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| recognise that thilinister is making her debut here, and that this mattesoik in
progress for her Department. | contacted her setiVants, and made it clear that the
bulk of this half-hour debate will be taken up by oontribution, but that my hon.
FriendAnne MainandAndrew Georganay wish to intervene.

In the middle of January, the Department for CleildrSchools and Families launched
an independent review of home education by Grahadnn, the former director of
children and educational services at Kent countynco. Mr. Badman has been
charged with investigating the current system tgop®rting and monitoring home
education, and was asked to consider how any casiedrout children's safety,
welfare or education are dealt with. From the dutbe Government have
emphasised that they have no plans to change panezit-established right to
educate their children at home.

All that sounds harmless enough, and in light o&rg child abuse cases it is little
wonder that the Government want to safeguard @mlavho are not visibly in the
system, and to keep tabs on parents. It is righaily Government to want evidence
that each and every child receives a suitable emugand genuine home educators
have nothing to fear. However, the message conomd &nd clear from home
educators in mgonstituencys that that hype should not be believed. Theimrwis
that the Government are manipulating current agabbut child abuse to intrude
further into home education when they have ligigdl right to do so.

The latest review will mark the third such constitta pertaining to home education
over the past four years. Any action stemming froocould affect the balance of
power between civil liberties and statéervention whether one is innocent until
proven guilty or guilty until proven innocent, amthether the state or parents have
ultimate responsibility for their children. The htlyito be free from an all-knowing,
all-seeing state's ideas of education, welfarestaadards forms the fundamental
appeal for many of those who choose home eductdraheir children. Any attempt
to alter what is very much a matter of balance @wauwldermine the entire ethos of
education.

| became interested, involved and engaged in halneagion some months back
when | met two articulate and passionate local erstin the Pimlico area of my
constituencywho had decided to educate their children thenesel@ne made that
decision as a result of her son's unhappy and daptive first 18 months in the state
school sector. The other had seen home educatidnbwdliantly for family friends,
and made the positive decision to take on thatfasker daughters. The matter is a
Cinderella area, and | approached my meeting \Witkeé two mothers with some
standard misconceptions that a home education mrghkiuce an unsocialised,



precocious child who is unable to interact withitlpeers and perhaps shielded from
all negative experiences. However, the more Inisteto the two mothers, the more
impressed and excited | was by their passion atitdusiasm for home education.
Each was able to provide an individualised learmirgerience tailored to the child's
abilities and interests. Far from having an isaaed insulated existence, the
children of those two mothers frequently attendedses with other home schoolers,
interacted with children of different ages and iibs, and experienced a wide range
of activities from practising judo and learning dapse to visiting galleries and
museums during quieter times of day.
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My hon. Friend's experience is replicated in copstituencywhere there are 60 home
schoolers. That has come to the forefront inamystituencybecause some parents
are deeply unhappy about the school that they hagga allocated and are
investigating home schooling. It is a resourcefalwf proceeding with a valuable
education that is tailored to their child's neéa@xho what my hon. Friend is saying.
When one looks into the matter, one sees thatitieartening way forward and can
be complementary to the state system.

Mark Field (Cities of London & Westminster, Conservativédk to this| Hansard source

| thank my hon. Friend for her observations. |sdrthat the notion of a homogenous
group of home educators with a single mind couldo@ofurther from the truth.
Diversity is one of the most important aspectshefiome education ideal and the
education that is provided for those children whgénhthe great benefit of it. A home-
educated child will naturally have a close relasioip with their parents, whose lives
are often enriched by learning new skills and kremlgke alongside their children.

| have discovered that in nognstituencyin the heart of the biggest city in our
nation, there is an active community of home edusavho share classes and co-
ordinate their knowledge base. A nationwide livehfine community shares best
practice and experience, and | have learned ahatufrom the inundation of
information to my private office during the pasteé or four days since it became
known that | was having this debate today. | apsthat | will not be able to make
all the points that were made to me by interestgdmis. Many home educators
choose not to engage with other families, and gpeal of home education is that
individual educational experience can be tailoreldst suit the child and the family.

