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Names in adoption law and policy: representations of family, rights and identities 

 

 

Law relating to the naming of children has multiple, diverse components, and is underpinned, 

inter alia, by legal constructs of parental rights and responsibilities, and of children’s rights. 

In England, for example, the Children Act 1989, s.3 (1) details parental responsibility as 

encompassing ‘All the rights, duties, powers, responsibilities and authority that by law a 

parent of a child has in relation to the child and his [sic] property’, including to name a child 

and to change a child’s names (at least those parents deemed in law to have parental 

responsibility, and subject to the consent of others with parental responsibility; see Children 

Act 1989 s.13). In terms of children’s rights, the 1989 United Nations Convention of the 

Rights of the Child [UNCRC] specifies, inter alia, that children have ‘the right from birth to a 

name’ (Article 7) and the right to ‘preserve his or her identity, including…[their] name…’ 

(Article 8). Name-related rights of parents and of children within families are potentially 

conflictual, e.g., if a parent changes their child’s birth surname when families are ‘remade’ 

through parental separation and/or divorce, re-partnering and/or the blending together of 

formerly separate families.  

 

Tension between names, parents’ rights and children’s rights is likely to be especially latent 

in families (re)made through processes of adoption: parental naming rights gained by an 

adoptive parent (to name and/or rename their child) and the name rights of a child (to have a 

name from birth and to preserve their identity including their name) are complicated by the 

fact that, invariably, the child has previously been forenamed and surnamed at birth, by their 

birth parent(s). In this article we focus on the complexities of names in adoptive family life 

through examining two important but hitherto overlooked questions: how are names 

addressed in adoption law and in associated policy texts intended to inform and guide people 

affected by adoption?; and, what ideas of names, family, rights and identities are contained 

and projected within? The originality of our focus on names in adoption law and policy, and 

of representations of family, rights and identities therein, also lies in our drawing together for 

the first-time insights offered by the sociology of names, by critical law and policy studies, 

and by adoption studies. In sociology, names are increasingly seen as an important ‘lens’ 

through which family relationships, identities and rights can be examined and understood 

(Finch 2008: 713; e.g., Carter and Duncan 2018, Davies 2011). In critical law and policy 

studies, it is recognized that legal and statutory frameworks may contain myriad underlying 
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assumptions about, and projections of, family and kinship relations and of the rights of 

various people within families (e.g., Carling, Duncan and Edwards 2002, Cornford, Baines 

and Wilson 2013, Crossley 2016). In turn, adoption scholars regard adoption as a process 

through which understandings of family and identity are worked out and (re)produced, 

whether in the everyday experiences of these families or, as we focus on in this article, inlaid 

within the details of specific national legal and policy processes for families formed through 

adoption (e.g., Jones and Hackett 2011, Kirton 2013, Shanahan 2005), including in relation to 

names, rights and identities.  

 

We use the example of law and policy on adoption in England to examine these issues. Our 

article begins with an account of changes in the governance and culture of adoption in 

England, and in the profile of children placed for adoption. We argue that these changes place 

names, and especially children’s names, at the heart of key challenges of contemporary 

adoptive family life and make it necessary to examine how children’s names are addressed 

within adoption law and policy texts shaping the milieu of people affected by adoption. Using 

critical discourse analysis, we then audit the key texts comprising the current legal and policy 

framework on adoption in England for content about names. We examine instructional 

content (points of law and/or advisory guidance) and discourses – ideas, values and meanings 

- contained and conveyed within the texts about adoption, names, family, rights and identity. 

Our key findings are that there is omission, inconsistency, and opacity within, and between, 

the content of adoption texts in relation to names, especially regarding forenames of children 

who are adopted. We argue the omissions, inconsistencies, and opacity of content are 

outcomes of normative imaginations of ‘family’ within the texts. In consequence, ‘family 

surnaming’, ‘name change’ and ‘parental naming rights’ are discursively constructed as pre-

eminent naming issues in cases of adoption, positioning children’s ‘welfare rights’ over and 

above children’s name-based ‘identity rights’. Our findings advance sociological 

understandings of the power names have in shaping and reflecting family relationships (Finch 

2008: 721) and individual identities (Pilcher 2016), and of how law and policy can privilege 

some types of family and kinship relationships over others, and the rights of some family 

members over others.  

 

Names in families formed through adoption: contexts and evidence 

Two particularly significant changes since the 1970s have placed names at the heart of key 

challenges of adoptive family life in England. First, changes in adoption governance and 
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cultures led to a shift from ‘closed’ adoptions characterised by secrecy, including about birth 

names and birth family, to ‘open’ adoptions (Kornitzer 1968, O’Halloran 2015, Thomas 

2013). Second, the typical profile of children placed for adoption has changed, from babies 

(many whose birth mothers were levered into ‘giving them up’ because of their unmarried 

status, and/or their social class and/or ethnicity; Garrett 2000), to children aged 1-9, often in 

sibling groups, who are ‘in care’ because their birth family was unable to look after them 

suitably (Coram 2019; Department for Education [DFE] 2019; Thomas 2013). In 

combination, ‘expectations of openness’ (Jones 2016) in contemporary adoptions and the 

typical profile of contemporary adoptees means that children will likely know their own birth 

forenames and surnames, and even the names of birth family members. Moreover, in digital 

societies it’s easier for persons affected by adoption to use names to find, contact and 

communicate with birth relatives (e.g., Samuels 2018). Given that adoption is a process riven 

by inequalities (Kirton 2020), it is also likely that associations between names, social class 

and/or ethnicity (Pilcher 2016; Lindsay and Dempsey 2017) feature in adoption experiences. 

Children who are adopted join their new family with names, given by birth parents, that not 

only convey their individual identities and birth family affiliation, but may also signal their 

social class and ethnicity. There are, then, a good number of reasons why names might be 

issues of especial significance for people affected by adoption. However, research focused 

specifically on names in adoption is scarce, probably because of the prosaic and quotidian 

character of names (Pilcher 2016) and the foregrounding of child welfare issues; issues 

relating to identity in adoption have had much less attention (McMurray et al 2011).    

