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Foreword
-' - . ' A ) ‘9
This paper had Its beginning in 1963, In the author's doctoral
study program-ln Educational Administration at Iﬁdlana University.
v A
TN N ) ’
The writer clatms no legal tra{ning and expertise beyond that
provlded'genérally for education administrators, who In their .
\ > 1 . -
"advanced studies, take a normal healthy interest 29 the legal . \

~

aspects of educatlion.
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SELECTED LEGAL CASES ON . .
STATE CONJROL OVER

'<\ PRIVATE HOME EDUCATION

Private education Is botfh the largest and oldest field of
education. Chlildren hqgln thelr educatlion In the hbmé; drop~outs,
/

graduate and.senior citlzéns make use of a wealth of privately /f
. . - >

.provlded educatlomal resources through |I1#€long education. In the

Iérger context of education and Iearning; private eduCaf!on//bpludes,
amohg gthers, home education, rellgious education, Industrial.and

business eduéaflon, om7fhe—Job frafnlng, apprenflceshlp,‘edchgfoﬁ

" through mass medla, learning through travel, and recteational

developmenf.'

;gucaflon flourished long before the advent of formal schools.
And fhéxflrsf schools were private ones conducted in a home setting.

the concept of compulsory education was widely accepted

would a/citizenry permit.itself to be taxed for this "common good"

v ,
\ .

of public edlcation.
Compulsory educatlon, for many years, was consxg;;ed as "the

education.” With a deeper understanding of child developmenf, university

eduéaf!oq for fhb mésses, and lifelong learning, compulsory education--

and with this, public education--Is now generally understood to concern

itself with a somewhat minimyl edqcaf!onal fevel.

. Ko~
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LYy . o The s%afes have from fhe beglnnlng been concerned primarl1y,wlfh
- a - this compﬁ]sory educaflon stage. They %ave full control over: compulsory
| t _ ,i publlc educaf!on——a confrol fh;f Tﬁey share w;fh fhe localischool boards.
Buf how- much confral does fhe sfafe have over.prlyefe education? 8 S
’ ’ ‘ The purpese of this paper Is Yo examlne-four selecfee ceses concernlhg ‘ F

state control ovér one sped?flc area of prIvafe -education, namely, private
<home educafion. The-cases were selecfed on the basis of thelr relévancy
L3

. to the subJecf They may or may not represenf tRe 11terature In fhls

~—

“flelq no attempt” was made %o ascerfaln the represenfaflveness of fhe

[

hY

" cases. /o _ : ‘

% . -
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Case One: , i ) T ‘1 ' .
State v. Peterman, 32'Ind{ App. 665,/70 N. E. 550 (19045 T s .
L4 ‘ v
: BN : - |\ " i
Ea_c-r—S: - ‘ ) | - - ../) N _‘_"‘ / v
A parent, Mr. Peterman, employed a former, cerflfied,’pubW%ciéébool' at

\ . .
teacher to teach his=chlld after he had been siived‘noflge by the truant /'

officer. The chlld studlied-in the Ilvlng room 6f the teacher,”Mrs. Hegelhelm,

wlthout school‘equlpmenf but fo}lowlng the program, hours, and days of
‘Instruction of the public schools. Mrs. Hugelb mvHId not advertise

. , ,
herself as keeping a private school agd charged po regular'flxed-+ulflon.‘

Mrs. Hugelhelm had never been refusgd a teacher's l|lcense but had qulf

1

ﬁubllb—séhool teaching’ because spe had decided to marry. Mr. Peterman's

->

child had been withdrawn froﬁ'p@bllc school because of di fferences with
~ ' . .

the teacher and the school administration. Peterman was prosecuted for

violating #he compulsory-education law andAvas acquitted. The state

appéaled.
[ Co -
| ssues:

“t. What constitutes a private schaol?

2. Why does the state have a compulsory-education law?

Decision:

The court affirmed the judgment of the lower court that Mr. Peterman was
A .

not guilty Pf violating the compulsory-education law.

B #
Reasons: &

In suppor+ of the declsion, Judge C. J. Henley wrote that:

: 4
1. "A school, In the ordinary acceptation of its meaning, Is a place where

S | 6
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ln§+fgc+lon Is Imparted to the young. If a_parén+~employs and brings
ln?o his residence a +eacher for +hé purpose of‘Ins+rdc+Ing his child
or chlldren, de such Instruction Is gIVen as -the law cdh+empkptes, the

meanlng and splirit of +he law has been fully complied wI+h" C“§1)
2. And on compulsdry educa+Ion '“l@s purpose Is 'to secyﬁe +o thg child
) SN b
V- the oppor+unl+y +o acqu|re an education' The results ta be ob+alned .

and not the means or mariner of attalning I+, was the goal which the |aw-

makers were attempting to reach." L *

The court considered the Yefendant's fulfil\Iment of the general 'purposes

.

