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After a description of home education, Lave and Wenger’s (1991) theory of legitimate peripheral partici-
pation (LPP) is applied to the situation of home educators who join a neighbourhood home education
group, a community of practice. Then, it is argued that the theory of LPP, with suitable modification, can
also apply to and illuminate the position of home educators who are not members of a home education
community of practice but who, while home educating individually, are nevertheless engaged as legiti-
mate peripheral participants in a social learning process through reading newsletters, visiting web sites
and the daily practice of home educating their children. The extension of the theory illustrates the wide
explanatory power of LPP to cover social learning in many contexts.
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This article is partly drawn from a multi-disciplined empirical
study of a non-school setting which emphasises Lave and Wenger’s
(1991) theory of legitimate peripheral participation (LPP), to help
understand the experience of home educating parents joining
a neighbourhood home education group, a community of practice
(Safran, 2008). Here it will be asked whether the theory can also be
used to illuminate other forms of home education. To set the
context for this, some background description of home education
will be presented.

Although more and more families are choosing to home educate
their children across North America (Cai, 2002; Lines, 2000; Prin-
ciotta & Bielick, 2006), Britain (Arora, 2006; Fortune-Wood, 2005,
2006) and Europe (Beck, 2002, 2006; Bloc, 2003; Fandard &
Nozarian, 2001; Nilsson, 2004; Robbins, 2001; Spiegler, 2003) with
small but growing numbers in Eastern European countries such as
Poland (Budajczak, 2004), Estonia (Leis, 2006) and Russia (Fladmoe
& Kaprov, 2006) there has been little research conducted about
home education when compared to other educational models
(Isenberg, 2002). What research there has been has concentrated
on the experience of the child (Eddis, 2007; Lowden, 1994; Roth-
ermel, 2002; Webb, 1989, 1990, 1999), the benefits of home
education (Meighan, 1984a, 1984b, 1995, 2000, 2001, 2004;
Meighan & Siraj-Blatchford, 2003; Rivero, 2002; Thomas, 1998;
Thomas & Pattison, 2008), home education and the law (Finbow,
2006; Gabb, 2004; Kendall & Atkinson, 2006; Monk, 2004; Petrie,
1992, 1995, 2001), the typology of the families that home educate
(Allie-Carson, 1990; Mayberry, Knowles, Ray, & Marlow, 1992), why
All rights reserved.
parents chose to home educate (Gray, 1993; Isenberg, 2002) the
type of support needed for home educating families (Arora, 2006;
Fortune-Wood, 2006) and the issue of home educating children
with special needs (Arora, 2006; Fortune-Wood, 2007) with little
research on the effects of this educational choice on the parents’
lives.

For the purpose of this study, a two part definition of home
education will be adopted. Home education is firstly, ‘full-time
education of children in and around the home by their parents or
guardians’ and secondly, ‘where the parents are committed to their
[children’s] education and home-educating’ (Petrie, 1998; Petrie,
Windrass, & Thomas, 1999). This definition highlights the elective
nature of home education as well as drawing attention to the
commitment required by parents in taking this step.

It was not until the 1944 Education Act and the rise of mass
public compulsory schooling that ‘home education’ became
a distinct educational approach. John Holt was an early and influ-
ential proponent of home education in its modern guise, both in the
UK and US. Holt had been influenced by the free school movement
of the 1960s and early 70s represented by the writings of Goodman,
such as Growing Up Absurd (1960), Postman and Weingartner
(1971) and Illich (1971), by the experiences at different types of
schools described by Neill (1961, 1966, 1967) and Dennison (1970),
and by more general educational theorists such as John Dewey and
Bertrand Russell. In Holt’s series of publications it is possible to
trace his transition from initial criticism of the school system to his
final advocacy of home education. This can be seen from some of
the titles of his books, for example, How Children Fail (1969) and
How Children Learn (1970a), What Did I Do Monday? (1970b) and The
Underachieving School (1972) to his last books, Teach Your Own
(1981) and, published posthumously, Learning All the Time (1989).
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Home education has always been legal in England and Wales
(Scotland’s law differs slightly) and is enshrined in the 1996
Education Act. The decision to home educate is the parents’ alone.
In the US, while home education has been legal since 1993, each
state has its own laws (Basham, 2001). Requirements vary from
state to state as to the amount of monitoring and testing required
by educational authorities in order to allow families to continue to
home educate (Basham, 2001; Lines, 2000).