 

The small body of existing studies reporting – directly, or indirectly – on names does support 

their significance in processes of adoption. Names are shown to be central in experiences 

relating to adoptees’ birth heritage, culture, and identity, especially in cases of international 

(or inter-country) adoptions (Jacobson 2008; Ostler 2013; Reynolds et al 2017; Scherman and 

Harré 2004; Suter 2012). In international adoptions, parental practices of naming vary from 

‘culture keeping’ by retaining their child’s birth forename (e.g. Jacobson, 2008) to ‘culture 

assimilation’ by renaming their child with, say, an American-English forename (e.g. Suter, 

2012). Names are also shown to be important to experiences of adoptive family-making and 

identity, whether as tools to cement belonging (e.g., Johnson et al 1991; Patterson and Farr 

2017) or as hindrances to the management of ‘roles, boundaries and identities in open 

adoptive families’ (Horstman et al., 2018: 139. See also: Beek and Schofield 2002; Jones and 

Hackett 2011; MacDonald 2017; Watson et al 2015). As we argue elsewhere (Pilcher, Hooley 
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and Coffey 2020), names are significant in adoption because they are entangled with key 

challenges of contemporary adoptive family life: ‘the requirement to create a new version of 

kinship that includes both adoptive relatives and birth relatives’ (Jones and Hackett 2011: 

45), and the respecting of identity rights of adopted individuals, to enable them to make sense 

of their ‘adoptive identity’ (Grotevant 1997) throughout their lives.  

 

Evidence we summarise here clearly shows that names do feature strongly in experiences of 

adoption. There is a case, then, for our key concerns in this article: What content is there in 

adoption law and policy in England that might help people affected by adoption, and 

adoption professionals who support them, to navigate the complexities of naming issues in 

adoptive family life?; and what ideas of family, rights and identities are contained and 

projected within it?  

 

Methodology 

Our methodological approach to our examination of adoption law and policy is informed by 

critical discourse analysis (e.g., Ball 1993, Prior et al 2012). Although with differing 

philosophical underpinnings and having various iterations, critical discourse analysis 

perspectives typically position the macro-micro dynamics of law and policy as ‘power-full’ 

reflections of, and contributors to, socio-cultural contexts. There are three commonly shared, 

interlinked premises of critical discourse analysis: (i) ‘discourses’ are definitions and 

representations of aspects of the social world (including knowledge, actions and identities) 

present within language; (ii) it is, therefore, in language that law and policy are ‘made’; (iii) 

discursive framings of social problems and policy solutions are key to understanding the 

social problem-related and policy-related experiences of individuals in the everyday world, 

including their decisions and actions (Prior et al 2012: 272).  ‘Official’ discourses of law and 

policy are thus argued to shape people’s milieu through the ideas, values, and meanings they 

contain and convey (Fairclough 2010; Willig 2013), including about normative ideas of 

family (see Crossley 2016), and as we argue in this article, their links with names, identities 

and rights.  

 

Our primary strategy for capturing evidence relevant to our research questions entailed using 

secondary literature on the recent history and policy of adoption in England to identify key 

legal and policy texts. This led us to focus on: Adoption and Children Act 2002 [the 2002 

Act], Adoption: Statutory Guidance (DFE 2013) [Statutory Guidance], and Adoption: 
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National Minimum Standards (DFE 2014) [Minimum Standards]. Legal frameworks in 

England also develop through interpretations of legislation and judgements made in courts of 

law. In a supplementary research strategy, we therefore used keywords to search law 

databases (specifically Lexis, and the British and Irish Legal Information Institute) to identify 

cases in family courts in England since 2002 that addressed children’s names in processes of 

adoption. This led us to focus on the following legal cases: (1) re DL and LA (Care: Change 

of Forenames) [2003] FLR 1 33 (2) re London Borough of Haringey v M [2014] EWHC 

2883 Fam (3) re C (a child) [2014] WL 5311842 (4) re R and E (Children) [2017] WL 

01552445. To generate a critical discursive reading of legal and policy texts under our 

scrutiny, we followed Thomson (2011) in systematically asking: what is being represented 

here as truth or as norm, and whose interests and which practices are - or are not - made 

possible and/or desirable by these ways of thinking and understanding? Our analysis of found 

texts entailed reading, note-making, and coding to map, index, and categorise content 

thematically in relation to our research questions (Braun and Clarke 2006).  

 

We use critical discourse analysis, then, to analyse how names – and especially children’s 

names - are discursively addressed in current law and policy on adoption in England, and the 

ideas about family, rights and identities represented within. We insist on the value of our 

close analysis of adoption law and policy in England, but also acknowledge that it does not 

exist in isolation, either nationally or internationally, from the complexities of wider social 

welfare/social justice frameworks relating to children and families, and to legal frameworks 

on names and naming rights. Our examination of names and ideas about family, rights and 

identities in adoption law and policy is also imbued with an understanding of adoption as a 

multifaceted, complex set of processes at the centre of which is a child with often difficult, if 

not traumatic, previous experiences. 

 

Findings: names in English adoption law and policy  

 

Our first research question asks: what content is there about names, and especially children’s 

names, within adoption law and policy in England, content that might help people affected by 

adoption, and adoption professionals who support them, to navigate the complexities of 

naming issues in adoptive family life? Next, then, we examine (in publication date order) the 

texts under our scrutiny. We identify where in these texts instructional/guidance content on 

names can be found, and which aspects of names this content relates to.  
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The 2002 Adoption and Children Act  

The 2002 Act is primarily concerned with regulating the circumstances whereby a child can 

be placed for adoption, and the consequences once such a placement is made. It also 

addresses issues of disclosure of adoption information. It is viewed as a long overdue and 

substantial overhaul of adoption legislation (e.g., Ball 2005) and as an outcome of the 

renewed policy emphasis on child adoption from the period of the late 1990s Labour 

government into the era of successive Conservative administrations (e.g., Kirton 2020). 

Nonetheless, and despite the increased saliency of names in adoption we evidenced earlier, 

there is scarce mention of names in the 2002 Act. There is no mention of names in sections of 

the Act detailing information to be kept about a person’s adoption, or in the regulations on 

disclosure of ‘identifying information’ related to a person’s adoption. The only mention of 

names is in relation to changing a child’s name, and especially their birth family surname to a 

new adoptive family surname. The first instance of this is an outline of procedures to follow 

if an adopted person has been given or has taken a new ‘name’ within a year of the adoption 

order (section 77 (6), 4:2 of Schedule 1; it’s unclear whether ‘name’ here refers only to 

forenames, to forenames and surnames, or only to surnames). The second instance of name 

content in the 2002 Act is a stipulation that the surname of a prospective adoptee must not be 

changed before the granting of the adoption order, unless birth parent(s) have consented to a 

change, or a Court allows a change (Section 28: 2 and 3a). Our audit of the 2002 Act also 

included official forms and accompanying guidance notes (form A58 and its variants A59 

and A60, used by prospective adopters when applying for an adoption order). In form A58, 

and its variants, applicants are asked to provide the names (‘first name(s) in full’ and ‘last 

name’) they ‘want the child to be known as’, when the adoption order is made. Guidance 

notes on completing this section of the form explain: ‘Please enter the name by which you 

want the child to be known following the adoption […]. You may wish the child to have a 

new name following the adoption, but there is no obligation to change the child’s name if you 

do not want to do so’.   

