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VICTIMS OF THE

Last Saturday, the
Mail told the horrific
story of a family
whose children were
confiscated by social

Barton

HEY are a hidden popula-
tion, 250,000 strong but
without a proper voice or

control over their futures.

Shockingly, they are 50 times

more likely than their neigh-
bours to have their children taken
into care and run a ‘significantly’
higher risk of losing those children
permanently.

Their crime is to be ‘slow’ intellectually, to
have g low IQ or to be labelled as having a
learning disability,

Last Saturday, the Daily Mail revealed the
scandalous case of g young couple whose
family has been destroyed because their
1Qs did niot satisfy Essex County Council.

Their two children, a girl of four and a
one-year-old boy, were taken into care after
social workers judged that the mother did
not have regular routines for her son and
daughter, that she left the girl to play alone,
could not cook simple meals and took too
long brushing her teeth. The father was,
bizarrely, said to have {oo many routines.

The parents had not hurt their children
or let them go hungry. There was no sign of
abuse or cruelty and, sitting in secret, a
family court judge told the couple they had
done nothing wrong, but still ordered that
the children be put up for adoption to give
them ‘a better life’.

The view of the social services and the
court was that the couple could not meet
their children’s basic needs. The father
said: “They said our little girl wouldn’t reach
her full potential if she stayed with us.’

The mother, who has an IQ of 60 but can
read and write, added: ‘The social workers
think I am stupid — but I am not. They
have told us that the children are having a
new forever mum and dad and that our
little girl doesn't like us any more. It really
upseis me.’

The outery following this story has been
astonishing. Experis, politicians,
campaigners and parents have written,
telephoned and e-mailed to express their
outl at what some believe is a sinister
experiment in ‘social engineering’.

And I have discovered the distressing fact
that this is not an isolated ease. This couple
are by no means alone,

In fact, according to new research by an
eminent expert, an astonishing 20 per cent
of all local authority care proceedings in
this country involve parents with learning
disabilities.

They are, according to Professor Tim
Booth, a ‘disproportionate
munber’ who are likely ‘to have

services because

their loving parents

were ‘too slow’, The
outery it sparked
has been astonishing
— and reveals the true
scale of this scandal

their competence as parents
judged against stricter criteria
or harsher standards than other
ﬁ_la.rents’ and ‘are disadvantaged
the child protection and court
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tion, Essex Social Services called
in a psychologist and started
legal proceedings to have him
taken away from his parents.
The father, who to protect his

son cannot be named, says; ‘We

invalved throughout my wife’s
life because of her learning
disability,” the father says,
pacing up and down his small
living room. ‘And when she had
our first ehild, she had post-

their son when he was taken to
his new home with foster par-
ents. The father recalls: “We had
to leave him there, He was only
eight and was erying for his
mum, holding on to her leg.
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daughter, that she left the girl to g]ay alone,
could not cook simple meals and took too
long brushing her teeth. The father was,
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upsets me.’
The outery following this story has been
astonishing. Experts, politicians,

campaigners and parents have written,
telephoned and e-mailed to express their
Out-l'ﬁsl at what some believe is a sinister
experiment in ‘social engineering’.

And [ have discovered the distressing fact
that this is not an isolated case. This couple
are by no means alone,

In fact, according to new research by an
eminent expert, an astonishing 20 per cent
of all local authority care proceedings in
this country involve parenis with leaming
disabilities.

They are, according to Professor Tim
Booth, a ‘disproportionate
number’ who are likely ‘to have

their competence as parents
judgeq against stricter criteria
or harsher standards than other
g;a.rents’ and ‘are disadvantaged
the child protection and court
process by rules of evidence and
procedure, thelr own limitations
and inadequacies in services’.
He is writing about people like
the original eouple, who are des-
perately exploring every legal
avenue Lo challenge the court
order that put their son and
daughter up for adoption. The
father says: ‘We have got our MP
involved ... it is so hard for the
children's mother to believe
that she won't ever see them
again. This cannot be right’
And people like another Essex
couple who have lost one of
their three children to social
services, The father has a full-
time, responsible job. The
mother has a mild learning dis-
ahility and cannot read and
write but is devoted to her three
sons, aged ten, four and two.
Their first child had a problem
with controlling his bowels and
at the age of eight, despite being
diagnosed by a specialist in Lon-
don as having a medical condi-

tion, Essex Social Services called
in a psychologist and started
legal proceedings to have him
taken away from his parents.

The father, who to protect his
son cannot be named, says: ‘We
were blamed for a medical
condition. A consultant in
London said it was a condition
owr son would grow out of, but
social services said it was us.
They said we were bad parents
bhecause we gave in to the chil-
dren and don’t keep boundaries.

“They blamed my wife's learn-
ing disability for her not having
routines. But we are not bad
parents. My wife can't read or
write, but she is a lovely mother.
You should see her with our
boys. This is a happy home and
we will do everyihing we can to
get back our oldest son.

“We have been told he must
remain in foster care until he is
18 and we can only see him once
a fortnight for four hours.’

Astonishingly, despite taking
the first child away, Essex Socjal
Services have neither removed
the two younger boys nor put
them on an at-risk register.,

‘Social services have been

involved throughout my wife’s
life because of her learning
disability,” the father says,
pacing up and down his smal)
living room. ‘And when she had
our first child, she had post-
natal depression and they
always seemed to be here, pick-
ing holes in what we were doing.

*Our boy was a little bit behind

They don’t know
the damage they
are doing

at school and the psychologist’s
report said he would do better if
he was taken away from the
haome environment. The soliei-
tor told us we should co-operate
with the social services and they
would ease our son back into
our home. But we have found
out they have no such plans,
Poor chap, he wants to be home
with his mum and dad.*

The couple, who live in a
council house filled with toys
and baby equipment, went with

their son when he was taken to
his new home with foster par-
ents, The father recalls: *“We had
10 leave him there. He was only
eight and was crying for his
mum, holding on to her leg.
Bocial services dom'i know the
damage they are doing, ripping
kids away from their parents.

“The reason given for taking
himm away was unintentional
%lect. They are blaming my

ife’s learning disability for hin-
dering our son’s development.
They said he was too dependent,
on his rum, too clinging.

‘What we do not understand is
that we are the same parents for
the other two boys and they are
not being taken away. It doesn't
make sense.’

But there is a pattern to these
cases. In both, the mothers have
learning disabilities and social
workers concentrated their erit-
Ieism on their ‘lack of routines’.
The first mother claims she was
‘set up to fail’ by ten profession-.
als involved in her assessment.

The second mother says:
‘They kept watching and pick-
Ing holes in what I did. I still give
my littlest one a bottle some-







