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QUESTIONS PRESENTED 

One foggy London night, the Darling parents 

departed (as they so often did) for the theater, 

entrusting their children to their dog Nana.  While 

the Darlings were away, Peter Pan invited the 

children to Neverland for a few hours of 

swashbuckling adventure—an invitation the 

children happily accepted.  By midnight the children 

were safely returned to their beds.  The questions 

presented are: 

1. Did the trial court wrongfully order Peter to 

stay away from the Darling children and Lost Boys 

based on his innocent actions, the crocodile’s share of 

which occurred abroad?   

2. Did the trial court properly require the 

parents—who had, variously, entrusted a dog with 

their parenting duties or lost their boys altogether—

to raise their children with attention and 

imagination?
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STATEMENT OF THE CASE 

1. “All this has happened before, and it will 

happen again.”  Peter Pan (Disney 1953).  This time, 

it happened in London, in the home of George and 

Mary Darling, and their three children: Wendy (14), 

John (10), and Michael (8).   

In their small, Edwardian nursery, the Darling 

children were taught small, Edwardian rules.  

George, a practical man, was the “master of the 

house,” ever tending to his “continual effort to become 

someone’s chief executive.”  Lauren N. Gunderson, 

Peter Pan and Wendy: A New Old Adventure 8, 14 

(Shakespeare Theatre Company 2019) (hereinafter 

“Peter Pan and Wendy”).  To his sons, George taught 

a “manly” “bravado.”  Id. at 9.  But for his daughter, 

George wished a life of quiet domesticity.  Dismissing 

out of hand the notion that Wendy, a budding 

astronomer, might attend a school for the sciences, he 

instead urged her to feign enthusiasm for her “very 

expensive” finishing school.  Id. at 12–13.  And as for 

imagination?  “Impossible, childish fiddle-faddle.”  

Peter Pan (Disney 1953).  

Mary, too, took a traditional approach to gender 

roles.  “Ladies,” she explained, do not “stare at the 

stars all night” or “invent flying bits of light to chase 

about their rooms.”  Peter Pan and Wendy 4.  Such 

“[c]hildhood notions must be left in childhood.”  Id. at 

5.  Instead, Wendy was “destined to be” a “warm wife 

and doting mother,” “run[ning] a proper house” and 

never “aspir[ing] to exceptionality.”  Id. at 5–7.   

Yet for all their commitment to traditional child-

rearing, the Darlings rejected conventional wisdom 
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in one curious respect:  Rather than leave their 

children in the care of a responsible adult, the 

Darlings bought a dog, Nana, to look after the 

children.  This, they would later admit, was a “bad 

idea.”  Peter Pan and Wendy 8. 

2.  Into this domestic mire, and through a window 

intentionally left unsecured, see Peter Pan and 

Wendy 17; Peter Pan (Disney 1953), stepped Peter 

Pan, a precocious young man widely proclaimed 

Neverland’s head of state.  As the boys dreamed of 

adventure, and Wendy dreamed of “freedom,” Peter 

followed his colleague Tinkerbell into the nursery to 

retrieve his shadow, which had slipped away during 

a prior visit.  Peter Pan and Wendy 17–18, 24–25.  

Although Peter often came to the nursery window to 

hear bedtime stories—a scarce commodity in 

Neverland—he had never before met the Darlings.  

Id. at 24–25.  But after a warm conversation with 

Wendy, including a diplomatic exchange of national 

treasures, see id. at 25–26, Peter made a proposal: 

Wendy would come to Neverland to experience true 

freedom; in exchange, she would provide the children 

of Neverland with stories.  Id. at 27. 

Wendy readily assented.  After she rallied 

Michael and John, the trio set about learning to fly, 

aided by fairy dust, within the safe confines of the 

nursery.  Id. at 28–31.  Soon enough, the Darling 

children were soaring with ease, each reveling in 

their newfound freedom.  Id. at 31–32.  Their own 

words capture the purity and clarity of their 

exuberance: “We can fly, we can fly, we can fly!”  Peter 

Pan (Disney 1953). 
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3.  Following a “free and joyful” flight, the 

Darlings arrived safely in Neverland.  There they met 

the Lost Boys, whom Peter sheltered in Neverland 

after they (independently) ran away from neglectful 

parents.  Peter Pan and Wendy 22.  Throughout their 

time in Neverland, Wendy and the boys received 

exactly what Peter had promised them: “adventure.”   