 

In the 2002 Act, and its accompanying official forms, content on names, is included although 

it is limited. Content is exclusively concerned with name changing for children, especially in 

relation to the changing of children’s surnames. There is no content relating to names and 

information giving, or to children’s name-based identity rights under the 1989 UNCRC. 
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Generic references to ‘names’ are unhelpfully opaque and, relatedly, there is no specific 

mention of children’s forenames. 

 

Adoption: Statutory Guidance 

Statutory Guidance (DFE 2013) is a text explaining the content of regulations made under the 

2002 Act and the duties and responsibilities placed on adoption agencies. It also gives an 

overview of parental responsibilities of adopters. The intended audience of this text is 

‘everyone involved in the adoption of children’ (DFE 2013: 3), including social workers and 

other adoption professionals, adoptive families, birth families, and adopted adults.  

 

Our content audit found that names do feature within Statutory Guidance. For example, 

‘naming the child or agreeing to the child's change of name’ (DFE 2013: 98) is listed as one 

of ten important elements of parental responsibility. It is unclear from the wording here 

whether ‘naming the child’ and changing a child’s ‘name’ implies both forenaming and 

surnaming, or just surnaming. A related reference to any changes of ‘names’ needing to be 

compliant with Section 28 of the 2002 Act (2013: 100) clarifies that it is, in fact, surnames at 

issue (given that Section 28 only specifies surnames and does not mention forenames). 

Elsewhere in the text, the issue is raised of ‘whether the surname of the birth parents, family 

and others should, in the context of openness in adoption, be included’ in life story work with 

children who are adopted (DFE 2013: 107). This is advisory content about names and 

information giving (albeit only focused on surnames). Also, in sections 11.8, 11.38 and 11.39 

of Statutory Guidance, ‘names’ - of the adoptee, birth parents and other birth relatives, - are 

specified as key elements in processes for managing and disclosing ‘identifying information’ 

about persons involved in cases of adoption (DFE 2013: 208). For example, it is stated (DFE 

2013: 215) that, where an applicant for information is the adopted person, applications for 

disclosure of information should include current and any previous forename(s) and surname, 

name on adoption ‘if different from current name’, as well as full names of adoptive parents 

and name at birth/prior to adoption, ‘if known’. Where the application is from a birth relative 

of an adopted person or from any other person, details should include applicant’s current 

forename(s) and surname, name of adopted person, ‘if known’, and original birth name of 

adopted person (DFE 2013: 215). This content also illustrates, inadvertently, the complexity 

of name issues in adoption.  
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Statutory Guidance contains relatively comprehensive content on names: it includes 

discussion of names in relation to ‘information giving’ as well as to ‘name changing’. 

However, as in the 2002 Act, references to ‘names’ are often unhelpfully opaque, children’s 

name-based identity rights under the 1989 UNCRC are not mentioned and there is no specific 

discussion of children’s forenames. 

 

Adoption: Minimum Standards 

Minimum Standards (DFE 2014), issued under the Care Standards Act 2000 and linked to the 

2002 Act, is concerned with the conduct of adoption and of adoption support services and 

agencies. It details two important principles which underpin standards applicable to the 

provision of adoption services. The first principle is ‘values in relation to children’, 

including: placing the child’s welfare, safety and needs at the centre of adoption processes; 

seeking and taking fully into account the child’s wishes and needs; and recognising that 

identity is important to the child’s wellbeing, and must be valued and promoted. The second 

principle is ‘values in relation to adopted adults and birth relatives’, in recognition that, 

throughout their lives, services and information should be available to enable them to address 

their adoption experiences. Like Statutory Guidance, the target audience of Minimum 

Standards is a range of people involved in the adoption of children (see DFE 2014: 5), from 

social workers and other adoption practitioners to families formed through, and individuals 

affected by, adoption.  

 

Despite its intended audience, we found that discussion of names is completely absent in 

Minimum Standards (DFE 2014). This is a significant omission, because names have obvious 

relevance to both of the ‘principles’ underpinning standards applicable to the provision of 

adoption services (‘recognising that identity is important to the child’s wellbeing’; ‘values in 

relation to adopted adults and birth relatives’, including availability of information to enable 

them to address their adoption experiences throughout their lives), as well as to many of the 

standards themselves. 

 

Inclusions, opacity and omissions 

In summary, our audit of instructional content relating to names within key texts of adoption 

law and policy in England has identified inclusions (surname changing, names in information 

giving), opacity (about which names and whose names are being discussed) and omissions 

(about children’s name-based identity rights, about children’s forenames, and in Minimum 
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Standards, names entirely). Of the three texts under our scrutiny, it is Statutory Guidance 

(DFE 2013) which contains the most comprehensive content on names; people seeking 

guidance about naming issues in adoption are best advised to consult this text. 

 

Representations of family, rights and identities 

 

Our second research question asks, what ideas of family, rights and identities are embedded 

within content on names in key texts of adoption law and policy? We organise our discussion 

of our findings using two recurrent, and interlinked, sets of ideas about names, family, rights 

and identities that emerged from our critical discursive analysis of the key texts and which, 

we argue, underpin the inclusions, opacity, and omissions found within them. These are 

‘surnames and family-making’, within which parental naming rights are prioritised, the 

changing of children’s surnames in adoption is normalised, and children’s surnames are 

elevated in importance above children’s forenames; and ‘names and children’s rights’, in 

which children’s ‘welfare rights’ are positioned above their forename-linked ‘identity rights’.  

 

‘Surnames and family-making’  

Our mapping of where, in the texts under our scrutiny, content on names can be found, and 

what is addressed, reveals a consistent focus on name-changing in adoption and especially in 

relation to children’s surnames. It is evident that the key name issue is the timing of changes 

made to adoptees’ surnames, rather than the changing of their surnames per se. Although it 

must be done at the right time, and/or in line with the rights of parents, adoption law and 

policy portray the changing of children’s surnames, post-adoption, as an expected, routine, 

and inconsequential practice, core to adoptive family-making and as marking children’s legal 

transfer from one set of parents to another.  