Determining exactly how many children are being home
educated in England and Wales is very difficult since there is no
legal requirement for home educating families to register with
education authorities. Estimated numbers of home educators vary
widely, from 84,000 children (Cook, 2002) to more recent estimates
of 40,000 children (Fortune-Wood, 2005). In the US, despite the fact
that most states require some form of notification of intent and
type of home education, it is still very difficult to determine
numbers (Lines, 2000). Estimates vary, with as many as two million
children said to be home educated, although this was judged to be
an overestimation (Bauman, 2001).

The reasons why a family begins to home educate will obviously
influence their feelings about the enterprise. For example, if a family
chooses to home educate because they are committed to a type of
educational approach then they will see home education as a posi-
tive step. But if a family begins to home educate because their child is
having trouble at school then they may see the step as a mark of
failure for the family in that they and their child were not able to fit
into the prevalent educational system and they may then be at a loss
as to how to begin. In any case they are newcomers to the practice
and must learn how to go forward in a way that suits their needs.

Research in the US suggests that neighbourhood home education
groups are important to home educating families. Lyman (2000)
states that in one survey of fifteen hundred home educated students,
85% attended a home education group or intended to join one.
Barfield (2002) chronicles twenty-one home educating families of
which fifteen mentioned using a type of home education group.
There has been no research into these groups in England and Wales
but from groups advertised in the national home education press,
talked about on internet lists and listed by the independent home
education press it can be surmised that there are many. However, it
cannot be assumed that any one part of the country will have
a group. In some areas there are several groups to choose from while
in others, families have to travel some distance to find one to join.

1. Theoretical framework

Both the original study and this paper are informed by, critical of
and built on the concepts and theory developed by Lave and Wenger
(1991) and Wenger (1998). The community of practice framework
encompasses and interprets learning as part of an ongoing rela-
tionship between the individual and their social context. It holds
that learning affects adults both objectively through practice and
subjectively through changes in the individuals themselves and is the
context in which LPP takes place. It will be argued here, that while
LPP and the communities of practice framework are relevant to the
explanation of home education and its practice, some extension of
the theory is required in order to fully cover the home education
structure and the legitimate peripheral participant opportunities.

Lave and Wenger (1991) describe in some depth how a newcomer
joins a community of practice, concentrating on an apprenticeship
model of learning. When someone becomes interested in a group they
join on the periphery and move to the centre through practicing in the
community. New members are integrated into the community
through participating in it and they thereby at the same time, learn and
affect the joint enterprise and the shared repertoire of the community
of practice. Lave and Wenger coined the term ’legitimate peripheral
participation’ to describe the role of newcomers to the group and their
journey to becoming full participants. ‘‘Legitimate peripheral partici-
pation is intended as a conceptual bridge – as a claim about the
common processes inherent in the production of changing persons
and changing communities of practice’’ (Lave & Wenger, 1991, p. 55).

For the newcomer to become a full member in the community of
practice two things must happen. First, the peripheral member
needs to have legitimacy as a newcomer even though they are not
yet a full-fledged member (Lave & Wenger, 1991). This is the only
way the old timers are likely to see them as acceptable and help
them through the learning process with all that this involves.
Legitimacy can take many forms, from birthright, getting a job or as
in this study, taking your children out of or never sending them to
school (Lave & Wenger, 1991).

Second, the newcomer must have some affinity, although not
necessarily explicit affinity, with the three main areas of practice:
the joint enterprise of the group, mutual engagement with other
members, and the shared repertoire in use. The newcomer is then
exposed to full participation in the form of stories, explanations,
answers to questions and activities.

In the early stages of joining a community of practice
newcomers can develop an idea of what the whole is about. There is
no one place from which knowledge comes. This ‘decentering’ of
learning ‘‘leads to an understanding that mastery resides not in the
master but in the organisation of the community of practice of
which the master is a part’’ (Lave & Wenger, 1991, p. 94). This moves
the focus of learning away from teaching and towards learning and
the relationship of the learner to the practice.

It has been argued (Safran, 2009) that neighbourhood home
education groups are clear examples of a community of practice.
However, the home education group is an unusual community of
practice because unlike other social organisations where the
community of practice theory has been applied, home education is
not a defined institution such as an office, hospital or school with
formal well known structures. Nor does the neighbourhood home
education group have a clear apprenticeship structure but is more
like the example of Alcoholic’s Anonymous used by Lave and
Wenger (1991). In the home education group there is no defined
structure, no formal obligations, and no set way to do things. Each
group will have its own version of the joint enterprise of home
educating, its own way of engaging and its own shared repertoire.
There are similarities between groups but unique differences as
well. Therefore each home education group may be a discrete
example of a home education community of practice. Through the
group, members engage together in negotiating the joint enter-
prise, transmitting the shared repertoire by means of sharing
the history, stories and lore of home education and initiating
newcomers into the community. While many home educators learn
through a paradigmatic community of practice, the neighbourhood
home education group (Safran, 2009), others learn to be home
educators through more loose affiliations.

