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Introduction

The last decade or more has seen the development of new schools in England designed
for children from families of minority faiths. In England, there are now more than
30 Muslim schools, as well as schools for Sikhs, Seventh Day Adventists, Hindus, and
Greek Orthodox Christian, mainly serving the children of first or second generation
immigrants. There are also some 60 schools for children of evangelical (fundamentalist)
Christians who believe that the established Christian schools do not provide an
appropriate Christian ethos for their children. However, in contrast to the long standing
state funding of Church of England, Roman Catholic and Jewish schools, most of these
newer schools serving religious minorities are fee-paying private schools.

This paper examines the nature of these new schools and tries to understand the
development and implications of the policies towards minority faith schools that are
evident in England. It then starts to provide a framework for the evaluation of these
different policies.
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Historical background

The present cannot be understood apart from the past. The present educational
systems of every country are the product of centuries of political and economic
struggle and compromise.

In England, before the nineteenth century the education of children was considered
to be the private affair of parents. Before 1833 all schools, apart from a few in
workhouses, were private schools and the vast majority had a religious foundation.
It was only following the 1870 Education Act that the State became involved in the
provision, maintenance and organisation of its own elementary schools. A national
system was established, but one where responsibility for provision was still shared by a
multitude of providers - predominantly the Christian churches. The key 1944 Education
Act for England and Wales built upon this existing understanding. To make it possible
to provide secondary schooling for all children it was seen as necessary to include as
many as possible of the pre-existing secondary schools that had been founded by the
Church of England or the Roman Catholic Church within the state-maintained sector.
While some religious schools remained as full private schools, the majority entered into
arrangements with the state in one of three categories - voluntary controlled, voluntary
aided or special agreement. The main distinction between the three was the degree
of control that the Board of Governors maintained over the school and the size of the
financial contribution expected from the Churches in return for this remaining control.
While these schools retained their religious denominational character, they became an
integral part of the state maintained local authority system. The 1944 Education Act
also gave the churches the opportunity of building new secondary schools and this was
taken up vigorously by the Roman Catholics (O'Keeffe, 1986).

By 2000 about 35 per cent of primary and 16 per cent of secondary state-maintained
schools in England and Wales were still religious schools (Lankshear, 2001). The bulk
of such schools were Church of England or Roman Catholic, but there were also some
Jewish and a very few schools of other Christian origins. What is of note here is that,
while it was theoretically possible for the state to support schools of any faiths, in
practice, until 1998 it was only established Christian and Jewish schools that obtained
funding. Until that date there were no state-funded schools for children of the various
new immigrant minority religions.

50



Schools for religious minorities in England

During the 1950s and 1960s, to deal with labour shortages in unskilled jobs, the
British government had actively encouraged immigration from Jamaica and the
Caribbean and from Pakistan and India. While much of this immigration was originally
men only and expected to be temporary, many stayed and eventually brought their
wives and families. Immigrant children from these families first started to enter British
schools in significant numbers in the 1960s. While there are obviously no direct
linkages between the country of origin, ethnicity and religious adherence, many of
the immigrants from Pakistan and Bangladesh were Muslims, while many from the
Punjab were Sikhs and most from the rest of India were Hindu. However, the situation
is complex, with Muslims in Britain having significant numbers from eight different
countries of origin - Pakistan, Bangladesh, India. Kenya, Malaysia, Egypt, Libya and
Morocco - as well as many from the various countries of the Middle East (Parker-Jenkins,
1995). There is now a range of Muslim communities based not only on country of
origin, but also on the various groups within Islam. People from each of these groups
tended to settle in particular urban areas within such cities as Birmingham, Blackburn,
Bradford, Coventry, Dewsbury, Leicester, London and Manchester. It is estimated that
there by the mid-1990s there were about a million Muslims in England, with about 75
per cent having origins in the Indian subcontinent (Peach and Glebe, 1995; Vertovec,
2002), and about 400,000 children of Muslim parents of school age in England (Sarwar,
1994). Most religious minority children are now, of course, second or third generation
immigrants, and the vast majority are in state-funded schools under the governance of
local education authorities or, ironically, the Church of England or the Roman Catholic
church.