Id.  In Michael’s words, Neverland was “amazing,” id. 

at 50; John, too, was “definitely amazed,” id.  This 

was, after all, a place “of mermaids and pirates and 

fairies and jungles and oceans!”  Id.   

Neverland, of course, had its share of unsavory 

characters, chief among them a pirate named Hook 

(so named despite his “guarantee” that there was “no 

problem there”).  For a brief moment, Hook and his 

acting first-mate Smee held the children—including 

the rag-tag team of Lost Boys—captive on his ship.  

But, as Wendy later explained, “[e]ven when we were 

kidnapped [by Captain Hook], I knew Peter Pan 

would save us.”  Peter Pan (Disney motion picture 

1953).  And so he did.  Peter fended Hook off with—

quite literally—one hand behind his back, leaving 

him to the whims of a rather ravenous crocodile.  

Once finished with their adventures, Peter returned 

the Darlings safely home, all before the clock struck 

midnight.  Peter Pan and Wendy 114.   

4.  After the British Prime Minister had a phone 

call in which a foreign leader apparently asked him 

to “do him a favor,” the London Social Services 

Agency came after Peter.  Unable to “Lock Pan Up,” 

the Attorney General resorted to the United 

Kingdom’s civil law, maintaining that Peter’s actions 

amounted to both kidnapping and reckless 
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endangerment.  The Attorney General brought suit 

seeking a “stay away” order and injunction against 

Peter, forbidding him from making contact with the 

Darling children and Lost Boys he once helped save.  

The court below granted the order.  

At the same time, Peter counter-sued for a 

declaratory judgment that it was the Darlings and 

other parents (i.e. those of the aptly named Lost 

Boys) who had endangered their children through 

their neglect, lack of imagination, and reckless 

decisions.  The Court granted equitable relief, 

requiring these parents to raise their children with 

more attention and imagination.1    

These cross-appeals directly to this Court 

followed.   

 

 

  

 
1 The trial court also rightly rejected the Attorney General’s 

brazen request for damages, a decision that is outside the scope 

of the questions presented and thus not properly subject to 

review.  See S. Ct. Rule 14(a) (the Court will consider “[o]nly the 

questions set out in the petition, or fairly included therein”).   
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SUMMARY OF ARGUMENT 

“When there’s a smile in your heart / There’s no 

better time to start / Think of all the joy you’ll find / 

When you leave the world behind / And you bid your 

cares goodbye…” ~ Peter Pan (Disney 1953) 

For one night—a few hours, really—Peter Pan let 

the Darling children bid their cares goodbye, leaving 

behind our world for a far more enchanting one: 

Neverland. There the children met new friends (the 

Lost Boys), experienced new cultures (Mermaids), 

and learned new skills (sword fighting).  And when 

an underhanded pirate threatened to ruin the fun, 

Peter risked his own life to ensure no harm befell the 

children.  He then returned the Darling children 

safely home, just as he always said he would.  

The Attorney General—apparently short on 

“smile[s]” and heavy on “cares”—seeks to turn this 

childhood dalliance into something far more sinister.  

The children’s pixie-dust fueled flight?  A kidnapping 

by drugging.  Peter’s promise of adventure?  

Enticement by misrepresentation.  Peter’s brave 

defense of the children in the face of Captain Hook? 

Reckless endangerment.   

To quote Mr. Darling: “fiddle-faddle!”  The Court 

should vacate the stay away order for three reasons.  

First, the order violates settled restrictions on 

extraterritorial applications of law.  While the sun 

may never set on the British Empire, we deal here 

with the Second Star to the Right.  British courts 

have no basis to impose their laws on Neverland.  

Second, the order contravenes basic head-of-state 

principles, which grant sovereigns immunity from 
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investigation (much less court orders) into all actions 

taken for the good of their countries.  Peter, a de facto 

head of state, acted in the best interest of Neverland 

throughout this diplomatic affair, rendering his 

actions immune from this Court’s (or the 

legislature’s, or, indeed, anyone’s) scrutiny.  Third, 

and most fundamentally, the Attorney General’s 

accusations are trumped-up fairytale.  Peter neither 

kidnapped the Darling children nor recklessly 

endangered them.  The trial court therefore had no 

basis for imposing a stay away order.    