 

Judgements in legal cases involving children’s surnames in adoption have confirmed 

principles of the 2002 Act about the timing of and parental consent for surname changes, and 

thereby the importance of parental naming rights, and in so doing provide further illustration 

of the primacy of ‘surnames and family-making’ as a set of ideas about names, family, rights 

and identities in adoption law and policy. In Re C (a child) [2014] WL 5311842, the birth 

parents had consented to the early change of their child’s surname and so the judge allowed 

this to take place prior to the adoption order being made. In Re R and E (Children) [2017] 

EWFC B22, a father alleged that a local authority had acted unlawfully in causing two of his 
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children to be known by the surname of their prospective adopters, prior to the issuing of the 

adoption order. The judgement in this case was that the local authority, in allowing this to 

happen, had acted contrary to section 28 of the 2002 Act; it had acted without the consent of 

the father and in violation of his parental naming rights. 

 

The attention given to children’s surnames within the 2002 Act and within Statutory 

Guidance (DFE 2013), and confirmed through case law, can be argued to both reflect and to 

reproduce normative understandings about the sharing of surnames as an important 

component of collective family ‘belonging’, marking and displaying the boundaries of 

(nuclear) familial affiliation (Finch 2008). In English-speaking countries, and despite some 

shifts in marital surnaming practices, it remains the norm for a heterosexual woman marrying 

a man to discard her birth surname and to take the surname of her husband (Pilcher 2017). 

Moreover, there remain normative expectations that children of heterosexual couples, 

irrespective of the marital status or marital surnaming practice of their parents, are surnamed 

after their father (Nugent 2010). Evidence from the US suggests that adoptive couples who 

are heterosexual do follow normative familial surnaming conventions, in that the adoptive 

father’s surname is taken by/given to all members of the adoptive family (Patterson and Farr 

2017). The emphasis we found on changing children’s surnames in English adoption law and 

policy is, then, a representation of normative (patriarchal, heteronormative) ideas about 

surnames and family and kinship identities of ‘belonging’, and of men’s privileged embodied 

named identities (Pilcher 2017). These patriarchal, (hetero)normative assumptions are 

embedded in adoption law and policy despite evidence, first, of the decreasing reliability of 

surnames for signaling family in contexts of diverse, fluid, and complicated kinship relations 

(Davies 2011, Finch 2008, Klett-Davis 2012), and second, that most adoptive couples who 

are same-sex give their child(ren) a hyphenated surname, created from the surname of each 

parent (Patterson and Farr 2017). Yet the emphasis we found in the texts on changing 

children’s surnames could also be a recognition that, in being a family form that is already 

‘other’, sharing a surname may be especially meaningful for families formed through 

adoption (e.g., Patterson and Farr 2017), including for adopted children themselves (Beek 

and Schofield 2002; Sinclair, Wilson, and Gibbs, 2001). 

 

Earlier, we noted that content in Statutory Guidance (2013) does reference names in 

discussion of processes for managing and disclosing ‘identifying information’ about persons 

involved in cases of adoption and in ‘information giving’ throughout the lives of people 
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affected by adoption. Yet the role of names in ‘information giving’ and for the identity rights 

for people affected by adoption are otherwise decentered by the dominance of ideas within 

Statutory Guidance about ‘surnames and family-making’, within which name-changing for 

children is normalised. For example, as shown earlier, sections 11.38 and 11.39 of Statutory 

Guidance focus on information giving in relation to names (DFE 2013: 215). The wording 

(‘current’ and ‘previous’ names, ‘original birth name’, ‘if known’) of this otherwise 

straightforward instructional content signals the complexities of entanglements of names and 

identity in adoption processes, caused by name-changing, and which continue long beyond 

the granting of an adoption order, and throughout the lifetimes of people affected by 

adoption. Names are, of course, the key elements of ‘identifying information’: applicants 

seeking disclosure of information are likely to face difficulties if, due to name-changing in 

adoption, they lack knowledge of current or previous names of all or of some persons 

involved.  

 

As we previously noted, children’s forenames are not specifically discussed either in the 

2002 Act, nor in Statutory Guidance (DFE 2013) nor in Minimum Standards (DFE 2014). 

We see this as a further manifestation of the dominance of ‘surnames and family-making’ as 

a set of ideas about family, rights and identities in adoption law and policy texts, and the 

normalisation of surname change for children that it (re)produces. In consequence, adopted 

children’s surnames are elevated in importance over and above their forenames, with 

implications for their identity rights, both in their here-and-now and in their adult futures. We 

explore this further next as we discuss the second, interlinked, set of ideas about family, 

rights and identities embedded within the name content of adoption law and policy: ‘names 

and children’s rights’.  

 

‘Names and children’s rights’  

Welbourne (2002) argues that although there are recognised complexities and tensions in law 

about children’s rights in adoption, it is the ‘welfare and best interests rights’ of adopted 

children, not their ‘identity rights’, that underpin English adoption law and decisions made in 

reference to it (see also McMurray et al 2011). Albeit unarticulated in the 2002 Act, nor in 

Statutory Guidance or Minimum Standards, we surmise that it is ideas about children’s rights 

of ‘welfare and best interests’ that underpin representations of surname changing as routine 

and expected for children who have been adopted, and for the importance their surnames are 

held to have for their (new) family affiliation. Children’s rights of welfare and best interests 
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certainly featured in the judgement of a legal case we cited earlier, Re R and E (Children) 

[2017] EWFC B22. Here, a father won his argument that a local authority had acted 

unlawfully in causing two of his children to be known (albeit informally) by the surname of 

their prospective adopters, prior to the issuing of the adoption order. However, the judge 

noted that, had the local authority made an application to the court to change informally the 

children’s surnames (‘as they should have done’), it likely would have been allowed on 

grounds of the welfare and best interests of the children.  

