalisation in Victoria. During this time Winlaton underwent a period of administrative instability, while funding was withdrawn from Winlaton and put into regionalisation. In the mid 1970s, Lloyd Owen, a trained social worker, was appointed as the first and only male superintendent. Winlaton underwent a transformation, employing male youth officers for the first time and dealing with the impact of deinstitutionalisation.

Chapter Seven examines the period from 1980 until the closure of Winlaton in 1993. For most of this period Winlaton was under the administration of Dr Eileen Slack, a former nun and teacher who had worked in an Alabama girls’ home. After Dr Slack left Winlaton in 1988, it was administered by a succession of acting or short-lived permanent superintendents who have been difficult to account for in the archival records. 

The lessons to be learned from the experiences of young state wards in Victoria from 1956 until 1993 must not be ignored. Winlaton was a response to the ‘moral panic’ of the 1950s, and, its closure was also a response to a political and community turn against from institutions. The events, ideals, opinions, failures and policy shifts which led to both its birth and death can tell us as much about Victorian welfare history and juvenile justice policy for nearly forty years.

1

Predicting and Protecting
Identification and Definition of Delinquency
When analysing changes to legislation in the 1950s and 1960s, it is worthwhile, if not essential, to understand the broader conceptual changes in the definition and identification of those children the legislation was designed to protect and control. This chapter will explain broad changes in the identification and definition of children most likely to be classified as ‘delinquent’ in Victoria by the 1950s ( and particularly young women). Furthermore, it is important to understand that while concepts of childhood and adolescence in the mid-twentieth century borrowed much from ideas developed in the late-nineteenth century and the first few decades of the twentieth century, there had also been significant changes. 

By the twentieth century the granting of adult responsibility had been delayed until well into adolescence. Nineteenth-century philanthropic ‘child saving’ movements had invested childhood with an air of innocence and naivete and helped to define childhood as an oasis free of adult rationality which nonetheless - and indeed necessarily - required intense adult influence. 
 As a corollary to defining childhood, numerous mechanisms were developed to enshrine and protect the concept and state of childhood. In Victoria today, compulsory schooling, child labour laws and laws of sexual consent are among the more obvious remnants of ‘child saving’ endeavours of the late- nineteenth and early-twentieth centuries. In addition to legislative protection of children’s rights, orphanages and asylums were used throughout Australia to further protect children from neglectful homes, negative influences such as criminality and poverty and any environments identified as likely to produce neglected children.
 Childhood became a period free from adult responsibilities and rights, yet populated by adults who directed and segregated children. The state took part in this process insofar as it provided some institutions for children while funding and assisting the establishment and running of institutions by religious orders. 

In Keeping Them off the Streets, David Maunders argues that the promotion of such perceptions of childhood and adolescence as requiring adult supervision was based on a middle-class desire to subdue ‘inferior’ classes and maintain the status quo.
 In a similar vein Carrington implies that blatant female sexuality was a challenge and an affront to the dominant middle class.
 However, especially after World War One, there was a very real concern about the living conditions of Victorian children and adolescents. The means used to identify children in need were borne of contemporary medical, educational and sociological theories but were also a continuation of late nineteenth-century and early-twentieth century attempts to safeguard, govern and measure the development of children and adolescents.
 

The Australian method of identifying non-eugenic solutions for delinquency, such as slum clearances, improved domestic sanitation and compulsory schooling, developed from late-nineteenth and early-twentieth century Australia ideals along with similar international theories.
 Similarly Australian and international research and interest in juvenile delinquents and criminals moved away from identifying eugenic causes, to identifying possible ways to prevent delinquency, rather than just identifying and somehow genetically isolating it. Yet this research still tended to neglect female delinquency. Cyril Burt’s The Young Delinquent, along with several European and American studies, attempted to investigate and analyse delinquency and criminality, especially amongst adolescents.
 Some overseas research attempted to address female and male delinquency but most research failed to distinguish female acts from those of the males who tended to dominate research. 

 Research which did compare males and females did identify environmental explanations which were present in female delinquency and absent from male. For instance, one study demonstrated that the majority of convicted females were from economically disadvantaged homes, while the same factor appeared to have had little impact among males. 
 Female delinquency was understood by early researchers as a more complex issue than male criminality. Female delinquency was believed to be influenced by a girl’s emotional state and family history, much more so than with young male offenders. 
 One suggestion at least for the relevance of family conflict to female delinquency is the supposedly closer relationships between girls and parents, particularly to their mothers, and therefore their greater exposure to tensions within the home, while mothers tended to be seen as most important in preventing criminality and delinquency amongst girls. 

Australian studies investigating the bodgie phenomena in the late 1950s did not afford the widgies, the female equivalent, nearly as much attention. 
 Only A.E. Manning sought to address issues of male and female delinquency in the same manner and at the same time. This also represented a small but important distinction between Manning’s approach to delinquency and the approach of European and American experts .
 The perceived and feared criminality of young males made them more prominent. In Victoria, a ‘Bodgie Squad‘ was based at Russell Street Police Headquarters to investigate matters, crimes and complaints pertaining to bodgies, but there appears to have been no similar ‘widgie’ squad. 

If expert opinion divided boys from girls and infants from adolescents, the institutions and much of the legislation certainly did not. In Victoria until the 1950s, orphans, child criminals and neglected and abused children were often accommodated in Turana, and in some of the church institutions, regardless of age or gender. This was despite the fact that the origins and outcomes of delinquency for both genders were seen as essentially different. Male delinquents were identified and defined through public acts which were or verged on criminal, while female delinquency usually concerned private life, specifically proven or potential sexual promiscuity or residing in a sexually or physically abusive home.

Essentially, male delinquency was to be treated in much the same way as adult male criminality, through the enforcement of the law to protect the public from young males, rather than to protect young males from themselves or the potentially negative effects of family influences. For females, the issues were more complex. There was no formal legal sanction for adult female sexual deviance other than social condemnation and the possible removal of her own children by the authorities. This sanction was also employed against women who ran unfit homes, as an attempt to break the potential ‘cycle’ of domestic mismanagement or abuse. Overall, it was the responsibility of the community and of women themselves to police women and enforce accepted codes of femininity. Promiscuous, neglectful or alcoholic women were not easily placed in prison and rehabilitated until they breached legal norms. But their children could be.

The Children’s Welfare Act of 1954 acted upon fears that neglected children and youth became criminal and delinquent. It was concerned with establishing measures by which to identify and accommodate children in danger of neglect, be it physical, educational or moral. The Act defined children ‘in need of care and protection’ as those falling within broad guidelines and allowed for the detention of children for any of a number of reasons which indicated they were in danger of potential neglect. 
 No warrant was required, and the onus was on police to act swiftly and decisively to remove a child from potential harm. The criteria specified by the 1954 Act were a kind of checklist for delinquency, derived from the experiences of nearly one hundred years of welfare legislation and institutional juvenile care.

 Once apprehended by police, an application was made by the police for the protection of that child. The form, lodged with the Children’s Court, detailed the child’s name and date of birth as well as the both parents’ names, occupations and addresses and the father’s income. As well as this information, the Children’s Court Protection Application form also recorded the type of accommodation from which the child came and whether or not parents lived together or were indeed married. Other questions on the form pertained to the nature of the accommodation (rental, lodging and so on), the number of children and adults living there, the standard of the house itself, the surrounding homes and areas, and the atmosphere both inside and outside the home. The provision on the form for recording the living conditions of children and their families attests to the notion that children and their families were prone to negative influences from their physical surroundings. Yet the atmosphere and area of a family home was usually interpreted by police and CWD social workers as indicating the kind of atmosphere the parents chose and created for their children. 

The child’s school attendance, academic level and intelligence were also recorded. This reinforced perceived links between educational backwardness and potential or proven delinquency. Whether or not the child was a member of outside clubs and societies and the nature of his/her associates was also recorded. The implications of these questions about club membership and associates were similar to the implications of questions about living conditions. 

The Protection Order Form also required police to estimate the ‘character’ of parents and speculate as to whether or not they drank alcohol and whether either had been convicted of a ‘serious offence’. The presence of such questions of the form reflect changes from the more eugenic theories prevalent in the 1920s. It was through the raising of children, not so much their breeding, that delinquency was produced. Therefore delinquency was less likely to be attributed to inherited characteristics than to the environment created by socio-economic disadvantage or parental neglect and especially among those raised by parents who may themselves have been defined as criminal or in some way delinquent. 
 

Also estimated on the form were ‘contributing factors’ to the child’s ‘delinquency’. Examples were offered, such as parental neglect, poor associates and anti-social personality or the condition within the child’s home and neighbourhood. Police simply marked the appropriate categories on the form and lodged the application with the Children’s Court. This method of identifying causes and ‘contributing factors to delinquency’ was something of a subjective, multiple choice questionnaire, with no personalised answers other than those allowed for on the form. Children and their families were expected to fit the form by demonstrating particular characteristics or deficiencies. The reverse of the form had questions about the child’s and the parents’ ‘attitude towards this delinquency’, to school, to police, and to parents. However, in most of the cases studied for this research, this side of the form was not completed. The form itself, once submitted to the Children’s Court, remained on the child’s file and provided a reference point for future assessment of a child and his or her family.

Potentially because of the close identification of female delinquency with ‘bad homes’ this investigation and ‘check list’ process was particularly important for girls. If boys made themselves visible through acts of public violence or disturbance, girls became visible, to police, social workers and charity workers, by being in ‘bad homes’ and mixing with ‘bad characters’. This made some girls, and their families, much more vulnerable than others. 

The most vulnerable were Koori children and girls and children of unmarried mothers or de facto relationships. Koori families residing on Lake Tyers were not entitled to child endowment or other similar benefits, which influenced the standard of domestic care and perceived suitability of Kooris to raise children 
. This effect was exaggerated if a child was ‘half-caste’ and therefore perceived as deserving and worthy of being ‘saved’ from the ‘fate’ of full-blood Aboriginal people. These children were likely to come to the attention of officials because their lives, by virtue of being played out on white terms under the scrutiny of white station masters, missioners, the Aboriginal Welfare Board and local police, were not private.
 Furthermore, the tendency of Kooris not living on Lake Tyers in Victoria to live in and around small white communities such as Robinvale, Framlingham and Mooroopna, placed them under even closer scrutiny by rural police who, like metropolitan police, were usually the first to apply for a child to become a ward. Missioners, the AWB and police appeared unable to discern between the conditions Koori families chose to live in and those forced upon them by the mission and/or the Aboriginal Welfare Board. The conditions at Mooroopna, for example, were deemed unsuitable but improvements to housing conditions were at the behest of the AWB, not the local Kooris themselves.
 

When local police made an application for wardship of a non-mission- based Koori child, this was in itself a damning indictment of the child’s living conditions, after which no immediate report was requested. The ineligibility of mission-based Kooris for Commonwealth benefits and pensions and the ineligibility of residents outside of Lake Tyers for assistance from the AWB also hampered prospects for keeping children with parents or relatives who could not show how they would rectify physical or educational neglect of a child. 
 In truth, if a child was taken from his or her Koori mother it was almost impossible to foresee the CWD relenting and placing that child with a relative who lived on a similar mission or settlement with sub-standard, unsewered housing with no running hot water and limited educational facilities.

The forced habitation of Kooris on missions and reserves made them subjects of fringe bureaucracies consisting of missioners or local police, shire officers and AWB officers. Stranded in rural areas and prevented from free movement, any deviation from prescribed behaviour was liable to be interpreted as delinquency. Behaviour on missions was spelled out in the Aborigines Act of 1957:

Every aborigine on a reserve shall obey the instructions of the manager of such reserve. .. No person on a reserve shall use; profane, indecent or abusive language. .. harbour any person whose admission to the reserve is not permitted or approved. .. gamble or bet. .. be under the influence of any intoxicant not bona fide administered to him as a medicine by a fully qualified medical practitioner (or his authorised agent). 

Scrutiny to which white parents and children were not subject was legally entrenched in Koori communities. The kind of welfare scrutiny which usually occurred only once a white child was made a ward of the state was part and parcel of Koori life in Victoria before any specific parental neglect or deficiency had been identified. The conditions on the missions themselves were by any reasonable measure neglectful but not usually due to a failure on the part of the parents. 

Furthermore, attitudes towards Koori girls in 1960s defined them as sexually promiscuous and morally threatening to white and Aboriginal men alike, and made them subject to sexual exploitation by local males. 
 As well as coming under the scrutiny of welfare authorities because of their living conditions, young women and girls were potentially more visible because of their sexual behaviour, whether real or imagined. These factors, coupled with the lack of specifically Aboriginal assistance aside from that eventually offered by the Aboriginal Advancement League and Pastor Doug Nicholls from the mid-1950s, left Kooris subject to white definition, observation, judgment and control.

 Similarly, children born or raised in single parent or de facto relationships were in an uncertain legal category and, once again, likely to come to the attention of welfare authorities because of the apparent moral ambiguity of their family life. Police and the CWD required demonstrable domestic stability on the part of the parents or guardians and de facto relationships were not believed to provide this in the 1950s. Not until the early 1970s were single mothers entitled to Commonwealth assistance in the form of the Supporting Mothers Pension..
 This finally recognised that unmarried women were able to raise their children and contributed to a decrease in the number of children placed in state care, in a community which, by the 1970s, had become more accustomed to unmarried mothers and teenage pregnancy, if not more accepting.

After this process of detecting and identifying children in need of care and protection, or in some instances when such a child had committed a criminal offence, the child was made a ‘ward of the state’ and his or her parents were replaced by the Director of the Children’s Welfare Department. The Director had guardian status over all Victorian wards. Although the Children’s Court could set a period of wardship, the decision to extend or reduce the period of a child’s wardship rested with the Director. The Director of the CWD had ‘the same rights, powers, duties, obligations and liabilities as the natural guardian of the child or young person would have’.
 Furthermore, once a child became a ward, the State not only became his or her substitute parent, but could also require the parents to make weekly financial contributions towards their child’s upkeep while in care. 

A CWD reception centre was the first port of call for new wards, children awaiting wardship hearings and those awaiting placement in institutions. The ‘Children’s Welfare Department Receiving Depot for Girls and Boys’ in Parkville was the main receiving home in Victoria. It also housed those wards unsuited to other institutions for various reasons (usually behavioural problems and recalcitrant absconders). ‘Children’s homes’ in the 1950s referred in the most part to institutions approved by the CWD, to which wards progressed from receiving homes. Not all non-government institutions were approved by the CWD, as approval required each institution to accept the annual, and often half-yearly, inspections of residents and facilities. Approval also entitled such institutions to additional funding for projects such as capital works. Juvenile hostels provided accommodation for wards who had been residents of receiving homes, children’s homes or juvenile schools, or who were engaged in employment. Juvenile schools were for the education and accommodation of the most ‘hardened’ of Victoria’s wards and juvenile offenders. Children were placed in juvenile schools at the behest of the Director if they required ‘special supervision, social adjustment and training’.
 

 ‘Uncontrollable’ children could be placed in the care of the CWD by their parents. However, such decisions could not be reversed easily. Once a child was committed to the care of the CWD Director, the State became its substitute parent. A child could be moved to any location in Victoria without the parents’ consent or prior knowledge because they had ceased to be the guardian of the child, voluntarily or not. Wardship could be set for a period such as six or twelve months if the Children‘s Court believed that a child and the child’s family would benefit from a temporary separation. However, the CWD could extend the period of wardship if it believed that returning the child was not a suitable or preferable option.

In 1956, Winlaton Juvenile School opened to meet the growing need for institutions and welfare networks which could deal with the broadening category of ‘real’ and ‘potential’ juvenile delinquents. With the opening of Winlaton, moreover, the state finally began to mirror the perceived differences between delinquent girls and delinquent boys. While more young males than young females came to the attention of the police and CWD, girls attracted police and welfare attention for being potentially delinquent and for ‘status offences’ related to their socio-economic circumstances or non-criminal behaviour. 
 At this time the state complemented the network of church institutions with several male institutions such as Langi Kal Kal and Malmsbury and began removing female adolescents from Turana in order to provide gender-specific and specialised accommodation and re-education which, by the 1950s, delinquents were seen as needing. However, Winlaton was the only institution established for female delinquents and criminals. As a juvenile school, Winlaton was supposed to house only the most recalcitrant and delinquent girls. But with no other secular gender-specific facilities available and because of the broader categories under which adolescents and children were being detained, Winlaton was soon accommodating, criminal, non-criminal and first time wards as well as remandees awaiting court appearances. 

Winlaton was expected to re-educate all these young women as home-makers and mothers, in order to overcome whatever home-based deficiencies had made them delinquent in the first place. In fact, all that had been identified since the beginning of the twentieth-century was a presumed difference in why girls became delinquent: ‘bad homes’. Throughout, it remained the role of Winlaton to make sense of both welfare legislation and changing theories about delinquency. The state had finally separated ‘troubled’ girls from ‘delinquent’ boys. But as to the programs and practices which these girls demanded, much remained to be worked out within the institution itself .
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Setting the Scene:
Institutions and Legislation in Victoria
Winlaton did not exist in a vacuum, nor was it the first attempt by the Victorian government to address the needs of young people and the community. Winlaton represented a new chapter in the larger history of Victorian welfare. Of particular significance are the decades immediately preceding the opening of Winlaton. Changes to legislation, accommodation facilities and approaches to juvenile care and juvenile justice which occurred in the 1950s set the scene for the opening of Winlaton and defined the parameters within which Winlaton functioned. 

In 1954 the Children’s Welfare Department and the Department for Reformatory Schools acted under the jurisdiction of several Acts of Parliament including the Children’s Welfare Act 1928 (Vic), the Crimes Act 1928 (Vic), a section of the Children’s Welfare Act 1933 (Vic), and parts of the Maintenance (Widowed Mothers) Acts 1937 and 1941 (Vic). In 1954 the relevance of these Acts to welfare were altered with the ascension of the Children’s Welfare Act 1954 (Vic) which coincided with a change of name to the Children’s Welfare Department (CWD). This legislation remained largely unchanged until 1960 when the Social Welfare Act 1960 (Vic) was passed.
By 1956 the government of Victoria had accepted the need for institutional change spurred on by earlier legislative amendments and broader definitions of those children who could be taken in to care and made wards of the state. Institutional change was necessary insofar as newer institutions were required to accommodate the increasing number of children taken into care under the new legislation. The state also took on the task of providing care for those for whom private and church accommodation was unavailable due to overcrowding or unsuitability. Meanwhile, new developments in theories of caring for and reforming delinquent youth led to a reappraisal of current institutional methods. It is my observation that by the 1950s the emphasis in reforming delinquents had moved from the eugenic and environmental to the educational, therefore creating a greater emphasis on education and methods by which the school system could prevent delinquency while juvenile justice systems incorporated school lessons and activities as part of their rehabilitation programs. Education was identified as the best possible means by which to address and minimise delinquent behaviour. 

Institutionalisation of the growing number of Victorian children liable to fall into the welfare net held securely in place by the new legislation became a reality in the 1950s and 1960s. Jaggs argues that the increase in the numbers of children detained by the CWD was due in part to each of the following factors:

I. the increased visibility of ‘failing families’ in prosperous post-war society;

II. increased numbers and involvement of female police officers;

III. general increase in the Victoria population;

IV. changes to the definition of ‘child in need of care and protection‘ under the 1954 Children‘s Welfare Act.

A cause which I would add to this list is the proliferation of negative images of youth which often borrowed foreign fears of youth degeneration and promoted youth cultural movements as a threat to public morality. 
 Bessant argues that the media promoted a fearful image of youth by focussing attention on bodgies and widgies in the 1950s. 
 These images also portrayed young people as an easily identifiable and quantifiable group, rather than the diverse group drawn from across society described by Manning in his 1958 study The Bodgie. Jon Stratton believes that the bodgies and widgies, which he identified as two distinct youth movements, were merged by the media into ‘a single folk devil which originated in the media around 1950 and disappeared between 1958 and 1959’.
 Certainly, initiatives such as the 1956 Committee of Inquiry into Juvenile Delinquency followed in the wake of popular concern about the degeneration of modern youth as depicted in media reports.

However, the Victorian government of Henry Bolte did not stray blindly or hastily into the new era of social initiatives. A series of reports and committees of inquiry were established, among which two had a considerable impact upon the care and education of school-aged children and the administration of Kooris. They were the Report of the Juvenile Delinquency Advisory Committee (the Barry Report) of 1956 and the Report upon the operation of the Aborigines Act 1928 and the regulations and orders made thereunder (the McLean Report) of the same year. Among other recommendations, the Barry Report identified many educational factors relating to the identification and prevention of delinquency. Similarly the McLean Report identified gross deficiencies in the conditions of Kooris. Both inspired legislation such as, the 1958 Children’s Welfare Act, the 1958 Education Act and the 1957 Aborigines Act, but neither were universal panaceas for the problems they were established to investigate, nor in most cases were their recommendations acted upon by governments.

The Barry Report recommended expansion of the Psychology Branch of the Education Department and the appointment of approved teachers whose training prepared them for identifying the ‘emotional or behavioural difficulties’ of their students.
 In addition it recommended the reduction of class sizes to thirty and the raising of the school leaving age to sixteen ‘as soon as practicable’, the expansion of the ‘remedial teaching service’ and an expansion of special classes.
 Each of these recommendations recognised the influence of the school system on young people and the linkages between educational backwardness and juvenile delinquency. Further recommendations of the Barry Report related to the juvenile justice system and juvenile institutions. For example, it recommended that institutions should not accommodate more than two hundred children and that institutions should be organised along the lines of the ‘cottage system’ where trained social workers and psychologists could be available to residents. The placement of trade and craft instructors in institutions was also recommended as well as separation of mentally-disabled youth into establishments run by the Mental Hygiene Authority. The committee also recommended that fixed terms of wardship be decided by the Children’s Court upon committal of a child and that this should be extended if necessary. It also recommended that children be eligible for parole while wards of the state. 

Separation of juvenile correctional and adult penal services and establishments was also recommended. This recommendation was a further step towards separating juvenile delinquency and the adult criminality to which it was feared delinquency could lead. Just as the domestic environment was seen as a contributing factor to delinquency, so too was mixing with or co-habiting with criminals; throughout the 1950s and 1960s definitions of children in ‘need of care and protection’ included those children residing with or mixing with criminals.

The Report recommended that children be placed in foster homes while on remand, that parents’ advisory and guidance clinics should receive state recognition and assistance, and that youth clubs and training for youth leaders receive more state funding. The provision of psychiatric assistance was also emphasised and the committee also recommended that the Children‘s Court Clinic staff be expanded and that they be involved in training staff in juvenile institutions. Finally, it called for the repeal of Section 26 of the Children’s Court Act 1928 which allowed the administration of whippings.

The Barry Report signalled a departure from previous conceptualisations of the cause and cures of delinquency. A poverty-stricken environment was more likely to expose a child to delinquent habits and this was deemed to be a more important influence than class or genetic influence. And education - not simply incarceration - was the key to solutions. 
 

The McLean Report of 1956 operated within stricter terms of reference. The report was to assess the impact of the 1928 Aborigines Act and suggest measures which could improve the situation of Victorian Kooris. The plight of settlement-dwelling Kooris had received media attention and the McLean Report sought to address some of these concerns. The report recommended housing initiatives in areas such as Mooroopna, suggestions which were only partially implemented, and the provision of bursaries to enable Koori children to attend high schools. However, the McLean Report has been criticised as failing to recognise ‘support networks’ within these Aboriginal communities and the preparedness of Aboriginals to care for and support relatives and their children, even amid the enforced squalor of fringe settlements. 
 The Aborigines Act of 1957, which came in the wake of the McLean Report, did go some way towards easing the legalised discrimination against Kooris. However, by the time the report was tabled in parliament and the 1957 Aborigines Act was enacted, police had already acted upon the 1954 Children’s Welfare Act and removed 24 of the 107 Mooroopna children whom McLean had noted in his report.
 Furthermore, by 1957 up to ten percent of Koori children in Victoria were living in institutions, mostly for status offences such as being ‘in need of care and protection’.