Qf both the schoo! and the compuisoryreduéa+lon | aw grbundS/foH acquittal.
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se Two:

. ! ‘ .
Wr)ght v. State, 21 Okla.’Cr. 430, 209 Pac. 179 (1922)

f : - . \d

»

Facts: . ' -
. ) '
"/ Mrs. Wright, a graduate of a normal trajning schoo!, taught her eight-

. : .
year-old daughter at home for a perlod of about flve hours each day the
. - "/ . ‘

subJects cammonly followed In the publie schoo! curriculum. The ?a+her,
s E.-D. erghfﬁ an experienced public and private school teacher, assisted

In the Instructions. Exh[b}fs of the chlld's work were offered and

-
v

shpyéd conslderéﬁle pfoflc(ency. I&g c;sg g?éw out o? disputes arlising
- over school manaqeﬁen+ and schoo] d{;clpllne éffalrs\ and out of the fact
\i/}ha+ E: D. Wright," a member of'+he Seven+héday'Adven+Is+ Church, de;lred
to hav€-his child tralned In a par+léhlar rellglous atmosphere. E.”D. Wright
was convicted at the Q;un+9 court of MajJor County Qt violating the compulsory-
'school law'ana,punlsﬁed by a fine of $25 and cost, amounting +9 $131.45.

-

Mr. Wright appealed. ' ' S e

Issues: 4
1. May a court prescribe the hours of Ins+ruc¥lon for home tutoring?
2. May a court requlire certification of home.tutors when no certification
I's reqp#red'of private schoo! teachers? ‘
+3. Does a parent have the righ+ to manage‘and’suéervlse,+h9 education
N of his chlld? R

- 4. Does a demonstration of a ch1ld's educational proficlency constitute

a proof that the chlld's education ls not neglected?,_

3
Declslon: &

The judgment of the trial court that Wright was gullty of violating the

| 8 | ,
\ N
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T compulsory—schoél—aftgndance law was reversed by. the higher court.
[ ; //

Reasons® | . )

‘ﬁ M

1. The court described the judgment of fheljoher court prescribling

~ - . ! .

Insf?uéflon for four weeks a‘*month, ffve days éach week, for slx

L4

- héurs per day, as erroneous.

L

2. On teacher cerflflkaflon? Judge J. Bessy statedr "The statute makes
no provisions fixing the quallflications of private teachers, or

- teachers,~In private schools or academles, of to prescribe definite

EY

courses of study In such cases. Of course, If such schools or .
- . ! >

. " properly Invoked." : . i

3. On pa}enf tlghfs-énd educatlional proficlency: "So long as the chlld's .
\ )
education was not neglected, we think the parents, under the condtitution

. ~

and laws of this state, had a rlghf'fO'manage and supervise the .

educatfon of thelr chl'ld, 1f done In a fltting and proficient manner.

v . .

Th; proof Is not at a]] convincing that the education of thls chind

was belng In any way neglected."

AS
=

The court concluded that a parent of a chll fhaf:ﬂs fgughf at home By

N\ ;- BTN ;
competent Instructors Is not llabﬁé\+0‘ haltles.under the compulsory-
, \ Y/,.)
education law. :

N . ' ' - “(\N\\\‘
Instltutions were manlfestly Inadequate...the statute could‘fhen(be X

f



Casg Three: I v :
. S ‘ Co “
‘People, v. Turfier, 261 C.A..2d. Supp 861, 263 P 2d. 685 (1953)

-
- —

e .
Facts: . T A T

% ’ . : =
- ' > v
i .

. Turner; who had_.hls +hree‘chlldrenJIns+ruc+ed at home, was cbnvlc+9d,

.~ .

'n the municlpal court, fLlos Angel es, JudléLaL,9L5+rlc+, of vlolé+lng the "

compuféory—educa¥lon:law and was flined $10 for each child. Turner

e .
appealed the case off the grouqqé that the state did unconstitutionally

e

debrlve'paren+s of the right to determine how and where thelr chlldren

-

should be,educa+ed.

' ' ]
B //)_ . Issues: -
. | ' 11 May +he.s+a+e require al! chlldren to attend public school?

- 2. May +heﬂijais\3:?scrlbe cond! t1ons fot private schools?