2. The study

This paper is based on an empirical study undertaken in aid of
understanding the learning process of parents as they strive to
become ‘home educators’ (Safran, 2008). Data comes from thirty-
four in-depth interviews of home educating parents who had been
home educating for more than three years. This time period was
selected in the expectation that this constituted a long enough time
period for families to be settled in their choice to home educate and
for them to have become more articulate and reflective about it. This
may be said to bias the research towards those who found home
education a successful experience. However, this was not at issue
because not only was it assumed that any family home educating for



1 A pseudonym is used for each interviewee from the study. Each quotation from
an interviewee is followed by the date of the interview.
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more than three years would have been happy with the choice, it is
the effect of this positive experience that was being studied.

Parents were chosen from both the US and England and Wales to
mitigate any objection that the results were not due to home
education but to national characteristics. It was found that despite
the national and cultural differences between these countries there
were no appreciable differences in the attitudes of parents towards
home education (Thomas, 1998). The interviewed families vol-
unteered to be part of the research project by responding to adverts
placed on home education internet lists and in the home education
press or through word of mouth.

A brief outline of the background characteristics of the parents
will give some idea of the diversity and similarities of the parents
interviewed. Of the thirty-four parents, four were couples (three
were heterosexual couples and one lesbian couple) and seven were
single parents. Thirty-one were women and three were men.
Thirteen of the thirty-four parents were from the US. The number of
children in each family ranged from one to seven. There were
eighty-seven children from the thirty families. Of the thirty
families, eight families (thirty-three children) began home educa-
tion without sending their children to school. Twenty-two families
began to home educate after they found a problem with their eldest
at school. Fewer than half the parents have a first degree at
university. Three have a further degree. Four are qualified teachers.
Eight parents were educated to secondary school level.

The three fathers interviewed work full time in paid employ-
ment. Their wives are the main home educators. One parent in the
lesbian couple also works full time. Of the thirty-one mothers
interviewed, eleven work part time in paid employment. Twenty
mothers did not work in any paid employment.

The main reason for home educating mentioned was that their
children were unhappy at school or that home education was
a natural extension of their parenting beliefs. Religion did not play
a significant part in the decision to home educate.

After transcribing the interviews in full it became apparent that
analysing the interviews would be complicated (Perryman, 2007).
Each interview consisted of about 5000 words leading eventually to
nearly 170,000 words of interview material. The amount of data
collected from the interviews therefore required some difficult
decisions to firstly collate and then analyse. After emersion in the
data, a matrix was created for each interview question and
a distillation and collation of the data from the matrices was then
compiled with answers grouped into themes (Ball, 1991). After all
the interviews were collated, analysis of the issues mentioned and
who indicted what issue to be relevant could be read off the matrix.
The number of parents who had commented on any particular
issues could be easily identified. Threads and stories were then
grouped into general areas of agreement between interviewees to
see if any common significant themes arose (Ely, 1991).

The numerous methodological considerations in this study have
been detailed elsewhere (Safran, 2008) but some of them include
how the interviews were conducted and the role of the researcher
in in-depth interviews. This is far from easy and requires the
‘‘engagement in the world under study; it also implies a commit-
ment to a search for meaning, a suspension of preconceptions and
an orientation to discovery’’ (Ball, 1990, p. 3). The researcher must
be genuinely interested, respond appropriately and remain rela-
tively uninvolved in the setting. These requirements involve some
compromise between objectively obtaining knowledge and simul-
taneously being friendly in order to make the interviewee feel at
ease. However, this is not to say that external issues such as having
children present during an interview can be ignored. Part of the
researcher’s skill will be revealed through how they attend to
problems or navigate through distractions enabling the interviewee
to feel at ease but still remain focused on the interview questions.
2.1. Becoming a home educating parent