At the same time, this Court should affirm the 

trial court’s equitable order targeting the real 

scoundrels here: the Darling parents.  For years, the 

Darlings left their children under the supervision of 

a dog named Nana, showing interest in parenting 

only when their children might dare upset social 

norms (or interfere with George Darling’s own rise up 

the corporate ladder).  The court’s order is a sensible 

solution to the Darlings far-too-sensible household.  

It requires nothing more than that they (and a select 

few others) raise their children with attention, 

imagination, and maybe—every so often—a smile in 

their heart.   

ARGUMENT 

I. THE STAY AWAY ORDER AGAINST PETER 

PAN IS FUNDAMENTALLY FLAWED 

A. The U.K.’s Kidnapping and Reckless 
Endangerment Laws Do Not Apply to 

Peter’s Conduct 

 U.K. law—just like the law of other nations—

“governs domestically but does not rule the world,” 
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much less other galaxies.  Microsoft Corp. v. AT & T 

Corp., 550 U.S. 437, 454 (2007).  This principle gives 

rise to the “presumption against extraterritoriality,” 

under which U.K. laws are “construed to have only 

domestic application” absent a “clearly expressed . . . 

intent to the contrary.”  RJR Nabisco, Inc. v. 

European Cmty., 136 S. Ct. 2090, 2100 (2016).  This 

Court should apply the presumption against 

extraterritoriality here “to avoid the international 

discord” that would result from using U.K. law to 

regulate conduct that occurs primarily in Neverland.  

Id.     

This Court should follow the U.S. Supreme 

Court’s “two-step framework for analyzing 

extraterritoriality issues,” RJR Nabisco, 136 S. Ct. at 

2101.  First, it should ask whether the U.K.’s 

kidnapping and reckless-endangerment statutes 

“give[] a clear, affirmative indication that [they] 

appl[y] extraterritorially.”  Id.  If not, it should 

consider whether “the conduct relevant to the 

statute’s focus occurred” in the U.K. or in Neverland.  

Id.  If the latter, then this case “involves an 

impermissible extraterritorial application regardless 

of any other conduct that occurred in [U.K.] 

territory.”  Id.  

This case flunks both prongs.  On step one, 

nothing in the U.K.’s kidnapping or reckless-

endangerment statutes suggests that they apply 

beyond the U.K. itself.  Indeed, during the course of 

this lawsuit, the U.K. Attorney General has pointed 

to no other instance of those statutes being deployed 

to punish conduct outside the U.K.   
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On step two, the relevant conduct occurred in 

Neverland, not the U.K.  The kidnapping and 

reckless-endangerment statutes (discussed supra) 

focus on conduct that puts children in harm’s way.  

Here, the only conduct that could have conceivably 

threatened the Darling children occurred in 

Neverland.  To wit, Peter Pan flew with the children 

directly to Neverland, taking no pit stops along the 

way.  To the extent Wendy was endangered during 

that flight, any danger manifested in international 

air, not in the U.K.  Beyond that, all alleged danger 

to the children involved events in Neverland—be it 

brawls with pirates, encounters with crocodiles, or 

Peter’s final standoff with Captain Hook. 

To be sure, Peter’s initial act of inviting the 

Darling children to Neverland occurred in their 

London bedroom.  But that slender reed is no 

jurisdictional Hook.   Because the stay away order is 

based on an impermissible extraterritorial 

application of the kidnapping and reckless-

endangerment statutes, the order must be vacated.   

B. The Court Cannot Enforce a Stay Away 

Order Against Acts of a Head of State 

The stay away order is improper for an 

independent reason: it violates “act of state” doctrine.   

It is well established that “the courts of one country 

are bound to abstain from sitting in judgment on the 

acts of another government done within its own 

territory.”  Banco Nacional de Cuba v. Sabbatino, 376 

U.S. 398, 424 (1964) (quoting Hatch v. Baez, 7 Hun. 

695, 599 (N.Y. Sup. Ct)). This storied rule (like any 

doctrine worth its salt) traces back to British common 

law.  And still today, U.K. courts hesitate to 
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“adjudicate upon proceedings . . . [that would] involve 

adjudicating upon the conduct of a foreign state.”  See 

Belhaj v. Straw (UKSC, Jan. 17, 2017).   