The expansion of juvenile justice services and the attempted improvement of Koori living conditions did not occur in isolation but were reactions to general social and community concern about delinquency and a response to government desires to improve existing provisions for young people. Yet the effective application of legislative guidelines for removal and detention of children in the 1950s placed unprecedented strain on those church and government facilities which made up the majority of Victoria’s juvenile institutions. In an attempt to nip delinquency and criminality in the bud, authorities cast the definitional net wider than ever before, without considering where such children were to be accommodated or how the state was to remodel the increased numbers of children within the existing institutional framework. 

The sociological, educational and psychological expertise of the day defined what a delinquent was and the environment from which a delinquent was likely to emerge. However, there appeared to be little clarity about how to remodel a delinquent, or even identify stages of delinquency in so far as identifying how far a child had slipped through the state and society’s safety net of domestic self-regulation. Certainly, reform homes were no longer suitable for all children, as state wardship more and more frequently applied to children whose parents were deemed in need of reform. However, as the parents could not be detained under such broad legislation, the children were detained in their place, both as a form of punishment for the parent and in an attempt to undo whatever negative influence the parent may have had on their unsuspecting child or children.

The emergence by the mid-1950s of group homes, and an increased emphasis on foster care rather than adoption, met some of the needs of new breed of neglected, but not yet institutionalised or criminal, children. However, such care was only suited to particular children. There were still children deemed uncontrollable or who, once in the care of the CWD, proved themselves to require more intensive observation than other younger children. Turana had the most established security measures and with its location in Parkville, was central to medical and psychiatric facilities and metropolitan courts. It was a suitably central point from which to dispatch and receive children from around Victoria at all hours of the day and night. 

By the 1950s most Victorian institutions, particularly those for females, were prepared to accommodate children from neglectful homes. But children with criminal records or who were educationally backward, violent or recalcitrant absconders were not suited to the programs or security of the existing institutions. The responsibility of care was transferred from the parent to the state and then onto the various institutions who had to finally prepare the child for life. Somehow, institutions were to overcome the initial ‘failure’ of parents and the trauma of displacement while at the same time identifying the child’s emotional, educational, social, and in some instances psychiatric deficiencies before overcoming these and ‘reforming’ the child.

Custodial approaches to youth offenders and state wards differed according to the nature of the institution and the age and gender of children placed there. Young males were in need of punishment and control. Young women, on the other hand, appear to have been offered protection and control. Essentially, young women were treated much the same as young children and infants in state care; they were protected for their own good and often from their own ‘neglectful’ parents. This tendency functioned not only to ignore the potential vulnerability of young males, but also to offer young women a ‘second chance’ while denying their human agency. While young men may have chosen to become involved in criminal behaviour or to flout the community’s moral code, young women were seen as unwilling passengers on the journey towards delinquency. Female institutions such as convents and, later Winlaton, were required to reform young women by reinvesting them with feminine attributes such as sobriety, sexual morality and home-making skills. 

What remained to be seen was how the institutional framework of juvenile care would be adapted by the state to meet the growing demands placed upon in by broader definitions of youth in need of care and protection. By 1956, the legislative foundation for institutional change was in place. But many of the actual institutions remained to be established and the scene was set for significant changes in institutional methods and facilities in Victoria. Efforts to define and quantify delinquent and criminal behaviour had not prevented delinquency and juvenile crime. All that had been created were new definitions by which to identify its symptoms, and in some instances to identify them through educational initiatives. The legislation of the 1950s went as far as it could, and further than ever before, inside the homes and lives of private citizens with a view to removing children, and particularly young girls, from unfit homes. But neither legislation nor earnest government reports could redress the problem of educating people as to the responsibility of parenting nor of the underlying causes of delinquency, because what had been identified by the previous generations of social theorists and advancing army of experts were symptoms of delinquency not absolute causes or cures. In accordance with these new definitions, the state acknowledged the need for new types of institutions. But the best methods of reforming youth remained to be worked out within the institutions themselves as the staff and senior management catered to the needs of the increasingly diverse range of children placed in their care. 
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Settling In:
The initiation of residents
By 1956 the establishment of ‘Winlaton’ was eagerly awaited by the Department of Child Welfare and Reformatory Schools. It had been decided to open Winlaton as a non-denominational juvenile school for girls and while the exact nature and emphasis of the school remained to be seen, it was expected to ease the strain felt by Turana which was struggling to accommodate the large number of young Victorian children both temporarily and permanently detained by the State.
 This increase was mainly due to a large number of children coming to the CWD as a result of court orders for both ‘care and protection’ and criminal offences.

Today, the eighteen acre plot of land off Springvale Road, Nunawading, known as the Candlebark Estate, carries no traces of its former uses. Once a farm with orchard trees, bee hives and eucalypt trees, the property was named ‘Winlaton’ after the English town of a former owner’s birth. The choice of name bestowed English familiarity on this unfamiliar place out on the main road which linked the rolling orchard country of Doncaster and Templestowe with the flats of Clayton and Cheltenham to Port Philip Bay. In 1951 the Victorian Health Department purchased ‘Winlaton’ from the then occupant, Mr Barwell with the intention of establishing a venereal disease clinic, possibly along the lines of the Church of England-run Fairhaven which accommodated expectant mothers suffering from VD. 
 The farm died, but the name lived on in a prime piece of real estate adjacent to the Belgrave railway line. 

The government did not demolish the remnants of the old Winlaton farm. The rural setting of the farm was maintained even to the extent of keeping the old weather-board farm house, ‘Winlaton’, later to be named Leawarra and used to accommodate only the best and most reformed of the residents. The government spared no effort in equipping Winlaton for its task, though measures such as security fencing were neglected at first. Administration wings and three residential buildings were built in the glass-walled, slanted-roof, modernist style of the 1950s. The open paddocks towards the back of the property were considered perfect as sporting ovals while the natural bush setting of the creek and the eucalypt trees which dotted the property added to the rural ambience already created by the nearby Blackburn Lake Sanctuary and surrounding parkland.

The rural setting of Winlaton seemed to pay homage to Mary Tennison-Woods’ 1937 criticisms of Victorian institutions. Physically, Winlaton encapsulated many of Tennison-Woods’ suggestions and reflected eugenic ideals of the previous decades.
 Situated away from industrial or ‘built up’ areas, Winlaton provided a healthy bush setting for young girls.

As a juvenile school, Winlaton was not intended as a place of first call for state wards, but as the 1950s equivalent of a juvenile Van Diemens Land. It was place intended and employed as a secondary punishment centre, as a last resort for young women who were unfit for church institutions, the only alternative accommodation for young girls in Victoria. However, they were not employed in laundry work or cottage industries as were residents of some other female institutions. Rather they were to undergo intensive training in home-crafts, typing, cookery, sport and even deportment and ballet, in order to reverse the presumed effects of their parents who had failed to imbue these characteristics and skills. 

With the buildings completed and its staff selected, by late 1956, all that remained was to fill the school with young girls who would help to define what sort of centre the Winlaton farm might become. There were three sections, ‘Goonyah’ the maximum security section, ‘Warrina’ the mid security section and ‘Karingal’ the minimum security or ‘open’ section. 
 Each girl was accommodated in a separate single bedroom; there were no dormitories. The decoration of the bedrooms, lounge, dining and class rooms was to make colour a feature of the girls environment, thus reinforcing the ‘newness’ of the institution and the rehabilitative process of the centre.
 

The three main section buildings, each with fifteen single bedrooms, lay east-west, shielded from Springvale Road by the administration building which, as the largest of the buildings, lay north-south and presented itself as the facade of Winlaton. Section bedrooms were decorated according to their function within the institution. The maximum security section, Goonyah, was not decorated as such. Its rooms consisted of mattresses and bare brick walls, lest the girls injure themselves or destroy government property. Warrina had pastel painted walls and bedroom furniture while Karingal presented its residents with, in the words of a former youth officer ‘a proper girl’s bedroom’ in which they were allowed to display personal photographs and posters to complement the bed spreads and floor coverings.
 The decor of the sections reflected the intended progression of girls from the physical frugality and restricted activities of Goonyah through to the warmer interiors and additional privileges of Warrina and then finally to the more homely atmosphere of Karingal complete with the comforts of a suburban bedroom. Inside Winlaton, areas such as the school and the recreation rooms of the three main sections had large windows which overlooked the gardens and other sections. Winlaton was a far cry from Jeremy Bentham’s self-coercive ‘Panopticon’ or the structured and supervisory ‘Lady Gowrie Children’s Centres’ of the 1930s which Tyler analysed. Tyler found that the Lady Gowrie centres were intricately designed to allow constant, undisturbed and undetected observation of the pre-school children. 
 At Winlaton there were neither elevated towers nor two-storey buildings from which the residents could be observed. Observation and assessment of girls at Winlaton was limited to staff watching and listening. Psychological assessments of girls’ personalities and actions was left to expert psychiatrists and psychologists. 

A galvanised iron fence was later built to enclose the three section buildings and the school, using the Administration building as the eastern wall of the compound. An Olympic sized swimming pool was constructed later in the mid-1960s to replace the original unused and overgrown pool near the original Winlaton homestead. However, permission for such projects as additional fences, while forthcoming from the CWD, was granted only after the first inmates had arrived and scrambled over the existing farm-style fences to freedom, families and awaiting boyfriends, all the influences Winlaton was designed to overcome or temporarily exclude during re-education. The ease with which one could scramble over or through the fences at Winlaton might have come as something of a surprise to the first residents, accustomed as some of them they were to Turana’s austere brick walls and the scrutiny of church institutions. Winlaton was not designed or initially intended as just a detention centre, but rather as a place in which young women could be re-educated and taught home crafts, life style-skills and personal presentation skills which their parents or other institutions had failed to impart. 

The staff consisted of women only, trained at the CWD training school in Lisson Grove, Hawthorn. The employment of women was an attempt to replace the negligent mothers who may have failed to impart necessary skills to their daughters; female delinquency was often attributed to a breakdown in mother-daughter relationships.
 Within a year of opening, additional in-house training and lectures were provided for staff at Winlaton. The aim of these additional classes was to give staff members ‘a better understanding of problems associated with their work - the growth and development of personality, emotional needs and their satisfaction, behaviour problems and their causes and treatment, the functions of psychiatric clinics, police and children’s courts, dietetics, physical recreation and group activities’. 
 Indeed there was more to rehabilitating female delinquents than a maternal attitude alone. This had to be backed up with some familiarity with the expertise of the day. Primary-trained teaching staff were employed by the education department to provide the girls with ‘education for living’ such as ‘needlework, social graces, domestic arts, dancing, music and music appreciation’ in the on-site special school. 

The educational curriculum at Winlaton was ‘closely integrated’ with the general rehabilitative training of the girls. Furthermore, the school classes took the form of normal lessons, with a school setting and set times of attendance, recess, lunch time and the other trappings of school education routines. All girls aged sixteen and under were required to attend school, despite the fact that in 1956 the school leaving age in Victoria had not yet been raised even to fifteen. Rehabilitation objectives which were reinforced by the school curriculum included

 (i)
how to live as a well adjusted, self reliant member of the community;

(ii)
a craft or skill;

(iii)
how to use her leisure hours;

(iv)
to know and care for herself and, indeed, to care for others later as a home maker.

Possibly because of the relative lack of security compared with Turana and the fact that its effectiveness was unproven, Winlaton’s first intake consisted of only five girls. It must have been a lonely few weeks indeed as others filtered in from Turana to join them. The loneliness and regular routine was broken only by abscondings which were, for the first six months, an almost daily event which culminated in the girl’s return, either voluntarily or by police, usually within the week. More often than not the escapee was at large for little more that twenty four hours, not long enough to type the Modus Operandi report at the local police station. Some evaded police for weeks or even months at a time. On some occasions, absconders actually reappeared at the gates after absconding and asked to be let in, often because they were tired, hungry and cold. 

Admissions increased when Winbirra remand opened in 1960, but for the first few years Winlaton remained a small centre, accommodating up to and sometimes more than its intended occupancy of forty-five girls. Although Winlaton was not officially opened by the Chief Secretary, Arthur Rylah, until 16 November 1956, the first girls were admitted on Monday 27 August. They were thirteen-year-old Carol and her fourteen-year-old sister Anna, Harriet, a fifteen-year-old Koori, sixteen-year-old Wanda, and fourteen-year-old Beverley. 
 As Winlaton grew through its teething stage it began to admit girls from a wider variety of backgrounds, although the first five admissions offer some indication of the complex range of young girls with whom staff and facilities had to contend. The one feature each girl had in common was that each had been caught in the broadening definitions of children in need of state care throughout the late 1940s and early 1950s.

Harriet: ‘a sexual menace’
A series of unfortunate events led Harriet to the front gates of Winlaton, events over which she could have had no control. Born on an Aboriginal mission, she lived in that tight-knit and interrelated community until, when Harriet was aged ten, her mother died. As Harriet’s father was an itinerant labourer, described on Children’s Court admission forms as an ‘unreliable tyke [who is] addicted to drink’, her aunt applied for custody of the child. 
 Indeed this aunt initially applied for Harriet to be made a state ward in the hope that Harriet could then live with her. The aunt, who lived on the same mission with her own children, was also deemed unfit to raise Harriet by the CWD. This was despite a high recommendation from the missioner‘s wife that Harriet’s aunt, who lived in a ‘standard three room dwelling’ on Lake Tyers, was a most suitable person to raise the child, even in close proximity to adult male cousins. The missioner’s wife dismissed concerns about sexual impropriety in the home, although this issue had not then been raised by the CWD, because ‘the blacks here have a superstition about cousins marrying. There is no other method of controlling the sexual relationships of the youth on this station.’ 

The AWB was prepared to concur with any CWD decision regarding Harriet and the missioner assured the CWD that the aunt would eventually agree to the child being placed in an institution because it was ‘to the girl’s advantage’.
 Within six months of being made a ward of the state Harriet was transferred to Ballarat Orphanage, where many Koori children were placed in the 1950s. 
 Miles from her family she was continually transferred back to Turana in Parkville for medical treatment for skin ailments.

An inspector at the Ballarat Orphanage described twelve-year-old Harriet as ‘a big, well developed girl. Dark skinned, inclined to be naughty at times, she is being watched carefully. .. no visitors’. 
 At thirteen she had ‘ pretty dark, curly brown hair, blue eyes, dark skinned aboriginal blood but not as dark as the other children. Good at housework, in Grade VI. .. No visitors.’ 
 This was the extent of annual assessment.

Sent out to domestic service at the age of fourteen, Harriet ultimately refused to return to work, preferring to remain at the orphanage and planning to become a missionary. 
 In response the orphanage rejected her because she was ‘sullen, uncommunicative and refused to budge’. 
 The matron of the Ballarat orphanage believed Harriet would be a bad influence on the children, particularly younger girls going into domestic service, ‘many of whom are lately getting the impression that they can return at will to the orphanage from their jobs and loaf about the place with impunity’. 
 Turana accepted Harriet’s return, after she was refused a place in the ‘Open Door’ hostel in Kew because fire damage forced them to refuse future admissions. 

 At fifteen Harriet was returned to Lake Tyers because ‘she seems to have all the aboriginal characteristics - lazy, careless, dirty (Hygiene) cunning etc, which will make placement difficult as time goes by’. 
 On this same memo were handwritten notes, marvelling at the irony of returning Harriet, now aged fifteen, to the mission deemed unsuitable for her accommodation five years earlier. 

Within twelve months Harriet was returned to Turana after local police requested her removal from the mission. She had commenced socialising with men, both married and single, and was regarded as a ‘sexual menace to the youths and men [of the mission] and there is a possibility of carnal knowledge charges being prosecuted against several men who have had intercourse with her’. 
 Over the next few months Harriet was returned to Turana and then released to the services of a matron from whom she then absconded. Harriet was then sent to Winlaton where the Superintendent Miss Ella Doran wrote to the CWD about Harriet’s continued absconding:

[Harriet] finds it extremely trying to be kept within the security section now, as when she first came I used to allow her a certain amount of freedom in going down into the wilder sections at the back where she seemed to be completely in her element. She says herself that she would never abscond when on trust but that she is determined to pit her wits against us and get out when she is not on trust. My own opinion is that here is a girl who should not be kept under lock and key because it is more aggravating to her than to a normal white person. She gets very restless and exhibits all the traits of a native anxious to go walk about and can turn quite nasty.

Most interesting, the letter did not recommend that Harriet be returned to the higher-security confines of Turana, but rather that she not be confined at all. 

Within four months of the above letter, Doran was urging the CWD to allow Harriet to marry a nineteen-year-old part-Koori man to whom she may have been pregnant (she met him while on the run from Winlaton). Doran saw marriage as a suitable opportunity for Harriet to find stability and affection:
it is my opinion that Harriet will never settle down to living in any hostel, nor continue in any job until she is married. She has an abundance of affection and is in need of a permanent attachment, therefore I feel she might be allowed to marry this young man who is a much better type than I had expected any companion of hers to be. 

At head office a cover note was attached to Doran’s letter, presumably to provide a case history and overview to the ultimate reader. The cover note said in part: 

it is obvious that she [Harriet] will never settle in a position satisfactorily as far as the [Children’s Welfare] department is concerned, having been given chances of which she has not availed herself, nor has she cooperated in the later institutional placements such as Turana and Winlaton.’ 

It appears that Doran saw marriage to this young man as an opportunity for Harriet to gain affection and a second chance in the community. Winlaton could bring Harriet to the brink of stability and future contentment by allowing her early release but it was the community, and in Harriet’s case, her boyfriend, who could provide the best chance of on-going contentment. 

Unfortunately for Harriet, marriage to this young man was not to be the key to a normal life as he as under twenty-one and had carried on his affair without the knowledge of his parents. When they found out, they forbade him to marry Harriet .The relationship foundered and Harriet, who was not pregnant after all, settled back down in Winlaton for the next ten months until she absconded with another Koori Winlaton resident, Amy. Far from absconding to cause mischief, the two girls travelled to Shepparton, near Amy’s home in Mooroopna, where for several weeks at the peak of fruit picking season they earned up to ten pounds a week in the cannery. They were apprehended by local police after a riverside drinking party with other Winlaton absconders who had coaxed Harriet and Amy to skip work for the day to join them. Despite this, Doran recommended Harriet’s release from CWD care and saw Harriet’s experiences at Shepparton as evidence that she should be allowed to return there to continue earning what was, by and large, a good wage. 

It took over three months and until the end of the fruit harvest for Harriet to be discharged from the CWD. This left her with no employment, no established family networks and no prospective husband. Harriet, then aged eighteen, proceeded toing and froing between Healesville, where she lived with a relative, and Northcote, where she also had accommodation at the newly established Aboriginal Girls Hostel administered by the Victorian Aboriginal Advancement League. With little money, Harriet called on Winlaton to provide her with rail vouchers for travel to and from Healesville as well as two pounds from petty cash.
 Before long Harriet had found work in an Abbotsford boot factory while living at the VAAL hostel in Northcote. Harriet had managed to achieve some order in her life and, bolstered by the provisions of the VAAL, had both a home and employment, if not family. 

However she ultimately returned to Lake Tyers in late 1958. Despite the fact that Harriet’s wardship expired on her eighteenth birthday in one month’s time the AWB wrote to the CWD in 1958 requesting that she be taken back into care. The letter from Mr Garnet of the AWB claimed that Harriet and another former Winlaton resident (Amy from Mooroopna), were ‘making nuisances of themselves’ on Lake Tyers. While no action was taken by the CWD, this indicates the extent to which former Winlaton residents were identified as the property of the CWD, which was responsible for their behaviour and answerable to other bureaucracies for their actions. It was an ideal convenience to be able to request the removal of undesirable girls from Lake Tyers. Instead, the AWB and management of Lake Tyers was left to contend with Harriet’s ‘nuisance’ making as they would have with any other young Koori. How they did so is unknown. The fact that no response from the CWD was recorded on Harriet’s file is testimony to the fact that while the CWD took over complete guardianship of a child, it was temporary. When the child reached the age of eighteen she ceased to be the responsibility of the department which was then free to wash its hands of her.

Beverley; ‘A poor reaction to institutional life’

The story of Beverley exemplifies the dilemma created by the broadening of legislative and police definitions of delinquency in the 1950s and their impact of the existing institutional infrastructure available in Victoria. Like Harriet, thirteen-year-old Beverley lived with one parent, her mother, who was deemed unfit to raise her. The second eldest of eight children living in an ‘adequate’ rented Housing Commission house, Beverley saw all her siblings taken into care because the children had ‘no visible means of support’. They were taken into custody on the first day of the 1956 school year.
 

Initially transferred from Turana to the Mission of St James and St John, which administered St Agnes along with several other children’s and babies’ homes around Victoria, Beverley was promptly returned to Turana. When initially admitted to Turana, Beverley had demonstrated behavioural problems which were explained by a CWD inspector in the following manner: 

[Beverley] stated that she is happy at this home [Turana] and I feel that her difficult behaviour may be due to a lack of understanding and a poor reaction to institutional life - matron feels she [Beverley] should be psycho-analysed. 

Beverley and her sister Sally ,who had turned six a day after being taken into care, were transferred to the St Agnes Home for a few months. The missioner of St James and St John requested that Beverley be removed due to behavioural problems and because the home was not suitably equipped to deal with children such as she and Sally. On the letter requesting this, the two girls’ names, dates of birth and wards numbers were typed at the top of the page, as was the case with all correspondence concerning wards. It can only be presumed that pencil notes were added by the recipient of the letter and not the sender; next to Beverley’s name was written ‘Mentally def’ while Sally was described as ‘younger, not quite as bad dull’ [original underlining and syntax]. The letter went on to say :

I feel that St Agnes was not the home for these children, who are mentally dull and whom I think should be examined with a view to transferring them to Travancore or some similar institution where they would get skilled medical attention. .. I should like arrangements made for these girls to be transferred to an institution more to their needs.’

In further CWD correspondence Beverley was variously described as ‘mentally deficient’, ‘mentally backward and temperamental’ and as a ‘disturbing influence on the home’. Six-year-old Sally was described in much the same manner, although ‘not as bad as Beverley’, and as ‘blonde little girl, very shy’ and as ‘finding difficulty adapting herself to institutional life’. Sally’s behaviour was measured against that of Beverley, and Beverley’s was presumably measured against that of other children who had in fact ‘adapted’ to institutional life. 
 Ostensibly, Beverley was kept at St Agnes in order to keep Sally company, nothing more.

Turana did not welcome the return of Beverley from St Agnes because, in the words of a doctor employed at the Receiving Depot, they were ‘most unhappy about the fact that Turana would be receiving these problem children back at a time when it is already overcrowded’. 
 Following enquires to other institutions, which proved fruitless because of Beverley’s age, Beverley was admitted to Winlaton, thus being separated from Sally. Once in Winlaton, Beverley appeared determined to abscond as often as possible, initially within two days of arriving at Winlaton. Beverley seems to have spent as much time on the run from Winlaton as within its grounds in the first few months, until security measures, such as the boundary fence, were improved. 

Eighteen months after her children were taken into care, Beverley’s mother contacted the CWD asking for the whereabouts of her children. The CWD recommended that she visit her children regularly if at all ‘as it was only upsetting the children if she appeared “out of the blue” and then disappeared again for months’ .
 After this, Beverley did not receive visits from her mother, although she did receive regular visits from her grandfather, after which he and Beverley’s grandmother applied to have Beverley released to their care. Doran interviewed both grandparents and consented to their request as ‘Beverley is a very affectionate child and responds easily to any demonstrated affection’ although ‘there seems to be no emotional attachment between [Grandmother] and Beverley’. It appears that Doran was anxious to return girls in her care to a familial stability which was not available at Winlaton. As with Harriet’s ill-fated marriage plans, Doran supported Beverley’s opportunity for release from Winlaton and a second chance in the community. 