All that comes at no cost to taxpayers becausgabBmajority of home educators
shoulder not only the teaching burden, but thenioneg one. Despite that, the choice



for many home educators is often not the abilitgfford such a route—many
probably struggle to some extent—but stems frork tddaith in what the state sector
provides, particularly when the basis of that psan is "take it or leave it". That is a
problem not so much in nponstituencybut in other parts of London where many
parents are dissatisfied when only their thirdytlowr fifth choice of school is
available for their children. Home educators conoenfa wide variety of
backgrounds, and many find that home schoolingastiost workable or perhaps the
only alternative to expensive school fees or artttadive local state school.

Unfortunately, both the mothers to whom | spokkeagith were deeply concerned
about the future of home education. There is ldagding suspicion that the
Government, both local and national, are uncomiidéetabout parents providing
education that cannot be monitored, tested or adeduor. There is a real fear that
the Government, under the banner of child protectall try to interfere with the
freedom of choice of home educators. | represédig 8agship Conservative
borough, but the same probably applies to the ledatation authority, which is
equally to blame. | am not making a partisan ppditical point. The freedom that is
so fiercely guarded by thmajority of home educators and their choice to pursue that
path is due to a fundamental rejection of the Statues, and lack of faith in the
state's ability to provide a suitable educationtifi@ir child.

Home educatiomas been under constant scrutiny sincelhiédren Act2004, which
enshrined the GovernmeniEsery Child Matteragenda in legislation. Draft
guidelines clarifying the rights and responsileltifor home educators and local
authorities were drafted and debated in early 280&lved for two years, and finally
published in autumn 2007. That consultation cagsedt anxiety among home
educators because it was feared that the Governnand try to introduce
inspections and to control the curricula. Eventyajlidelines issued after the review
maintained the previous position, and most familiese incredibly relieved.

Meanwhile the Education and Inspections Act 20@®duced new duties for
identifying children who were missing educationt ¥eere was another consultation
in autumn last year on children missing educationl all home educators will
eventually be tracked down as a result of@loatactPointlatabase. Local authorities
will be required to determine

"as far as they are able"

whether a child is receiving what a local educabareaucrat deems is a suitable
education. Before that, local authorities were neglionly to make a note of any
families whom they found home educating.

All this casts doubt on the Government's motivet whe Badman review,
particularly as the consultation response timeless cut from 12 weeks to four.
Why have they not given the latest guidance a ahémevork through? Could it be
that the consultation is a knee-jerk reaction feo@overnment who are fearful of any
further culpability in the face of some quite déajings in the care system?

Home educators with whom | have engaged concluatesither the Government have
no faith in the previous reviews or this is a stip@l exercise to try to allay public



concern—a bid to make good other failures with étenactivity—which will result
in few or no changes.

ndrew Geor ge (St Ives, Liberal Democrat)ink to this | Hansard source

The hon. Gentleman is making a very strong casesaye that there may be public
concern about this sector, but having visited aigraf home educators in Penzance
in my constituencyit was clear to me that in many cases these pda@ple chosen

this option precisely because they want to eschpseaand bullying in schools. Some
choose it for other reasons. In a letter datedub@ 2007 that | received from the then
Under-Secretary in the Departmelnbyd Adonis he made it clear that under section
47 of theChildren Act1989 the powers already exist to intervene incas&hich

the state believes that a child may suffer haragrée with the hon. Gentleman. The
state already has the powers to intervene wherespiects that harm may be going on.

Mark Field (Cities of London & Westminster, Conservativédk to this| Hansard source

That is a very valid point and | am glad that te&@.nGentleman has brought it up.
There is obviously passion about this issue natifukig cities or suburban
conurbations, but in the depths of the far soutktwé England. It is probably worth
stressing—I appreciate that in many ways the h@amtl@man made this point—that
the issue is not simply children who are beingiedltdropping out of the system. It is
much wider Home educatiois a choice of parents for the good of the chiidend

one should always trust the instincts of parerttserahan the instincts of a bureaucrat
in the local education department or of the stata ahole. | am talking about
parents' instincts about what is best for theildrbn. One interesting point, which has
been very evident, is that home education is nocésearily something that all the
children in a family will go through. Parents magke the choice that particular
children are best suited to home education andhleatother children will go down a
much more conventional path by going to school.