 

We argue that a key consequence of the predominance of discourses of ‘surnames and 

family-making’ in key texts of adoption law and policy is the eclipsing of the issue of 

children’s forenames. Direct discussion of children’s forenames, and of their forename-

related identity rights, is not evident in the content of the 2002 Act, nor in Statutory Guidance 

or Minimum Standards. However, children’s forenames in adoption have been addressed in 

legal judgements in family courts in England since 2002. At issue in the case of re DL and 

LA (Care: Change of Forenames) [2003] FLR 1 339 was a change of forenames of children, 

made by their prospective adopters. The judge disallowed a change of forenames, arguing (in 

a legal precedent) that the principles underlying the law on surname change for children 

placed for adoption also apply to forename change. That is, forenames for children placed for 

adoption should not be changed prior to an adoption order being made, unless birth parents 

have consented to a change, or a Court allows a change on grounds of the welfare or best 

interests of a child. This interpretation thus extended the law on changing children’s 

surnames in cases of adoption and applied it to children’s forenames. In so doing, we argue 

that the normalcy of name-changing in adoption is (re)produced and the importance of 

parental naming rights reiterated, along with the primacy of children’s rights of welfare and 

best interests.  

 

Law in relation to forenames in adoption developed further in a 2014 case involving two 

children placed for adoption, within which ideas about ‘names and children’s rights’ also 

featured. In Re London Borough of Haringey v M [2014] EWHC 2883 Fam, the judge 

allowed a change of forenames and surnames for the children, prior to the adoption order 

being made, on grounds of their welfare and best interests. The birth parents had made 

determined efforts (including via digital searches) to find their children, and the 

distinctiveness of the children’s birth forenames was held to be an issue. It was argued that 

the children deserved a secure home with their soon-to-be adopters, and this could only be 
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achieved if the children had a new identity (that is, new forenames and surname). Clearly, in 

this case, children’s name-related welfare and best interest rights were held to be paramount, 

above the naming rights of birth parents.  

 

Court judgements in England have established, then, that forename changes for children 

placed for adoption are subject to the same legal principles as surname changes in terms of 

timing, parental rights of consent and the superior importance of the welfare and best 

interests of a child. Such legal judgements, although not as readily accessible as Statutory 

Guidance, Minimum Standards or even the 2002 Act itself, do compensate somewhat for the 

omission of content on forenames we have identified within these three key texts of adoption 

law and policy. Even more significantly, as we discuss next, a landmark legal case involving 

forenames in adoption represents a challenge to the parental naming rights of adopters and, 

relatedly, elevates identity rights of children embedded in their birth forenames.  

 

In the detail of the landmark case of re DL and LA (Care: Change of Forenames) [2003] FLR 

1 339 (discussed above), in which a change of forenames was disallowed prior to an adoption 

order, the judge Lady Justice Butler-Sloss nonetheless argued that birth forenames are pre-

eminent bearers of identity rights for a child who is adopted. Lady Justice Butler-Sloss 

emphasised the ‘significant’ and ‘underlying importance’ of a forename for identity, even for 

a ‘very young child’ who would likely know their own forename: ‘To change [a forename] is 

to affect the child’s identity…There is an underlying importance to the principle that the 

[fore]name should not be changed’ (2003: 346). The ‘welfare principle’, linked to children’s 

rights of welfare and best interest, was argued to provide the only justificatory rationale, and 

only then in exceptional circumstances, for children’s forenames to be changed prior to an 

adoption order being made. This is a judgement that addresses ideas about children’s name-

based identity rights specified in Articles 7 and 8 of the 1989 UNCRC: that children have 

‘the right from birth to a name’ and the right to ‘preserve his or her identity, 

including…[their] name…’. 

 

The significance of Butler-Sloss’ 2003 judgement on children’s forenames and identity rights 

in cases of adoption has evolved exponentially. Essentially, the Butler-Sloss principle that 

birth forenames are key bearers of a child’s identity rights has become the ‘official’ position 

amongst adoption professionals in England (Brain and Dibben 2010; Featherstone, Gupta and 

Mills 2018). Moreover, it is held to have relevance beyond the point at which an adoption 
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order is made and via which adopters gain rights of parental responsibility including over 

name choices for their child. Consequently, in case law and in adoption professional practice, 

changing a child’s birth forename (at any stage) is now portrayed as inadvisable, if not 

disallowed, in recognition of their identity rights, unless there are exceptional reasons for 

doing so. Both Statutory Guidance (DFE 2013) and National Minimum Standards (DFE 

2014) were published a full decade after the Butler-Sloss judgement of 2003. Yet as we have 

shown, in these texts, it is either implied that changing birth forenames of children who are 

adopted is, like changing surnames, entirely normative, expected and inconsequential, or the 

issue of changing forenames is not directly addressed at all.   

 

The widespread acceptance and enactment of the Butler-Sloss principle amongst adoption 

professionals means that there is disparity and inconsistency between, on one hand, 

instructional content in key texts of adoption law and policy and, on the other, professional 

practice in relation to the forenames of children who are adopted. In our view, the disparity 

and inconsistency between professional practice and official statutory guidance texts 

regarding children’s forenames in adoption is problematic for at least two reasons. First, both 

Statutory Guidance (DFE 2013) and Minimum Standards (DFE 2104) are more accessible 

sources of information and guidance than are court judgements and case law. Yet, as we have 

shown, both are in and of themselves inadequate, being out-of-date with regard to landmark 

legal thinking and professional adoption practice about the identity rights now held to be 

inherent in children’s forenames. Second and relatedly, if case law and professional practice 

since 2003 endorses the retention of children’s forenames post-adoption order but statutory 

processes, forms and guidance (without mentioning forenames specifically) represent 

forename change as both possible and desirable, which official and ‘power-full’ discursive 

framing is to be trusted by adoptive families, birth families, and adopted adults as the most 

authoritative purveyor of truth and norm on the issue of forenames and the identity interests 

of children? The inconsistency of messaging here might help explain why, in the words of an 

adoption social worker in Featherstone, Gupta and Mills’ (2018: 19) study, “We do really go 

into them [adoptive parents] about identity, not changing [children’s fore]names – but they 

do”. 

 

The ‘mixed messaging’ about names, and especially about children’s forename-based identity 

rights within key texts of adoption law and policy in England, we argue, are ultimately 

related to what Eekelarr (2020: 798) has called the ‘legal fiction’ of adoption. As expressed 
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in the 2002 Act (Section 67, 1), this is the idea that ‘An adopted person is to be treated in law 

as if born as the child of the adopters or adopter’. It is this construction of adoption, entangled 

as it is with English common law on parental rights and responsibilities - and the positioning 

of children as property to be passed between one set of parents and another - that ultimately 

enables and normalises name-changing for children who are adopted. It does so irrespective 

of relevant articles of the 1989 UNCRC, the Butler-Sloss judgement of 2003, or the 

professional ethos of adoption practitioners, all of which endow children’s birth name-based 

identity rights with great significance.  