Once Beverley found employment at a woollen mill with the aid of her social worker, she was free to live with her grandparents. Within two months, Beverley’s social worker wrote that ‘ Beverley seems very happy. .. when Beverley came in [from work] she was more animated than the girl I had known at Winlaton and seemed more assured.’ 
 Within less than twelve months, Beverley’s grandmother was anxious that she be placed elsewhere. The cause of their change of heart was Beverley’s relationship with an eighteen-year-old ‘bodgie’, Jimmy, she met at work. It appears that life both in Winlaton and with her grandparents had had some impact on Beverley as notes to and from the CWD no longer referred to any mental deficiency or behavioural problems, rather she was described as ‘an attractive lass with nice eyes and brown curly hair. .. neatly and quietly dressed’. 
 At no stage was Beverley described as a widgie, despite having a relationship with Jimmy. Beverley became pregnant to Jimmy and, like Harriet’s boyfriend, she required parental permission to marry. Neither her grandmother nor her mother, who was back on the scene, would give permission because Jimmy was ‘not her type.’ 

That Jimmy and Beverley were drawn to each other was not surprising. Like Beverley, Jimmy was a former state ward, although his life had taken some different paths. As an orphan, Jimmy had been adopted by a couple who, upon their death, left him as the sole beneficiary of their wealth. Held in trust until he reached twenty-one, it was estimated to be ‘some thousands of pounds’ and Jimmy’s probation officer had taken it upon himself to keep him on the straight and narrow until he turned twenty-one, at which time it was hoped he would not squander his inheritance. None of this information was conveyed to Beverley’s mother or grandmother, who were adamant that the couple would not marry. 
 

Beverley was placed in the Melbourne City Mission to have her baby in early May 1959. No details of the baby were recorded by the CWD. The baby was adopted out, leaving Beverley to live with her mother, who had returned. Within four months Beverley was permanently discharged to her mother, but not before Jimmy had written several notes and letters, which she did not receive. Instead her letters were retained by the Melbourne City Mission and passed on to the CWD, which placed them on her file. The tone of these letters was plaintive:

Beverley,

Just a line or two, Just to hope that you are well and looking after yourself like a good girl should be doing. Please don’t think that I don’t love you any more -’cause you are wrong. I just want you to lead a much happier life than what you have been. But if you don‘t take help - well you won‘t learn the right way of things on life. But please let me see and help you. I feel sorry for you and I do want to help you. ’Cause I like you a lot and always will be loving you. Anyway, you will soon be having the baby. Well, I do hope that you pull through well. And have no trouble. Beverley, if you want any help at all just write and let me know. Don’t be shy or nasty at me.’cause I still love you. Wishing you well. Lots of love from Jimmy.

With one note, Jimmy enclosed photographs of himself and his travels in South Australia, including one of himself wearing a baggy bodgie-style ‘Zoot Suit‘ and holding a cigarette, complete with a ‘bodgie’ hairstyle, in front of a corrugated iron shed. On the back he had written ‘Jimmy, 5ft 5 inches, blue eyes. To a girl I know with good luck, Jimmy’. 

The fact that these photographs remained on Beverley’s file and that they were dated during the time she was at the Melbourne City Mission seems to indicate that the photographs and letters were intentionally kept from her. The possible motivation for this could have come from the City Mission itself or the CWD head office or social workers. It is most likely that the City Mission kept the correspondence from Beverley and then passed it on the CWD because, although the letters belonged to her, she was subject to the better judgement of the CWD and other adults around her, from grandparents to social workers. It all seems to indicate that Beverley was expected to move on from her past and from Jimmy and their baby, choosing instead to grasp the opportunities with which her grandparents and the CWD had presented her. Beverley’s file contains no further reference to her child and did not even record its gender or date of birth. Unwittingly, the CWD had placed Beverley and Jimmy’s child in the same precarious position as its institutionalised parents. 

Wanda
 ‘Wanda’ was sixteen years old, from a single-mother family in a public housing suburb, and, like Beverley, was taken into the care of the CWD for being in need of ‘care and protection’. Unlike any of the other wards admitted to Winlaton when it opened, Wanda was employed as a clerk at the time of her detention. Wanda had been a state ward for five weeks when she was transferred to Winlaton from Turana. and, despite her lack of experience in institutions, it took Wanda less than twenty-four hours to abscond from Winlaton with three other girls. Upon Wanda’s return to Winlaton a fortnight later Doran described her as:

subject to variable moods and at times biddable, pleasant and cooperative and almost without warning becomes completely rude, foul-mouthed and stubborn. .. she shows traces of good leadership among the girls but lacks the stability to keep it up. I would have no objection to her returning here if any question as to her disposal arises. 

No sooner was she returned to Winlaton (via Turana) than she absconded while visiting the Blackburn Presbyterian Church with a Winlaton youth officer. 

Within a fortnight, she appeared before the New South Wales Metropolitan Children’s Court as being ‘exposed to moral danger’. She was sent to Parramatta Girls’ Home in Sydney but only after her case was delayed in order for her to undergo a medical examination.
 In a fortnight, Wanda, who had no history of institutionalisation, had managed not only to leave the state, but to develop symptoms of sexually transmitted diseases. She was detained at Parramatta until April of the next year when she was released to the care of her mother. The last contact Wanda had with the CWD was the payment of savings, which the CWD held for all wards. Wanda had accrued twelve shillings and two pence, which was duly sent to her. This type of transaction was usually the last contact which discharged wards had with the department, a form of closure for the girl while at the same time reminding her of her period of detention.

Carol and Anna 
The stories of these two sisters from northern Victoria demonstrate the variety of outcomes achieved by Winlaton and the extent to which different girls reacted differently to the institution. The individual reactions of girls could, and did, dramatically affect the paths their lives took. Anna and Carol were aged fourteen and twelve respectively when they were made wards of the state in 1956. They were the second- and third-born of eight children aged one and a half to fifteen years, each of whom were taken into care as in need of ‘care and protection.(Unfit guardianship).’ 
 The characters of both parents were described as ‘bad through drink’, although the father was employed as an abattoir worker earning sixteen pounds a week. Their rented accommodation was ‘overcrowded’ and the playing space for the children was ‘inadequate’. 
 Both girls were processed at Turana and shortly afterwards were sent to Winlaton as two of its first residents. This was to become the pattern of admission to Winlaton for girls until 1958, after which most girls seem to have been admitted directly to Winlaton.

When all of his children had been in care for nearly three months, Carol and Anna’s father received a letter from the CWD informing him of the department’s plans for his children. It was believed to be ‘more desirable for them to be placed in private homes [and] it is intended to arrange for their placement in foster homes’. 
 The parents were not asked for their opinions or input, but informed as a kind of courtesy.

The other children were placed with the Mission of St James and St John. The youngest child was awaiting placement in St Luke’s Babies home which was under quarantine due to an outbreak of measles in November 1956. St Agnes in Glenroy was placed under quarantine in February 1957 due to a measles, mumps and chicken pox scare while the Salvation Army Girls’ home in Camberwell had no vacancies. The aim of Reverend Burridge of the Mission of St James and St John was to keep families together, but this could require some ‘shifting around’ of other children while the mission awaited vacancies at Andrew Kerr in Mornington.
 These were the kinds of pressures placed upon institutions throughout the 1950s and 1960s. Incidents such as childhood epidemics could not be predicted, and required entire institutions to refuse admissions until the danger had passed. Meanwhile, regardless of infections and outbreaks, children continued to be identified as in need of care and protection and, as such, in need of accommodation. 

In the meantime it appears that Carol and her siblings were transferred between Turana, Ballarat Orphanage and Sutton Grange. An inspector’s report in 1957, while thirteen-year-old Carol was at Sutton Grange, described her as:

an intelligent, well built girl. .. quite reasonable to talk to and easy to manage. .. At present she is passing through the ‘boy-mad’ stage but this is only in a mild way. .. She does not appear particularly attached to her family. 

Over the next eighteen months, all the children, aside from Anna, appear to have been transferred around church homes such as the Ballarat Orphanage. Little official documentation survives on individual files from church homes. However, two years after becoming wards of the state, two of the girls were under the care of the Mental Hygiene Authority and four were at Ballarat Orphanage, while the youngest baby was at the Alexandra Babies Home. 

At this point, the CWD requested a police report on the home conditions of the children’s parents. In September of 1958 the Merbein police forwarded a report pointing out inadequate sleeping conditions and that more blankets would be required in cold weather. However the police were of the opinion that the ‘drinking habits’ of the parents had ‘apparently improved considerably as they only come to Merbein or Mildura once a week or sometimes once a fortnight. I have seen them at the Merbein Hotel, but they never stay long and I have never seen them the worse for drink’. 

However, a year later Carol was still at Ballarat Orphanage, where her mother wrote to her weekly.
 The possibility of Carol being boarded out was canvassed with her parents. Unfortunately they had moved from Merbein to St Arnaud in the meantime, leaving the St Arnaud police to provide a rather damning report of the parents living conditions: 

[parents] have made no arrangements regarding the girl’s future. I have inspected the home and it is very poor and poorly furnished although clean. From my observations of the parents since their return to St Arnaud they regularly frequent hotels and they do not give the impression that it would be a good home for the girls to return to. 

After her aunt was unable to accept Carol, now nearly seventeen, her social worker found employment for her as a live-in domestic. Her employer appeared pleased with Carol, thanking the CWD for sending her and was convinced that with positive influences, Carol would become more settled and domesticated: 

[Carol] is an exceptionally nice little girl. She has an occasional weep but I think when she meets some nice girls and goes out a little she will settle down to domestic chores.

Carol’s employment appears to have continued satisfactorily for several months until some kind of event or behaviour caused her employer to dispose of her in early 1961. Previously her employer had described having to reprimand Carol but did not elaborate on the behaviour which led to the reprimand: 

I had a very long and really nasty talk with [Carol], so much so I felt just as miserable as she looked. 

Anyway, I think matters have cleared up and all seems to be going satisfactorily. I told her she would be out next time anything like it occurred again. .. PS She has showers every night without a word of protest.

The CWD social worker assigned to Carol’s case found accommodation for her with her aunt in Clifton Hill while she undertook training as a phonogram operator at the GPO in Melbourne. Carol was later placed at Spring House Hostel, where she developed a bad reputation with the Matron: ‘Carol is satisfactory only, and rather underhand in many ways. .. There is room for a great deal of improvement in Carol’s general behaviour’. 
 Like all wards, even when she was not in an institution, Carol remained under the scrutiny of foster parents, employers or hostel managers. This was due to the fact that she remained a ward of the state and as such, was in a category apart from other young women her age, primarily because of her parents socio-economic circumstances more than her own behaviour.

Carol’s case demonstrates the diversity of girls admitted to Winlaton as well as the pattern of care dispensed by the CWD in the late 1950s and early 1960s. The difficulty in placing children in homes, because of age, disease outbreaks, behaviour or other matters, is evident in the case of Carol and her siblings. Furthermore, Carol’s case demonstrates how subjective assessments of children and their parents were. From police reports to psychiatric and inspectors’ reports, each influenced a child’s experience of state care as well as the rights of their parents. 

Anna: ‘better a trained defective’ 

Meanwhile, Anna was still in Winlaton and inspiring quite different reports. Two months after Anna was admitted to Winlaton, Doran sent the following letter to the CWD regarding her behaviour, which Winlaton was not equipped to handle: 

Before Anna came to Winlaton I was informed that she was a little subnormal but that it would be a pity to part her from her younger sister, Carol. 

I found that Anna is certainly subnormal to a very marked degree and although she says she has attended school regularly in Mildura it was only because it was a place to go. She can neither read not write, has a bad habit of talking to herself and occasionally, in an endeavour to join in with other girls, she talks very loudly about how she can bash up people, how she likes to drink beer, she smokes and that she has been in the habit of running away from her father who smacks her when he catches her and gives her lollies. Her attempts at conversation seldom vary. 

Last Saturday week, 8th, her behaviour varied a little in that she sat in the corner, carried on a conversation with herself wagging her head, frequently with her tongue lolling out, and seemed to be unaware of her surroundings or anyone who spoke to her. She has shown a similar tendency since but to a lesser degree. She would appear to be in urgent need of psychiatric diagnosis. 

To Anna’s credit it might be indicated that she exhibits some skill in restricted indoor games such as Ludo, Hookey and Sticks.
In discussing the matter with the Matron of Turana it was suggested I might return Anna there. I have not done so as I feel that Anna’s interests for the time being are better served here where there are only a few girls. She would not survive very long amid a greater number because the girls get exasperated with her and at times have attempted to man-handle her into silence.

I am asking for some information as to when a psychiatrist will visit so that this girl’s interests might best be served.

It was over eight months before written psychiatric assessments of Anna were provided to the CWD: 

[Anna] is mentally defective and is suitable for Janefield or Kew Cottages. She should be transferred to the latter rather than kept waiting for the former. The aim would be to train her and to return her home ultimately. Better a trained defective with her parents in the country than a defective without family and in and out of Fairlea [women’s prison] : unsuitable for Winlaton. 

The strain she placed on Winlaton staff and residents appears to have been foremost in Doran’s mind when requesting that the CWD make a decision about Anna’s future. In May 1957 Doran wrote:

Anna has been here since 27th August 1956 and has responded remarkably well, within the limits of her capacity. But requires a great deal of personal attention, particularly as regards personal hygiene, and will always need this attention. In my opinion we have gone as far as we can in helping this girl to adjust herself to more suitable standards, but it could be said we could do more for this girl had we more time to spare., which is not possible with the number of girls now residing at ‘Winlaton’ .
 

In May 1957, following Doran’s letter, the Director of the CWD wrote to Anna’s parents explaining that Anna was ‘not capable of responding to the training available at Winlaton, she should be certified to Kew Cottages under the care of the Mental Hygiene Department’. 
 Anna’s parents were allowed seven days to respond to this information and to offer their suggestions. As her parents travelled around rural Victoria, they were not easy to locate. Hand-written notes on CWD copies of this letter suggested proceeding with certification, despite no word from her parents and, in another hand, questioned why her parents had not responded and provided possible reasons: ‘letter was sent to Merbein PO and I think we should give the father a day or two more to reply. He may not collect his mail from the PO everyday’. 

When Anna’s father did respond, it was with the suggestion that she live at home while attending a local clinic for troubled children. Anna’s father was ‘deeply shocked’ and implored the Director to consider his actions when certifying Anna.:

No one can possibly suggest that she is insane or anywhere near it & it seems a great wrong to shut the child up in what amounts to an asylum. I fail to see that any good can come of it & can only hope that you will consider very carefully before carrying out this step. .. she has been very homesick & is always asking us in her letters when she will be coming home. 

The suggestion of a home-based placement for Anna was rejected by the CWD which decided to proceed with the certification. The actual certification took months to execute as various MHA psychiatrists failed to visit and assess Anna at Winlaton. By November 1957, fourteen months after Doran had first raised her concerns about Anna’s behaviour, the girl was still living at Winlaton. In mid-December 1957 Anna was sent to Turana; two days before Christmas, she was described in a Mental Hygiene memo as: 

slouching and grimacing, giggles continually. She is unable to read, write or do simple arithmetical problems eg shillings in the pound. History of anti-social behaviour inability to fend for herself. She is apparently ineducable and should have special training. Kew Cottages would appear to be the only venue readily available.
 

Only after Anna had been certified and committed to Kew Cottages -- despite Janefield Colony being preferable for a child her age -- did her IQ test result from the psychiatric assessment, which had taken so long to eventuate, appear on her file. Because her IQ performance scale was rated at 46 and her verbal skills were 60, a suggestion was made that Anna may have experienced some form of brain-damage rather than genetic mental defectiveness, owing to her reasonably developed verbal skills: no further consideration was given to this suggestion. 

Anna became subject to the MHA and her CWD file effectively ceased with her certification. However, it appears that she continued as a CWD ward under the care of the MHA, a truly tragic fate for this fifteen-year-old girl from Mildura. In May 1960, her wardship was extended by three years until her twenty-first birthday. In May 1960, after two years in Kew Cottages, the Psychiatrist- Superintendent of Kew Cottages wrote to the CWD recommending that Anna be transferred to Janefield Colony as she had ‘improved remarkably during her sojourn here and she is considered well worth an effort at rehabilitation.’ 
 The MHA needed the approval of the CWD to transfer Anna. The move was approved and Anna’s file closes with a brief note acknowledging that she was transferred in June 1960, shortly after her eighteenth birthday. 

Conclusion

Harriet, Beverley, Carol, Anna and Wanda were very different Victorian teenagers. Their only similarities were that they were placed in the care of the CWD for their own protection and, in an attempt to accommodate them, they were sent to the newly opened ‘Winlaton Juvenile School’ to benefit from its female staff, new buildings, educational classes and home-craft lessons, spacious ovals and natural bush setting. These were also girls who had been processed by other institutions and in some cases had spent years in the care of church institutions. This tendency to use Winlaton for recalcitrant girls became more evident over the next three decades. However, because it was the only metropolitan state-run institution for girls, it was also set to become overcrowded and to admit girls who were neither recalcitrant nor criminal. Somehow, Winlaton was expected to rehabilitate and reform these young women and girls by teaching them to rise above their circumstances and embrace middle-class domesticity. However the very real requirements of these young women were not met, especially appropriate and punctual psychiatric attention. This was beyond the control of Winlaton staff and management but greatly influenced the experiences of the residents. 

The main difference in care at Winlaton appears to have been in the approach of Superintendent Doran towards the girls. She appears to have been aware that Winlaton was the last hope for many, but not all, of her residents, and her letters to the CWD tended to mention positive attributes and characteristics before others. Furthermore, she maintained young Anna for over twelve months despite awaiting her removal from Winlaton. Doran also recommended that Harriet be allowed to marry her boyfriend, and went so far as to meet the families and boyfriends of girls in her care. If similar actions and interests were demonstrated by the other matrons, missioners and superintendents who cared for these girls, it is not recorded on files. 

It appears that, in 1956, Winlaton was poised to develop a unique and personal approach to young girls with emotional, educational, criminal and medical problems in Victoria, in accordance with the psychiatric and educational expertise of the day. However, this approach would be hampered by overcrowding, despite its new purpose-built facilities, and by legislative changes over the next few years which changed the responsibilities of homes such as Winlaton. Furthermore, because Winlaton was a public institution, its superintendent and staff had very few opportunities to reject or refuse particular girls, especially if they had already been rejected by other institutions.

Although Doran had almost autocratic power over the direction of Winlaton, she was obliged in many instances to accept and retain girls for whom Winlaton was not suitable, often because Winlaton had the only available bed. Because of these factors, Winlaton became a melting pot of female delinquents, a blend which is demonstrated to some extent by the eclectic mix of backgrounds and outcomes of the first admissions. These five very different girls and their lives illustrate both the potential and shortcomings of Winlaton. 

4

A Place for Mothering
Learning by Example
Much of the literature which addresses juvenile delinquency in Australia tends to focus upon the changes of the 1950s and the deinstitutionalisation policies of the 1970s. The late 1950s and the 1960s remain unexplored, but it was in these years that Winlaton began to find its place in Victorian institutional theory and practice. 

Having been created in a reaction to moral panic about juvenile delinquency and criminality, Winlaton was, in theory at least, equipped to handle all the ‘problems’ of modern delinquents. However, the exact nature of these problems was largely unknown before Winlaton set about identifying and contending with them. For instance, Winlaton had been built without a perimeter security fence, remand facilities or adequate class-room space; all these facilities were added only after their absence caused problems. 

Essentially, it was left to Winlaton staff and management to identify both the deficiencies within their own practice and the real needs of their residents. While experts such as psychiatrists and educationalists may have suggested that female delinquents needed to learn from positive examples, as they would in a household, it was left to the staff to provide these examples.
 It was also assumed that this type of informal demonstrating of how a girl should act was sufficient to overcome what previous generations of ‘experts’ had identified as being the result of lifetimes of neglect or institutionalisation. To reinforce the role of Winlaton in preparing girls for domesticity, Doran often took it upon herself to interview parents, boyfriends and employers and although this was not strictly her job, she evidently believed it was her responsibility to do more than accommodate and supervise the residents with whom she had been entrusted.

Outside Winlaton, new legislation was being passed in 1958 and 1960 to redefine the role of the state in juvenile care and the powers of the police and welfare authorities. These changes consolidated several welfare jurisdictions under the one banner of the Social Welfare Branch of the Chief Secretary’s Department. The Social Welfare Act (1960) abolished the CWD and created in its place a separate ‘Branch’ which was devoted to community welfare in general but specifically to adult, juvenile and overall family welfare. The Social Welfare Branch comprised three main welfare divisions: Family Welfare, Youth Welfare and the Prisons Division. These divisions, placed in corresponding order in the 1960 Act itself, exemplify the potential chain of neglect causing delinquency and criminality which was identified in the late nineteenth century by philanthropists and ‘child savers’ in Australia and overseas. 

The three divisions represented aspects of welfare deserving equal attention and emphasis by the government. It was also a curious rejection of previous legislative and bureaucratic trends which treated child welfare as a distinct phenomenon separate from adult criminality which required different methods of detection, control and rehabilitation. Now all the links in the supposed chain of criminality were linked together and treated by the one expansive and specialist government department

The Act further empowered the Family Welfare Division to establish organisations in the community whose objective was the ‘preservation of family life’ and also to establish counselling facilities for people with ‘family problems’.
 These institutions included Allambie in Burwood and Pirra in Lara, which, because of their family-based focus, functioned separately from Youth Welfare institutions like Winlaton and Turana and admitted younger children: boys and girls aged up to fourteen at Allambie and girls aged up to fourteen at Pirra.

The linking of family and youth welfare demonstrates the growing perception of links between family breakdown and juvenile delinquency and the belief that both could be curtailed by preemptive counselling and assistance. However, as Jaggs points out, the SWD lacked the financial means to achieve these goals; in the early 1960s the main issues facing these divisions concerned ‘practice rather than principle’. 
 

As the Act stated, the YWD was responsible for controlling and maintaining YTCs and Juvenile remand centres.:

The functions of the Youth Welfare Division shall be:- 

a) to deal with the social welfare problems of young persons;

b) to promote cooperation with and between voluntary organisations Government departments and persons concerned with the welfare of young persons: and

c) to control and maintain State institutions to be called ‘Youth Training Centres’ and ‘Remand Centres’ for the reception detention and treatment of young persons convicted of any offence punishable by imprisonment or awaiting trial or sentence for any such offence 
.

The Act allowed for only two styles of detention for youth, the YTCs and remand centres. The latter were intended for those awaiting trial or sentences or awaiting transit to or from a YTC.
 Winlaton, which had formerly been a juvenile school for recalcitrant delinquents in need of ‘special supervision, social adjustment and training’, became a YTC under the 1960 Act. 
 But essentially, Winlaton’s role and the types of girls detained there permanently, not on remand, remained unchanged. The provisions for remand centres included stipulations that they be able to segregate ‘classes’ of persons, presumably to prevent ’contamination’ of remandees by more recalcitrant adolescents. In theory at least, this requirement should have resulted in any new remand facilities being larger with a greater capacity in order to classify and separate the remandees. Before the 1960 Act Winlaton had no separate remand facilities, let alone any method of ‘segregating classes’ of remandees. 

The title of the Youth Welfare Division was a deceptive one. Its primary concerns lay with the detention of young people rather than their general welfare within the community. The Prisons Division included within its definitions the role of rehabilitating prisoners back into the community and their supervision.
 Insofar as youth were concerned the role of post-release rehabilitation fell to the FWD under section 7 (e) rather than to the YWD. The role of the YWD was detention while the FWD tended to prevention and post-detention rehabilitation. Other divisions of the Social Welfare Branch, such as the research and the training divisions, had a more administrative role, but were nonetheless representative of a new mood in the 1960s that social welfare was an issue not only worthy of its own department, but of continued and enthusiastic research and training.

The 1960s Act affected Winlaton insofar as it ceased to function as both a remand and detention centre for young women. Winbirra remand was opened on the same site but was ‘quite apart from Winlaton’ early in 1960. 
 Curiously, and possibly to satisfy the ideal that remand and youth training centres remain separate, the address of Winbirra was 208 Springvale Road, the same as Leawarra Hostel, while Winlaton itself was number 186. This was despite the fact that the two institutions shared the one gateway. The demarcation between Winlaton and Winbirra appears to be quite clear in the mind and memories of former staff and in admission records, which recorded a girl admitted from Winbirra just as if she had been admitted from Turana, Allambie or from interstate. 