That doctrine resolves this case.  Peter Pan enjoys 

kinglike status in Neverland, all the more since his 

defeat of Captain Hook.  Despite his youthful 

demeanor, Peter Pan has run the rural, mid-celestian 

country of Neverland for nearly a decade and has 

high hopes of an even more expansive political 

career.2  Some locals have even taken to calling him 

“Mayor Pete.”  Peter’s invitation to the Darling 

children was thus official state business: he would 

escort Wendy to Neverland, and she, in turn, would 

“do [him] a favor, though”—tell the citizens of 

Neverland stories.  It is difficult to imagine a more 

important sovereign function.    

 Put simply, even if Peter could be said to have 

insisted upon a quid pro quo (something we do not 

admit), this not the sort of arrangement that can 

result in criminal liability.  Id.  If anything, the illicit 

deal here was between the British Prime Minister 

and the foreign leader who put him up to this 

prosecution in the first place.  And if the U.K. could 

not indict Peter for his actions, then it cannot 

investigate him either.  Nor can it achieve the same 

ends through a civil stay away order.  

 
2 See 

https://twitter.com/rachelvscott/status/1175405217581584386. 
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C. There Was Insufficient Evidence of 

Kidnapping and Reckless Endangerment  

Even if there were a plausible legal basis for the 

travel ban against Peter, there is no plausible 

evidentiary basis for it.  The stay away order was 

based on Peter’s alleged (1) kidnapping and (2) 

reckless endangerment of the Darling children.  The 

Attorney General presented insufficient evidence of 

either offense. 

1. Peter Did Not Kidnap the Darling Children 

Kidnapping requires the intentional “seiz[ure]” or 

“abduct[ion]” of another.  18 U.S.C. § 1201(a).  Peter 

Pan did not seize or abduct the Darling children. He 

used no force or threat. To the contrary, they joined 

him willingly—indeed, with glee.  See Peter Pan 

(Disney 1953) (“We can fly, we can fly, we can fly”). 

To review the facts: Wendy intentionally left her 

bedroom window open to allow Pan to enter the 

home, and she informed Mrs. Darling of her plan to 

do so.  See Peter Pan (Disney 1953).  For his part, 

Peter did not invite Wendy until she expressed her 

desire not to grow up. Wendy gladly accepted: “I 

would . . . very much like to go, I think. Yes. Yes, I 

would.  Let’s go.  I think.”  Peter Pan and Wendy at 

28.  It was then Wendy—not Peter—who convinced 

her brothers to come along.  See id.  And once in 

Neverland, the Darling children were free to leave at 

all times.  When Wendy, her brothers, and the Lost 

Boys expressed an interest in leaving Pete’s wine 

cave tree house, Pan heartily encouraged them to do 

so.  As Peter said, “You know what, we don’t need 
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your stories. We live our own.  Just go.”  Peter Pan 

and Wendy at 85. 

Indeed, the only plausible kidnapping in this case 

was perpetrated by an entirely different actor—

Captain Hook—who briefly delayed the children’s 

flight home.  If those actions qualify as kidnapping, 

every major American airline is guilty of the same 

sin.  In any event, the Court should reject the 

Attorney General’s attempt to scapegoat Peter for 

Hook’s actions.  While it is true that Hook has 

disappeared (and was last seen attempting to out-run 

a motivated crocodile), the Court should not punish 

Peter in his stead.  

Undeterred, the Attorney General offers two 

theories of kidnapping.  First, the Attorney General 

claims Peter “drugged” the Darling children through 

fairy dust.  Alternatively, he maintains that Peter 

enticed the children to Neverland—a land of 

everlasting youth—with false promises (of what, he 

does not say).  Both arguments are as absurd as they 

sound.  

There was no “drugging” here for two independent 

reasons.  First, fairy dust is not a controlled 

substance.  The U.K.’s “Misuse of Drugs Act” does not 

mention fairy dust.  For good reason: A substance 

that merely enhances one’s physical capabilities or 

qualities cannot be harmful.  And fairy dust’s sole 

effect—and the only reason Pan used it—is to aid in 

flying.  The children, meanwhile, were fully lucid 

throughout their flight.  See, e.g., Peter Pan and 

Wendy 33 (Wendy describing the “parallax shift” and 

“[a]erodynamic[s]” of their flight”).   
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Second, even if fairy dust were a controlled 

substance in the U.K., it is affirmatively 

encouraged—not prohibited—in Neverland.  Peter 

Pan and Tinkerbell consume copious amounts of fairy 

dust and the Neverland Police Department has never 

batted an eye.  Because fairy dust is legal in 

Neverland, the U.K. Attorney General cannot rely on 

Peter’s use of fairy dust as a basis for seeking a stay 

away order.  Any other approach would flout norms 

of international comity.   