 

Conclusion 

 

Findings presented in this article suggest that in the three key texts of still current adoption 

law and policy published in England between 2002 and 2014, content on names – an issue 

likely to be of especial significance for families (re)formed through adoption - is principally 

concerned with surnames and with name-changing and that specific discussion of children’s 

forenames is absent. We have argued that the opacity of content and its inclusions and 

omissions are outcomes of discourses of ‘surnames and family-making’, within which 

normative representations of names, family, rights and identities are expressed, and which 

also elevate children’s ‘welfare and best interest’ rights above their (fore)name-based 

‘identity rights’. Discourses of ‘surnames and family-making’ are themselves framed by the 

‘legal fiction’ (Eekelaar 2020) of adoption which (re)constructs children as if they were born 

to their adoptive parents. Furthermore, developments in English case law since 2003, and 

subsequently in adoption professional practice, on children’s forenames and identity rights 

mean that current guidance about names, family, rights and identities is outdated, especially 

within Statutory Guidance (DFE 2013) and Minimum Standards (DFE 2014).  

 

To date, research literature has not addressed the nexus between names and law and policy on 

adoption, but our study of these issues using England as an example shows the value of doing 

so. First, our study advances sociological knowledge of normative, power-full, authoritatively 

heavy understandings of names that feed into the milieu of different types of families. We 

have shown that, within the content of adoption law and policy on names, having a shared 

surname across generations within a nuclear family is represented as core to family belonging 

- a portrayal that perpetuates the (hetero)normalcy of patriarchal and patrilineal naming 

practices which privilege men and mark children as belongings of parents. Uniformity of 
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surname is itself represented as achieved through the routine exercise of parental rights to 

name children, rights which extend to changing children’s forenames, and which render 

name-changing for adopted children as normal and inconsequential - despite the denigration 

of children’s identity rights it engenders. The mono-dimensionality of ideas about family and 

names in adoption law and policy sits at odds both with the complexities of issues of names 

in adoptive family life, and the diversity and fluidity of contemporary family relationships 

more broadly (e.g., Finch 2008). More multi-logical ideas about names, family, rights and 

identities in adoption law and policy texts might better support people affected by adoption to 

navigate the challenges and opportunities of adoptive family life. Second, and relatedly, our 

findings highlight a need for policymakers in England to amend and update current statutory 

guidance texts, and related official forms, on names and adoption, and especially, to 

incorporate fully developments arising from post-2003 case law on names in adoption. Our 

findings therefore extend arguments made by Doughty (2015: 331) as to ‘mis-

communications’ within adoption legal frameworks, and the need families and practitioners 

have for greater clarity in statutory guidance. Third, our analysis of names in adoption law 

and policy exposes significant tensions between the ‘legal fiction’ of adoption (whereby a 

child’s identity is legally reconstructed as if born to their adopter), the policy of ‘openness’ in 

adoption (which creates a new version of kinship inclusive of adoptive and birth relatives), 

and the name-based identity rights of people who are adopted. Our research therefore calls 

into question how, in contemporary adoption processes and practises predominant in 

England, parental rights and responsibilities to (re)name children can be balanced with 

children’s own name-related identity rights, especially given that decisions about adopted 

children’s welfare and best interests are invariably complex and challenging.  

  

Our examination of discursive representations of names, family, rights and identity in legal 

frameworks governing adoption focuses on just one national context. Yet, our arguments do 

have implications for the vast majority of countries around the globe that have ratified the 

1989 UNCRC, but whose own systems and practices of adoption, as in England, may not be 

in keeping with the spirit of its Articles relating to children’s name-based identity rights. Case 

studies of other national contexts would develop scholarly understanding of differences and 

similarities between countries, including representations of names, family, rights and 

identities embedded within adoption law and policy. We have argued that such official 

power-full representations carry authoritative weight, shaping people’s milieu through the 

ideas, values and meanings they contain and convey. The small body of direct and indirect 
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research on experiences and understandings of names in adoption has yet to address how 

legal principles on names and adoption, whether via legislation, statutory guidance or case 

law, are translated into adoption professionals’ practices and the lived experiences of families 

formed through adoption. Future research should therefore engage with people affected by 

adoption, and adoption professionals, to uncover their understandings, and felt consequences, 

of points of law and of discourses contained and conveyed within legal and social policy 

frameworks on adoption and names.   

 

References 

 

Adoption and Children Act (2002) Statute Law Database. Available 

at: https://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2002/38/section/25 [Accessed May 10 

2022]. 

Ball, C. (2005) ‘The Adoption and Children Act 2002. A critical examination’, Adoption & 

Fostering, 29 (2): 6-17. https://doi.org/10.1177/030857590502900203 

Ball, S. (1993) ‘What is Policy? Texts, trajectories and toolboxes’, Discourse: Studies in the 

Cultural Politics of Education, 13 (2): 10-17. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/0159630930130203 

Beek, M., & Schofield, G. (2002) ‘Foster carers' perspectives on permanence. A focus group 

study’, Adoption & Fostering, 26 (2): 14–27. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/030857590202600204  

Brain, W., and Dibben, E. (2010) ‘Identity theft by another name?’, Community Care (1835): 

18. https://www.communitycare.co.uk/2010/09/10/identity-theft-by-another-

name/#.YyR7pC0w1TY 

Braun, V. and Clarke, V. (2006) Thematic Analysis, London: SAGE. 

Carling, A., Duncan, S. and Edwards, R. (2002, eds) Analysing Families, Morality and 

Rationality in Policy and Practice, London: Routledge. 

Carter J. and Duncan S. (2018) Reinventing Couples. London: Palgrave Macmillan  

https://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2002/38/section/25
https://doi.org/10.1177%2F030857590502900203
https://doi.org/10.1080/0159630930130203
https://doi.org/10.1177/030857590202600204
https://www.communitycare.co.uk/2010/09/10/identity-theft-by-another-name/#.YyR7pC0w1TY
https://www.communitycare.co.uk/2010/09/10/identity-theft-by-another-name/#.YyR7pC0w1TY


 18 

Children Act 1989. Statute Law Database. Available 

at: https://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/1989/41/contents [Accessed May 10th 

2022]. 