The legislative division of the Winbirra and Winlaton was also evident in the lay-out of the site once inside the Springvale Road gateway. Upon entering Winlaton’s driveway the road divided at a small central lawn area and rose garden. Straight ahead was the administration wing with the compound behind it, while slightly up the hill, to the north, was the superintendent’s flat and a small garden area. It was here, in front of the flat, that the Italian gardener ‘Rocky’ commenced a short-lived tradition of planting one special tree for each superintendent. Only two trees were planted in the first fifteen years. Such was the stability of the administration. 

Meanwhile the road to the south wound towards the rich greenery of the creek past Leawarra and on to Winbirra, all the time skirting the wall of the main Winlaton compound. Nevertheless, this defined Winbirra Remand and Leawarra Hostel as separate institutions, both carrying out distinctly different duties.

The period for which girls were detained in remand varied according to when they were due to appear in court. Before Winbirra opened, girls were admitted to the Winlaton sections as remandees. This had the potential to cause considerable problems within the different sections and within five years of Winbirra opening, a new remand centre was planned for a large land site in Bundoora and an extension to Winbirra's existing facilities was planned for the late-1960s.. This would have eased the strain on Winbirra, leading staff to use the recreation room as a dormitory. Neither the new centre nor the extension to Winbirra were ever built.

Admission to Winbirra involved a compulsory strip search in front of staff who listed any marks, tattoos, bruises or scratches on the girl’s body, practices which were borrowed from Turana reception. Official school classes were not made available to Winbirra residents until later in the 1960s .

Within Winlaton itself Goonyah was the section to which misbehaved girls from other sections and returned absconders were sent. They would wait and watch the newly- arrived residents as they were shown into Winbirra. While watching, Goonyah girls would often shout

out to the new girls ‘what’re you in for?’ and other more troublesome questions such as ‘who’s your boyfriend?’ If the claimed boyfriend already ‘belonged’ to a girl already in Goonyah the staff then had to separate the two girls in case they met and clashed over the boy. ‘You had to watch them, because they would go for each other’, remembered one former youth officer employed temporarily on Goonyah in the early 1960s. 

At the opposite end of the spectrum of discipline was Leawarra Hostel, the old Winlaton homestead, which Doran established. Leawarra was intended as the most open section of Winlaton, and in fact was not considered to be part of Winlaton as much as a hostel which happened to be next door to the Winlaton compound. Leawarra opened in December 1959, a sort of Christmas present for the best-behaved girls but it proved to be an unsuccessful experiment in loosening the security and restrictions of Winlaton and in October 1964 the hostel was closed. It had remained open for four and a half years but was now to be converted into staff accommodation.
 The last two additions, Winbirra and Leawarra, were at opposite spectrums of the rehabilitational process of Winlaton. Between admission to Winbirra and transfer to Leawarra, most girls progressed through the other three main sections. Upon returning from court appearances, girls were usually admitted to Warrina for ‘classification’ from whence they were then transferred to either Goonyah, the ‘lock up section’ with its own exercise yard which separated these from girls on other sections; or from Warrina to Karingal and then, ideally to Leawarra before discharge. 

By 1965, Winlaton consisted of the three sections inside the compound: Goonyah, Warrina and Karingal. Outside the compound and considered to be, theoretically at least, separate facilities but administered by Winlaton’s superintendent and staff, were Winbirra Remand and, until it closed in 1964, Leawarra Hostel. Within five years of opening, Winlaton had grown from a single purpose juvenile school to a facility which exercised the whole gamut of delinquent rehabilitation and accommodation. From remand, through to maximum security, right down to pre-release accommodation in Leawarra where a handful of girls (usually four or five) could attend outside school or employment. Winlaton was now expected to be all things to all people, rather than concentrating on institutionalised, recalcitrant or criminal young women. 

If the physical structure of Winlaton was intended to differentiate between ‘types’ of girls and train each as home-makers by rewarding them with increased privileges and luxury, so too did the curriculum stress the importance of domestic skills and feminine pursuits. Winlaton, both officially and unofficially, prepared girls for a future as home makers. It was first of all a detention centre and a reformatory, but inside, on the sections, some staff made their own efforts to educate the girls in manners, chastity and hygiene while the school curriculum included ballet tuition, dress-making, cookery and needle-craft. Girls were expected to put these skills into effect on the sections, but on a smaller and more domestic scale than Tennison-Woods had observed in other institutions in the 1930s.
 Girls were appointed each night to take the other girls’ clothing and wash it in the laundry, while others were also appointed to work in the kitchen.
 The allocation of tasks was on a roster system so no one girl spent days on end in the laundry or kitchen and, equally, no girl was excluded from learning such domestic skills as cookery and cleaning.

On Warrina, residents were taught knitting and sewing by staff and the craft instructress. The teaching of these home-crafts once again echoed many of Tennison-Woods’ 1937 recommendations that small scale domestic training was suitable for girls and was born of the belief that girls required maternal guidance, rather than punitive institutional practices.
 In 1962, Doran wrote to the Director General about the employment of staff at Winlaton, stating that Winlaton staff needed to make girls do their own chores, rather than have the staff do them for the girls:

I have not really had any satisfaction from staff that have been transferred here from Turana. Partly, I think, because the staff there apparently do all the work for the children who are not required to take part in any household activity, so that when the staff come across here they have a great deal of difficulty in being able to get the girls to work.
 

The curriculum of Winlaton, like the interior decoration of the section bedrooms -- from bare brick in Winbirra and Goonyah to feminine colour schemes and personal effects in Karingal -- reflected the graduated scale of Winlaton’s rehabilitative agenda. As girls progressed towards the successful acquisition of feminine home-crafts, deportment and speech so too did their physical surrounds become more genteel. This was a kind of reward system witnessed in the architecture and granting of physical freedom.

This emphasis on etiquette and domestic skill is demonstrated by the case of ‘Hannah’: Hannah had been privately raised by the Matron of a CWD-approved orphanage since being abandoned at a Melbourne hospital by her mother when she was nine months old. Her mother chose to entertain visiting American soldiers, not stay home with her two baby daughters, while her husband was in prison for ‘sly - grogging’ in 1943.
 Despite being raised by her foster mother, the matron, who doted on her, Hannah disturbed Doran with her appalling table manners and foul language. In an effort to improve Hannah’s table manners, Doran made her eat meals alone in her room in front of a mirror until her manners improved, a move Doran believed Hannah resented.
 Hannah was initially detained in Goonyah because she constantly absconded, but latter in the 1950s she was detained there because of her ‘homosexual behaviour in Warrina’. When Doran felt Hannah’s manners had improved, she allowed her to eat meals with the other girls. Therefore, it was her table manners which kept her in isolation rather than her sexual advances to other girls. However, her foster mother believed Hannah’s manners deteriorated through contact with other Winlaton girls.
 Hannah herself did not seem to mind the atmosphere of Winlaton which she described in a letter to a school friend: ‘I’m in the New Home [capitalisation in original] for girls at Nunawading which is on the way to Ferntree Gully. We have lots of big trees and bushes around us and it is rather pretty out here.’ 
 However, Hannah absconded at every opportunity, even once asking visiting Olympic medallist Jesse Owens to take her to America with him. 

In the 1960s, the unanticipated issue of girls’ sexuality challenged the ‘reforming’ agenda of Winlaton which was based upon imbuing the girls with motherly and feminine practices. Improved security fencing may have helped to reduce abscondings, but contact with boyfriends and other males tested how effective Winlaton’s informal moral re-education of girls had actually been. Girls who absconded often did so in order to be reunited with boyfriends and, upon their readmission to Winlaton, girls often boasted about their sexual exploits to both staff and girls, which caused disruption if she had had relations with the boyfriend of another girl in Winlaton .
 Police and the CWD took interest in the sexuality of state wards, not so much because it was part of their role as guardian but because of the age of the girls in question. Men caught luring girls from Winlaton or harbouring state wards were guilty not only of ‘trafficking’ a ward, but also often of carnal knowledge. Doran seems to have despaired that, in her view at least, absconding girls tended to ‘oblige any young man who extended them any favours or assistance.’ 
 However, as in the case of Harriet, Doran appears to have refrained from condemning sexual activity among girls when there was potential for marriage.

When fifteen-year-old Ursula lost her virginity, she wished to share the news with Doran, calling out across the Goonyah compound ‘I want to tell you how I came to be broken’, which Doran initially misheard, prompting Ursula to repeat it, making it clear she what she wished to discuss. 
 Before, Doran had a chance to speak with Ursula, the girl had absconded several times, each time returning to the same man, as she felt she had ‘nothing further to loose’ 
. Upon returning to Winlaton she was clear of infection. However, she then absconded again, after she had spoken to Doran about her experiences. This final absconding was a fateful one for Ursula because she attended a party with friends of the man with whom she first had sex At the party she became drunk and thought she had sex with a boy named ‘Jack’. All she knew of him was that he was a friend of two other men with whom she had also had sexual intercourse. It appears that she contracted syphilis that night, which was diagnosed when she returned herself, feeling hungry and feverish, to Winlaton several days later. 

Although Winlaton had a permanent medical nurse on duty and ready access to doctors, the outbreak of syphilis caused difficulties and doubts for both staff and residents. Goonyah, which had only two showers and toilets, had one of each closed off for Ursula’s exclusive use. Moreover some staff were concerned about transmitting the disease to their families. Despite this, one Goonyah youth officer took Ursula for walks around Winlaton, while Doran took her for car trips and walks and found that ‘apart from crying a great deal, [she] has raised no objection to her separation’
. Ursula was eventually reintroduced to other Winlaton residents and activities, but as her condition and behaviour deteriorated she was treated as a psychiatric rather than as a medical patient. Ursula, like her absconding partner Hannah, demonstrated lesbian behaviour and at one point she ran down the Goonyah corridor at bath time trying to strip the clothes from a number of girls. When they did not oblige, Ursula raced off in the other direction and found more girls in the recreation room who were ‘prepared to disrobe and allow her to indulge in a certain amount of intimacy,’ as Doran reported to the CWD. 
 The same day Doran wrote this letter to the CWD, Ursula was admitted as a ‘voluntary’ patient to Sunbury Mental Hospital. Doran also reported to the CWD that Ursula had made her ‘voluntary’ admission conditional upon being allowed to wear ‘peg-topped slacks’. Doran allowed this.
 Twelve months later, Ursula was returned to Winlaton at which time Doran requested her removal. She was then certified insane and sent to Kew Mental Asylum, not Kew Cottages.

Just as Ursula had wished to recount her tales to Doran, other girls took pride in their sexual experiences. Hannah wrote a letter to Beverley, detailing her experiences while an escapee with another Winlaton resident: ‘Collette won the leader of this bodgie gang and I got his brother, Gee He’s mighty looking love.’ 
 Some girls appear to have been sexualised by men and boys before coming to Winlaton. At the age of fourteen, Francine was questioned by police and recalled her previous sexual experiences: 

The first time was when I was about nine. .. he was a boy called ----- about 15. He pulled me up the drain and played with me with his thing in my thing. I told my [foster] mother that night. .. One Sunday afternoon in April this year. .. we went down the creek with [two boys] and a tall boy They told me to lie down and [girlfriend] went home with another boy. They pulled my pants down: I did not try to stop them. ---- undid his trousers and got on top of me, put his thing between my legs and moved about. He got off and [another boy] did the same. Then they both watched while the tall boy did it. I did not try to stop them. I did not tell [foster] mum when I got home.‘

Carrington maintains, in keeping with the ‘sexualisation thesis’, that girls from working-class backgrounds are more likely to be identified as sexually promiscuous because welfare authorities focus upon their morality rather than their criminal activities.
 This appears to have been the case with some of the Winlaton files, but it was by no means the overriding feature of police reports and definitely not of most correspondence initiated by Doran and social workers. Doran noted the names of boyfriends, if only to locate potential husbands and to inform police about men with whom a girl may abscond. Not all Winlaton girls were promiscuous or labelled as such by police, and references to sexuality are rare in psychiatric reports. Homosexuality was not so much treated as tolerated at Winlaton. Doran preferred to define the girls as craving affection, rather than sexual intercourse alone and, where possible, girls’ sexual energies were directed towards romantic relationships. Several girls had boyfriends whom they wished to marry and whom Doran would interview, just as a mother would. Doran also offered to speak to the parents of boys interested in Winlaton girls in order to explain the particular girl’s circumstances and the restrictions of wardship. 

Youth officers were sometimes privy to sexual secrets and boastings about what girls got up to while out of Winlaton. In the 1950s, staff sometimes tried to dissuade girls from sexual promiscuity by trying to teach them self respect and to ‘keep themselves clean’ both physically and morally 
. A former youth officer recalls discussing this with one girl and trying to encourage abstinence for reasons of self-respect and good health, rather than religious morality:

I said, ‘You shouldn’t do that, it’s not healthy for you or anyone’. And she said’ It’s all right for you speaking’ she pointed at my [wedding] ring, ‘you’ve got a licence to do that.’ I said ‘No I haven’t. That’s got nothing to do with it. It’s what’s in here [self]. You’ve got to have pride in yourself. If you’ve got no pride in yourself, you’ve got no pride in anybody else’.

 Royal Women’s Hospital staff also visited Winlaton to show films depicting the effects of VD on unborn children and how this could result in birth defects: 

 The girls would say ‘Oh, that’s terrible. Oh, I’m not going to sleep with so-and-so again, I’m not going to have sex with so and so again’. But they did. They soon forgot what they’d seen.

Unlike church institutions, Winlaton staff and Doran in particular do not appear to have passed judgement on the sexuality of girls in their care, although promiscuity was to be discouraged. According to Fielding, sexual promiscuity was often the prime form of female ‘delinquency’ and as such, if Winlaton staff could curb promiscuity or at least channel sexual energies into marriage, they were some way towards ‘curing’ one of the main symptoms of female delinquency without adopting a completely punitive approach. 
 This was unlike the Methodist home, Orana., where the then thirteen-year-old Ursula was prescribed Largactol to curb her ‘sexual promiscuity’ despite the fact that she was a virgin at the time.

Although the sexuality of girls rarely caused significant problems at Winlaton, apart from returned absconders boasting of having had sexual intercourse with another girl’s boyfriend, in 1964 violence and lesbianism in Goonyah caused the acting superintendent Mrs Somersett to request certification of a resident. Fifteen-year-old Nancy had a history of sexual curiosity dating back to her time in Turana. Placed in care at the age of eighteen months at which point she was described as a ‘nervous hysterical child’, Nancy was accommodated at St Aiden's in Bendigo until she was transferred to Marillac House, a Catholic home in Brighton. 
 Up until this point, Nancy had been described as being violent towards younger children and ,in a psychiatric assessment when she was ten years old, as ‘obviously basically unhappy’. 
 

At Marillac House, Nancy’s behaviour appears to have improved; she was described as ‘very much improved. Lovable disposition [has] qualities of leadership.’ 
 At the age of twelve Nancy was transferred to Turana where she and another twelve-year-old burnt the records store room.. The next day, a letter from Turana to the SWD director expanded on Nancy’s behaviour in the five weeks she had been there. In that time staff had refused to take Nancy for walks because she was ‘ abusive to passers-by as well as asking for money and making indecent suggestions, complete with gestures to any man she meets’ 
 Furthermore, Nancy had been caught with a six-year-old girl under a bed; the six-year-old was naked and when interrupted, Nancy kicked and scratched the staff member and, after the episode, was placed in a shatter-proof room at Turana to calm down.

Nancy had indulged with similar sexual activity with a thirteen- year-old girl and particularly with a ten year old girl: 

In addition, brothers on remand, aged 7 and 5 have been found undressed with Nancy rubbing them. It is suspected that a toy kangaroo has been used in this activities, and while Nancy has maintained that the 10 year old initiated her in its use, staff observation over the last fortnight, gives the impression that Nancy is the initiator. .. Nancy has been heard threatening other children with physical assault, and she hits, beats and punches them whenever the staff are not in the immediate vicinity. She has been caught sticking table knives and forks at other children, and recently came up behind a staff member with a knife which she thrust at the staff member’s back. .. It would be appreciated if the Minister’s authority can be obtained for Nancy to be transferred to Winlaton.
 

Not only was Turana obliged to accept Nancy after her rejection from other institutions, she was then sent to Winlaton which, despite accommodating older girls and requiring the permission of the Chief Secretary to accept her, was the only place left which could deal with her. 

At first, Nancy appeared to have settled in to Winlaton: ‘this has led to her being very much better behaved than previous reports from prior placements would suggest was possible. Nancy also seems to have broken her habit of swearing .’ 
 However, following successful absconding attempts, Nancy’s social worker wrote a memo to the SWD stating that Mrs Somersett, Acting Superintendent, believed Nancy ‘needs further institutional training’ 
 Nancy was transferred to Abbotsford convent and released to work, before being charged with offensive language and returned to Winlaton and detained on Goonyah By 1964, when Nancy was aged fifteen, she was identified as a problem in Winlaton because of her violent sexual activity. A Superintendent’s report stated:

She is reportedly threatening to hold girls down and, to use her own expression, ‘rape them’ The girls are petrified of her. .. it was overheard by the staff that the girls would murder [ a youth officer] and rape the other staff. .. If Nancy remains at Winlaton we will lose staff. I feel it is too much strain on anyone’s nerves and I myself would not like to spend eight hours on a locked block with Nancy. 
 

In April 1964, a SWD social worker wrote to the Director of the Youth Division, Mr B Keddie, regarding Nancy’s behaviour at Winlaton. It was compulsory that all Winlaton residents who were awaiting clearance for venereal infections were kept on Goonyah. However, the social worker was concerned when a fourteen year-old-girl with a nervous condition and a back injury had been beaten up by Nancy while temporarily in Goonyah awaiting VD clearance. Mrs Somersett had to both accommodate the rules of Winlaton regarding STDs and, at the same time, protect the fourteen-year-old’s well being. Likewise, Nancy had a reputation for leading two other girls and the social worker wrote: 

raping unwilling girls by holding the girls and sexually interfering with her, and this is done by a group of the older and more delinquent girls. .. I believe this happens quite frequently and know of one girl being so treated during her first week at Winlaton. .. Staff are subjected to obscene remarks and threats as soon as they arrive on the block. On one occasion Nancy threatened to ‘rape’ one of the staff, and in view of the prevalence of this behaviour, it is understandable that the staff are afraid of these girls, incredible as the situation may appear. She also threatened to ‘rape’ one of the girls with a piece of glass. These are obviously not the thoughts of a rational person. Miss Doran and Mrs Somersett have asked to have Nancy transferred to ‘Larundel’ where they have felt she would receive the treatment she requires. .. The position in Goonyah is at present that other girls would prefer to remain locked rather than face Nancy and her friends. 

Because the MHA Psychiatrist did not believe Nancy was certifiable, Ministerial Authority was granted to send Nancy to Fairlea prison instead of Larundel. Nancy had expressed a desire to go to Fairlea, and had even boasted that she would go there eventually, in order to be reunited with another Winlaton girl who also had required special ministerial permission to be sent from Winlaton to Prison because of her age.

Nancy had no further contact with Winlaton, and similar episodes of lesbian rape and fear of violence do not appear to have recurred in Goonyah, or not to the same extent. Nancy appears to have been a girl for whom, Winlaton could do very little. When Nancy had been in Winlaton for ten months, Doran wrote on her monthly assessment, ‘there is so much that one could say, but at the same time, there is nothing one can say.’ 
 Despite being intended for the state’s most recalcitrant criminal and delinquent girls, when faced with excessively violent behaviour Winlaton was often not equipped or designed to cope. Goonyah was its most austere and secure section but was sometimes also used as an isolation section for girls with contagious diseases or awaiting clearance for these. Furthermore, punishment and deprivation of privileges could, and should, only go so far and would have been punitive in nature and not constructive, which Winlaton’s educational and domesticated nature was supposed to be

Senior staff, particularly the section chiefs, had discretion to mete out punishment to the girls on their section. However, staff were not allowed to deny food or physically touch the girls, although solitary confinement could be employed to allow a girl to calm down away from other girls and staff. Solitary confinement was not a separate section of Winlaton, so much as an allocated room on each section, usually Goonyah. 

Following a return from absconding, Doran would place girls in Goonyah in order to prevent immediate re absconding. From Goonyah, they could earn their way onto the open section of Karingal and, between 1960 1964, to Leawarra. For smaller misdemeanours such as swearing at staff or for smoking, which was forbidden, individual staff could enforce some forms of punishment. Again, this was necessary because waiting until the morning or until senior staff were available would remove the immediacy and relevance of reprimand for breaches. A former youth officer from Warrina once disciplined for refusing to carry out a task and for swearing. The girl’s punishment was to buff a section of the passage floor when the other girls had gone to bed. 
 This was at the one time both punishment and reinforcement of domestic skills. 

Winlaton observed contemporary theories about physical health and fitness. The grounds were spacious and contained a large oval at the back of the sections where the PT instructress took classes, as well as within the recreation rooms on each section. 
 In the early years, the low number of residents necessitated bringing in volunteer teams from outside.

‘They were very good, the girls.’ remembered a former youth officer from Warrina: ‘the Winlaton girls didn’t abuse the volunteers. Of course the staff was all round and Miss Doran of course’.
 However, Dawn Harvey, a volunteer netballer in the early 1960s, remembers Winlaton girls as being in the news at the time for carving their initials on their bodies with glass and remembered Winlaton as ‘very intimidating’
. She did not appreciate the Winlaton cheer squad either:

The continual verbal chants when playing or walking onto the court were off putting. Girls on the side lines called out ‘kill them’. I didn’t like this bit but also felt it was only their way of cheering on their team.

When the volunteers walked on to the court, they were bombarded with insults from the Winlaton team: ‘when we were taken out onto the quadrangle, a group followed us, making rude remarks about our skirts, legs, sports pants and making us very uncomfortable’. 

Just as volunteer sporting teams visited Winlaton and made it less insular, so too did the Auxiliary bring non-professionals into Winlaton. The Auxiliary was established in 1960 and hailed by the CWD as ‘one of the most important developments’ of that year.
 The role of the Auxiliary was to raise money for sports equipment and cosmetics, Christmas and birthday presents for the girls and to provide home visits and outings. One member went so far as to take ‘small groups of girls’ to her home to share the luxury of her swimming pool during hot summer days. However, it appears that the role of the Auxiliary ceased when it came to placing Winlaton girls in employment or boarding them out to private homes. The majority of Winlaton girls, and indeed girls under the care of the CWD were placed in domestic service positions, thus providing both accommodation and employment and allowing probation with a view to discharge from the department and a form of experience as home-makers, albeit in someone else’s home Not only were Winlaton girls shown life outside, but people from outside were shown Winlaton as a showcase for delinquent care. Visits by the Melbourne Teachers College, and University students were common in the first ten years. Winlaton was the Victorian welfare showpiece throughout the early 1960s. Its facilities and methods borrowed from ‘expert’ psychological, educational and psychiatric theories of how to re-train delinquent girls. Winlaton may well have been viewed as the ultimate example of modern delinquency theory in practice. 

In so far as other institutions were concerned however, Winlaton was more than ever the last resort for adolescent girls, not a model for reform. Between 1956 and 1965 there was a marked decrease in the number of girls transferred from Winlaton to other institutions such as Abbotsford and Oakleigh convents, although Catholic girls usually were admitted directly to these two convents and only sent to Winlaton if, like Nancy, they were deemed unsuitable for any other institution.. Dependence on external hostels increased as did certification, admissions and referrals to mental institutions, especially from 1963 and 1965. The hostel situation was exacerbated by the closure of Leawarra in October 1964. This enabled the old house to be used as staff accommodation while the former staff bedrooms were converted into an education centre. So, as far as facilities and infrastructure were concerned, the closure of Leawarra was a benefit. However, from the point of view of extending the reform programs of Winlaton, the failure of Leawarra was unfortunate and placed Winlaton at the beck and call of outside hostels.