However, during the 1980s there was widely perceived to be an increase in secularism
within most state-maintained schools - including those voluntary schools run by the
churches. This led various groups of evangelical Christians to establish their own
schools where they could ensure that their own Christian beliefs were fully reflected
in the teaching and ethos. These schools were established as small private schools,
although some of the founders hoped that they would eventually obtain state funding
for them (Walford, 1994). This growing secularism also led to concern amongst various
other religious minorities parents - in particular Muslim parents who believed that
their children were likely to be influenced away from their Islamic belief and practices.
While it was theoretically possible for Local Education Authorities to financially
support schools Islamic schools, none chose to do so. As a result, in the late 1980s,
various groups of parents and mosques, established small private Muslim schools for
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their children.

The 1988 Education Reform Act introduced the idea that schools could ‘opt-out’
of Local Education Authority administration and become grant-maintained schools
instead. Funding for such schools was from central government rather than local
government. This led several interest groups to press for a corresponding right for
existing private schools to 'opt-in’ to grant-maintained status. The resulting campaign
involved a variety of groups including the Small Schools Movement, several Muslim
pressure groups and the Christian Schools Campaign which represented about 65
private Evangelical Christian schools. It has been shown elsewhere (Walford, 1995a
and b) that the Christian schools were at the forefront of the political campaigning
and can be seen to have had a significant effect on the way in which legislation was
eventually framed in the 1993 Education Act. As a result of that Act, in 1994, it became
possible for groups of potential independent sponsors to apply to the Secretary of State
for Education to start their own state-funded schools which have the aim of fostering,
for example, Muslim, Buddhist, or evangelical Christian beliefs or which wish to
promote particular educational philosophies. In particular, existing faith-based private
schools could apply to become re-established within the state-maintained sector.

The overall change has not been as great as the original promoters of the 1993
legislation had hoped. Very few schools or promoters managed to meet the demands
made on them during the application process, and only fourteen schools in England
(and one in Wales) successfully become grant-maintained under these new regulations
(Walford, 2000). Ironically, most of these new schools simply added to the number of
existing Roman Catholic or Jewish schools but, importantly, three were for children
from new minority faiths. While the one application from an evangelical Christian
school was rejected, one Seventh Day Adventist school and two Muslim schools were
established. Since the return of a Labour government in 1997, the School Standards
and Framework Act of 1998 has imposed slightly greater local government control on
these schools and they have become part of a re-defined Voluntary Aided sector. That
Act allowed for the creation of new Voluntary Aided religious schools and two further
Muslim schools, one Sikh, and one Greek Orthodox school have more recently become
state funded.

It is worth noting that in England the vast majority of children of Muslim or evangelical
Christian parents attend ‘ordinary’ state-funded schools. These may be community
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schools or those run by the Church of England or the Roman Catholic Church or even
the Jewish faith. Most parents do not want their children in separate schools organised
specifically for children of their own particular religious beliefs.

It is only a minority of parents who wish their children to attend separate Muslim
or evangelical Christian schools - and, even here, there is often a desire to use other
schools if only they were perceived to be more willing to accommodate to particular
Muslim or Christian religious needs. The desirability of separate schools for religious
minorities is widely questioned even amongst the relevant believers. And it is certainly
widely questioned by many outside those faith communities.

A framework for evaluation and comparison

Over the last four years I have been engaged in a comparative research project that
has focussed on separate religious schools for evangelical Christians and Muslims in
England and the Netherlands. Apart from extensive documentary work, the study has
involved observation and interviews in eight schools (two of each religious group in
each country), and interviews with government official and others involved with the
schools in both countries (Walford, 2001¢).

During this period of research, 1 have often been struck by how polarised much opinion
about them is. To many, it seems. the question about the desirability of separate
schools is a simple one - they are either ‘a basic right’ of parental choice or a potential
attack on shared ‘basic democratic values.” Few seem to try to take a balanced view.

In practice, policies on separate schools for religious minorities are some of the most
difficult to evaluate, for there are so many competing demands and values to consider.
It is not simply a question of whether such policies are ‘good’ or ‘bad.’ Instead,
there needs to be detailed attention given to a series of different competing values
and multiple perspectives. Issues of access might need to be weighed against those
of equity, autonomy, innovation or accountability. Quality might need to be balanced
against efficiency, choice or equity. Clearly the list of possibilities is large, so that a
consideration of any list will still give only a partial evaluation. One possibility is to
undertake an empirical investigation of what factors are most important to particular
groups. For example, in their study of policy-making in six American States, Marshall,
Mitchell and Wirt (1989) found that quality, efficiency, equity and choice were the
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most important concerns of policy-makers. However, policy-makers are far from being
the only group with interests in policy, so some other framework needs to be found.

