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MoE Asks ERO to do Fewer
Reviews this Year

Information gathered by ERO of-
ficers in the course of reviewing
some 1800 home educators since
December 1997 affirms that home
education “is a low-nisk sector in
terms of educational failure and as
a result this has persuaded the
Government to reduce the number
of reviews it purchased this finan-
cial year from an original 1200
down to 900.”

This reduction in the number of
reviews requested by the MoE is
in line with the decision made by
the then Minister of Education,
Hon Dr Lockwood Smith, who
stopped regular reviews of home
educators altogether in July 1994,
saying he could not justify the
expense. '

Concerns
Answered

The above comments were in-
cludex in a lengthy letter from the
ERQ’s Home Schooling Manager
Tony Cross dated 28 April as he
answered a number of questions
from this Editor regarding con-
cerns over the ERO’s Manual of
Standard Procedures for home od-
ucators. (These concerns were
outlined in TEACH Bulletin No.
24 of February this year.)

1. Why is there an increasing
emphasis on the education re-
ceived by the child rather than
focussing on that which is men-
tioned in the Act, namely, the
teaching provided by the parent?
This seems to be a move across the
board within the MoE, for the
Manawatu Evening Standard of
13 May 1999 (p. 3) says of the

just-released draft arts curriculum,
“The new curriculum would focus
on students’ learning outcomes
rather than on the specifics of
what and how teachers would
teach.”

The ER(Ys response was that the
emphasis has always been on the
teaching, but that seeing what
work the child produces and
speaking with the child “is a proxy
for evaluating the teaching”. This
is, of course, perfectly logical, But
there is no legal requircment to
see the child or the child’s work:

review officers do have the legal
right to reguest to see the work
and speak with the child, but no
power t0 require such in the same
way as they do have the legal
power to require us parents fo
produce documents and make
statements relating to the
“educational services” we provide
to our children (see Section 328¢
of the Act). The concern is that
those things to which we home
educators voluntarily acquiesce
today may well become the legal
requirements tomorrow. Let usbe
wise in what we do, in the prece-
dents we set which will affect the
home education environment of
our children and grandchildren.

(Continued on page 2)

Raising the Level of the
Supervisory Allowance

In his role as Chairman of the
National Council of Home Educa-
tors, NZ (PO Box 288, Hamilton),
Peter George wrote to the Minister
of Education, the Hon Dr Nick
Smith, asking about the level of
funding currently received by
home educators in the form of the
supervisory allowance. Dr Smith
replied as follows:

The Government meels iis obliga-
tions for the education of our chil-
dren by putting in place arrange-
menls to provide education for all
students of compulsory school
age. Homeschoolers, by their
own choice, can seek an exemp-
tion from those arrangements and
the requirements of the Education
Act for enrolment in a registered
school. I agree with the views of
the previous Minister of Educa-
tion that homeschoolers assume
too much if they argue that the
exercise of their own choice
should automatically lead to re-

sourcing from the stafe at a level
equivalent to, or related to, per
pupil expenditure in the state or
other registered schools. They
know the funding situation when
they make their choice so it is part
of the context in which they exer-
cise that choice. There is no
requirement on the state to pro-
vide for each child in the way
every parent wants. The core
government requirement is to en-
sure equitable access to a state
school for all New Zealand chil-
dren. Once a student moves out of
that framework, it is a Govern-
ment policy decision as to what
level of support is appropriate.

After touring the barnyard, he fi-
nally makes the poiut that fonding
levels are Government policy de-
cisions. Such decisions are influ-
enced & directed by lobby groups
such as home schoolers. So those
wanting more funding need to get

organised and get busy! H
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Continued from page 1)

2. The ERQO manual directs review officers to compare the performance
of home educated cmldren ‘in terms of ach..vement ard enjovment”.
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This is clearly outside the Act. The ERO’s reply:
“ERO would have serious doubts about the quality
of the teaching if the child did not achieve and had
nothing to show for the parental teaching. Ele-
ments of successful teaching which would help
define ‘well’ include enjoyment, developing a de-
sire 1o learn and developing a clear purpose for
learning.” Again, this is fairly reasonable, al-
though it certainly does not fit well with some very
popular home educational approaches (the John
Holt and Raymond Moore schools of thought for
example). The assumption behind this is that the
state agencies of the ERO and MoE know best and
can forcibly remove your child from yorr home
and force him or her to attend one of their institu-
tions if they are not “satisfied” with what they see
of the child and his or her work. What happens if
the ERQ is not happy with the achievement, hap-
piness level or quality of work of a child already in
a state school? The child is not removed from the
school but remains there; the school gets a bad
report but continues to be funded. The assumption
behind all this is that state schools are by defini-
tion good even when they are bad and at all times
legally preferred to the home. Home education
occurs at the sufferance of the state, not because
parents have an unfettered right to educate their
own children (see the MoE’s Home School Desk
File, page 2).