3. Is It discriminatory to requlre valldﬁg+a+e credentlals for héme
Instruction and not to requlire +each§rs In exempted prlva+$ schools h
to hold such credea+]als? ,
4. Does the term "private school" compreﬁend a parent or private tutor

Instructing at home?

5. Is proof of proper Instruction and study a defense to prosecution for

neglecting and refusing to send children to public school? .
Declslon:
_— ~

The Judgment agalnst Turner for violating the dompulsory-education law

was afflrvéd. . .
: ’ , Ut
) / ab® : :‘i’ )

10




Reasons: . ¢
5 { , o
1.4 The case’ of Plerce v.'Socle%y of Sisters afflmms the polnt that the

'state has no right to "wlthout quallflications orqexcepflons:‘requlre‘

parents to place thelr children In public schools,” bq% the state does

Al

. &
have the poWer”"reaso?ebly fo“{egulafe all schools, to Ipspect, ‘super-

vise and examlne them, Ehelc feaopers and puplls, To require that

4 A

all children of proper age attend some school.

2. On the certljlé@ﬁ@pn of home Inefrucfors, the, court sfared: "The infﬁ
obvious reeson for such difference ‘In treatment Is...the dlfflcolfy )
.ln supervising wlfhoof reasonab le expense a host of Indivlduals,
‘wldely scaf#ered .as compared with the less difflcult and expenslive.
supervision of teaghers In organized private schools." (689)

3. A school has to be approved as a private school as requjred oy the
state In oroer +o be an approved prlvate school. - & . . : \\

4. Equlvalent bocklearning Is no substitute for sending a chlld to
school, for "The statute makes no excepflog to the oufy Imposed; The R
only substitute for the public school 1s an approved private school.” (689)

.

5.. The court upheld Educaf!on Code 16601 which states that "a tutor may

be hlred to teach Chlldren af home .however must hoId a.valld state
feaphlng certiflicate for +he grade.aé*ually belng faughf." ' - .
a
Tha courf felf that the compulsory-education law, as applied to approved.

prlvafe schools, -and fhe cer+lflcaflon requirement of home Insfrucfors

did oéﬁ\unconsflfuflonally deprive parents of the right to determine

how and where thelr children. should -be educated. -
’ ' : -
: )
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Case Four: - ) )
—-’———"T‘ ) ‘ -, N J
Meyerkorth v. State, |15 NW 2d. 585 (1962)
R R / '
. ‘. ‘
fagts: L

‘LMrs. Lila Méyefkorfh of Nebraska and aQther parents, who were members of

a religlous organlzaflon called Emmanuel Assoclation, had emp loyed

Elenor Berry, who held no valld feacher cerflflcaflon, to teach thelr

chlldren 1n a parf1cular rellglous afmosphere. The county superlintendent

bf"sghools and the Commissioner of'Educaflpn had attempted to close the

e

-schoo! and had threatened crlmlha[ and other proceedings to compel them

" Issues

“Declslonm: -

4

to send thelr chlldren to ofher'avalfab}e"schools&.

1. s a law res+chflng the paéenfal confﬁel over chlldren unconstitutional

. ’ . LI
on the ground that it prohibits free e;ﬁéclse of religlous bellefs,

ang Is It a vold attempt to exerclise the pollce power of the state? -

2. May. the state close e sqﬁool ogerafed for rb[?gl?us reasons?

-

The power of the state to control the educatlon of all chlldren through

compulsory school attendance, certification of-feachers, and supervlslon

-

of parochlal 'schools™ was atflirmed as consflfuflonal, and the Inslstence

of fhe sfafe for a quallfled feacher Was uphe!d.

<

Reasons: ' . -
w

f. The court sfafed fhaf "fhere 15 no Inferference wlth rel]glous ITberty

where the state reasonably resfrlcfs parenfal éontrol, or compels
— ,

[
” .
~ o -

12 s
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paren+s +o perform +heir natural and Fivil obliga+ion to educa+e

t N\
fhefr children.' <594) _ ; T

2;@ The righ+ of religioqg freedom Is not Involved in lhis case

becagme the pareﬁig are free +o employ a certified +eacher and se#
m.,

up a privgiéfschool in conformi+y wl+h s+a+e;regula+igns.
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In concluding:the review of the, four cases, It.may be stated that:

LY

1. Within +ﬁe:framework of s+a+e;regula+10ns,‘priyq+e schools Lo
educating chlldren of compulsory schoo!l .age may freely operate.

AT e DT ~.
-

2. All, private education of children of compulsory schoo! age

"must be conducted within the setting of a "recbgnlzed" private ..
. * . \ . LR - ~

N

school, or, where state regulations, permit,: the equivalent of a
7 - C- — ¥

. "recognized" prfvé+e_§choo$. o - N
3. Where stafe regulations permit, the equivalent to a private .