The Attorney General may argue that he can 

punish fairy-dust use despite its legality in 

Neverland, just as the U.S. Justice Department 

criminalizes marijuana despite its legality in many 

states.  Setting aside the fact that the U.K. Justice 

Department may prefer a different role model, the 

analogy fails on its own terms.  The U.S. Justice 

Department’s position is based on the Supremacy 

Clause of the U.S. Constitution.  While the U.S. 

Supreme Court has made very clear that no one 

should mistake that Clause as a “source of any 

federal rights,” it does “create[] a rule of decision”:  

courts “must not give effect to state laws that conflict 

with federal laws.”  Armstrong v. Exceptional Child 

Ctr., Inc., 575 U.S. 320, 324 (2015).  But there is, of 

course, no Supremacy Clause in the U.K. (save for the 

word of Her Majesty the Queen).  Even if there were, 

it would not affect the application of Neverland law, 

which—as explained supra—controls here.  

Nor did Peter in any way misrepresent what the 

children would find in Neverland.  He promised them 

only that Neverland would be an “adventure”—and, 

if nothing else, the Attorney General cannot dispute 
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that adventure is precisely what the Darling children 

found upon arrival.  See supra at 3 (explaining the 

“mermaids and pirates and fairies and jungles and 

oceans” available on demand in Neverland.”).   

2. Pan Did Not Recklessly Endanger the Darling 

Children 

The Attorney General’s theory of reckless 

endangerment is even more specious.  Reckless 

endangerment requires conduct that “creates a 

substantial risk of serious physical injury to another 

person.”  See, e.g., N.Y. Penal Code § 120.20.  Pan’s 

conduct here did not place the Darling children at 

serious risk of injury.  Pan, with his masterful flying 

and sword skills, was the preeminent fighter in 

Neverland.  Accordingly, he would have never 

allowed Captain Hook, Smee, or the pirates to harm 

the Darling children.  On the contrary, he bested 

Hook (you might say) handily.3 

To the extent the Attorney General believes 

Wendy was at risk during her flight from Neverland, 

he once again targets the wrong man (or, as the case 

may be, creature).  Any danger arose only when 

Tinkerbell, in a jealous fit of rage, threw Wendy off 

course.  Peter bore no responsibility for this act—in 

 
3 Nor did any “meat-eating” animals threaten the Darling 

children, as the trial court suggested.  The most vicious 

creature, the “croc with the clock,” was interested in devouring 

only Captain Hook, not the children.  See Peter Pan and Wendy 

60.  
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fact, he was so appalled when he discovered her 

treachery that he banished Tinkerbell indefinitely.   

3. Pan Did Not Have the Requisite Mens Rea For 

Either Offense 

In all events, Peter lacked the mens rea necessary 

to kidnap or recklessly endanger the Darling 

children.  The Supreme Court has emphasized that 

“youth matters” when considering culpability.  Miller 

v. Alabama, 567 U.S. 460, 483 (2012).  “[J]uveniles 

have a lack of maturity and an underdeveloped sense 

of responsibility,” such that any transgressions are 

“not as morally reprehensible as that of an adult.”  

Graham v. Florida, 560 U.S. 48, 68 (2010). 

As a perennial youngster, Pan should not be held 

to the same standards as an adult like George 

Darling.  Id.  So even if Pan acted foolishly when 

bringing the Darling children to Neverland, he surely 

did not harbor the requisite intent to seize, abduct, or 

endanger them.   

II. THE COURT’S ORDER DIRECTING THE 

DARLINGS TO RAISE THEIR CHILDREN 

WITH MORE IMAGINATION IS VALID 

A. Peter Pan Has Standing to Seek 
Equitable Relief Against the Darling 

Parents 

Standing doctrine requires a plaintiff to show (1) 

“injury in fact”; (2) a “causal connection between the 

injury and the conduct complained of”; and (3) “that 

the injury will be redressed by a favorable decision.”  