The increase in the number of certifications and admissions to mental institutions was in many respects a symptom of the medicalisation of adolescent care and the ill-preparedness of Winlaton staff and facilities to care for violent or emotionally disturbed girls. Furthermore, these were in cases such as those of Anna, Nancy and Ursula who (with the exception of Anna) had histories of institutionalisation and CWD intervention in their families, in some cases from infancy. They had been exposed to the scrutiny of ‘experts’ but were sent to Winlaton already suffering from emotional problems which should have been detected and addressed long before they were placed on Winlaton’s door step. Winlaton was neither equipped nor intended to assist such girls, however, because Winlaton was the last chance for girls, it was often the placement which decided their fate despite the fact that it may have been inappropriate at the time. 

The legislative changes of the time appear to have had little direct impact on the internal programs of Winlaton. Legislation was designed to identify children in need of state intervention and then process them and their families through the system, leaving them, albeit in ever growing numbers after 1960, on the doorstep of institutions such as Winlaton at which point the staff and superintendents of Winlaton helped to decide the next chapter of the girls’ lives.
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‘An Abnormal Life’:
Between ‘moral panic’ and deinstitutionalsisation.
From a historical perspective, the 1960s in Victoria remain largely uncharted. This is noticeable in the areas of juvenile justice and welfare scholarship where the majority of welfare related research and commentary tends to focus upon the ‘moral panic’ of the 1950s and not upon its practical impact. Conversely, sociological research, such as that of Carrington, tends to pick up in the 1970s when deinstitutionalisation and regionalisation changed the face of welfare service provision in Victoria and Australia as a whole. However, the intermediate decade which linked these two eras of almost diametrically opposed welfare policy has attracted minimal attention. Jaggs jumps from 1961 to 1970, offering minimal information on the 1960s. 
 The fact that major legislative changes did not really occur in Victoria between 1961 and 1970 also influences the absence of analysis.

Bessant suggests that social history and popular memory of the 1960s are dominated by the imprint of ‘the student movement and middle- class radicalism’ and that this has led to an emphasis upon student activism and the Vietnam War both in Australia and overseas. 
 The issue of state intervention into the lives of Victorians through welfare legislation and practice remains largely unexplored, perhaps, because it pales in comparison with conscription and peace marches. 

This chapter seeks to both overcome this silence and to appreciate just what did, or did not happen, in the 1960s to lead to the wide-sweeping policy changes of the 1970s. The late 1960s to early 1970s are relevant because they were a stepping stone between the preemptive and interventionist state-based approach of the 1950s and the anti-institution, non-preemptive approach of the 1970s. During the 1960s, Winlaton functioned within the interventionist legislation inherited form the late 1950s, including the 1960 Social Welfare Act. However, the internal policies and programs of Winlaton began to lean towards the less interventionist approaches of the 1970s. To this extent, Winlaton served two masters: the legislative and professional expertise of the 1950s which had created it, and the changing community attitudes and beliefs among ‘experts’ that institutions were not the only, or even the best, answer. The policies, and indeed the institutional practices, of the 1950s had not ‘cured’ delinquency and child neglect but had just isolated its ‘victims’, both proven and potential, in institutions as the preferable option to living in neglectful, immoral or criminal homes. Much of the groundwork for deinstitutionalisation was laid in the period from the mid-1960s to late 1970s because the legislation became less judgemental but still sought to identify causes of delinquency and neglect. But, rather than simply placing children in institutions to rescue them and punish their parents, it appears that actually raising these children as part of the community and as future adults became important. Institutions were meant to be smaller, like group homes and to be used as the last and short-term, not the only, resort, when a family began to falter. 

1964 was the centenary of child care legislation in Victoria and the Social Welfare Department celebrated with a variety of functions and brought out British ‘expert’, Geraldine Aves, as if to both show off and continue learning. It was a year in which the SWD congratulated itself for its contribution to welfare in Victoria and contemplated its own history and the history of its own institutions.
 At the time SWD institutions were straining under the burden of higher compulsory school-leaving age. It had been unofficial SWD policy to retain children at school until fifteen or, in the case of Winlaton, sixteen. However, children in care had been allowed to leave school at the age of fourteen if schooling was deemed to be of ‘no advantage’ to them.
 This change to the Education Act led to fewer children being placed in employment or private board from children’s homes at the age of fourteen and was ‘restricting the outlets’ for children in reception centres’. 
 In Staff changes, renovations and new programs also marked the centenary of child care legislation at Winlaton. Lack of space and overcrowding continued to hamper daily routines. Winbirra, although ‘modern and comfortable’, was built for only eleven residents and was overcrowded.
 A girls’ remand centre as Bundoora was planned to provide ‘necessary relief for Winbirra but did not eventuate’.
 

The SWD also required a new superintendent for Winlaton. Doran had returned to Head Office in 1964 and the institution had been run by an acting superintendent, Mrs Somersett. When the SWD advertised for a superintendent in the Age, it sought a secondary school teacher, possibly to develop the educational focus of the school in light of the raised school leaving age. Marie Peterson applied while she was Headmistress of Monbulk High School because: ‘I was bored [at Monbulk]. It was too easy. Nobody did anything wrong up at Monbulk in that period. .. nobody was naughty, really naughty.’
 Having taught at such schools as Brunswick High and Braybrook High, Peterson viewed the Winlaton residents as ‘basically Australian girls [and] country girls’ very much like schoolgirls she had taught in inner city areas. 

Peterson remembers being dubious about appointing a teacher to run Winlaton. During her interview she suggested to the Director of Youth Welfare, Bert Keddie, deputy director Tony Ayers, and the superintendent of Turana Ian Cox, that a hospital matron was more suitable: 

They had written the ad looking for a teacher. .. I suggested they might be better off with a hospital matron. They were horrified. But a lot of it [running Winlaton] is around the routine that a hospital matron is more familiar with, staff rosters, cooking, meals on the sections and shift work 
 

Regardless of this, it appears that the selection of a teacher was of primary importance at that time.

The closing of Leawarra Hostel, before Peterson’s arrival, had allowed the transfer of staff accommodation to that building and enabled the extension of the Winlaton school, which allowed greater emphasis on teaching and trade instruction This was something with which a former headmistress would be more familiar, more so than a social worker, or a hospital matron. Indeed, Peterson continued to be employed by the Education Department while ‘on loan’ to the SWD. This could also enable an extension of relations between the SWD and the Education Department, as Winlaton came to be seen as a school and less as a punitive reform home and detention centre, and would highlight the links between education and the ‘treatment’ of delinquents. 

Despite the new superintendent and the new, more educational, focus of Winlaton, if the annual reports of the SWD are a guide to the priorities of the government at the time, Winlaton ceased to be the favourite child. It appears that Allambie, with its new buildings and focus on preventative family intervention and support, took over from Winlaton as the welfare showpiece of the late 1960s. Whereas numerous photographs of Winlaton had appeared throughout the first nine annual reports, such photographs were less prominent in the annual reports from 1965 until 1972. Far more numerous were photographs of Group Homes and FWD reception centres such as Allambie and Baltara. In addition, photographs in annual reports were of the interiors of these institutions rather than the outside, such as sporting facilities. 

The legislative changes which separated family welfare from youth welfare also removed the emphasis from Winlaton and its fading newness, while the emphasis on rehabilitation had moved from the surroundings and atmosphere of the institution to the internal facilities and programs provided by the SWD.

In other words, it appears (in the annual reports at least) that greater importance was placed upon what was going on inside these centres rather than just the ‘setting’ which had featured in earlier images of Turana and Winlaton. For instance, photographs of Winlaton between 1965 and 1972 showed the classrooms, the typing room and the art room rather than the sporting ovals. No matter which institution was featured, children were always shown being active. Institutions ceased to be buildings for the detention of children and young people; they were presented as centres where such people were employed in constructive educational and recreational activities. 

Winlaton continued to be responsive to changes in professional theories of treating delinquents insofar as it became more integrated into the community. Rather than isolating state wards in institutions until late adolescence, institutions became one more step in the path towards rehabilitation of both the family and the adolescent. To this extent, Winlaton not only expanded its school curriculum and renovated and reopened its own hostel Leawarra Hostel in 1965, it could also rely upon a broad network of hostels. Because of this, Winlaton policies and programs became even more focussed on preparing residents for release, be it to hostels or back home, through more work and home release programs.
By 1966 the hostel and after care network had begun to expand. In its annual report for 1965, the SWD presented hostels as essential to the reintegration of youth into the community:

As so many of the boys and girls admitted to care come from unsatisfactory homes, it is essential that some alternative such as a youth hostel should be available to bridge the gap between a youth training centre and their home environment.

Youth hostels had been used by Winlaton and SWD social workers since 1956. However in 1965, the SWD acknowledged:

It is neither practicable nor reasonable to keep young persons in a youth training centre for very lengthy periods of time., but it sometimes takes a great deal of time to reconcile a young person with his parents or provide a more appropriate environment for the return of the young person home.

In that year there were two government hostels and nine hostels for girls and eight hostels for boys administered by volunteer associations.
 The opening of the Ivanhoe Hostel in 1965 created another place for Winlaton girls to be sent before the discharge of their wardship.
 This was yet another ‘bridge’ between Winlaton and home. Winlaton’s role became less one of removing and protecting girls from morally or physically negligent homes, so much as one of re-educating the girls and then returning them to their parents if possible. 

Where return home was not possible, hostels provided accommodation to Winlaton girls such as fifteen-year-old Jenny from the Dandenongs, who was released from Winlaton to live in Regent House in the early 1970s because she could not return home to her mother and step-father. She was evicted from Regent House because of arguments with her boyfriend and was readmitted to Winlaton in 1971 where she claimed she was ‘unloved and dumb’. 
 In January of the next year Jenny, who was pregnant, was examined by Dr Lionel Chatz, the Psychiatrist-Superintendent of the Children’s Clinic. He wrote: ‘support and love by people in the community is what this girl requires and psychiatry cannot help in this direction’.
 Her baby boy was taken into care at Allambie at the age of four months after he was admitted to the Queen Victoria Hospital with a fractured skull after falling from a drinks machine. However, Jenny was eventually allowed to take her child from Allambie to live with her new fiance. Jenny’s involvement with Winlaton was relatively brief, less than six months. The hostel network allowed her early release and Winlaton accepted Jenny’s return when she was evicted from her hostel placement. But it was the prominence of non-institutional accommodation such as Regent House, which was not a new hostel, which enabled Jenny to access the support which Chatz believed she needed.

It appears to have been Peterson’s intention to release as many girls as possible to weekend leave. At the time, this does not appear to have been an official SWD policy, nor had there been any orchestrated move towards placing state wards in the community at this point in the mid-1960s. It appears that weekend leave, holiday leave and even extensions to leave were idiosyncratic policies developed at Winlaton to not only ease the burden placed on the institution by overcrowding, but to allow the family and particularly parents to participate in raising their children. 

Peterson recalls that, when parents did not or could not take their daughters home for the weekend, staff members often did. This was particularly the case with Koori girls from Karingal whose parents could not travel from rural areas to Winlaton.
 Following the introduction of weekend-leave abscondings decreased significantly and by the late 1960s, abscondings were more likely to occur when outside of the Winlaton grounds. For example, residents who were taken to hospital were more likely to abscond than girls who scaled the fence. In 1965 the opening of Leawarra as a hostel and classification centre for ‘younger and less sophisticated girls’ was noted in the annual report. Significantly, the fact that there had been no abscondings from Leawarra was mentioned even though it was open and not within the security fence. 
 The improved external security at Winlaton allowed a loosening of security within the centre insofar as Leawarra provided girls with greater independence and flexibility to attend outside schools and employment. It was also a reinforcement of the concept that Winlaton was not a punitive institution so much as a centre where girls could be slowly returned to the community through employment and education.

In the 1960s educational facilities at Winlaton were inappropriate as there was no separate area for a library or staff facilities, nor a separate area for trade instruction. This left commercial classes no other venue but the dressing room of the concert hall. 
 Since it opened, all Winlaton residents aged sixteen or under had to attend classes but in 1965, Winlaton employed only three teachers. By 1972 it employed seventeen and a school had been established in Winbirra remand in 1968. Classes in Winbirra required a different method of teaching, as not all Winbirra residents were there for long enough to involve in lessons and the first teacher at remand recalled: 

In remand in the late 1960s there were a significant number of girls put into care for truanting (among other reasons) yet [they] had been given no access to education.

This teacher was permitted a class of eight students, and chose the eight youngest at a time when the population of remand was around forty.
 Classes were held in the Winbirra recreation room where many of the girls slept on mattresses because of overcrowding.
 

In addition, the term of stay in Winlaton was increased to four months, to allow residents to remain in school for a consistent period. This was preferred by the teachers and, according to Peterson, was another reason the SWD sought a teacher rather than a social worker.

Meanwhile, large numbers of residents at Winlaton continued to place strain on facilities and a regular review program created in 1966 placed girls in community-based after-care such as hostels. In some cases it was felt that overcrowding and the review program led to girls being released too early, without benefiting from ‘social re-education’ at Winlaton.
 However, Winlaton had to reach a balance between taking on all tasks and becoming just one part in a chain of detection, education and rehabilitation along with schools, hostels, social workers and families. 

Weekend leave, holiday leave and special holiday leave gave Winlaton the structure of a school more than a detention centre. Weekend leave was approved for girls who had parents or relatives to take them. It commenced after school each Friday at 4pm with the girls due back by 10 pm on Sunday night. Weekend leave relieved the burden on the institution, allowed more intensive and spacious accommodation for those girls with nowhere to go or who were in Goonyah and, possibly most significantly it maintained parental contact. 

The complete loss of influence and potential lack of contact over a child which wardship involved was broken by constant visits. Admission books for the late 1960s and early 1970s record some girls leaving Winlaton weekend-after-weekend, for months on end, slowly building a better rapport with the family to whom they may eventually return. This was a significant departure from the theory on which Winlaton was founded: removing girls from unsuitable homes, re-educating them and then discharging them to marriage or employment. 

On one occasion, Peterson visited the Aboriginal settlement of Framlingham with a social worker. The two were trying to convince a mother to accept her daughter and illegitimate infant grand-daughter back. This was to no avail because the baby, fathered by the boy in the humpy next door, was not accepted by the girl’s mother. It is telling that Peterson not only wanted to visit Framlingham, but was allowed to. Winlaton was not restricted to a particular ‘region’ before the 1970s and the superintendent continued to hold great influence and independence within the practice of social welfare in Victoria, if not policy development. Furthermore, it is telling that the SWD was considering returning the young girls to Framlingham when, less than a decade before hand, Koori children were removed from such settlements because of the ‘neglectful’ living conditions there. 

During this period Winlaton was developing as a less punitive institution which saw its role as that of remedying family relationships. Institutions were no longer the only solution to delinquency: at least some of the answers lay with families and the education system which had led them to Winlaton. Isolating the adolescent from these influences was no longer seen as the best approach and Winlaton became less ‘institutional’ in response to this. When she had arrived at Winlaton, Peterson found Goonyah residents had been locked in the section for lengthy periods of time. One of her first acts as Superintendent was to commence a staff news sheet in which she wrote:

Solitary confinement is allowed for up to 48 hours provided the girl has 1 hour fresh air each day. It is to be pointed out that locking in solitary confinement is rarely used in the security section of Pentridge for the most hardened criminal and the rule there is for a maximum of 24 hours. Any breach of this rule must be reported to the superintendent. The only [original underlining] punishment allowed by the state government is restricted to : fatigue duties, deprivations of privileges, deductions from earnings, temporary isolation ( not to exceed 48 hours). 
 

Aside from the fact that excessive solitary confinement was illegal, it appears that more could be gained by involving a girl in Winlaton activities, rather than isolating her from them. The role of Winlaton became less one of detention and punishment and more one of re-education. Winlaton was not structurally designed as a punitive punishment institution because it had only the one solitary confinement area on Goonyah. This may be symptomatic of the belief in 1956 that girls would not require secure facilities like the shatter-proof room at Turana. 

Attacks on staff or fellow residents, while uncommon, were a very real fear at Winlaton and inspired some improvements to security measures, including solitary confinement within Goonyah. However, attacks on staff were more often than not accompanied by escape attempts. When a riot did occur, or when a girl threatened herself or others, it was the superintendent who intervened to calm the girl. One of Peterson’s earliest experiences of this was in the early hours of one morning, when not one doctor would come to Winlaton to administer Largactol to calm a girl. Not even the doctor who had been organised and paid to attend would attend Goonyah in the middle of the night. Peterson then took it upon herself to build up a network of psychiatrists, psychologists and medical doctors who would attend Winlaton. These people included the Police Surgeon John Birrell, his cousin Dr Peter Birrell, and Dr Troupe, a psychiatrist who had run Janefield Colony for nearly thirty years. The SWD did not establish these contacts, nor did the SWD provide any training or advice for Winlaton superintendents in such situations. As with Doran’s administration, much of the day to day running of Winlaton was very much left to the instincts and experiences of the superintendent and senior staff.

Internal policies were also left for the superintendents to devise. For instance, Doran had forbidden smoking and rock music Peterson reversed the policy on rock music, but continued to enforce the no-smoking policy. However, when encouraging staff to take girls out, Peterson instructed staff to allow girls to smoke: 

We must remember that our girls are normal late teenagers leading an abnormal life being confined to Winlaton. This is important.

Rules and regulations were borrowed from previous management to cover all anticipated behaviour and situations. From fire drills to the provision of sanitary napkins and clean clothing, rules were in place in case something went wrong. But the SWD does not appear to have set or even suggested internal discipline procedures and policies for its institutions. This was left to senior staff and superintendents within the institutions themselves to decide, whether or not they had previous experience in institutions.
 Overall, Winlaton was left to its own devices because it did not demand much ministerial of departmental attention. It also continued to receive funding for improvements and additions such as building works to extend Winbirra and expand its capacity.

Peterson appears to have been a more distant superintendent than Doran and to have trusted her senior staff to decide what was best in the day-to-day running of the sections, while she focussed on developing a professional support infrastructure of medical doctors, psychiatrists and psychologists, forging a better relationship with Head Office of the SWD and endeavouring to make social workers visit girls more often and assist in their release and employment. Whereas Doran would have written the majority of letters to Head Office, in Peterson’s time the social workers contended with problems relating to family members, employment or accommodation. Peterson tended to delegate more and developed a larger staff complement at a time when the admissions were larger than in Doran’s time. However, this was also due to the professionalisation of juvenile care. It was no longer sufficient to ‘mother’ a girl, she must also be professionally appraised and assessed before her individual requirements were met through re-education of various forms. 

As Winlaton began to resemble a school more than a detention centre, a development encouraged by the development of hostels, legislative changes and the general lack of public interest in ‘juvenile crime’ the newly-created ministry of Social Welfare increasingly focussed on adult corrections. The then Minister, Ian Smith, remembers Winlaton as a ‘very, very minute part’ of his role as minister:

there was much much more trouble at Turana and all that paled into insignificance with, say, Pentridge. .. the whole incarceration section consumed an inordinate amount of time of a minister who should have been spending all of his time on the prevention aspects of welfare, which is was what I wanted to do.

In addition to the time demands placed upon the minister by adult correction, the priority of the Premier, Henry Bolte, was children in orphanages: ‘one of my riding instructions from the Premier was “get those kids out of orphanages. I can’t stand children being in orphanages”. 
 The prime example of modern ‘orphanages’ was Allambie, which the minister remembered visiting because ‘these poor little kids there, they’d just about tear the clothes off you; [they were] desperate for affection which a staffed institution could never give them enough of .’ 
 This reflects both the emphasis on Allambie as a home and the lack of emphasis on Winlaton. The moral panic was over and teenage girls no longer drew the attention, or the minister’s time, as much as the plight of families and pre-pubescent children. In this atmosphere Winlaton was relatively ignored, but was not denied funding for projects such as a swimming pool. Effectively it stood, juxtaposed between the two eras of intervention and non-intervention. 

As an institution, Winlaton managed to incorporate changes such as week-end leave, increased education, hostel placements and home releases in accordance with both the individual preferences of the superintendent and professional and community changes of attitude. Each of these allowed Winlaton to depart from 1950s policies and programs. However, by the mid-1970s, these changes were seen as too little too late as institutional practice was called into question and government funding was reduced. This was also the last decade during which Winlaton would be given access to funding and during which it would rely on independent decision making and the support of the SWD Head Office. Later, with the growth of regionalisation and deinstitutionalisation in Victoria, the institutions themselves would be identified as the source of the community’s ills, rather than a response to the community which created the need for the institutions in the first place. From 1965 to 1972, Winlaton policy, much like the legislation within which it functioned, was a mixture of old and new theories. In the 1970s Winlaton and other Victorian juvenile justice institutions, completed the demarcation between the eras of ‘intervention’ during the 1960s and ‘assistance’ from the 1970s onwards. 
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Caring or Containing
Deinstitutionalisation and congregate care
The 1960s left Winlaton torn between the ideals which had created it and the new directions which beckoned in the 1970s. Winlaton could not remain a 1950s institution because legislation and SWD policy demanded otherwise. But it was not equipped, either structurally of financially, to take on board the welfare practices of the 1970s. Between 1972 and 1980 Winlaton had at least three superintendents: Pat Gunn, Lloyd Owen and Eileen Slack. There were also several acting superintendents, particularly before 1974, as a suitable permanent replacement could not be found to take up the position as head of the only state-government-run remand and detention centre for female delinquents.

Essentially, the legislative guidelines within which Winlaton and other welfare institutions functioned did not change in the 1970s. But the Community Welfare Services Act of 1970 removed many of the previous criteria for defining neglected children. Gone were many of the specific references to living conditions, morality or criminality, but the legislation remained preemptive in so far as it allowed for the removal of a child who ‘has been, is being or is likely to be ill-treated, exposed or neglected or his [sic] physical, mental or emotional development is in jeopardy’. 
 Definitions remained speculative and preemptive to a degree but were not as circumstantial or as environmentally based as those of the 1960 Act. Lack of adequate supervision, death of a parent or abandonment remained grounds for taking a child into care and members of the community who believed a child was ‘in need of care’ could bring this to the attention of the authorities
 The 1970 Act also specified that taking a child into residential care was an option only where an alternative was unavailable. Keeping a child with their family became paramount under the 1970 Act, a departure from previous generations of legislation which had not only defined the families from which neglected children were likely to come, but had also identified institutional life as preferable to life with in such families. 

Reappraisal of Victorian welfare and juvenile justice legislation and methods were symptomatic of continuing concern over the best way to care for children, adolescents and their families. Twenty years after the Barry Report into Juvenile Delinquency, the Report of the Committee of Enquiry into Child Care Services in Victoria (the Norgard Report) was presented to Parliament. Unlike the Barry Report, which had a comparatively broad area of reference, the Norgard Committee was set up specifically to enquire into the methods and facilities of child care in Victoria. Like the Barry Report, the Norgard Report included recommendations that school grounds and facilities be used for out of school hours recreational activities.
 The report also recommended that the SWD provide a high degree of autonomy for SWD regions to increase ‘face -to- face’ staffing levels, limit SWD guardianship to twelve months (after which point it would be reviewed and extended if necessary), maintain admission to state care as a last resort, develop community-based remedial facilities and expand psychiatric and psychological facilities within residential care.

 Other recommendations included the abolition of congregate care institutions so that no home accommodated more than forty residents and the continual maintenance of contact between parents and their children in care. These recommendations also provided for alterations to residential care and improvements in staffing levels. They appear to have been made with the expectation that residential institutions would continue to exist in tandem with improved family-support and after-care services. There was no apparent suggestion that institutions be superseded, nor that hostels, foster parents, and preventative welfare would remove the need for some smaller residential facilities Yet within the next ten years, residential care would be reduced and the community-based centres would cater for the diverse needs of children who had previously been placed in full-time residential care. 