Henry Levin, Director of the National Center for the Study of Privatization in Education,
at Teachers College Columbia University, has put forward a slightly different framework
for the evaluation of educational vouchers (Levin, 2000), which has also been applied
to charter schools (Scott and Barber (2002). He suggests that four main concerns
inform school choice policies - 1. freedom of choice, 2. productive efficiency, 3. equity,
and 4. social cohesion. As the various policy-makers try to craft policies and legislation
they use their available policy tools (such as finance, regulation and support services)
to try to achieve what they perceive to be the best balance between their goals on each
of these concerns. In what follows I hope to show the utility of this framework to the
evaluation and comparison of policies on separate schools for religious minorities. The
four concerns will be discussed in turn.

Freedom of choice

Freedom of choice has several inter-related aspects. The freedom to chose a particular
school (or possibly type of school) is the most common interpretation of freedom of
school choice, but this has little meaning if the curriculum and teaching methods are
tightly prescribed by central government for all schools. Thus freedom to choose a
school must be considered alongside that of the ability to chose a curriculum and
teaching method and the extent to which government controls the other activities of
schools.

Freedom to choose a school is seen by advocates of these separate private schools
as a basic human right. The education of children is seen to be the responsibility
and duty of parents, and less emphasis is put on the public or democratic aspects of
schooling. Whether they be Muslim or evangelical Christians, most of those involved
in founding new private schools firmly believe that the primary objective of schooling
is to ensure that children grow up to be good Muslims or Christians. It is not that
academic qualifications are unimportant, they are, but passing on religious beliefs and
practices is seen as more important. Thus, separate schools allow a religious ethos to
be maintained and foster a greater coherence between the experiences of children at
home, in school and in the mosque or church. Separate schools allow religious beliefs
and practices to be taken into consideration in all activities in school, and enable
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activities which are found in other schools which are considered undesirable to be
excluded. Thus evangelical Christian schools can exclude reading books that refer to
explicit sexual activity or put forward dubious moral frameworks. They can exclude
books that describe evolution as ‘scientific fact’ and include books that treat it as
one theory that is in opposition to creationism. Similarly, Muslim schools can exclude
the playing of musical instruments, and the depiction of living beings in art. They can
foster Arabic and calligraphy, and ensure that particular views of sexuality and sexual
activity are taught. These inclusions and exclusions were found in both Muslim and
evangelical Christian schools.

In England freedom of choice of school gives three primary choices. First, parents are
free to state a preference for any state school and their child will be accepted if there
are places available. If the school is oversubscribed then children will be admitted in
accord with the published guidelines of each school. Second. they are also free to use
any private school if they have the money to do so and if the school accepts the child.
Private schools are able to reject any child without giving a reason, but must not do so
on ethnic grounds. Third, parents are also allowed to teach their children themselves
(home-schooling) as long as they are able to show that the child is following a balanced
and broadly based curriculum.

Within these three choices there are many sub-choices to be made, but the degree of
control that parents have over what is taught and how it is taught is obviously greatest
if they home-school and least if they use the state sector. For most parents, however,
the state sector would be the first choice if it ensured an acceptable education and
had an appropriate ethos. In England both Muslims and evangelical Christians started
their own private schools because they were deeply dissatisfied with the state sector.
The vast majority of the existing private Muslim and evangelical schools are low-fee
schools in poor quality buildings and lack many facilities that would be common in
state schools. They mainly serve relatively poor families who have strong religious
beliefs and object to the secularist (if not anti-religious) ethos that they perceive to be
prevalent in state schools. Many English Muslims families are particularly concerned
that their girls over the age of puberty should not be taught alongside boys and want
single-sex schooling for them. In England it is relatively easy to start a private school
and the most difficult regulations that have to be adhered to relate to buildings and
planning permission rather that any educational aspects. Private schools do not have
to hire trained teachers or follow the National Curriculum. They are inspected, but
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generally allowed to follow whatever teaching methods they wish. They must, however,
show that the children are experiencing a balanced and broadly based curriculum.

Interestingly, some of the evangelical Christian and Muslim schools in England grew
out of home-schooling. For example, two large Christian families came together in
Canterbury to form the Family School and it then attracted a few other children. The
teachers were mainly the parents who had formed the school to ensure that their
children experienced a Christian education that was in harmony with the home and
church. One of the first two Muslim primary schools to receive state funding, Al-Furqan
school in Birmingham, started in 1989 as a drop-in centre for families who were home-
schooling their older girls rather than sending them to non-Muslim co-educational
schools. The group quickly developed and started a small primary school in 1992. This
school entered the state-sector in 1998 (Walford, 2000).