When a family begins home educating their first port of call is
often a community of practice in the form of a neighbourhood
home education group. They can find these groups through home
education internet sites, by contacting one of the national
home education organisations, through informal networks of home
educators or through word of mouth from a friend, relative or
neighbour. Most neighbourhood groups are run in an ad hoc
manner, meeting at a regular venue such as a church hall or a public
place like a park or museum. The activities are planned by the
families attending and what happens there depends on the inter-
ests, skills and commitment of the parents as well as the resources
available to them. The neighbourhood home education group
can be seen as a paradigmatic community of practice with a joint
enterprise of home educating the children. It may have a more
specific joint enterprise such as taking classes of some sort or doing
drama together. These communities will also involve mutual
engagement in that they meet together and partake in activities.
These neighbourhood home education groups can be very impor-
tant to new home educating parents in that they help the
newcomers learn about home education from parents who are
experienced, the old timers (Safran, 2009).

Of the thirty-four parents interviewed twenty-five parents
talked about the neighbourhood local group as being part of their
home education experience. Those who did not use a group will be
discussed later. It is being maintained here that the parents who did
use a group began as legitimate peripheral participants in that
group. They have legitimacy because either their children have
been taken out of school or they are of school age and have not been
sent to school. This was true for all the families interviewed. The act
of withdrawing children from school and parents taking responsi-
bility for their learning is an example of a ‘‘performative act of
legitimation’’ (Paechter, 2003b, p. 544), meaning that, despite little
or no previous contact, through this similarity of the home
education lived practice, home educating parents recognise each
other as legitimate home educators.

Further criteria for being a legitimate peripheral participant is
that the family have some affinity with the joint enterprise of the
group, mutually engage with other members, share the repertoire
in use and are peripheral in the sense of being a newcomer to
the community. This is exemplified from this study by Rosheen,1

a married mother of one living in south east England, who
described her impression of her first visit to a neighbourhood home
education group. ‘‘I remember seeing [a child] sitting down with
a young kid reading to the child and just thinking that was lovely,
and lots of that, and I knew it was really nice.’’ (7.1999). Rosheen
was able to articulate some impressions of her early visits that
showed her attraction to that group allowing her to become
a peripheral participant there both through her empathetic feelings
for the group and reciprocally through the group accepting her as
a legitimate peripheral participant.

Alice, a married mother of four living in Boston US, talked about
how her affinity with her neighbourhood home education group
changed. As soon as Alice made the decision to home educate she
felt that she needed a group to home educate with. She contacted
friends of friends who were also thinking about home educating
and started a ‘home club’; ‘‘and that was the beginning of our home
schooling and it was the first time that I had other adults around
that were interested in being with their kids, at home with them.’’
(8.2000). Alice continued saying that after a period of time one of
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the main organisers wanted to make the group into a business,
paying herself a salary to run the group. ‘‘She had a lot of agendas
that had nothing to do with what we were trying to do and weren’t
really good for the group.’’ (8.2000). As the rest of the group were
also business oriented, Alice no longer shared the joint enterprise.
She left this group and joined another one.

Alice’s experience with her neighbourhood home education
group exemplifies the point that families enter a neighbourhood
home education group with some affinity to the group. Alice’s first
group supported her family for a time until their joint enterprise
changed and she no longer felt an affinity with it.

In summary, parents who attend some type of neighbourhood
home education group are legitimate in that they have children of
school age out of school, are peripheral at the time of joining the
group, have affinity with the group at least for some time, partici-
pate through physically attending the group and understand the
repertoire. They satisfy the criteria put forward by Lave and Wenger
(1991) for being legitimate peripheral participant members of
a community of practice.

It cannot be assumed that parents will feel the need to find other
home educators even at the beginning of their home education
experience. Some parents prefer to find their own way. In this case,
however, it will be argued here that they are still legitimate
peripheral participants learning to be a home educator through the
social activity of home educating even though they are not actually
meeting face-to-face with other home educators. In order to
explain how social learning is possible in these cases it is necessary
to look again at the notion of LPP.