Donella Jaggs, who was the research and administration officer for the Norgard Committee, claims the Committee viewed families subject to state intervention as ‘victims of socio-economic inequities’ and brought an ‘awareness of avante-garde thinking and some understanding of historical rationales for the programs they were called on to examine’.
 However, it appears that the Norgard Committee did not draw any historical links between their recommendations and those of the Barry Report twenty years earlier. The reports share some common characteristics such as the belief that delinquency could be nipped in the bud by preventative community infrastructure. Furthermore, both reports seem to believe that smaller institutions could better rehabilitate residents. Yet the full diversity of institutions and methods of care and rehabilitation which the Barry and Norgard Committees had recommended were never established in Victoria. Instead, several state and church institutions such as Winlaton, Turana and Allambie were intended to cater for a wide variety of adolescent girls, adolescent boys and young children, without the support of an effectively co-ordinated and centralised network of hostels, school-based psychological services, correctional facilities, social workers and protective facilities. Congregate institutions, especially Winlaton, which accommodated recalcitrant and recidivist offenders and absconders, needed these in order to begin to address the juvenile delinquency which they had been established to cure. Once again Winlaton would be asked to solve a problem - albeit newly defined - without adequate and appropriate support.

In 1978, the idea that institutions themselves were the problem was firmly placed on the social welfare and government agenda. Even narrower in focus and rhetorical than the Norgard Report was the Report on the Future of Social Welfare in Victoria, released in 1978 and overseen by Brian Dixon, the Minister for Social Welfare. The Dixon White paper was a statement of government policy on social welfare and a prediction of the directions social welfare should and would take in the 1980s. The White paper sought to meld economics and welfare in Victoria. In fact, one of the main purposes of the White paper, as far as institutions like Winlaton were concerned, was to warn that the government would no longer financially support these centres when less expensive alternatives existed within the community. The Minister clearly accepted the impending ‘financial hardships’ of the 1980s. And despite what Jaggs describes as the government’s ‘commitment to progressive implementation of family policies’ and its coordination and funding a range of additional welfare programs, the White paper essentially promised the death, through financial restrictions, of institutional care in Victoria. 
 

The White paper stated that ‘where feasible, the government will make it possible for resources which are now committed to caring for wards in large institutions to be transferred to other options for child and adolescent care’.
 The government would close any ‘large congregate institutions’ to establish ‘a series of programs which combine regional reception centres and networks of alternative services for families and adolescents.” 
 The White paper does not include details about what these programs were to be, when they would be implemented and by whom, or how the SWD would care for children who were rejected by foster parents or relatives after coming in to care. Nor did the White paper address issues such as drug addiction or sexual abuse of children and juveniles, preferring instead to believe that the society which had created and caused such problems for many young people could and would provide the solution with minimal state assistance and direction. Overall, the White Paper, which also disrupted the functioning of Winlaton by seconding senior staff as consultants, contributed few if any real suggestions, let alone solutions. Rather, it repeated past rhetoric about the importance of meeting the needs of the community and the significance of the family in society which was borrowed from the legislation of the 1950s and 1960s.

Within Winlaton, this was a decade of contradictions, as staff and management attempted to make sense of changing SWD objectives and legislative changes while still meeting the needs of residents, despite the fact that congregate institutions like Winlaton were falling from favour. Staff training increased, as did staff involvement in the ‘treatment’ of residents, but Winlaton itself was being run down by the SWD as alternatives to institutions were explored: training expanded while employment opportunities in institutions decreased. Also, calls from within the SWD for more reception centres and youth homes were ignored, in favour of more community-based care options. By 1972, one of the SWD’s ‘most urgent needs on the institutional side’ of its administration was ‘an additional youth training centre for males and further youth welfare services and hostels”
. The Family Welfare Division also required more group homes in rural and metropolitan areas, small reception centres in regional centres and a home for around thirty boys aged from eleven to fourteen as well as a similar home for girls of the same age. 

Changes in the focus of Winlaton were in keeping with changes within the Department of Social Welfare and in community and professional attitudes towards incarcerated young women. Individual information about superintendents and acting superintendents is harder to locate than for their predecessors because, unlike Doran, each superintendent was more preoccupied with administration than with daily care of residents. Section staff continued to deal with the day-to-day upsets and incidents inside Winlaton, while social workers at regional offices were entrusted with finding employment or accommodation. Tasks such as interviewing foster parents or liaising with employers and parents, much of which Doran had done herself, was now the responsibility of social workers in regional offices.

Most importantly, there was a significant shift in emphasis from the 1950s and 1960s. In essence, Winlaton and other institutions no longer sought to improve a girl’s behaviour or to ‘raise’ her above the poverty of her birth. By the mid-1970s they no longer sought to raise the girls above their families, because the families alone were identified less and less as the sole or primary cause of delinquency. Families were expected to conform to set standards of behaviour and protection of their children, including adolescents, but particular types of parents were less likely to be identified as instantly unsuitable. The predictive and interventionist approach of the 1950s and 1960s involved locating families which could be expected to fail to provide suitable moral protection and guidance for their children. By the 1970s, this had changed to the extent that families which had failed, were at risk of having their role subsumed by the state. As Carrington states, when questioning how the state can justly intervene in the autonomous role of the family: ‘it is only through the failures of families that state and public powers find the means and the cause to legitimately intervene’.
 Families now had to fail, rather than simply appear likely to fail.

 External factors such as unemployment, drugs, incest and sexual abuse and social breakdown were seen as contributing to delinquency and families may not always have been the cause of these. This is similar to White and Perrone’s liberal model of crime control in which external factors are identified as contributing to criminal behaviour, factors which include sociological, and psychological circumstances.
 White maintains that these approaches are often restricted to individual communities and function in isolation from wider social factors, such as unemployment. However, they do remove some of the blame for juvenile criminality and delinquency from individual families. By the 1970s families ceased to be the biological cause of delinquency which McCrae had perceived at the beginning of the century. With this in mind, reform no longer involved reforming the delinquent adolescent to suit the community so much as reforming the community and family which created the delinquency or criminality. This was not the role of institutions alone and required substantial extra-institutional support structures and community-based facilities. So far as Winlaton was concerned, this resulted in an increased involvement of the community in Winlaton, especially in the late-1970s, and measures to make Winlaton even more responsive to, and less isolated from. the community. Attempts were also made to make Winlaton reflect the community from which its residents were drawn and the broader community in general. 

For its first twenty -six years, Winlaton had an entirely female staff in keeping with its purpose of instilling feminine habits. The only males employed were the night watchmen, the gardener, the mechanic and the carpenter, and visiting doctors. Most social workers were also female. The role of rehabilitating children was a primarily female one. Steedman has observed that the role of mothering as an ‘educational’ method for the transmission of morals, virtues and social improvement at the one time emphasises the ‘natural’ nurturing instincts of women in this crucial developmental role, while at the same time identifying such care givers and teachers as lower on the social and professional scale because of their proximity to children.

In May 1973, Bert Keddie the Director of Youth Welfare wrote to the Director-General suggesting that Winlaton employ several male youth officers all at once, in order to fill the four or five job vacancies which existed at the time. Keddie noted that South Australian and Western Australian institutions had introduced male youth officers ‘successfully’. 
 Keddie further suggested the recruitment of a male superintendent, assistant superintendent or acting superintendent and proposed that this would provide girls with authority figures, allow a balance within Winlaton and create a better working environment.
 This was recognition that institutions needed to be more representative of the broader community and a continuation of Winlaton’s personal response to its residents.

By June 1973, one male youth officer was employed, but his ‘duty statement’ was altered to disallow him from being alone with girls, to prevent him from being in the shower, bathroom or toilet with them and to require him to inform other staff before he counselled a girl alone. Furthermore, unlike the female staff, male youth officers were not required to provide ‘homely comfort’ but rather to ‘assist emotional balance of trainees’.
 The annual report of 1973 stated that male youth officers would ‘help to meet an obvious need for father figures on the treatment staff’.
 Within a year of the first male youth officer, Winlaton employed its first and only male superintendent, Lloyd Owen. 

Having worked at Langi Kal Kal, Malmsbury Youth Training Centre and Turana in both deputy and assistant superintendent positions, Owen’s professional social work qualifications and experience as a volunteer welfare worker for the Presbyterian Church stood him in good stead for a position at Winlaton. It appears that Owen was shunted to and from between SWD institutions before settling down at Winlaton as superintendent in 1974. Owen arrived at Winlaton at a time when institutions were starting to be questioned by new ‘experts’ in the field of social welfare. Many social workers and psychologists now saw deinstitutionalisation as a response to the failure of institutions to ‘cure’ delinquency, whereas their predecessors in the 1950s recommended institutions as the suitable response to delinquency. The mid-1970s were a time when, “to some extent we actually ran down some of the institutions in a way, to try and get alternatives to institutions”.
 

The relatively small size of Winlaton may have also been important in maintaining the relationships between staff and management and staff and residents. Despite the fact that in the 1970s Winlaton continued to have average weekly residencies well over its intended capacity of 60, Owen had made the sections even smaller and divided them in half. This achieved two outcomes: reducing the physical size and number of girls under supervision by staff and adding an entirely new strata of behaviour assessment to Winlaton.

Dividing the sections into east and west sub-sections meant that girls firstly had to ‘work’ their way out of the east section and then to the west before being transferred to the next section down. This increased supervision and assessment of residents and rewarded them for acceptable behaviour., This also pre-empted the recommendations of the 1976 Norgard Report for smaller institutions. This was an initiative which Owen achieved at a time when funding for congregate care institutions was being reduced, but it appears that the management of Winlaton could in this instance achieve sufficient funding for building alterations in order to further reduce capacity, in keeping with the philosophies of the time. The response from Treasury and the SWD probably would not have been the same if Owen had requested another section or more beds, as was demonstrated by the cessation of building works on the new remand 

section before Owen arrived, which left Winlaton with an overcrowded remand section reminiscent of the 1960s and an expanse of exposed earth at the back of Winbirra where site works had commenced before the plans were cancelled. Even basic maintenance was hard won, such as new floor.
 A member of the senior management team who arrived in 1977 remembers the conditions of Winlaton as:

Ghastly, absolutely ghastly. It looked like it hadn’t had a coat of paint for many years. .. there were graffiti remains, dark, dull, dirty, demoralising, disgusting a good way to describe it, dreadful. Physically it was very awful.

Winlaton had slipped from its 1950s position as the pride of the SWD to becoming an embarrassment, if for no other reason than that its physical deterioration through age coincided with the philosophical move away from institutions.

The emergence of deinstitutionalisation required an increased emphasis on hostels and preventative community family and adolescent support. However, changes to programs within Winlaton required the staff and residents to become even more involved with each other and risked making the girls even more dependent upon the structures and programs available within Winlaton. In order to reduce this risk the length of stay was reduced from four months, as it had been under Peterson, to six weeks under Owen. When combined with a network of hostels and the Winlaton policy of improving residents’ community networks for support, medical facilities and self-help, the shorter stays were deemed a worthy experiment and also served to reduce the strain of Winlaton’s facilities. This occurred in the case of Penny, an Koori from Framlingham who had been admitted to Allambie at the age of six. At the age of thirteen Penny, was sent to Winlaton, after absconding from Allambie several times, and was recommended for ‘home release’ within a month of entering Winlaton, despite the fact she had no home to go to. 
 She had initially been detained by police and admitted to Winlaton because while on the run from Allambie she had:

no home and no parents to care about her. .. this girl is living like a prostitute. She sleeps anywhere and louts in the town have been questioned in relation to their sexual activities with her. .. because of her age it appears that she is going to develop into a cunning and habitual criminal. She is a liar and treats this whole episode as a joke. The problems associated with this offender are not basically of her own making but those which stem from her background.

When sent on home release from Winlaton, Penny absconded and was found in a car with two men and another girl at two o’clock in the morning. Following this the Chief Commissioner of Police, wrote to the director of the SWD about the case and suggested that: 

Two youths have recently been before the court on charges of carnal knowledge of this girl, and it appears that greater control needs to be exercised over her. It would be appreciated if you would consider taking any action deemed necessary to avoid a recurrence of these recent episodes.

Penny was committed for a further three months to Winlaton, but this was reduced to twelve months probation and she was placed in an Aboriginal hostel. Within a month Penny was returned to Winlaton on larceny charges. 
 After this Penny was released from remand and within two months was detained by Warrnambool police again, she and a fifteen-year-old girl were prostituting themselves in a caravan park. The police indicated that Penny had nowhere to sleep and she was returned to Winlaton at the end of the year. 

Within two months, Penny was released to Windsor Hostel, but Winlaton classification sheets record doubt that Penny would participate in ‘Windsor groups’ [therapy] but Windsor was the only hostel which could provide supervision for her.
 Penny’s release from Winlaton depended upon her participation in group therapy, but conversely, she had been granted a school exemption. It appears that the intention was to improve her psychological outlook and self-awareness although she had no settled home to return to, and then at the age of twenty-one, she would be discharged from wardship with a basic primary education, minimal vocational training and a fragile network of family, having been removed from Framlingham at the age of six. Essentially, at the age of fourteen, Penny was expected to be self-aware and help herself, or continue prostituting and stealing, two things she could actually do. Such was the dichotomy of deinstitutionalisation: responsibility for Penny’s physical well-being decreased but scrutiny of her thoughts and intentions increased. Whereas ten years earlier, Penny would have been placed in Winlaton, fed, clothed, educated and then employed or discharged only to parents, marriage, employment or a hostel, she was now released to a hostel placement and left to fend for herself. Winlaton could only achieve so much while girls were resident there for short periods of time. There was no one answer to the many questions raised by Penny’s case, only further questions about how institutions, hostels, the community and professionals could effectively combine to protect and educate her without doing more harm than good. 

In 1977 the Winlaton Community Support Group (WCSG) was founded, in order to undertake many tasks and provide the support which the Auxiliary had been intended to provide in the 1960s. However, unlike the now defunct auxiliary, the WCSG assisted with providing community contacts for residents.
 A year after the WCSG was established, a ‘Transitional Support Program’ (TSP) to assist former residents with ‘few, if any supportive contacts in the community’ was established. The TSP and WCSG appear to have been positive attempts to create something concrete out of the rehabilitational programs in which girls were compelled to participate. As funding decreased, the WCSG campaigned for additional funding, not only for building maintenance, but for more personal and homely items such as hair-dryers, fans and stereos for the residents. Residents would provide the WCSG’s monthly meetings with lists of items they wanted and the WCSG would provide them.
 

From the 1970s to 1980s, Winlaton endeavoured to remain relevant and constructive within the juvenile justice network. Admissions were consistently greater than capacity, despite policies to reduce detention in congregate institutions. The reduced funding of the 1970s and the increasing move by DCWS towards shorter periods of detention caused Winlaton staff to reappraise their role. Winlaton could no longer function as it had from the 1950s and it could not affectively achieve the goals itself for itself, such as changing the attitude of girls when terms of detention no longer lasted long enough for them to overcome drug addictions, continue their education or cure sexually transmitted diseases. 

Before they returned to the community residents participated in compulsory therapy which, at first conventional in nature, became more experimental after 1976 when Dr Eileen Slack became Assistant Superintendent and implemented ‘Triad Therapy’, devised by herself and her husband, a psychologist. Whereas Doran had endeavoured to improved manners and settle the Winlaton girls into marriage and Peterson had attempted to bring about change through education, Triad Therapy would endeavour to control and change a girl’s thoughts and potential behaviour because these, not her family or neighbourhood, were identified as the cause of her problems.

The effect of these program changes was to increase the involvement of youth officers and teachers in the rehabilitation and ‘treatment’ of Winlaton residents. The confused departmental policies of the 1970s resulted in the paradox of the late 1970s and 1980s: Winlaton accommodated girls for a shorter period of time, but endeavoured to achieve major changes to their behaviour through intensive and compulsory therapy. 

Much of Lloyd Owen’s efforts as superintendent appear to have been divided between recovering Winlaton’s previous discipline and repairing damage to the property, while also incorporating deinstitutionalisation policies. Winlaton was still deemed necessary enough for the government to maintain it, but not important enough to fund or redesign. All adaptation was left to the staff and management and the community groups which chose to support and assist it. Caught in the midst of this were state wards and sentenced girls whose protection, health, education and futures were in limbo while the future of welfare was decided. 

But this was the nature of deinstitutionalisation. The problem of youth homelessness, truancy, drug addiction or criminality was not cured by closing all institutions, it simply dispersed the problem throughout a network of hostels. These had a vital role to play in easing and complementing the role of Winlaton. It is difficult to see how they could quickly or entirely replace it. Solving the ‘Winlaton problem’, or the wider ‘institutional problem’, was an understandable and quite well-intentioned reaction to the perceived failure of institutions to adequately help ‘delinquent girls. But deinstitutionalisation, from the evidence of Winlaton’s experience, was much more successful in blaming and running-down institutions than in providing real alternatives. 

7

The Community as carer ?
The death of pre-emptive juvenile welfare
The path towards deinstitutionalisation was mapped out in the 1970s with the increased regionalisation of welfare and juvenile justice and moves towards community-based welfare and after-care in Victoria. Therefore the events of the 1980s were the culmination of plans laid in the 1970s, particularly the late-1970s. It is difficult to represent the gamut of theories and influences at play during the 1980s and early-1990s, and further research is required in order to fully appreciate the impact of these policies on current juvenile justice systems and just how great a departure the policies of the 1980s and 1990s were from those of the 1970s. 

The report of the Child Practice and Legislation Review (Carney report) in 1986 and the 1989 Children and Young Person’s Act heralded a new age of juvenile justice philosophies and came into effect at a time when Winlaton was already withering and winding down its operations as a preemptive care and detention centre. The scope of the Carney Report was broader than any previous committee of enquiry. The report covered all aspects of welfare, including juvenile justice. However, the general orientation of the recommendations has much in common with the Norgard Report eight years earlier. While Jaggs gives the impression that the Carney report was the climax of over one hundred years of Victoria welfare, the Carney Report was yet another example of the constant attempts by the community and the state to accurately and effectively meet the needs of the young. 
 The Carney Report was not the apex of juvenile welfare; it conformed to, rather than set, the agenda of the government of the day, which was to reduce congregate institutions. The only way to do this effectively was to minimise the number of youth coming into state care. Its title linked legislation with the impact legislation had on children, so unlike the Norgard and Barry Reports, it did not examine ‘delinquency’ in isolation. Instead, the Carney Report was an examination of the entire Victorian child welfare network and legislation, rather than the children and adolescents alone. In this respect, committees of enquiry had moved from examining the ‘problem’ (juveniles), to examining the ‘cures’ (legislation). To this extent, the Carney Report was influenced by changes and questioning which occurred in the 1970s insofar as the legislation was the potential ‘problem’ which required examination, not the recipients of child welfare, who became peripheral. 

The Report included 343 recommendations, many directly related to children and young persons in care, police powers and the role of institutions and the community. The Report called for the government to acknowledge and enhance the ‘exceedingly low level’ of youth support services and that the government increase funding for ‘youth development programs’.
 Its other recommendations included curtailing of police powers over non-criminal young persons, to the extent that police be granted the power to ‘carry out a facilitative role to drive or ‘taxi’ a young person home, or, where this was not possible, to a specified service or agency. Police powers could be confined to the carrying out of this role’. 
 Regarding the placement of children in safe custody, it was to be the ‘authorised intervener’ who recommended the placement of children in custody and ‘authorised interveners’ were empowered to enter premises to investigate suspected maltreatment of young children. 
 The detection of children in need of protection of children became the role of the entire community, especially experts, not just the police.

In essence, the Carney Report recommended a greater distinction between criminal and protection cases involving children and young people. It did not recommend a complete cessation of police involvement in child abuse or neglect investigations, but it does appear to have recommended greater involvement of the DCWS in the detection of abuse, neglect or juvenile criminality. Child neglect and juvenile justice were increasingly seen as a community-based issue which should accordingly be dealt with by the child’s community. The Carney Report included recommendations that children not be removed from their communities when they were removed from their families and that removal from families be used only as a last resort. In this respect the Carney report was similar to the Norgard Report insofar as they both represented a turning away from congregate care towards community-based solutions. 

By 1980 juvenile institutions still functioned under the 1970 Social Welfare Act, which was later known as the Community Welfare Services Act. The provisions of this Act varied considerably from those of the 1960s Social Welfare Act with regard to the identification of children whom the DCWS could detain. But police or other authorised persons could still detain a child or young person without a warrant and after this the child was taken to the nearest reception centre (if under fifteen years of age) or to a remand centre (if aged fifteen to seventeen). The latter category could also be bailed to a ‘respectable person or persons’ or even to the police.

The ideal was to allow swift definition of, and removal from, risk. However, placement in congregate care was not favoured and alternate accommodation was sought for young people where possible. In this atmosphere, those girls who were sent to Winlaton were sent for shorter periods of time but continued to come from a variety of backgrounds. The main common feature was the shorter length of stay.

The history of Winlaton is peppered with changes which reflected the good intentions of the harbinger of that change, be they legislators or the staff and management of Winlaton. In this tradition, the changes introduced by Eileen Slack, while far-reaching in intent and effect, should be considered as attempts to achieve the best for Winlaton residents. Change and experimentation are also methods of overcoming challenges and in the 1980s, Winlaton certainly faced challenges. 

The increased prevalence of drugs and violence, in particular, created a need to reappraise and expand management techniques. This was achieved through the program of ‘Triad Therapy’. This continued the practice of group therapy on Winlaton sections which had, under Peterson and Owen been carried out by psychologists. However, Slack’s therapy relied upon a ‘triad’ of non-professional and non-expert participants. It began to permeate, in fact dominate, the daily routines of Winlaton. Triad therapy involved all the girls from a section attending compulsory sessions at which particular ‘problems’ would be identified and ‘worked on’. These problems could range from being a ‘bitch’ to overeating, but do not seem to have included criminal activity or being homeless or, for that matter, being in Winlaton.
 Triad therapy involved the girl who had the ‘problems’, an ‘ex’ who had previously had that problem, and a youth officer who supposedly had never had that problem. In essence Triad therapy was a contrived and compulsory method of learning by example which Winlaton had used since 1956. Attendance was compulsory and refusal to attend would result in punishment such as removal of privileges or being sent to the ‘time out’ room on section. Slack, an American, also used American Marlboro cigarettes to reward girls who had behaved well in triads or had not been obstructive.

In 1987, Cheryl Simpson observed triad therapy at Winlaton and came to the conclusion that, among other things, the residents actively sought to avoid compulsory Triad therapy sessions, and that the Triad philosophy rested upon the assumption that all girls had problems and, even if they were passive, such as incest victims, their inability to cope, or their denial that they were unable to cope was, in essence, part of their problem. 
 Simpson stated that Triad therapy could, in many ways, reinforce the powerlessness of an already vulnerable young woman and served to increase surveillance of residents while in Winlaton. 
 Simpson also questioned the compulsory nature of triads and quoted one girl with a drug problem as saying: ‘I reckon if you don’t want to be in triads then you shouldn’t have to be in triads. Most of my problems you just can’t sit there and blabber about. I’ve only got big problems, no little ones.’
 Furthermore, Simpson suggested that the compulsory nature of attendance at triads led to a form of blackmail of girls: ‘the social control aspect of triads was not to be underestimated as the way in which a young woman had been performing in group work could have an impact on her case planing decision and ultimate release’.
 

Slack and Owen had initiated a program of inviting girls to attend their review meetings and, if possible, contribute to decisions about their future and possible release. In case girls could not attend the meeting, girls were required to complete a form which asked them to identify what they thought their ‘problems’ were and how they were working on them in groups. Fifteen-year-old Trish, who had truanted from school and run away from home after her father committed suicide, wrote the following on her classification/review personal report sheet:

What’s going on in my life? I want to go home and I have to find a full-time job but I don’t want a full-time job. 

What I want to happen in my life? I don’t want to go to school. I want to stay at Target I want to live with my family.

 State what you think; My most serious problem(s) which I am working on in groups is/are? I don’t have any more problems.