While it is relatively easy to start a private school, it is still very difficult to obtain state
funding for a school and, once accepted into the state sector, all schools have to follow
the National Curriculum and to accept far more government regulation. One of the
major problems that a private school faces if it wishes to become a religious voluntary
aided school and obtain state funding is that a building has to be partly paid for by the
organising group. Thus, the Muslim schools that have entered the state sector have had
to pay at least 15 per cent of the cost of a building and grounds. If the school already
owned property this was straightforward, but it is very difficult for many groups to
raise funding for a totally new school. This minimum level of financial backing is due
to be lowered to 10 per cent, but this is still a large amount of money for any group to
find.

Recognising the trade-off between state funding and freedom of curriculum and
teaching methods, not all schools wish to enter the state sector. Although the
evangelical Christian schools were central to the campaign for the right to receive state
funding, only one has actually applied (and been rejected). There is particular concern
in the schools about the need for all staff to be active Christians and a fear that the
schools might have to accept non-Christians as teachers if they entered the state sector.
Most of these schools regard a potential teacher's ‘qualifications’ in Christianity as
being more important than any teacher training qualifications. They also recognise
that, even if current regulations were acceptable, any future government could change
them such that they became unacceptable.
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In summary, freedom of choice is limited in England. Within the state sector choice is
often constrained by geographical and financial factors. The most popular, and thus
oversubscribed, schools are often in affluent areas and, to obtain a place, it is usually
necessary to live close to the school. Existing religious schools within the state sector
are also often popular. but Church of England and Roman Catholic schools are allowed
to select their intake taking the religious beliefs and practices of the families into
consideration. Not all do so, but it can clearly exclude Muslims who might well make
this choice because of the religious ethos of the schools.

Within the private sector, schools can select their intake and, of course, such schools
are usually only open to those families with sufficient wealth or income. Even these
low-fee private evangelical and Muslim schools require parental sacrifice for the
child to attend. In contrast, home-schooling fits well with the traditional view of
the mother's responsibility for child care that is common amongst many of these
evangelical Christian and Muslim groups. If the mother is already at home, home-
schooling is a cheap and secure option that also offers the maximum level of choice
in terms of curriculum and teaching methods. While nationally less than one per cent
of children are home-schooled, the number has risen considerably in the last decade
(Thomas, 1998). Home-schooling, of course, gives great freedom of the curriculum and
of methods of teaching. This freedom is less within private schools, but much less in
the state-maintained sector, such that there is a trade-off between state funding and
autonomy and possibly innovation.

Productive efficiency

Productive efficiency is concerned with producing optimum results given specified
inputs. This can be considered at the micro level of the individual school or the macro
level of the whole system. Usually, of course, these results are measured in terms of
standardised assessments or examination results, but it is important to go beyond these
somewhat simplistic measures of success for, in most (but not all) cases these schools
were not established in order to improve examination results, but to foster particular
religious beliefs and practices.

In England there is very little evidence about the effectiveness of these schools in terms
of examination results. In Ofsted (Office for Standards in Education) inspections and
in published tables of examination results, they appear to do as well as other schools
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but, to make meaningful comparisons, it would be necessary to take into consideration
the ethnic and social class composition of the schools along with some indication of
the academic abilities of the children. There has been little research of this nature on
the private sector as a whole (for one example see Sullivan and Heath, 2002), and
none that has examined either the evangelical Christian or Muslim schools as a specific
group. Likewise, there has been no research that has tried to examine the efficiency of
the schools in what most of them see as their primary task - to education children in
such a way that they develop an active faith as Christians or Muslims. Obviously, the
schools themselves believe that they achieve a good overall success rate on this measure,
but there is no independent evidence that the schools themselves add significantly to

what the parents and their respective religious organisations would achieve alone.

At a micro level, it is highly probable that those schools that remain as private schools
have high productive efficiency. Most of these schools have low fees and pay their
teaching staff low salaries. In some of the evangelical Christian schools the salaries
are paid ‘according to individual need’ such that some teachers with families are
paid more than those without, and some teachers with spouses earning highly are
paid less than those whose spouses are less well paid. The schools manage with low
grade facilities and achieve academically, it would seem, on a level with other schools.
At the macro level, as with the vast majority of children in private schools, the state
saves money as it does not have to provide schooling for those children. Those parents
with children at the schools frequently expressed this as ‘paying twice’ for schooling
- once through their taxes and once to the school - a statement that emphasises an
individualist over a collectivist viewpoint.