People unfamiliar with the ethos behind home edosahight question the
defensiveness of some who home educate: "Why thtitdeGovernment in if there is
nothing to hide?" Of course, that refrain has seany other freedoms cast aside over
the past decade or so. Independence to pursuddieechat is right for a particular
child at the speed at which that child wishes &rids the cornerstone of home
education. Home educators opted out of the sysieamt) large because they lacked
confidence in the idea of a very strict and regadadtate system. That is something
that has been apparent for quite some time—20 gea6s. | am talking about the

rise of the national curriculum and ever more tegtwhich are, understandably,
concerns.



So sacred is the independence of home educatarfetrelong time they have
remained under the radar. However, they now feelpailed to put forward their
case, as they have little faith in the review psscinat is currently being
undertaken—I think that the Badman report will cam®ugh in the next few
weeks—and what it is trying to achieve. Indeedyvew believe that it will produce
anything but the "right” result in terms of whagtGovernment now seek. As one
home educator told me, "They keep asking us fovaws and when we don't give
them the right answer they come back and ask dgaseems to be a function of
Government all too often—not just in the educasphere but beyond—that they
look at individuals who are not doing the convendilp standard thing. | therefore
want to ensure that home educators' concernsrarby fput on the record.

It is important to clarify the law when it comesdducation. Théluman Rights Act
1998 states:

"In the exercise of any functions which it assummeelation to education and to
teaching, the State shall respect the right ofrgar® ensure such education and
teaching in conformity with their own religious aptdilosophical convictions."

The Government have a right only to ensure thaetheation that the state,
predominantly via local government, provides igobd quality, and the authorities
can intervene only when people are seen to be imgpéthe law. It is for the same
reason that police do not routinely visit peoplemes to check for stolen property.
Therefore, there is an overwhelming case that hedueators should be allowed to
get on with their lives without undue state intezfece.

Unfortunately, local authorities have become insgly confused about what is law
and what is merely Government guidance. | belibag¢ inuch of the confusion arises
from the GovernmentBvery Child Matteragenda, in which issues of education,
health and welfare have been conflated. Home edrscate deeply concerned about
that. The Every Child Matters outcomes are to kathg, to stay safe, to enjoy and
achieve, to make a positive contribution and taeaheconomic well-being. The
Government have naturally found it rather difficidtensure that that agenda is being
applied by parents in choosing to home educatel@ ch

On launching the latest consultation, the Goverriraeggested that local authorities
and children's organisations had expressed comtx@ut the current system's ability
adequately to support and monitor the educatidefysand well-being of home-
educated children. That fits with a growing bodyeweidence from home educators
that they are more regularly encountering sociakexs, who turn up, often
unannounced, to make demands: evidence of classatihes, written work and so on.
In considering forced marriage, tBelect Committeen Home Affairshas also raised
the fear that home schooling might be used as ardov something more sinister.

However, home educators vigorously reject the giterny the Government to mix
concerns about child welfare into any review of leosducation. They believe that the
Government's concerns in that regard are in lirie thie misunderstanding that a
child is safe when seen once or twice by a loctdaity. Furthermore, home
educators feel that once the proposition has besterthat home education can be



used as a cover for child abuse, the onus of grasfshifted on to them to prove their
innocence. That is not in any way desirable.

Many home educators believe that the mixing of dgerstems partly from a
fundamental misunderstanding of how they schoat teldren. Much of the
Government involvement in this area has linked warkuncovering hidden children
to home education. In reality, very few home-ededathildren are hidden, as much
of their education is conducted outside the honwmeéteducated children are
normally seen by a wide range of adults and childeelucation officers at museums,
other home educators, private tutors and normabetsisuch as GPs, librarians and
youth group leaders.

| am not diminishing in any way legitimate conceat®ut child abuse. | have a great
deal of sympathy for the Government in the verfidift task that they face in
preventing cases similar to the appalling oneswvleahave heard about recently.
However, we must be clear. Local authorities, ashtbhn. Member for St. Ives pointed
out, already have powers to get involved in a fawihen there are concerns about
abuse. Admittedly the processes involved can somastiail, but that is not the fault
of the home educator. It is for Government to rareke social services procedures if
there are concerns.