3. A few comments in the ERO manual seemed to
indicate that the way parents spent the Supervisory
Allowance was now comiing under scrutiny. Here
is the EROr’s reply:

ERQ has an interest in ail spending by Govern-

and reject not your mother’s teaching,
— Proverbs 1:8

TEACH Builetin 27

ment on education and this in-
cludes, at a general level the
spending of the Homeschool Su-
pervision Allowance. The Educa-
tion Review Office does not stug-
gest that there are strings ai-
tached to the allowance. As you
will have noted from cur Standard
Procedures, and individuals will
have seen from reports, no judge-
ment is being made on the appro-
priateness or inappropriateness of
such spending in any individual
case. Review Officers accept
whatever answer is given. They
do not ask specifically what re-
sources it has been spent on. In
fact, the most common response
by homeschooling parents is that
the allowance is spent on re-
sources. There is always clear
evidence of this in the variety and
number of learning resources
available to children.

The editor knows he will come in
for criticism as an irresponsible
scare-mongerer, but it is part of
his perceived job to ask dumb
questions such as the following: If
the Review Officers “accept what-
ever answer is given”, then why
do they bother to ask at all?

4, Another concern from the ERQ
manual is that the ERO appears to
view the Information Statement
provided at the time of applying
for an exemption as a de facto
school charter. The ERO’s reply
to this was encouraging. First,
they referred to the Information
Statement as a “Statement of In-
tent”. This does seem to be a
tiuch more useful term. The ERO
response is quoted in full;

Clearly the Statement of Intent is
not a Charter. It is however an
obligation that parents undertake
at the time they are granted their
exemption. It is their statement of
intention, and as such, provides
the only information against
which a programme can be
Judged. Some basis is needed for
Judging the programme. The con-
tractual obligations referred to
are in fact the obligations that a
parent fakes on by receiving an
exemption, that is to ensure thai

{Continwed on page 3)
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Wanted:
Saxon Maths
1/2 Alegbra
76 Maths
A Beka
Biology
Contact:

Wanted:

Jensens Grammar Part 3

Bible Study Guide for all Ages by
Dr Donald & Mary Baker, Unit 4
Contact:

Wanted:
Scott/Foresman Maths for sec-
ondary starting with Freshman

~-geometry.

Contact:
Barbara Smith
4 Tawa St.
Palmerston North
ph/fax (06) 357-4399
craig barbara. smith@xtra.co.nz

Wanted:
Rod & Staff Gr 1, Unit 2 & 3
Reader

Contact:

Wanted:

Weaver Curriculum

Any volumes of the Weaver Cur-
ricnlam Day by Day Planner and
Wisdom Words.

Contact:

For Sale:
Professor Phonics Gives Souond
Advice (Compiete phon-

McGuffeys Speller (Gr 1-8)......88
Understanding Writing (As new
Christian course, Gr 1-

Wanted:
Any Child Can Write
by H. Wiener
Writing to God’s Glory
by Jill Bond
Teacher’s Manual for A Beka’s
Arithmetic 3 (1996 Edi
tion only)
Contact:
Sue

For Sale:
Grade 6 Spelling BJUP Home
Teacher's Edition......$10

Contact:

(Continued from page 2}

teaching as regular and well as in
a registered school is provided.
The Statement of Intent will most
certainly change over fime. Par-
ents learn from their experience
and change the way in which they
teach and the way in which they
manage their programme. I agree
that there appears to be no statu-
tory requirement fo inform the
Ministry of Education of any
changes. However our view is
that if the changes were signifi-
cant, for example from a pro-
gramme based on ACE to a totally
unstructured programme, then
there is an obligation to inform
the Ministry of Education of the
change if for no other reason than
to prevent any misunderstanding
at the time the exemption is re-
viewed. ERQ has not insisted on
that, nor have review officers sug-
gested revocation where there was
significant change. We have sug-
gested that parents should let the
Ministry know, not you will note,
suggesting that they reapply for
the exemption.