Those Muslim schools that have entered the state-maintained sector have, of course,
now become the financial responsibility of the state. Apart from extra start-up costs,
these schools have recurrent funding on an equal basis to other maintained schools.
However, the state does save considerably on the costs of the buildings compared
with occasions where new schools have to be built. The situation has been likened
to franchising (Walford, 1997) where the state encourages sponsors to pay for the
building of new schools in return for continuing funding once the school has been
accepted into the maintained sector. At one point it was made clear that the greater the
percentage of the building costs the school could provide, the higher were the chances
of a school's application for state funding being successful. When Al-Furqan school
provided 50 per cent of the costs of new buildings it gave good ‘value for money.’
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One further aspect of productive efficiency is that a greater choice and diversity in
schooling is said by many to, in itself, lead to greater productive efficiency through
competition. Competition is seen as acting to both improve the direct use of resources
and focus the schools more clearly on their clients’ goals. In the case of schools for
religious minorities it is not obvious that their presence leads to changes in competitor
schools. By removing the most orthodox Christians and Muslims from the rest of the
state sector, it could be that these other schools feel less pressure to accommodate to
their particular religious beliefs and practices. Indeed, here, competition might lead to
a differentiation of product rather than there being direct competition between schools
for the same potential students. The bulk of schools may actual welcome the fact that
separate schools for religious minorities mean that they are under less pressure to
take their needs into account. Some evangelical Christians are against separate schools
precisely for this reason. They feel that they should continue to use the mainstream
schools and thus have a beneficial effect on them.

Equity

The third of the elements in Levin's (2000) framework is equity. Here the concern is
that there should be equitable funding and resources available to students, that access
to schools should be equally open to all, and that social stratification should not be
exacerbated by the schools.

When the Christian Schools Campaign fought for state-funding for evangelical
Christian schools in England, it did so under the banner of equity. To those involved,
the issue was the straightforward one that other Christian denominations already had
their own voluntary schools funded by the state and that they should be given the
same right. This meant that they were prepared to act together with other religious
groups {such as the Muslims and Seventh Day Adventists} to try to broaden the range
of religious groups that could be supported. They simply wished to have the same level
of recognition and support as was already given to other denominations. In the end
though, the increased centralised governmental control that accompanied funding was
deemed unacceptable by many of the evangelical Christian schools and they remain
within the fee-paying private sector.

Within England there is increasingly concern among educators and politicians about
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ethnic segregation and stratification in schools. It is not legal to have schools that select
on ethnicity but in, in practice, some of the separate Muslim schools predominantly
serve only one ethnic origin group. Not only is there separation from white English, but
also from Muslims of different ethnic origins. White flight has occurred in several cities
such that the state schools in them often have a large majority of children from ethnic
minorities, and the growth of separate Muslim schools (whether they be fee-paying
private schools or in the state-maintained sector) has added to this segregation.

In terms of access, those Muslim schools in the state-maintained sector have to be open
to applications from any family - whether they be Muslim or not. However, if they are
oversubscribed, they are able to select from those who apply on the basis of religion.
As all of the Muslim schools in the state-maintained sector are very oversubscribed by
Muslim parents, in practice, this means that no non-Muslims have a chance of being
accepted. Given the special ethos of those schools it is also very unlikely that any non-
Muslim families would actually apply. Private Muslim schools are allowed to select on
religious grounds and do not have to accept non-Muslims if they are not full. In both
cases there is a tendency towards ethnic segregation as well as religious segregation.
Certainly, the number of white British attending these schools is very low.

In England separate Muslim schools have been linked to the separation of girls from
boys as well as the separation of minority ethnic origin children from the majority. In
England there are still many single sex schools in both the state and private sectors.
However, these existing single-sex schools are not evenly distributed throughout the
country and some areas retain few such schools. Where there are few, and they are
oversubscribed, there has been pressure from some Muslim parents to separate post-
puberty girls from all contact with males through separate religious schooling.

The situation for evangelical Christian schools shows some contrasts. In England,
where all of the evangelical Christian schools are fee-paying private schools, there is
considerable diversity. While most of the children tend to be white, there are also many
children from different ethnic minorities. One school in Romford, for example. was
originally started for the children of a particular church, but has expanded greatly and
now has many black children from a local mainly Jamaican church. It also accepts non-
Christians, in particular, children who have experienced problems of bullying and social
exclusion in their local schools. They see this as part of their Christian responsibility.
Other schools specifically encourage a limited number of non-Christian children as
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they see this an a chance for evangelism. Several of the schools accept Muslim children
as the parents believe that it is better for their children to attend a school where God
is taken seriously rather than a secular or anti-religious one. All of these parents are,
however, having to pay fees to get a schooling for their children with which they are
content - which is of questionable equity.