Coram (2019) ‘Brothers and sisters are stronger together than apart’. Available 

at: http://bit.ly/2YCwMxq [Accessed 30 November 2020]. 

Cornford, J., Baines, S. and Wilson, R. (2013) ‘Representing the Family: how does the state 

think family?’, Policy and Politics 41 (1): 1-18. 

https://doi.org/10.1332/030557312X645838 

Crossley, S. (2016) ‘Realising the (troubled) family, crafting the neo-liberal state’, Family, 

Relationships and Societies 5 (2): 263-79. 

https://doi.org/10.1332/204674315X14326465757666 

Davies, H. (2011) ‘Sharing surnames: Children, family and kinship’, Sociology, 45: 554–561. 

doi:10.1177/0038038511406600.  

Department for Education (2019) Children looked after in England (including adoption), 

year ending 31 March 2019. London: Department for Education. Available at 

assets.publishing.service.gov.uk. [Accessed May 10th 2022]. 

Department for Education (2014) Adoption National Minimum Standards. London: 

Department for Education. Available at assets.publishing.service.gov.uk. [Accessed 

May 10th 2022]. 

Department for Education (2013) Adoption Statutory Guidance. London: Department for 

Education. Available at assets.publishing.service.gov.uk. [Accessed May 10th 2022]. 

Doughty, J. (2015) ‘Myths and misunderstandings in adoption law and policy’, Child & 

Family Law Quarterly, 27 (4): 331-354. 

https://www.familylaw.co.uk/news_and_comment/myths-and-misunderstanding-in-

adoption-law-and-policy-2015-cflq-331 

https://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/1989/41/contents
http://bit.ly/2YCwMxq
https://doi.org/10.1332/030557312X645838
https://doi.org/10.1332/204674315X14326465757666
doi:10.1177/0038038511406600
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/664995/SFR50_2017-Children_looked_after_in_England.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/336069/Adoption_NMS_July_2014_for_publication.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/270100/adoption_statutory_guidance_2013.pdf
https://www.familylaw.co.uk/news_and_comment/myths-and-misunderstanding-in-adoption-law-and-policy-2015-cflq-331
https://www.familylaw.co.uk/news_and_comment/myths-and-misunderstanding-in-adoption-law-and-policy-2015-cflq-331


 19 

Eekelarr, J. (2020) ‘The law, gender and truth’, Human Rights Law Review, 20: 797-809. 

https://doi.org/10.1093/hrlr/ngaa038 

Fairclough, N. (2010) Critical Discourse Analysis, 2nd edition, Abingdon: Routledge.  

Finch, J. (2008) ‘Naming Names: Kinship, Individuality and Personal Names’, Sociology, 42 

(4), 709-725. doi/10.1177/0038038508091624 

Featherstone, B., Gupta, A. and Mills, S. (2018) The Role of the Social Worker in Adoption: 

Ethics and Human Rights. An Enquiry, London: British Association of Social 

Workers.  

Garrett, P. (2000) ‘The hidden history of the PFIs: The repatriation of unmarried mothers and 

their children from England to Ireland in the 1950s and 1960s’, Immigrants and 

Minorities 19 (3): 25-44.  https://doi.org/10.1080/02619288.2000.9974998 

Goffman, E. (1968) Stigma, Harmondsworth: Penguin. 

Grotevant, H.D. (1997) ‘Coming to Terms with Adoption: The Construction of Identity from 

Adolescence into Adulthood’, Adoption Quarterly, 1 (1): 3-27. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1300/J145v01n01_02 

Horstman, H.K., Colaner, C.W., Nelson, L.R., Bish, A. and Hays, A. (2018) 

‘Communicatively Constructing Birth Family Relationships in Open Adoptive 

Families: Naming, Connecting, and Relational Functioning’, Journal of Family 

Communication, 18 (2): 138-152. https://doi.org/10.1080/15267431.2018.1429444 

Jacobson, H. (2008) Culture Keeping: White Mothers, International Adoption, and the 

Negotiation of Family Difference. Nashville: Vanderbilt University Press. 

Johnson, J.L., McAndrew, F.T. and Harris, P.B. (1991) ‘Socio-biology and the naming of 

adopted and natural children’, Ethology and Socio-biology, 12 (5): 365-375. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/0162-3095(91)90031-K 

https://doi.org/10.1093/hrlr/ngaa038
https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/10.1177/0038038508091624
https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/10.1177/0038038508091624
https://doi.org/10.1080/02619288.2000.9974998
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1300/J145v01n01_02
https://doi.org/10.1080/15267431.2018.1429444
https://doi.org/10.1016/0162-3095(91)90031-K


 20 

Jones, C., and Hackett, S. (2011) ‘The Role of ‘Family Practices’ and ‘Displays of Family’ in 

the Creation of Adoptive Kinship’, British Journal of Social Work, 41 (1): 40-56. 

https://doi.org/10.1093/bjsw/bcq017 

Jones, C. (2016) ‘Openness in adoption: Challenging the narrative of historical progress’, 

Child & Family Social Work, 21 (1): 85-93. https://doi.org/10.1111/cfs.12113 

Kirton, D. (2020) ‘Adoption wars: inequality, child welfare and (social) justice’, Families, 

Relationships and Societies, 9 (2): 253-268. 

https://doi.org/10.1332/204674319X15492792975248 

Kirton, D. (2013) ‘Kinship by design’ in England: Reconfiguring adoption from Blair to the 

coalition’, Child & Family Social Work, 18: 97-106. 10.1111/cfs.12027 

Klett-Davis, M. (2012) ‘A Critical Analysis of Family’, Families, Relationships and Societies 

1 (1): 121-31. https://doi.org/10.1332/204674312X633207 

Kornitzer M. (1968) Adoption and Family Life, London: Putnam. 