5. Some of the prompt questions
listed in the ERO manual seemed

inappropriate:  “Who does your
child mostly talk to? Deoes your
child go for long parts of the day
withowt talking to anyone includ-
ing you? What sort of questions
does your child usually ask you?”
The ERO response was that these
are only sample-type questions the
reviewer may or may not use in
order to stimulate conversation
about home education with the
parent. This is acceptable for
most of the prompt questions but
very doubtful in regard to the
questions quoted above: these are
the kind of guestions one would
use on a “fishing” expedition to
hook onto some kind of dysfunc-
tion within a family. It leaves one
with the uncomfortable feeling
that there might be such people
within the ERO, just looking for
the opportunity to catch an un-
wary home educator by an unso-
phisticated answer to such ques-
tions.

6. The ERO manual used the term
“approved curriculum” in ways
that could be construed to mean
two or three different things. The
ERO responded by saying:

Approved curriculum refers to the
programme submitted in the
Statement of Intent to the Minisiry
of Education and “approved” as
meeting the requiremenis of the
Education Act for the granting of
an exemption. The prompt ques-
tion could more accurately read,
"Does the curriculum delivered
reflect the original approved cur-
riculum?”, however review offi-
cers are clear about what it means
as it is currently expressed and do
not look for any other curriculum.

7. There is at the end of each
review a set of seven questions
under the heading “Statistics In-
formation Sheet”. The answers to
these guestions are not part of the
review, but according to the ERO
manual have the purpose of
“provid(ing) information which
can be analysed by the (ERO) to
inform policy development and
decision making by the Govern-
ment, and for reporting on aspects
of homeschooling natiomally.”

(Continued on page 4)
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(Continved from page 3}

The question of concern posed {o
the ERO referred to this set of
seven questions as a Government
social policy research project, pos-
sibly conducted without the fam-
ily’s inforimed consent or the op-
tion not to participate (both stan-
dard ethical “musts” for social
policy research projects involving
human subjects). Although the
ERO response to this was to deny
it was a research project, they
confirmed that the information
was collected “firstly to consider
any changes that should be made
to our own processes and secondly
to provide useful information for
the policy making process both as
it affects schools and homeschool-
ing.” :

This plus the questions themselves
tend to convince this editor that it
most certainly is a piece of social
policy research, one that Govern-
ment research teams would find
virtually impossible to conduct if
it were not for the fact that it is
piggy-backing on a compulsory
review of virtually every home
educator in the country. (In fact,
an MoE research effort by Jacqui
Kerslake in early 1996 resulted in
highly skewed results; only a 44%
response rate and 29% of those
were using Correspondence
School when only 9% of home
educators nationally use the CS.)

The questions ask for the number
of children in the family, whether
they are home educated or not; the
reasons why they are home cdu-
cated, an area into which not even
the exemption application dares to
pry;, the type and name of the
programme, revealing one’s reli-
gious and/or philosophical orien-
tation; and another question about
how the supervisory allowance is
used.

This editor personally favours
such research projects. But they
must be up-front and not compul-
sory or bypassing standard ethical
procedures such as those already
named and not flirting at the
edges of others in that the infor-
mation collected is being used for
purposes other than those the per-

son from whom it is collected
believes it is being used. If people
do not want their personal data
(even though totally anonymous)
used to inform the present Gov-
ernment’s policy, how can the
ERO ethically compulsorily col-
lect it from them for just that

purpose?

The ERO is to be commended for
the extensive efforts they have
made to inform their officers of
what home education is alt abouit,
for being so obviously concerned
to develop a thoroughly profes-
sional approach to their task, for
puiting together such a compre-
hensive procedures manual, and
for the generally clear and open
way in which the reviews are initi-
ated, conducted and reported.
With greater input from Iarger
numnbers of home educators at the
next revision of their procedures
mamal, they will surcly come a
lot closer to getting it right.

3
GENEVA

DISCOUNT BOOKS

The Sad State of

Education

In order to think clearly about edu-
cation, understand that education
and attendance at institutions are
two different subjects. A person can
educate himself without attending
an institution; and a person can
graduate from an educational insti-
tution without having received an
education. The biggest consumer
fraud today is university education.
Most of the kids’ parents aren’t
getting what they are paying
through the nose for. Outside the
fields of engineering and the hard
sciences, where frand is difficult,
most universities are peddling
1960s heifer dust in lien of an edu-
cation. The answer is to abandon
public education. Pull your children
out, and let it collapse. It’s bad to
waste a mind; if’s even worse to
uin one.

(Charley Reese, Orlando Sentinel, 633
N. Orange Ave., Orlando, FL 32801
O8Oreese(@aol.com) H
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Children’s books; Educational titles &

New ZEaLAND DiSTRIBUTOR FOR-

= HenTY Books (Preston Speed)
= CHRrIsTIAN LIBERTY PRESS

= ConTiNUING EpucaTiON PrESS

Cther Publishers include: - Bob Jones, Rod & Staif, Canon
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