Social cohesion

The final main factor that needs to be considered in policy discussions on separate
private schools for religious minorities is that of social cohesion. Social cohesion
measures the extent to which the school system as a whole promotes common social
values to diverse populations of students. There are two main aspects to this. First,
social cohesion may be related to the extent to which children from diverse populations
have direct contact with each other in the same classrooms. Separate religious schools
imply that children from families of particular religious groups do not, in fact, mix with
each other, and it has been shown that these schools also segregate by social class and
ethnicity. But it is still possible for schools to promote common social values through a

common curriculum - the second main aspect to social cohesion.

It is often assumed that cohesion within a particular society is encouraged if there is
mixing of various groups within the same schools. Clearly. separate religious schools
mean that there is less mixing of children and parents from differing religions and, in
practice, this also means that there is less mixing of children and parents of differing
ethnicities and social classes. While it is difficult to believe that social cohesion will
be encouraged through less mixing of parents, it is not self-evidently true of children.
Most of the children attending evangelical Christian primary schools in both England
will go on to mainstream secondary schools where they will meet a wide range of
other students. Most of the teachers and parents at these schools see no difficulty
with this, but argue that the schools provide a firm foundation from which the
children can develop. In the end, all children have to face the diversity of their multi-
religious societies but, they argue, young children need the security and safety that
their separate evangelical Christian schools provide. This argument is less persuasive
with English Muslim schools which attempt to separate children for all of their school
careers (particularly the girls).

One of the oddities of English Muslim schools in the state-maintained sector is that the
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low number of fully-trained Muslim teachers means that there are many non-Muslim
teachers in these schools. These non-Muslim teachers do not, of course, teach religious
lessons, but their presence must surely lessen the potential challenges to social
cohesion that these schools represent. In the evangelical Christian schools the faith
of the teachers is a strong criterion for appointment, so practically all are practising
evangelicals.

The second aspect of social cohesion is the nature of the curriculum and what is
taught in the schools. The National Curriculum in England is quite prescriptive, and the
expectations with regard to the literacy and numeracy hours are exceptionally clear.
In itself, this level of prescription may lead to greater social cohesion but, in addition,
all English state-maintained schools will, from September 2002, have a compulsory
Citizenship subject. This will be taught to all children and will include many aspects
designed to enhance social cohesion. In contrast, English fee-paying private schools
do not have to follow the National Curriculum and it is doubtful if many will see the
introduction of Citizenship education as a priority. It is probably that many of the
separate religious private schools will see the teaching of Christianity or Islam as
central to their interpretation of citizenship education and believe that the religious
teaching that is already provided will more than adequately cover their children’ s
needs. At present, some of the Muslim schools spend more than an hour each day on
Koranic education.

Checking what is actually taught is almost impossible in any school. It relies on children
recognising that what is being said is inappropriate and reporting it to their parents
or other teachers and then them also believing that such teaching is inappropriate.
In this case, there are some aspects of the teaching in some evangelical Christian and
Muslim schools that are widely felt to be inappropriate for a modern liberal democratic
society, yet are central to their belief systems. A good example of this is their attitudes
towards homosexuality which is seen as ‘an abomination’ in both religions. All the
schools | visited were clear that they would not employ a homosexual teacher and that
homosexual activity was prohibited in their religions. There was more variability in
the views of the role of women and, in particular, on their roles in leadership and in
the home. Some of the Muslim schools have female headteachers, as do some of the
evangelical Christian schools. But some other evangelical Christian schools believe that
the headteacher should always be male. Nearly all give a primary role to mothers in
childcare. In some of these schools it would be possible for a teacher to put forward
very intolerant views about homosexuals without the children recognising these views
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as intolerant and without parents or other teachers believing that they were.
Conclusion

The issues raised by separate schools for religious minorities are of central importance
to the social cohesion of nation states, but they are also a matter of individual human
rights, equity and efficiency. These four factors (and others) often compete with each
other, but it is necessary to give a full consideration to them all. I hope to have shown
that this framework helps to expose some of the complexity of these issues, and that
simplistic ‘good’ / ‘bad’ evaluations are inappropriate.
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