Residents were required to complete this sheet and answer the same three questions each time their case was reviewed. When Stacey completed her review sheet on her fifteenth birthday she identified her problems as missing her sister, boredom in school, which led to ‘wagging’, and drinking and then getting into trouble at her hostel placement in Ballarat because of her drinking.
 Stacey was not equipped with skills or means to solve her problems so much as identify problems which were beyond her control. Her father was in prison for incestuous his rape of her and all she wanted to do was return home to him, her mother and sister. In many respects the review sheet was not only gave each girl a voice at her own review meeting, but also tested how well she had learned what she should say. It was a method of imparting values, beliefs and expectations to residents and teaching them that they should want these attributes and that until they did, they were not cured. More important, they were not ready for release although they had to be because Winlaton was neither equipped or encouraged to keep them. It was much the same as 1950s practices which required a girl to demonstrate an aptitude for work or successful family or romantic relationship before Doran would allow discharge. 

Simpson witnessed one triad session where fifteen-year-old remandee ‘Betty’ admitted to taking drugs, drinking alcohol and having sexual relations with boys. Betty admitted to some problems, but, by the end of the triad session she had been told by the triad ‘leader’ and others in the group that of the fifty listed triad problems, no less than forty six applied to her. Betty was then told to choose the five most important of these, write down solutions and later show them to the same group .
 Whereas in the 1950s, 1960s and early 1970s, girls’ ‘problems’ such as family background and reason for admission to Winlaton had been kept confidentially on welfare files, problems were now displayed openly to peers and staff. A girl was also branded as having those problems, real or not, and made to carry them around and ‘work on’ them because her release might well depend upon being seen to solve these problems. Furthermore, in the case of ‘Betty’, Simpson does not indicate what, if anything, was done about the other forty-one ‘problems’ she had or whether these were deemed unimportant. If so, why were they listed on the problem sheet and raised at the meeting in the first place? 

A former staff member and a psychiatrist interviewed by Simpson expressed concern that triads treated the symptoms of problems, not the causes of a girl’s real problems out in the community. Furthermore, girls learned how to play the game of triads, without allowing the sessions to actually achieve real behavioural changes. A senior staff member recalls: ‘some of the triads themselves achieved nothing. The girls made sure that they had control of it in a very negative and destructive, sometimes’ 
 However, triads did provide an opportunity for girls to understand that their own behaviour influenced their life and other’s lives and how they were treated within Winlaton and outside, and that this need not necessarily be the case. A former resident who had been through four superintendents wrote:

what I am getting at is that you are heard now, instead of just being told what to do because someone felt it was the right thing. .. If you show genuine interest in wanting to better yourself, you’ll find many people offering support .
 

.

 Recalcitrant girls who did not participate well in triads on Karingal or Warrina were sent to Goonyah for triads. This prompted one Goonyah girl, Helen, to write in Rave, the in-house magazine, ‘I’m sick of little shits coming to Goonyah triads ‘cause their staff can’t handle them’.
 Simpson, observed that triads could be used to ‘get’ particular girls especially when girls from Karingal or Warrina were moved to Goonyah, and that sometime the staff lost control of triads to the more experienced girls. One staff member, whom Simpson interviewed, believed that sending younger girls to Goonyah for triads could have a negative effect as it introduced less -experienced girls to Goonyah: ‘it sort of sacrifices one kid for the good of the section’.

The effectiveness of triads tended to wane over time. A former senior staff member commented that triads ceased to be effective when the number of admissions to Winlaton decreased, because sessions consisted of the same small numbers of girls, coming back time and again without triads having any real impact. 
 However, the same staff member believed that triads did present girls with an opportunity to divulge information about sexual abuse: ‘for the first time in their lives [they] felt free and safe to talk about it. .. no body jumped at them or treated them like lepers, they were treated with concern and consideration so they felt safe to do it. That to me was a very potent demonstration of the value of triads’. 

Triad therapy increased observation and intervention in the lives of Winlaton residents as was yet another attempt by Winlaton management to assist young women. The difficulties presented by Triads are symptomatic of the staff’s desire to assist girl in their care while they were trapped within a system which demanded minimum lengths of stay and reduced intervention in the lives of children. In the 1950s, 1960s and even until the mid-1970s, the focus of many Winlaton programs had been to adapt young women’s behaviour. This took the form of compulsory education, handicraft classes, lectures from the Royal Women’s Hospital staff about STDs or informal advice from staff about being less promiscuous. In the 1980s, triads attempted to do the same, however in the meantime the climate of welfare provision in Victoria had changed. The funding and lengths of say had reduced such that Winlaton residents were kept for short periods of time, as little as an average of one week, in living conditions which were not well maintained by the DCWS. 
 While the ethos of Winlaton remained that of the 1950s, insofar as staff sought to retrain residents for outside life Winlaton risked becoming little more than a temporary accommodation centre for street kids, prostitutes, drug addicts, runaways and juvenile criminals, the same children it had once been equipped and meant to contend with over a much longer period of time and with additional government funding.

A curious juxtaposition of philosophies in the 1980s saw Winlaton functioning on the one hand as a centre which girls were compelled by law to attend but which they did not attend for long and which, while they did attend, attempted to commence in-depth therapy and treatment to cure a lifetime of problems and confusion in a few short weeks. Triad therapy appears conducive to lengthy periods of detention supported by resources and strategies to solve girls’ real problems, not just those which made them difficult to handle within the institution. Winlaton was not initially intended as a centre for psycho-analysis or emotional treatment and youth worker training and special school teacher training did not necessarily equip staff to carry out triad therapy or to deal with the emotions which might be provoked in such sessions. 

For the first time in its history and with the arrival of Slack, Winlaton gave itself over almost entirely to experimental programs, designed by the superintendent herself, to assist young women in restoring balance and purpose to their lives. However, triad therapy required the girls to first put aside their defence mechanisms and assume responsibility for their situation. This approach was not unique to Slack, as Doran herself had endeavoured to make girls realise that some of their superficial behaviour hampered their experiences with welfare. In Doran’s time, the main obstacle to rehabilitation and release was absconding and falling into bad company and she endeavoured to convince girls not to do this. In Slack’s time, the main obstacles appear to have been drugs, parental abuse, criminal behaviour or violence. Separated by nearly thirty years, both approaches seem to have expected a certain level of self awareness and desire to conform to others’ expectations. Furthermore, these expectations were coupled with a presumption that life within an institution was conducive to such behavioural changes and that the skills being imparted were relevant and applicable to a girl’s life upon release. Just as Doran and her staff endeavoured to teach girl table manners and ballet only to have the CWD returned them to tin humpies on unsewered Aboriginal reserves. Slack and her staff endeavoured to impart problem-solving skills which required some degree of objective self-awareness, to be employed by girls who along with being young, were sometimes frustrated, violent or influenced by drugs once released.

In the 1980s, the rehabilitative measures of Winlaton were hampered by short stays, while at the same time these programs were intended to prepare and equip girls for life in the community. Thus they are supposedly returned to their previous situation, be it poverty, drug addiction, prostitution, or parental /domestic abuse or neglect, properly equipped with middle-class coping skills and values. This was not a departure from the original role of Winlaton, that of improving the life of state wards and juvenile offenders by removing them from situations and behaviours which led them astray. But it was a changed approach borne of a belief that institutionalisation was not the answer for all juveniles and that psychological, not physical, change was necessary for rehabilitation. However, these changes risked being entirely superficial because they changed the girl, not her social situation.

Triad therapy continued until Slack left in late 1988. From this point on, Winlaton’s residency rates decreased as fewer juveniles were placed in care for status offences. In 1988 there were twenty-one wards and eight sentenced non-wards in Winlaton compared with sixty-one wards and non-wards in 1982.
 No matter how involved Winlaton became with the local or general community, the policies of the 1970s and 1980s effectively sounded its death knell for how it was run, but for what it was : an institution.

The WCSG continued to maintain contact between Winlaton and the broader community and attempted to stop Winlaton becoming an anachronistic echo from the 1950s. Slack also encouraged the involvement of the community in Winlaton and was anxious not to conceal its operations. All areas of the institution were to be available for public scrutiny ‘where the worst work is done by the worst when no one is watching’ .
 By 1988 six hundred and fifty people attended the Winlaton open day.
 

It appears that Slack’s efforts to stop Winlaton slipping away as a victim of deinstitutionalisation were successful. The community was certainly interested. But could it do anything more than the WCSG achieved? When Winlaton was ‘opened’ to the community by way of regular visits from the WCSG, Alcoholics Anonymous and Youth for Christ, security provisions were not improved. In fact, in 1986 Slack was refused additional nightwatchmen despite an incident involving an intruder climbing on to the roof of Winlaton in an attempt to free his girlfriend. 
 Slack saw increased security as a reasonable request given that ‘Winlaton is developing as an open, community-based facility (CSV asks this of Winlaton repeatedly)”. 
 However, as early as 1984, CSV had indicated that no new staff would be employed at Winlaton because of deinstitutionalisation. 
 At that time only Winlaton and Allambie had nightwatchmen because of their ‘predominantly female staff’ and when nightwatchmen were on leave, ‘artisan staff’ should and did replace them. The individual needs of Winlaton were ignored in the quest for deinstitutionalisation. Basic provisions such as security personnel were a reminder that Winlaton was a security institution in an era when institutions were increasingly anachronistic in current policy.

In 1985 the CSV ‘Turana Task Force’ presented its final report which accepted that institutions did ‘more harm than good’ and that while community-based care was less expensive it required effective resources in order to avoid complications such as increased homelessness. 
 The task force found that Turana was a fire risk and breached United Nations specifications. It recommended the demolition of Turana and the construction of a new purpose-built security facility which would also accommodate female young offenders.
 Winlaton’s role as a security facility was being usurped by not only its own lax security and structural decay but by the commitment of funds and CSV energies to a new complex which would be a step back in time to pre-1956 institutions, insofar as criminal boys and girls were accommodated in Turana [ by any name] and non-criminal youth would be distributed throughout Victorian but in ‘secure units’ and hostels not Church ‘orphanages.’ 

A year after the task force report was finalised, Winlaton celebrated its thirtieth anniversary. A special edition of Rave carried pictures of Winlaton over the years and copies of articles about Winlaton. The edition sang the praises of triads and mourned the impending death of Winlaton:

I don’t think Winlaton should be closed because what would happen to the girls if they get into trouble? There will be nowhere decent for the girls to go and sort out their problems. .. they should leave everything how it is.

Others wrote: ‘if you close Winnie where would we go?’, and ‘Caroline Hogg is a stuck up thing because she is not thinking about us, only about herself. Building more hostels won’t stop us from doing what we used to’. 
 Because of the depreciation of Winlaton facilities, which the girls could not ignore, the burden of deinstitutionalisaton was being placed upon residents as much as staff and senior management. They were presented not only with the problems of their own lives but with a bureaucracy which they thought didn’t care for them and an institution which couldn’t care for them.

In 1991 boys from Turana were admitted while the new complex, recommended by the 1985 task force, was constructed in Parkville. The boys, aged ten to fourteen, were admitted to the former Goonyah, which had been refurbished and renamed ‘Bradman’. The choice of the name ‘Bradman’ appears to be an attempt to masculinise Winlaton. For some reason the Aboriginal name ‘Goonyah’, which had neither feminine nor masculine denotations, was deemed unsuitable for accommodating young boys in need of reform. Eventually girls were accommodated in just one section, while the boys were also in one section. The mixing of girls is remembered by staff as ‘criminal. .. but money is more important than people’. 
 Meanwhile, one former staff member, Margaret Murray, remembered the boys as a greater strain on staff than the girls:

No one was prepared for the havoc that ensued with the arrival of the boys! Whereas with the girls we had experienced tantrums, physical aggression, damage to property etc.. frequently over the years, with the boys it was almost a daily occurrence. They were like feral animals. In just a matter of months, the boys had totally wrecked their furniture and their newly done up rooms, they had physically injured many staff members [and] they had chalked up numerous escapes. In short, they turned the place upside down.

The physical strength of boys required extra involvement of male staff. On one occasion, fourteen-year-old Wayne, who had been placed in Winlaton after being detained for burglary and theft charges, called a male staff member ‘gay’. When told to go to his room for ‘a few minutes’, Wayne refused and continued to abuse staff. 
 When one male and one female staff member escorted Wayne to the ’time-out room’, he refused to go in. When the youth officers tried to force him in, Wayne began to kick and punch the staff, injuring both. The next day, Wayne filled in a classification form asking when he could go on day leave.
 

The boys, despite being younger, were more likely to be detained for theft and other criminal activities. Thirteen-year-old Philip was admitted because both his father and mother, (Amy who had been admitted to Winlaton in the 1950s), were deceased. 
 The boys were disciplined in much the same way as girls, despite their strength. For example when Philip swore at staff, he was given extra chores.

The admission of boys is a small chapter in Winlaton’s history and was made possible only by the reduction in admissions of females. Their admission does not represent a major shift towards pre-1950s ideas of same-sex institutions because it was merely a method of accommodating a few young boys while Baltara was renovated. However, it proved that Winlaton could exist with fewer sections until all but one closed. After this, the remaining residents, boys and girls, were transferred to the new facility at the old Turana complex in Parkville.

By October 1993 Winlaton had discharged its last residents to Baltara and a number of client case files and other documentation were destroyed. The state government called for tenders to sub-divide and develop the eighteen-acre site which it had purchased just over forty years earlier with a view to building a modern institution for delinquent girls. These two actions sought to erase Winlaton from both the map and the written record. All that remains are those files which were not destroyed, the memories of those involved with Winlaton and the lessons from thirty-six years of institutional practice in Victoria. 
Conclusion

So who cares and how?
The lessons of the past and directions for the future of juvenile care in Victoria.

Winlaton represented more than a single attempt to control, protect re-educate, rehabilitate or restrict generations of young Victoria women. Winlaton is an example of the different models of care played out in Victorian welfare from 1956 until 1993. Since European settlement, the government, churches and community has been concerned to protect children from the dangers, real or imagined, present in the adult world. Winlaton represents an attempt to do just that at a time when the perceived nature, cause and form of these dangers was constantly changing, along with the best methods of protecting children from them. 

Throughout, Winlaton functioned with the same brief;: to re-educate and protect young women. It was guided only by the initiatives of the staff and superintendents and the legislation and expert thinking of each decade. It was not the intention of Winlaton to do harm or to actively disadvantage the girls placed in its care and at no point in this research did it become apparent that the concerns and welfare of young people was disregarded by either the state or Winlaton staff and administration. It appears that the protection of children and young people continues to be important to our society. Yet the means by which this is best achieved has changed so much and so often, that sometimes Winlaton, which was an attempt to aid young women, was eventually identified as the cause of the problems.

Founded in the 1950s as just one component of what was to be a far- reaching response to the ‘moral panic’, Winlaton was designed in accordance with the beliefs and theories of the day, with its structure of three separate sections with spacious playing fields and compulsory school attendance; its predominantly female staff, its emphasis on medical and moral health rather than psychiatric diagnosis and treatment, its relatively small size and its broad age and range of girls. However, Winlaton was not intended as the only defence against juvenile delinquency and criminality. Winlaton was a product of the belief that the state also had an active role to play in stemming the tide of delinquency and criminality and that the state had the means and knowledge to do this. However, by the 1970s and 1980s, the mood and intentions of the 1950s had faded. Winlaton, which had been intended as the last option after a chain of preventative welfare measures, was by the 1970s the main bastion of female state care and the first or second port of call for many young women who should not have been placed there because they were not recalcitrant. Winlaton was not intended as this but rather as a form, of back up facility to accept only those children who had either slipped through the net or were unacceptable to foster care, group homes or their families.

Deinstitutionalisation had a heavy impact upon Winlaton, which became an unsuitable place to accommodate young women because of its faltering facilities, overcrowding and poor maintenance, as much as any community move away from institutions. 

The case histories in this thesis have, I hope, demonstrated the diversity of young women and the diversity of domestic and personal situations from which they came. Furthermore, the staff memories of Winlaton have served to demonstrate that no matter what the official policy or program of the state government or ‘experts’ was at the time, Winlaton continued to approach those in its care on an essentially individual basis. 

From Doran taking girls for car trips or encouraging them to marry, through to Peterson attending each Sunday lunch with the ‘naughty girls’ on Goonyah and travelling to Framlingham to convince a mother to accept her daughter and grandchild back, Owen’s endeavours to furnish the girls with relevant living skills and community contacts and attempts to gain some funding for capital improvements and Slack’s use of therapy to assist the girls in identifying their problems, the superintendents and staff contributed to an essentially personalised mode of care, where and when this was possible. However, the lack of funding or unreasonable strains placed upon facilities by overloading the centre, contributed to Winlaton being perceived by those outside of it as an anachronism in the 1980s. 

Throughout 1997, an extraordinary amount of media attention was granted to welfare institutions and the treatment of children cared for by various state governments as Wards of State: the Wilson Report on Aboriginal ‘Stolen Children’, the report of the Woods Royal Commission in NSW into Paedophilia, the Law Reform Commission report ‘Seen and heard’, newspaper revelations in the middle of the year detailing abuse and medical trials and experiments carried out in children’s homes. and more recent reports about state wards from the 1950s and 1960s who wish to take action against the state for trauma and injury incurred while in care. All this attention has focussed attention on society’s most vulnerable members: children, damaged, neglected, orphaned, adopted, pregnant, drug addicted, fostered or criminal, nonetheless all vulnerable children, often a few years away from adulthood themselves. It is neither unreasonable nor unrealistic for a society to attempt to protect its children from perceived evils whether criminality, disease, drug addiction or poverty. However, in the struggle to do this, Victoria has employed a wide variety of methods and institutions, each time experimenting with real, live children and young people using policies which were liable to change within a generation. It is not that policies should be fixed in stone. It is rather that when change is promoted and carried out, the institutions and especially the people these changes will affect must be helped to make their own transitions. That simply did not happen in the case of Winlaton. 

In its own way and as a product of the times which created it, Winlaton sought to bring another dimension to juvenile care and justice. But this approach to young Victorians was too expensive, and was all too often understood as the cause rather than as another victim of the confusion and failure of institutional policy in Victoria. It was yet another experiment, and, as with so many others, it was almost doomed to fail because it was designed to be immutable. It needed to be fixed in outcome but fluid in method, reacting to generational changes in theory, practice and legislation. 

It remains to be seen how Victorian juvenile justice systems will develop in the era after deinstitutionalisation. One hopes that the years of experience and the successes and failures of institutions like Winlaton, are not completely ignored as the new generation of ‘experts’ search for solutions to youth homelessness, prostitution, drug addiction, alcohol abuse, criminality, violence and poverty. 

 The current mechanisms for identifying, defining, protecting and rehabilitating youth at risk were born of the decades of intervention from the 1950s and before and like Winlaton, result from a genuine desire to protect youth from the society we have created for them to inherit. What develops in the wake of deinstitutionalisation remains to be seen and understood. 

Appendix One

WINLATON QUESTIONNAIRE
Name:..........................................................................................

Address:......................................................................................

......................................................................................................

Telephone:..................................................................................

Years at Winlaton: 19........... to 19............... 

Position(s) at Winlaton:...........................................................

.......................................................................................................

If on a section, which section/s?:............................................

................................................................................................................
Who was Superintendant when you commenced?

 .....................................................................................................

Who was Superintendant when you left? 

.......................................................................................................

Not all questions in this questionnaire will be relevant to you or your experience at Winlaton. If you believe a question may be more appropriate if it were re worded, please amend it in order to make them relevant to your own experiences. Please use the space on the back page to expand upon your answers or to offer any information which you feel may be relevant.

Please note that you may choose to not answer particular questions. However, please provide your name, period of employment, position and which section (if any) you were employed on. Personal interviews may be conducted with respondents. If you would be willing to participate, please indicate so on this form. I will only use material, for the final transcript, which you have approved and amended as necessary.

There are several options regarding the use of your quotations in the final research. Your choice will be observed throughout the research process and the final publication of research. Please indicate your preference by ticking a box below:

( Inclusion of your name, answers and position where required in the final 
research.

(
Inclusion of your answers and position but omission of your name.

( Inclusion of your answers but omission of your name and position .

Do you consent to your name being included in the acknowledgments of the final research as a token of thanks for you time and assistance?

Yes ( No (
Would you be available for a personal interview.

Yes ( No (
Section A: Employment

1) How did you first become aware of Winlaton?: .....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................












2) Why did you work at Winlaton?: ..................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................

3) If you were introduced to Winlaton by another person, what was their role in the institution? ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................

4) What were your general impressions of Winlaton at the time and how, if at all, did these change during your employment/involvement?: ........................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................   
5) What, if any, was your experience/training before Winlaton?: .......................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 

6) Was this relevant to Winlaton and if so how?: ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................

7) What duties did your work at Winlaton entail?: ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................

8) What, if any, duties were you called upon to do as part of your work but which fell outside the normal duties of your job?: .................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................

9) Did your employment involve direct contact with Police or outside welfare or community agencies?: ..................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................
10) If so, what form did this take and how often?: ........................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................

11) While you were at Winlaton, what training was provided for staff to better perform their duties? Who provided this? ..........................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................
12) After leaving Winlaton, did you continue work in a related field ? .....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................

* * * * * * * *

Section B: Aims and Policies 

13) In your view and given your experience at Winlaton, what were the aims of Winlaton?: ....................................................................................................................................................... ........................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................

14) How, if at all, did these aims change during your period of employment?: .................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................

15) In your view, how did Winlaton’s programs benefit its residents?: .................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................

16) What, in your view, were the greatest obstacles to Winlaton’s attempts to achieve its aims for residents?: ..........................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................
17) How might these have been overcome?: ...................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................

18) How, if at all, did the objectives and internal rules of Winlaton change during the period of your employment?: ...................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................

19) In your view, were these changes appropriate given the nature of residents at Winlaton and how? .................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................

20) How, if at all, could these objectives have been better achieved?: ........................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................

21) Were there special programs or policies in place for the care of Aboriginal residents? ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................

22) If so what were they and do you think they were appropriate? ...................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................



23) Do you think Winlaton should have had social workers based on the premises? Was this suggested at any time and what was the outcome? ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................   

24) Did the senior staff at Winlaton and/or head office seek out and respond to staff opinions and feed back about changes?: ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................














25) Do you believe it was appropriate to have male youth workers? .......................................................................................................................................................













26) In your view, what were the advantages/ disadvantages of introducing male youth officers? .......................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 



* * * * * * *

Section C: Residents

25) Did your employment involve direct contact with the residents?: .....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................

26) If so, what form did this contact take and how often?: ...................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................

27) What types of girls were accommodated at Winlaton?: .......................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 

28) If you had contact with Winlaton residents, were these wards or state or sentenced non-wards of state? ...................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................

29) In your view, what, if any, were the differences in behaviour/treatment of residents under sentence and state wards? 

........................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................

30) What was the usual length of stay for a resident?: ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................

31) In your view, would residents have benefited from longer or shorter periods of detention in Winlaton, and if so, how ? ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................

32) In your experience, where there many Aboriginal residents at Winlaton? ..........................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................
33)  How did Aboriginal residents “fit in” to Winlaton? Did they have any special needs and were these catered for by the staff and administration? .................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................

34) Were there facilities and policies regarding residents who were pregnant or gave birth to children while resident at Winlaton? What happened to infants of residents? ..........................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................

35) Which aspect, if any, of contact with the residents did you prefer and which did you dislike and why?: ...............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................

36) Was incoming and outgoing mail censored? .....................................................................................................................................................

37) If so, by whom and for what specific purpose ? .....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................

38) How were residents accommodated, eg dormitories, one per room, two per room etc? .............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................

39) Did the residents wear uniforms?. ........................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................

40) If yes, who chose it and what did it look like,? If no, why not ? .........................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................

41) What kinds of personal possessions were residents allowed to keep in their rooms? .....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................

42) Do you think staff should have had more or less direct control over the daily activities of the residents, if so, why?: .........................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................
43) Did staff such as youth officers, teachers or the superintendent have any contact with the families of the residents or personal visitors?: ...................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................

44) Do you think the residents should have been allowed more or less contact with families/ friends during their detention, if so, why?: .................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................
45) In your view, was the system of different sections for different residents effective and why?: .................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................

46) In your view, were there many recidivist residents, ie were many girls admitted to Winlaton more than once? ...................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................

47)  


 In you experience, were there many instances where siblings were detained in Winlaton concurrently ? If so, what were the procedures for allowing them contact with each other ? ...................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................