Lindsay, J. and Dempsey, D. (2017) ‘First names and social distinction: Middle-class naming 

practices in Australia’,  Journal of Sociology, 53 (3), 577-591. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1440783317690925 

MacDonald, M. (2017) 'A picture of who we are as a family': conceptualizing post-adoption 

contact as practices of family display’, Child & Family Social Work, 22: 34-43. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/cfs.12248 

McMurray, I., Connolly, H., Preston-Shoot, M. and Wigley, V. (2011) ‘Shards of the old 

looking glass: restoring the significance of identity in promoting positive outcomes 

for looked-after children’, Child & Family Social Work, 16 (2): 210-218. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2206.2010.00733.x 

Morris, R. (1995) ‘Change of Name and the Adoptive Process’, Adoption & Fostering, 19 

(4): 41-44. https://doi.org/10.1177/030857599501900408 

https://doi.org/10.1093/bjsw/bcq017
https://doi.org/10.1111/cfs.12113
https://doi.org/10.1332/204674319X15492792975248
https://doi.org/10.1111/cfs.12027
https://doi.org/10.1332/204674312X633207
https://doi.org/10.1177/1440783317690925
https://doi.org/10.1111/cfs.12248
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2206.2010.00733.x
https://doi.org/10.1177/030857599501900408


 21 

Nugent, C. (2010) ‘Children’s surnames, moral dilemmas: Accounting for the predominance 

of fathers’ surnames amongst children’, Gender & Society, 24: 499–525. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0891243210376380 

O'Halloran, K. (2015) The Politics of Adoption. New York: Springer. 

Ostler, T. (2013) ‘Foster children who decide to be called by a new first name: links to 

extreme defences, identity and attachment’, Adoption & Fostering, 37 (4): 339-351. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0308575913508720 

Patterson, C.J., and Farr, R.H. (2017) ‘What Shall We Call Ourselves? Last Names Among 

Lesbian, Gay, and Heterosexual Couples and Their Adopted Children’, Journal of 

GLBT Family Studies, 13 (2): 97-113. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/1550428X.2016.1169239 

 Pilcher, J., Hooley, Z. and Coffey, A. (2020) ‘Names and naming in adoption: birth heritage 

and family-making’, Child & Family Social Work 25 (3): 568-575. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/cfs.12728 

 Pilcher, J. (2017) ‘Names and “Doing Gender”: How Forenames and Surnames Contribute to 

Gender Identities, Difference, and Inequalities’, Sex Roles 77: 812–822. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11199-017-0805-4 

Pilcher, J. (2016) ‘Names, Bodies and Identities’, Sociology 50 (4): 764-779. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0038038515582157 

Prior, L, Hughes, D. and Peckham, S. (2012) ‘The Discursive Turn in Policy Analysis and the 

Validation of Policy Stories’, Journal of Social Policy 41 (2): 271-289. 

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0047279411000821 

Reynolds, J.D., Ponterotto, J.G., Park-Taylor, J. and Takooshian, H. (2017) ‘Transracial 

Identities: The Meaning of Names and the Process of Name Reclamation for Korean 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0891243210376380
https://doi.org/10.1177%2F0308575913508720
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/1550428X.2016.1169239
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/1550428X.2016.1169239
https://doi.org/10.1111/cfs.12728
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11199-017-0805-4
https://doi.org/10.1177/0038038515582157
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0047279411000821


 22 

American Adoptees’, Qualitative Psychology, 7 (1): 78-92. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/qup0000115 

Samuels, J. (2018) Adoption in the Digital Age. London: Palgrave.  

Scherman, R., and Harré, N. (2004) ‘Intercountry Adoption of Eastern European Children in 

New Zealand: Parents' Attitudes towards the Importance of Culture’, Adoption & 

Fostering, 28 (3): 62-72. https://doi.org/10.1177/030857590402800308 

Shanahan, S. (2005) ‘The Changing Meaning of Family: individual rights and Irish adoption 

policy 1949-99’, Journal of Family History 30 (1): 86-108. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0363199004270516 

Sinclair, I., Wilson, K., & Gibbs, I. 2001. “A life more ordinary”. What children want from 

foster placement’, Adoption & Fostering, 25(4): 17–26. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/030857590102500404 

Suter, E.A., (2012) ‘Negotiating Identity and Pragmatism: Parental Treatment of 

International Adoptees' Birth Culture Names’, Journal of Family Communication, 12 

(3): 209-226. https://doi.org/10.1080/15267431.2012.686940 

Thomas, C. (2013) Adoption for Looked After Children: messages from research. An 

overview of the Adoption Research Initiative. London: BAAF. 

Thomson, P. (2011) ‘A Foucauldian approach to discourse analysis’, patthomson.net 

United Nations Convention on the Rights of the Child. 1989. Available at: 

http://bit.ly/334Z5Eq [Accessed May 10th 2022]. 

Watson, D., Latter, S. and Bellew, R. (2015) ‘Adopters’ views on their children’s life story 

books’, Adoption & Fostering, 39 (2): 119-134. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0308575915588723 

Welbourne, P. (2002) ‘Adoption and the rights of children in the UK’, The International 

Journal of Children's Rights, 10: 269–289.  

https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/qup0000115
https://doi.org/10.1177%2F030857590402800308
https://doi.org/10.1177%2F0363199004270516
https://doi.org/10.1177/030857590102500404
https://doi.org/10.1080/15267431.2012.686940
https://patthomson.net/2011/07/10/a-foucualdian-approach-to-discourse-analysis/
http://bit.ly/334Z5Eq
https://doi.org/10.1177%2F0308575915588723


 23 

Willig, C. (2013) ‘Discourses and Discourse Analysis’, in: U. Flick (ed), The SAGE 

Handbook of Qualitative Data Analysis,  London: SAGE. pp. 341-353. 

 

Legal cases 

re C (a child) [2014] WL 5311842. Westlaw [Online]. Available at: 

https://legalresearch.westlaw.co.uk. [Accessed Jul 31, 2019]. 

re DL and LA (Care: Change of Forenames) [2003] FLR 1 339. Lexis Library [Online] 

Available at: https://www.lexisnexis.com/uk/legal/. [Accessed Jul 31, 2019]. 

re London Borough of Haringey v M [2014] EWHC 2883 Fam. [Online]. Available at: 

http://bit.ly/2yrzWW8. [Accessed Jul 31, 2019]. 

re R and E (Children) [2017] WL 01552445. Westlaw [Online]. Available at: 

https://legalresearch.westlaw.co.uk. [Accessed Jul 31, 2019]. 

 

 

 

Conflict of Interest: 

The Authors declare that there is no conflict of interest. 

 

Acknowledgements: 

We would like to thank Dr. Zara Hooley of De Montfort University, UK, for her assistance 

with identifying some elements of the literature reviewed in this article. We would also like 

to thank the anonymous reviewers of earlier iterations of this article for their constructive 

comments. 

https://legalresearch.westlaw.co.uk/
https://www.lexisnexis.com/uk/legal/
http://bit.ly/2yrzWW8
https://legalresearch.westlaw.co.uk/

