Kathleen Stock’s comments reignite debate over conversion practices
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A controversial radio interview has put Kathleen Stock’s remarks about gay children and the proposed Conversion Practices Bill back in the spotlight. The debate matters to parents, LGBTQ+ people and anyone following UK policy: how can families discuss real-world prejudice without treating a child’s identity as something to change?
Why Stock’s remarks have struck a nerve
Stock, a philosopher and writer, argued on Times Radio that while same-sex attraction isn’t a choice, adopting a particular sexual identity is. She suggested parents should be able to discuss the difficulties LGBTQ+ people may face, including homophobia and barriers to having a family. [2], [7]
Her example was stark: a parent might tell a child that coming out could mean a “really miserable life”. The wording has drawn criticism because it risks presenting prejudice as a reason for a young person to hide or alter who they are, rather than a problem to challenge. [2]
What the draft bill would do
The debate comes amid the UK government’s proposed ban on conversion practices. The draft bill sets out prohibited practices intended to change or suppress a person’s sexual orientation or gender identity, and explains how the proposed rules would operate. [4], [6]
Stock criticised the bill’s definition of harm and its treatment of intent, arguing that a parent acting in good faith could be caught by the wording. These are her concerns about the draft; the legislation itself is the reference point for what is proposed, and the government’s consultation material provides further explanation. [2], [4], [6]
The argument over parental conversations
The central question is not whether parents can talk honestly with their children about discrimination. It’s how that conversation is framed. Acknowledging that bullying and homophobia exist is different from telling a child their identity is the source of the problem. [2], [6]
The draft bill and its parliamentary discussion provide the relevant policy context, while the Times Radio interview captures Stock’s objection that the proposed restrictions could reach conversations she considers well-intentioned. The practical details matter: what counts as a prohibited practice, and how intent and harm are assessed, are precisely the issues under debate. [4], [5], [7]
Why critics say the message matters
Writer Liam Rondi challenged Stock’s framing on Instagram, arguing that a “miserable life” for gay people is caused by those who mistreat them, not by being gay. He asked whether parents would tell a bullied child to change themselves rather than confront the bullying. [2]
That distinction is more than a matter of phrasing. For a young person testing whether home is a safe place to be honest, a parent’s first response can carry enormous weight. Concern about prejudice can be expressed with care, while making clear that the child isn’t at fault. [2], [8]
What happens next?
The draft bill and the government’s consultation materials offer the clearest guide to the proposed policy, while parliamentary debate shows how its wording is being scrutinised. The discussion is likely to continue around the balance between protecting people from coercive practices and preserving ordinary family conversations. [4], [5], [6]
For parents, a useful starting point is simple: listen first, reassure your child that they’re loved, and direct concern towards the prejudice they may encounter, not towards their identity. Honest conversations needn’t become warnings that make a child feel they must be someone else. [2], [6]
It's possible to talk about a difficult world without making a child feel they have to change to fit it. [2]
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