48) In your experience, did ex-residents voluntarily return to Winlaton to visit staff at Winlaton? ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................ 

49) In your experience, did any staff maintain contact with ex-residents ? Do you think this was, or would have been, appropriate or beneficial for the residents? ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................

50)  What, if any, follow up or support facilities were available to residents after leaving Winlaton ?: ..........................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................

51) Were these appropriate, how could they have been improved?: .............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................

52) While you were at Winlaton, what educational facilities were available for residents? ................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................

53) Were you involved with Winlaton when Male residents were introduced ? ..........................................................................................................................................

54) If so, in which year were they introduced ? ..........................................................................................................................................

55) How old were the male residents ? ...........................................................................................................................................

56) Why were male residents detained at Winlaton ? ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................

57) How long were males detained at Winlaton ? ........................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................

58) Where on the compound were males detained ? ........................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................

59) Did male residents have contact with female residents ? ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................

60) If so, under what circumstances ? ..................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................

61) What was the reaction of female residents to male residents ? ......................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................

62) In your opinion, was the introduction of male residents a positive or a negative development ? ......................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................

63) In hindsight, do you think Winlaton benefited its residents? Do you think Winlaton’s programs and directives changed any young woman’s life for the better? ......................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................

Section D: Discipline

64) Do you recall the disciplinary measures at Winlaton? ..............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................

65) Who made decisions regarding disciplinary actions at Winlaton ? ..............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................

66) Were staff and residents kept up to date with changes in modes of discipline, if so, how? ..............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................

67) Did residents have any means of appeal against discipline ? ..............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................

68) What measures were used to discourage returned absconders from repetition ? ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................

69) What, if any, discipline was employed to discourage swearing at Staff or other residents? ..............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................

70) Were residents discouraged from wearing jewellery, tattoos, make-up etc, if so, how ? ..............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................

71) In your experience were residents discouraged from smoking, if so how? If not, why? ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................

72) In your experience what, if any, measures were employed to discourage the use of drugs and/or alcohol by residents or staff ? ..............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................

73) In your experience, do you recall pleasure deprivation such as loss of meals, pocket money, weekend leave, visiting rights etc being employed as a disciplinary measure ? ..............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................

74) If so, what kind of breaches attracted this discipline? ..............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................

75) Do you think this was effective, if so why or why not ? .............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................

76) In your experience, do you recall solitary confinement being employed as a disciplinary measure ? .................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................

77) If so, for which kinds or breaches was solitary confinement employed ? ..............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................

78) If solitary confinement was employed, how long were residents confined ? ..............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................

79) If solitary confinement was employed, where in the compound were residents confined ? ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................

80) If solitary confinement was employed, who made decisions regarding the length of confinement ? ...................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................

81) In your view, were the disciplinary measures at Winlaton appropriate ? ..............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................

82) If they were appropriate, why do you think they were ? ..............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................

83) Were staff consulted about matters of discipline, if so, by whom and to what effect ? ...........................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................

84) How, if at all, do you think they could have been improved ? ...........................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................

Section E: Community /Outside Involvement

85) Were community /volunteer groups involved in visiting Winlaton or its residents while you were there? .................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................

86) If you were involved with such a group, how do you believe your involvement helped Winlaton and its residents? ................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... . 

87) If you were a visitor, what kind of preparatory information were you provided with to prepare you for involvement with Winlaton and its residents and staff? Who was this provided by? ........................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................
88) Were members of the community encouraged to become involved in Winlaton programs such as employment or weekend leave for residents? If so was this effective and was it consistent? .................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................. 

89)  What sort of opportunities were provided for residents to integrate back into the community via education and/or employment? ...........................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................

Section F: Grounds & Environment

90) In your view, were the physical surrounds and structure of Winlaton suitable for the age of its residents and the purpose of the institution. Could these have been improved? ..................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................

91) In your view, was the physical structure of Winlaton in any way a security risk to staff or residents, if so, how? ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................
92) Do you think, or did you think at the time, that the location of Winlaton was an impediment to visitors and relatives of residents travelling to Winlaton for the purpose of visits? ..............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................

93) Was there enough physical space and accommodation at Winlaton for staff and residents? .................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................

94) Was the physical size of Winlaton conducive to communication between staff on different shifts and different section? Do you think such contact was necessary ? ..............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................

95) In your view, were staffing levels appropriate? ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................

96) If you had previously worked with juveniles in care, how did the facilities and grounds of Winlaton compare with those you had experienced elsewhere? ..............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................

97) In your view, was it appropriate or beneficial for Winlaton staff and residents to have Winbirra Remand Centre on the same site, why? .................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................

98) Is there one lasting memory of Winlaton or an overall impression of your experience which you wish to share particularly given the closure of Winlaton in 1993? ..................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................
Please use this section or the back of this page for your own comments or to expand upon comments provided above:..................................................................................................................
Appendix Two

Children’s Welfare Act (Vic) 1954

Definition of a ‘child’, Ward of Children’s Welfare Department’ and ‘Young Person’ 

Section 3, (1)

In this Act unless inconsistent with the context or subject matter ---

‘Child’ (except in part VI of this Act) means- 


(a) until the day fixed by proclamation under section three of the Education Act 1944 --- a young person under the age of fourteen years;


(b) on or after the said day - a person under the age of fifteen years.

‘Ward of the Children’s Welfare Department’ and ‘ward of the Department’, means one of whose person and estate the Director is guardian under the provisions of this Act.

‘Young Person’ means ---

(a) until the day fixed by proclamation under section three of the Education Act 1943 -


a person of or over the age of fourteen years and under seventeen years;


(b) on and after the said day - a person of or over the age of fifteen years and under the age of seventeen years.

Children’s Welfare Act (Vic) 1954. Part 3, Section 16. 

Every child or young person who answers to any of the following descriptions shall be deemed to be a child or young person in need of care and protection, that is to say: ---
Every child or young person - 

(a) found begging of receiving alms or being in any street of public place for the purpose of begging or receiving alms or inducing the giving of alms;

(b) found wandering abandoned or found sleeping in any public place;

(c) who has no visible means of support or no settled place of abode;

(d) who is in a brothel or lodges, lives or resides or wanders about with known or reputed thieves, drunkards, vagrants or prostitutes whether such thieves, drunkards, vagrants or prostitutes are the parents of the child or not;

(e) who (not being duly licenced pursuant to the provisions of the Street Trading Act 1958) is engaged in street trading in contravention of that Act or the regulations thereunder after a member of the police force or any person authorised in that behalf by the Governor in Council has (whether orally or otherwise) warned the child to desist from such trading and (where the parent or guardian of the child can be found) warned such parent of guardian that the child should desist from such trading;

(f) who is not provided with sufficient or proper food, nursing, clothing, medical aid or lodging or who is ill-treated or exposed;

(g) who takes part in any public exhibition or performance referred to in Part VIII whereby the life or limbs of the child taking part is endangered;

(h) who is in the care and custody of any person unfit by reason of his conduct or habits to have the care and custody of the child or young person;

(i) who is living under such conditions as indicate that the child or young person is lapsing or likely to lapse into a career of vice or crime;

(j) who is exposed to moral danger;

(k) who is required by law to attend school and who without lawful excuse has habitually absented himself from school and whose parent has, in respect of such absence been convicted under Division two of Part IV of the Education Act 1958;

17.(1) Every child or young person found by any member of the police force or by any person authorised (whether generally or in any particular case) by the Minister in any of the circumstances enumerated in the last preceding section may be immediately apprehended by such member or person without warrant.

Appendix Three

Children’s Welfare Act (Vic) 1958

Section 3 (1)

Definition of a ‘Child’ and ‘Young person’ 

‘Child’ (except in Part VI of this Act) means - 


(a) until the day fixed by proclamation under section three of the Education Act 1958 - a person under the age of fourteen years;

(b) on and after the said day - a person under the age of fifteen years.’ Ward of the children’s welfare Department’ and ‘ward of the Department’ means one of whose parents and estate the director is guardian of under the provisions of this Act .

‘Young person’ means - 

(a) until the day fixed by proclamation under the Education Act 1958 - a person of or over the age of fourteen years and under the age of seventeen years;

(b) on and after the said day - a person of or over the age of fifteen and under the age of seventeen years. 

Children’s Welfare Act (Vic) 1958 Definition of Child or young person in need or care and protection
Part 3, 16
Every child or young person who answers to any of the following descriptions shall be deemed to be a child or young person in need of care and protection, that is to say: ---
Every child or young person - 

(a) found begging of receiving alms or being in any street of public place for the purpose of begging or receiving alms or inducing the giving of alms;

(b) found wandering abandoned or found sleeping in any public place;

(c) who has no visible means of support or no settled place of abode;

(d) who is in a brothel or lodges, lives or resides or wanders about with known or reputed thieves drunkards vagrants or prostitutes whether such thieves, drunkards, vagrants or prostitutes are the parents of the child or not;

(e) who ( not being duly licenced pursuant to the provisions of the Street Trading Act 1958) is engaged in street trading in contravention of that Act or the regulations thereunder after a member of the police force or any person authorised in that behalf by the Governor in Council has (whether orally or otherwise) warned the child to desist from such trading and (where the parent or guardian of the child can be found) warned such parent of guardian that the child should desist from such trading:

(f) who is not provided with sufficient or proper food nursing clothing medical aid or lodging or who is ill-treated or exposed:

(g) who takes part in any public exhibition or performance referred to in Part VIII whereby the life or limbs of the child taking part is endangered: 

(h) who is in the care and custody of any person unfit by reason of his conduct or habits to have the care and custody of the child or young person:

(i) who is living under such conditions as indicate that the child or young person is lapsing or likely to lapse into a career of vice or crime: 

(j) who is exposed to moral danger:

(k) who is required by law to attend school and who without lawful excuse has habitually absented himself from school and whose parent has, in respect of such absence been convicted under Division two of Part IV of the Education Act 1958
17.(1) Every child or young person found by any member of the police force or by any person authorised (whether generally or in any particular case) by the Minister in any of the circumstances enumerated in the last preceding section may be immediately apprehended by such member or person without warrant.

Appendix Four

Social Welfare Act (Vic) 1960 

Section 1

Definition of a ‘child’ 

‘Child’ means a person under the age of fourteen years;

‘Young Person’ means a person of or over the age of fourteen years and under the age of twenty-one years

Pt 1, Section 7 (1)

The role of the Family Division: 

a) to promote family welfare in the community, to prevent its disruption and to mitigate the effects thereof;

b) to promote cooperation with and between voluntary organisations, Government departments and persons concerned with welfare, care and protection of persons in distress or in need of assistance;

c) to control and supervise children and young persons in need of care and protection within the meaning of the Children’s Welfare Act 1958 ;

d) To manage and control all institutions wholly maintained by the State for the reception and treatment of children and young persons in need of care and protection within the meaning of the Children’s Welfare Act 1958;

e) to provide after care for children and young persons under the control of the Branch

The role of the Youth Division as defined in the Social Welfare Act (Vic) 1960

The functions of the Youth Welfare Division shall be:- 

a) to deal with the social welfare problems of young persons;

b) to promote cooperation with and between voluntary organisations Government departments and persons concerned with the welfare of young persons and

c) to control and maintain State institutions to be called ‘Youth Training Centres’ and ‘Remand Centres’ for the reception detention and treatment of young persons convicted of any offence punishable by imprisonment or awaiting trial or sentence for any such offence.

Social Welfare Act (Vic) 1960 Part 1, Section 10 (1) 

For the purposes of this Act the Governor in Council may from time to time by notice published in the Government Gazette appoint places establishments or institutions in Victoria to be ---
(a) Youth training centres for the care and protection of -


(i) offenders committed to youth training centres pursuant to the Crimes Act 1958 or to the care of the Branch pursuant to the Children’s Welfare Act 1958; and


(ii) young persons committed to the care of the Branch who in the opinion of the Director- General are in need of special supervision social adjustment and training;

(b) remand centres for the detention of young persons awaiting trial or sentence or in transit to or from a youth training centre ---

and may in the like manner revoke or alter any such appointment but no such appointment of any place establishment or institution not wholly maintained by the State shall be revoked or altered unless the persons having the care and management thereof have first had an opportunity of being heard in relation to any revocation or alteration.

(2) Every approved juvenile school declared by the Minister pursuant to section fourteen of the Children’s Welfare Act 1958 and the declaration of which has not been revoked before the commencement of this Act shall on and from the said commencement become and be a youth training centre as if appointed pursuant to the provisions of sub-section (1) of this section.

(3) (a) Every remand centre shall be so constructed and shall provide such facilities that any person or class of persons detained therein may be segregated from other persons or classes of persons. 

(b) The director-General may, as he thinks fit ---


(i) determine what persons or classes of persons shall be segregated from other persons or classes of persons in any remand centre;


(ii) set aside appropriate portions of any remand centre for the accommodation of any class of persons;


(iii) cause any person remanded to a remand centre to be detained in that portion of the centre which is appropriate for a person of his antecedents behaviour and history and be kept apart from persons of any other class.

Appendix Five

Winlaton Youth Training Centre Rules as at May 1965

Goonyah Rules

1: Girls wake, strip their beds, bathe, clean their teeth, clean their bedrooms then go to the recreation room until breakfast.

2: All girls (except badly behaved girls) attend first sitting (unless there are too many for first sitting).

3: If the girls keep walking down the passage, the door can be locked temporarily.

4: Tea can be served with toast.

5: Girls keep their rostered jobs, if they do another job without permission they must still do their rostered job.

6: All borrowed items (needles, scissors etc) are to be written down and returned to staff

7: Hair rollers can be lent for a special occasion but must be returned the next morning.

8: Linen change - Tuesday

 Towels and nightgowns - Thursday

9: Clean blouses and skirts are given “any time they are needed, especially Sundays”.

10: Hair washing on Fridays - must be checked by staff.

11: TV allowed until 8:30pm if girls are good, if misbehaved they must do some work, eg sewing

12: Bedrooms washed, polished, scrubbed on Fridays (including windows and walls)

13: Passage washed and polished Tuesdays and Fridays

14: Recreation room cleaned, scrubbed etc Saturday or Sunday

15: “If girls are kept occupied and under staff supervision at all times they are not likely to misbehave.”

Kooringal Rules

1: Girls must not sit on the floor or do their hair while watching TV

2: All bedspreads are to be folded at the foot of beds before “retiring”

3: No slippers or hair rollers in dining room

4: All clothing to be kept in wardrobes - NONE ON BEDS (upper case in original)

5: Two school girls must be rostered to clean tunics on Friday nights. Each girls irons her own on Saturday.

6: No other laundry on weekends

7: Shoes are to be cleaned each night

8: Serviettes are to be used at all meals.

9: No unauthorised entry into duty room by girls.

10: Dressing gowns and slippers to be worn over night dresses in passage, toilets and TV room

11: Girls are to do their rostered jobs and to keep their rooms tidy

12: Prefects and block girls are to set a good example at meal times.

Leawarra Security Rules 

1: Staff are responsible for girls in their care while the doors are open.

2: Main office to be told when girls and staff leave Leawarra eg for a walk.

3: Fire drill to be held once a fortnight.

4: Fire guard to remain in front of fire at all times. 

 “Remember these girls are our entire responsibility”

Leawarra Meal Rules
1: Girls are to sit only where the staff say they may sit.

2: Girls are to wait in the recreation room before the meal.

3: Grace is to be said before meals.

4: Table manners are to be observed throughout the meal.

5: Second course is not to be served until first course is finished and the plates removed from the table.

6: Fruit is to be placed in the centre of the table throughout the meal.

7: Girls are not to leave the table during the meal.

8: Girls are to use table napkins during the meal.

Leawarra House Rules


1: No corporal punishment. Explain and encourage in order to maintain discipline

2: All staff to read section report book, diary and Sister’s book before commencing duty

3: Trainees to rise at 7:00am, shower, make their beds and clean their rooms.

4: Breakfast is to be served at 8:00am

5: 9-9:45 am girls are to undertake daily home duties

6: Learning classes are to commence at 10:00am.

7: Morning and afternoon breaks are to be taken in the recreation room.

8: Staff breaks are to be held in the adjoining lounge

9: 12-2:45 lunch 

10: 4:30-5:00pm letter writing. Girls are to use ball point pens which are to be checked and accounted for afterwards. Letters are to be read by senior staff.

11: 5-6:00pm evening meal.

Leawarra hygiene rules
1: Girls are to shower each morning. Baths are allowed on sister’s orders or before medical examinations.

2: Teeth are to be cleaned each morning and after each meal.

3: Tinea checks are to be conducted once a week.

4: Nails are to be cut once a week.

5: Hair can be curled at night. Hair setting must be done in the bathroom.

6: Rollers are to be checked by staff each morning.

7 : Sanitary napkins are to be checked to ensure a girl is menstruating before a fresh one is issued.

8: No rollers allowed outside bedrooms

9: No reading allowed in bedrooms (except the Bible).

10: Bedspreads are to be neatly folded at the foot of each bed each night.

11: No pencils are allowed in bedrooms. Girls are not allowed to write in bedrooms

12: One pillow per bed.

13; On warm nights girls are not permitted to sleep on top of their beds.

14: Overalls are to be worn during chores.

15: Going out clothes are to be kept in the clothing store.

Warrina Rules

Recess: School girls 10:45 - 11:15

All others 11-1:15

All Girls 2:30 - 2:45

1: Staff remain in dining room throughout all meals

2: Girls wear overalls in the work and dining rooms

3: Staff are to supervise girls when outside.

4: Staff are to take a ten minute break in the morning and afternoon, but never two staff at the one time.

5: Reports are to be written one and a half hours before staff leave duty

6: Staff must be where the girls are.

7: Girls may wear slippers and dressing gowns to watch TV or to knit or embroider

8: Girls may go to bed early at the staff’s discretion.

9: All doors are to be locked each evening, ‘girls tend to hide from staff’.

10: Girls to wear best clothing at all times on outings.

11: No girls to see Miss Peterson between 9am and 6pm without an appointment

12: Girls to enter Sister’s room through the Sister’s door not front office door.

13: Only ten records are to be given to the girls to play at one time. Staff are to be present while records are playing

14: Staff only are to control the TV. Staff are to be present while the TV is on.

15: The light is to be on while the TV is being watched. Girls are to sit on chairs, a few may sit on a blanket to watch TV.

16: All girls leaving Winlaton are to have tattoos checked.

Appendix Six

Progression through and classification within Winlaton

Appendix Seven

Map of Winlaton YTC, Nunawading

Appendix Eight
Triad Therapy ‘Problem List’

1. Manipulation - (a) Playing off one person against another

 (b) Allowing oneself to be used - someone giving you an object to become friend or someone giving you an object to get something back

2. Bitchy - Starting arguments and taking bad moods out on someone else. Backstabbing

3. Attention Seeking - Wanting to be noticed, and behaving in a negative way to get attention

4. Boisterous - Being loud and noisy, yelling a lot

5. Impatient - Can’t wait for anything to happen - wants things to happen straight away, very demanding

6. Spoilt Brat - Wanting and getting one’s own way all the time

7. Dependency - Being too dependent on another person, place or thing

8. Big Noting - Acting as if you are tough or the big person

9. Smarty Pants - Trying to be smart and giving smart answers

10. Childish - Not acting your age (acting younger than you really are)

11. Not Facing Reality - Not facing up to your problems or what is going on, or what you are doing.

12. Scape goating - Putting the blame on someone else instead of yourself

13. Lonely - Thinking you are terribly alone in everything you do, in everything you are

14. Hygiene - General/personal - not being clean : being dirty in one’s own person - not washing hair etc

15. Overweight - Always eating and putting on too much weight

16. Follower - Looking up to people who mislead you into irresponsible things

17. Stooge -Being used because you can’t face up to people. Letting yourself be stooged by people who really aren’t your friends. Allowing yourself to be ‘set up’

18. Communication - Not being able to talk with people: can’t express yourself properly. Not being able to trust many people

19. Brick Wall - Being blocked off so that no one can get in and you can’t reach out to other people.

20. Heavy Mood - When your negative moods ooze out of you and it poisons the other person - it dampens them

21. Prostitution - Sex for money

22. Not Caring - Person who doesn’t seek help and says he/she doesn’t care about anything or anybody; refuses to help others

23. Fronting - Putting on a false face: not letting people know how you really feel and think: wearing a mask to impress others or seek sympathy, or make a point: trying to be someone you’re not. Pretending and living in a dream world: saying you’re sick when you’re not

24. Cursing - Being rude: using foul language: swearing at people

25. Fighting - Hitting out at people ; violence ; sometimes hitting a person with no valid reason except that you didn’t like that particular person; can’t control temper and uses fists.

26. Drugs - Smoking marijuana, popping pills etc, to perhaps escape the true self and avoid real problems, or maybe just to feel good. Can’t say ‘no’ to drugs: can’t stop smoking cigarettes

27. Drinking - Drowning your sorrows(so to speak) ; drinking a great deal of alcohol; getting drunk for the fun of it or to become relaxed; to use as a security blanket. 

Appendix Nine
‘A typical day at Winlaton’

7:00 - Get woken up

7:30 - Finally get out of bed and have a shower

8:00 - Have a cuppa and a smoke

8:15 - Do my job

8:30 - Get my smokes and listen to the radio

9:00 - Triads (an hour of boredom at times)

10:00 - Have another cuppa and listen to the radio

10:30 - School

11:30 - Back to section for a cuppa

12:00 - Back to school

 1:00 - Lunch

2:00 - Back to school

3:30 - Back to section to have a cuppa and laze around

6:00 - Tea

6:45 - Jobs

7:00- Pool smokes and watch TV or whatever

9:00 - Pool smoke

9:30 - Bed

10:30 - Lights out till tomorrow

Leawarra

Monday, Tuesday, Wednesday, Friday

7:00 - We are woken up to have a shower

8:00 - Breakfast

8:30 - We start our jobs that are given to us

9:00 - We have Triads and get our smokes

10:00 - We finish Triads and have a break 

10:30 - We go to school 

11:30 - We have another break

12:00 - We go back to school

1:00 - We have lunch

1:30 - We finish lunch and do our jobs again

2:00 - We go back to school

3:30 - We finish school for the day

3:30-6:00 - We play pool, table tennis, listen to music

6:00 - We have tea

6:30 - We do our jobs once again

7:00 - We watch television or play more pool or table tennis or anything you want to.

9:30 - We do our jobs, have a pool smoke, North side go to bed

10:00 - We go to bed

Appendix Ten 

Children and Young Person’s Act (Vic) 1989

Part 1(3) Definition of a ‘child’ 

‘child’ means - 
(a) in the case of a person who is alleged to have committed an offence, a person who at the time of the alleged commission of the offence was under the age of 17 years but of or above the age of 10 years but does not include any person who is of or above the age of 18 years at the time of being brought before the court; and

(b) in any case, a person who is under the age of 17 years or, if a protection order continues in force in respect of him of her, a person who is under the age of 18 years;

Children and Young Person’s Act (Vic) 1989

Division 2, 63

‘When is a child in need of protection?

For the purposes of this Act a child is in need of protection if any of the following grounds exist - 

(a) the child has been abandoned by his or her parents and after reasonable enquires -----


(i) the parents cannot be found; and


(ii) no other suitable person can be found who is willing and able to care for the child

(b) the child’s parents are dead or incapacitated and there is no other suitable person willing and able to care for the child; 

(c) the child has suffered or is likely to suffer significant harm as a result of physical injury and the child’s parents have not protected or are unlikely to protect, the child from harm of that type;

(d) the child has suffered, or is likely to suffer, significant harm as a result of sexual abuse and the child’s parents have not protected, or are unlikely to protect, the child from harm of that type; 

(e) the child has suffered, or is likely to suffer, emotional or psychological harm of such a kind that the child’s emotional or intellectual development is, or is likely to be, significantly damaged and the child’s parents have not protected, or are unlikely to protect, the child from harm of that type;

(f) the child’s physical development or health has been, or is likely to be, significantly harmed and the child’s parents have not provided, arranged or allowed the provision of, or are unlikely to provide, arrange or allow the provision of basic care or effective medical, surgical or other remedial care. 
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