Lujan v. Def. of Wildlife, 504 U.S. 555, 560–61 (1992). 
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Peter Pan easily meets these prerequisites. The 

Darlings’ neglect of their children inflicts injury in 

fact on Peter himself.  Peter thrives on high-caliber 

stories.  As explained, Peter flew to the Darling home 

primarily to hear Wendy’s tales—stories he could 

then share in turn with the Lost Boys.  If the 

Darlings’ inattentive parenting persists, then Wendy 

will soon lose her imagination and storytelling 

ability—particularly if she is prematurely removed 

from the nursery, as George has suggested.  Peter, in 

turn, will lose Wendy’s stories, causing him (and the 

Lost Boys) significant harm.  The trial court’s order 

against the Darlings will short-circuit this chain of 

events, thereby redressing Peter’s injury.4 

To be sure, a litigant is not allowed to obtain relief 

for a “generalized grievance”—a claim “seeking relief 

that no more directly and tangibly benefits him than 

it does the public at large.”  Hollingsworth v. Perry, 

570 U.S. 693, 706 (2013).  It is no doubt true that all 

of the U.K. would benefit from better parenting by 

the Darlings and other London workaholics.  If the 

next generation of British children is better adjusted, 

they might be able to avoid catastrophic mistakes, 

see, e.g., The Royal Family, Statement of Her Majesty 

the Queen (Jan. 18 2020) (running Meghan Markle 

out of town), and produce more successes, see, e.g., 

The Great British Baking Show.  But the fact that an 

injury “is widely shared . . . does not, by itself, 

automatically disqualify an interest for [standing] 

 
4 To the extent the Attorney General disputes redressability on 

the ground that Wendy will necessarily grow up—even without 

the stay away order—such argument only betrays his own lack 

of imagination.     
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purposes.”  FEC v. Akins, 524 U.S. 11, 24 (1998).  As 

long as the plaintiff’s injury is “sufficiently concrete,” 

it still “may count as injury in fact.”  Id.  So it is here:  

Peter’s loss of stories poses a concrete threat to his 

particular lifestyle of adventure and imagination, an 

injury-in-fact if ever there were one. 

B. The Court’s Order Falls Well Within Its 

Equitable Powers 

A court’s “equitable power to remedy past wrongs 

is broad, for breadth and flexibility are inherent in 

equitable remedies.”  Milliken v. Bradley, 433 U.S. 

267, 281 (1977).  The court’s order here—that the 

Darling parents (as well as those of the Lost Boys) 

must raise their children with more attention and 

imagination—falls well within the court’s broad 

equitable powers.  Recall that the Darling’s child-

rearing philosophy rested on twin pillars: (1) demand 

their children fulfill gendered tropes; and then (2) 

leave for the theater, delegating childcare duties to 

their dog.  But calling a dog “Nana” does not make it 

so, and the court below rightly recognized that the 

Darling’s neglect endangered the children’s 

psychological and physical wellbeing.  So, too, for the 

parents of the Lost Boys.  Having abandoned their 

children for well-nigh a decade, these parents have 

no reasonable expectation of avoiding government 

scrutiny now.  Cf. California v. Greenwood, 486 U.S. 

35 (1988).   

The court below thus took the commonsense step 

of ordering the Darlings (and others) to parent more 

effectively.  Indeed, the court’s order was strikingly 

modest in its scope—the parents still retain full 

physical and legal custody of their children, subject 
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to only the most basic of restraints.  Because the 

“nature and scope” of this remedy “directly address 

and relate to the [parents’] violation,” the remedy is 

clearly permissible.  Milliken, 433 U.S. at 282. 

It is true that U.S. federal courts often decline to 

intervene in areas of “[f]amily relations.”  Moore v. 

Sims, 442 U.S. 415, 435 (1979). But U.K. courts labor 

under no such limitation.5  And even if they did, it is 

well settled that “important federal concerns” 

sometimes justify remedies affecting family 

relations.  Palmore v. Sidoti, 466 U.S. 429, 432 

(1984).  Ensuring that the Darling children are 

properly raised by human (rather than canine) 

parents—and that the Lost Boys are parented at 

all—presents precisely that sort of important 

concern.    

CONCLUSION 

For the foregoing reasons, the decision below 

should be affirmed in part and reversed in part.   
 

 
5 Indeed, it is bad enough that the United States gives parents 

the right to control their children’s education, forcing children 

to learn such boring material as “reading” or “arithmetic.”  See 

Pierce v. Society of Sisters of the Holy Names of Jesus and Mary, 

268 U.S. 510 (1925).  The U.K. should not compound the 

problem by allowing parents to control their children’s 

imagination as well. 
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