The uncomfortable truth is that no amount of legish will ever remove all risk. The
task of Government is to balance the rights ofmalividuals. Given that home-
educated children are not proven to be at any greisk, it is inappropriate to throw
away the liberty of parents, even in part, to cledosw to educate their child,
particularly when it is equally possible for a chib go to school and be abused when
they return home or for children in the care of shete to suffer abuse.

With regard to the other aspirations in the EvemicCMatters agenda, home
educators contend that they are far more likelylfd the Government's objectives
than the state system. Home education is persedaltild led and free from some
of the detrimental effects of curriculum constrajrdonstant testing and
standardisation. Home-schooled children can leator@mously, often spend more
time on physical activity and can learn in an emwinent free from bullying and peer
pressure. Many studies have shown that, regardfesscio-economic background,
home-educated children consistently outperform gebducated children.

The Government, however, regularly fail to fulfiet Every Child Matters objectives.
The number of pupils achieving grades A* to CGGG@SEexams remains only 57.1
per cent. Well-being surveys point to mental dis&attion in many children in our
country. As theMinister will be aware, th&JK was ranked in the bottom third for five
of the six dimensions iINICEF's report on childhood in industrialised countries
only last year.

Against such a background, it is perhaps not ssirgithat in Essex, for example,
even the county council, as the education authaitgepts that home education can
be a safer bet. Six families there will be paidtielover £10,000 each to educate
their children at home because the parents hauseéfto send their children to what
are universally regarded as failing school€lacton-on-Sea




| could say quite a lot more, and | appreciate thtve taken rather more time than |
have given thdinister. That is simply because we are waiting for therBaad

review, and it would be invidious to expect heh#if-guess what it will say or to
announce anything that might prejudge it. | am shia¢ we will return to many of
these issues once the review is in place and thewgilant community of home
educators has its say on some of the proposdi®ireiew.

It is difficult firmly to say what, if anything, hne educators want from the
Government. By definition, the community is veryelise, and it is impossible for
every home-educating parent to speak with one yoideed, it is rather desirable
that they have no wish to do so. However, moshéncommunity simply wish to
defend their independence, and they reject angnattby national or local
government to impose the state's values on thenthairdchildren.

With one review after another in recent years, heohgcators are frustrated, and the
majority feel that the Government are incapable of trugbagnts to do the best for
their children. Yes, parents do fail sometimes,dmyttoo, do the Government. We
cannot prevent all cases in which a child is abusetbt given a decent education;
indeed, such cases happen just as often—in faberrenore often—when the state is
involved. It is for Governments to assess risk @nalsk which areas warrant more
attention.

Increasednterventionmakes little financial sense and has the potetttidivert
resources from truly vulnerable children. It aladlfer infringes the rights of parents
to make the best decisions for their children. €uiriegislation is perfectly adequate,
but poorly understood. The Government must guardnsl sacred right to educate
their children, while vigorously tightening the ocemt system of child welfare. After
that, the Government should look at their own gbtb fulfil the Every Child Matters
objectives, rather than continue to pursue those put their faith, time and passion
into home education.
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| thankMr. Field for his understanding remarks about where we #frethe review
and about my position. | congratulate him on sexytiis short debate and | thank
other hon. Members for their contributions.

The Government are committed to building a worlassleducation system for our
children. That system must be built on the higls&mtdards of teaching, real choice
for parents and pupils, and rigorous accountabiityne educatiois a vital part of
that system. This debate draws out two importagrmis, which must be held in
balance. One is the right of parents to decide wehlagst for their children in their




education and development. The other is the rigbtery child to receive a high
standard of education in a safe, secure environment

At present, in England, we have a system that tgkest account of the rights of
parents to choose an education for their child that

"is in conformity with their own religious and pbgophical convictions".

However, every child has the fundamental righteiceive an education, and we need
to ensure that that important human right is deséddor every child in the land, even
in those rare cases where their parents' convtionflict with their right to be
educated.