Having children out of school bestows legitimacy on the family
as home educators. Further, home educators, whether they attend
a neighbourhood home education group or not, engage in the daily-
lived practice of home education and have the same joint
enterprise as other home educators. These parents gain the home
education repertoire through reading newsletters and visiting
internet sites which are part of the wider home education culture. It
is suggested that individually, rather than collectively through
a community of practice, these parents can be legitimate peripheral
participants. Legitimacy consists in withdrawing children from
school and taking responsibility for their education. It is this
practice of home education, a constant lived activity which is the
process that quintessentially develops and defines home educators.
The similarity of the experiences of all home educators during this
process, such as the experience of taking on the responsibility for
the children’s education, choosing educational styles and facing
external pressures, binds them together as home educators just as,
if and when they meet, the experience of fans of a particular team
or pop group binds them together as fans and enables them to
recognise each other, although strangers, as members. Further,
those who do home educate on their own have the same goal as
other home educators, may engage in one-way dialogue through
newsletters or web sites and share history and jokes learned from
their common culture. They learn individually but they are sharing
socially created experiences. Home educators who do not join
a neighbourhood home education group have as much legitimacy
as those who do and for the same reason, by having children of
school age being educated out of school. However, these families
are peripheral in a different way to those who join a neighbourhood
home education group. They choose to stay on the periphery in that
they do not engage with a community but, if they were to do so,
they would be recognised as legitimate peripheral participants by
old times in any home education community and reciprocally, the
newcomers would recognise the old timers as practiced and
practicing home educators (Paechter, 2003a).

An example of someone who prioritises this minimal level of
engagement is Sophie, a married mother of two in south east
England, who chose not to join a neighbourhood home education
group because it was difficult to fit the meetings into her schedule.
She felt the only reason for joining a neighbourhood home
education group would be to find friends for her children, but since
they had a full social life without it, a it was not necessary:

We haven’t, for the last three years, been trying to get together
with other home schoolers. It didn’t work very well because I
was very aware that I was working extra hard the rest of the
week to get this one day free. (8.2004)

Sophie is aware of the neighbourhood home education group
network and the similarities of her educational practices with other
home educating parents, but she does not require face-to-face
meetings or mutual engagement with them. However, due to her
sharing the same joint enterprise, engaging in the same daily
practice of educating her children she would be qualified to join any
home education community of practice if and when she should
choose. She would immediately be recognised by other members of
the community as someone who has the right to join.

Cathy, a married mother of three in north England, did not join
a group because she thought it would be very difficult to feel
comfortable with so many people:

There are just so many people in the group that it’s just over-
whelming. When we went along I just thought, you know, we’re
going to have to come here for weeks and weeks and weeks
before we even learn people’s names. (8.2004)

Although she was aware of home education groups and knew
that her home educating practices were similar to theirs, Cathy still
preferred to practice home educating as an individual family.

Cathy provided an example of a parent who when asked about
her educational style, described it first in her own words as ‘‘[my
children] have always done what they wanted to do’’ (8.2004). She
followed this by saying: ‘‘usually they say ‘you’re autonomous’
don’t they? In the [national home education organisation] maga-
zine’’ (8.2004). Cathy is a parent who would not be considered
a member of a home education community of practice because she
does not engage with other home educators face-to-face. Despite
this, she used the word ‘autonomous’ in the same way and with the
same meaning. She shares the repertoire as the other parents
interviewed. This is evidence that legitimate peripheral partici-
pants who do not meet others face-to-face are still able to learn and
correctly use the repertoire. To some extent, she showed some
reluctance to use it which seems to imply reluctance on Cathy’s part
to be associated either with the other people who use this word or
with other implicit meanings the word may have. However, being
able to understand the repertoire is evidence of her position as
a participating home educator. She is connected to a home
education culture not as a peripheral newcomer but as someone
who understands the repertoire although she wishes to maintain
a distance from the community while sharing the enterprise, the
practice and the repertoire and knowing she would be accepted if
she wished to change her mind and join a group.

Maggie, a married mother of two in south east England, stopped
looking for neighbourhood home education groups after experi-
encing unsuccessful attempts to run one at her home. She said that
she felt it was her own assumptions about what her children
needed socially that prompted her to start a neighbourhood home
education group but after a while she realised her children did not
need the group. She continued:

I left it alone. And I thought so we go a week without doing very
much with other kids, does it matter? I know they’re perfect
socially OK and perfectly competent and they’ll ask me if they
want [to go out or have friends round]. (7.2004)
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The needs of Maggie’s family could be satisfied without the
use of a neighbourhood home education group. Despite reject-
ing these groups she, like Sophie and Cathy, could still be
considered to be a legitimate peripheral participant due to
sharing the joint enterprise, the practice of home education, and
being able, if she chose to join a home education community of
practice, she would be recognised by other members of the
home education community of practice as a legitimate periph-
eral participant.