Mark Field (Cities of London & Westminster, Conservativédk to this| Hansard source

What convictions would conflict with the right tdcation? Would it be any
convictions, or do the Government see specific mions as problematic?

f@Diana Johnson (Assistant Whip (funded by HM Treasury); Kingstquon Hull North, Labour)
Link to this| Hansard source

It would be rather extreme convictions. It wouldebeery small number of parents
who did not want their children to be educateavduld be a very extreme belief or
philosophy that made them follow that path, andstla¢ée would, rightly, have to take
a view.

We must also ensure that children have the oppitytfreely to express their views
about the education that they receive, in line wh#United Nationsconvention on

the rights of the child. That is a difficult balamg act, and Graham Badman's review
is considering it carefully. There can be no queshbut that we need to ensure that
every child receives a good and safe educationffeton. Gentleman highlighted
that in much of his speech.

Let me turn now to the benefits of home educatitome educatios a well-
established part of our education system. Wheseiiks, and where it is the best
option for a child, there are great benefits. this ultimate form of personalised
learning, with provision tailored to a child's sgiiecneeds and with a real opportunity
for the child's views and voice to be heard. lbalemonstrates real engagement by
parents in their child's learning, which is someghihat we are trying to encourage
more consistently across the national picture, edeteducational setting children
are in. Furthermore, the sense of community thattn. Gentleman describes
between home educators in hnstituencys something that we want to see in other




educational provision, with partnerships betweaviglers, the sharing of resources
in communities and the maximising of the opportiesiavailable to young people.

The vasimajority of home educators do an excellent job, and thenples that the
hon. Gentleman anBinne Maincite from their constituencies are clearly testante
that. Let me be clear from the outset that the Gowent recognise the valuable
contribution made by home education, and we cdytdim not seek to abolish it.

On the review, the hon. Member for Cities of Londma Westminster is wrong to
say that home education has been consistently wedeatiny since 2004. We first
issued guidance on the issue in 2007, clarifyimgrtie and obligations of parents and
local authorities. The guidance brought togetherstiatutory requirements and the
roles and obligations of parents and local auttleitas well as the Department's view
on how those should be interpreted in practicerd agre no new requirements, and
local authorities and home educators told us thaas helpful to bring everything
together in one place so that everyone involveibime education could refer to it.

The duty to identify children who are missing ediara which was introduced by the
Education and Inspections Act 2006, was not a tutgientify home educators. Its
purpose was far broader: to identify children whe r@ceiving no education at all.
Children who are home educated will inevitably tentified where they are not
known to local authorities, but provided that thegeive a suitable education, there is
no reason why the new duty should have any impathem or their parents. | think
that the hon. Gentleman accepts that we need évekything we can to ensure that
children do not go missing from the education systehope that he will support our
efforts to ensure that all children attend schegutarly or receive a good-quality
home education.

Graham Badman's review of home education was strigpnumber of reasons. It is
looking at the barriers to local authorities anidestpublic agencies safeguarding
home-educated children, as well as at ensuringhleatsafety, well-being and
broader development are nurtured along with theadamic achievement. It is also
looking at the extent to which home education mighbeing used as a cover for
child abuse, at whether local authorities are ghog the right support to home-
educating families and at whether any changeseedad to the processes for
monitoring the standard of home education.

In November 2007, we issued guidance on home edudat|local authorities, but
clarity about roles and responsibilities has stit been achieved. The responses from
home educators and local authorities to the coaisoitt on the guidance only
underlined the polarised views on this matters Itlear that further clarity is needed.
The underpinning principles behind the criteriatfoe review are therefore not
sinister. They are sensible and simple. They aended to ensure that everybody
involved in home education—Ilocal government, cer@ernment and parents—is
clear about their responsibilities and that theeectéear lines of accountability. They
are also intended to achieve greater national stariy in providing suitable full-
time education for all children and to ensure thdiere there are problems,
safeguards are in place to detect them and to alote intervene quickly.



Graham Badman wanted to ensure that he took acobatitthe evidence that could
be gathered, and that is why he made a publidaadlvidence. Reference was made
to the 12-week consultation period being shorténddur weeks, but we are talking
about a review, not a formal Government consultatidhat is why there is a little
uncertainty about the 12-week period. Home educasi@ vital part of the education
system. The review is—
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Order. | am afraid that we have come to the entd®time for the debate.
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