Home education newsletters and web sites are not in them-
selves communities of practice because while both support the
joint enterprise of home education, circulate and reinforce the
repertoire and may facilitate mutual engagement, for example
through advertising neighbourhood group meetings, they do not
provide immediate, direct or two-way interactive engagement.
Newsletters consist largely of anecdotes written by parents about
home education, news about home education initiatives at local
and government level, legal advice, help with exams, educational
activities and so on. This contact is, for the most part, one sided in
that while readers can respond by sending letters to the publi-
cation, they usually do not. Further, if they do send something to
be published in the newsletter this involves some time delay. This
time delay can be considerable as, for example, a national home
education support group publishes its newsletter every two
months meaning that a letter sent to the newsletter may take
four to six weeks to be published. Internet sites, a more recent
resource, can also offer anecdotal information, legal advice or
educational ideas and activities and also consist of one-way
engagement.

Sophie, Cathy and Maggie relate to the home education culture
only through newsletters and internet web sites. This shows that it
cannot be assumed that home educating parents will feel the need
to join a neighbourhood home education group. Nevertheless, it
must be noted that all of the parents that were interviewed and
who did not attend a neighbourhood home education group
answered an advertisement placed in the home education
press. Therefore, despite not mutually engaging in a paradigmatic
community of practice, these families exhibited their connection as
legitimate peripheral participants through finding out about the
research and by offering to take part in it.

The experience of the parents in this study, it is being argued,
show that there are two types of LPP. The first, here called tradi-
tional LPP, is that of the parents who join a neighbourhood home
education group, a community of practice. The second, extended
LPP, comes about through those parents who do not join a neigh-
bourhood home education group. In the case of traditional LPP
parents physically go to the group and meet with other old timers
in the group, learning to be a member of the community, first at
the periphery, through the old timers’ recognition of their legiti-
macy and affinity with the community of practice. They can move
to the centre of the group over time. In extended LPP, parents
remain as individuals and do not meet with others in a group
structure. They remain peripheral by choice and only engage with
the home education wider culture through newsletters and
web sites. However, the parents in both groups share legitimacy
through having a child of school age out of school, practice daily
home education, would recognise each other as legitimate
participants and both learn the home education repertoire,
although in the case of the extended LPP this would only be
through newsletters and web sites which constitutes engagement
of a non-physical non-mutual type. Similarly to Freemasons or
football fans and other interest groups where the members do not
meet nor all know each other, there are signs through which
people can recognise even strangers as legitimate members of
a particular culture (Paechter, 2003a).
3. Discussion

As some home educating parents do not mutually engage with
other home educators by meeting face-to-face they cannot be said
to meet all the criteria of being a member of a community of
practice. Instead, it has been argued that an extension of the
framework should count them as being legitimate peripheral
participants as they learn to be home educators through their daily
educational practice and one-way engagement. They are legitimate
through the performative act of legitimation (Paechter, 2003b) of
taking their children out of school and actively home educating.
They are peripheral, in a different way to newcomers to a commu-
nity, in that they have not joined a group but would be accepted
onto the periphery if they did go to a home education community of
practice. And finally, they are participating in that they read the
newsletters, log onto the web sites, and crucially pursue the same
activity, home education, as those parents who chose to join a more
paradigmatic community of practice.

There may be a third category of home educating family who
have nothing at all to do with the home education culture: they
are not members of any neighbourhood home education group,
virtual, local or national, they do not read any specific home
education literature and they do not go to any home education
events. However, there was no family in this situation in this
study. Even if such a family were open to have taken part in
research, they would not have been able to find out about the
research and researchers could not easily find out about them.
They would not be legitimate peripheral participants until some
evidence, such as shared repertoire, was found. Despite this, given
that they crucially pursue the daily-lived practice of home
education and thereby share the home education joint enterprise,
they could still be accepted as legitimate peripheral participants of
a home education organisation if they made themselves known to
such a group.

An attempt has been made to extend Lave and Wenger (1991)
theory of the LPP to include categories of members who, although
they do not mutually engage with others, nevertheless, through
their shared everyday practice and the use of home education
newspapers and internet sites, learn to be part of the social whole,
the culture of home education and thereby become legitimate
peripheral participants.

This extension can be used to explain other social groups such as
football fans, people with a specific disability or parents of children
with special needs, those who practice and learn individually but
are part of cultures that are socially determined. This is important
as it allows this framework of learning in a social setting to help
illuminate situations where the learning does not appear to be
social in that the individual may not meet with others. The fact that
in this case families can practice alone but still be part of a clear
social grouping throws light on social learning as a wider activity
than learning in an actual group. It further shows that what Lave
and Wenger (1991) theorised can help explain more subtle situa-
tions than might at first be apparent.
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