: A &
schoo! may be a private home s§hool1c0n515+ing of a qualified N

-~

- (certified or e[Igi%‘e forﬁcer+ff)5%+lon) teacher,and an

\ : ki
' . N\
educational program and schedule in conformity with acceptable
educational praE+ice.

LI . : . _
Other ¢ases, not reviewed in this paper, give a somewhat broader

In+erpfe+a+lonﬂ+o the equfvalency-of a‘prlva+evschooi°ln not fequlrﬂy@?\\

) S ¢
teacher certificatlion. The issue of private home education, In many

M)

‘ : \ . .
P states, still awalts further legal ac#lon‘énd'clarlflcaflqn.

W .
hd v ?

14
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s

COMPULSORY SCHOOL ATTENDANCE: WISCONSIN v. YODER

Th 'Iegal Issue of private home edication relates closely to
' . N , -

¢ : .
compulsory school attendance. N k; ‘ L . ‘o

~ The Supreme Court of The United States held“that the-Wisconsin

\ -

~

compulsory attendance law can not be enforced agalins \membérs of the
Old Order religion and the Conservativg Amish Mennonifé\Church, who

refused to send, children %o schoollbefbﬁd the elghth grade. Wisconsin

.

v. Yoder, 92 S: Ct. 1526 (1972). -
An agfrcle by Robert W. Nixon¥ g;esenfs the major Issues:

WHY DO THE AMISH OBJECT TO COMPULSORY SECONDARY EDUCATION?-

"Formal high schoo! eduéaf!on’beyond the eighth grade is COntraﬂsz-

to Amish beliefs not only because it places Amish children in an

environment hostile to Amlsh'bellefs'wlfh‘Increaslng emphasfs,on‘

?

competition in"class work and sports and with pressure to conform to '
the styles, manners. and ways of the peer group, but because it takes

them away from their community, physically and emotionally, durlng the 3

cructal and formative adolescent period of life. During this perio
. _
the children must acquire Amish attitudes favoring manual work and self-

rellance and the specific sklli needed to perform the adult role,of an 1
Amish farmer, or housewlfe. They must learn to enjoy physical labor.

Once a child has learned basic reading, writing, and elementary

mathematics, these traits, skllls,‘and attltudes admittedly fall

*Nixon, Robert W. "Amish Win," Liberty, 67:4, July-August, 1972, pp. 4-9.




.must also”

\Jw ’ ' . NS ‘ : =

;‘ ?" ' ) -\Q 1% ‘\\L;; i

within the category of those best learned through example and 'doing'

-—

rafher than In a classroom. And, at this time In life, the Amish child

ow In his Fatthand:hl$ relationship to the Amlsh community

If he Is to be\Rrgparedﬂ;B acceb%n;he heavy obligations Imposed by
édﬁlf baptism. ﬁln short, high sch%oi affgndaqce with teachers who are
not 5f the Amish falth--and may eveg be hostile to lt--interposes a
éerloug barrier to the integration of the A;fgh\cnl1d,lnfo the Amish
réilglous community." P ; ' »
DOESN'T THE STATE HAVE A HfGH RESPONSIBILITY ;a\i&POSE REASONABLE
REGULAT IONS FOR THE CONTR9L AND DURATION OF BASIC EDUCAT ION?

"A State's Interest In universal edugaf!on, however highly we rank
It, 1s nof totally freé from a balancing process when it Impinges on
other fundamental rlgéfs énd Inferesfs, such as those gpeclf!cally
pro}ecfed b; the Free Exerclse Clause of the First Amendment and the
traditional interest of pQrenfg with respect To’fhe rellgioug upbring-

r

ing of their children so long as they . . . 'prepare [them] for addi-
tional obligatlons.' ’ |

"t followé that In order ?of Wlsgonsln to compel school a++endance
beyond the eigﬁfh grade agalnst é claim that such attendance Interfers |
with the pra;ffce of a legitimate religious bellef, it must appear
elther that the State does not deny the free exercise of religlous
belief by Its requiréﬁenf, or that there is a State Infe}esf of
suffictient magnitude to override the Infe;es+ claiming protection

under the Free Exerclse Clause. . . . . ‘ ' iﬁ%

(\ "We can accept It as settled, therefore, that however strong the

State's Interest In universal compulsory education, It Is by no ﬁeans

o

absolute to the exclusion or subordimation of all other Interests."
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IF THE AMISH DON'T EIKE CERTAIN LAWS, WHY DON'T THEY MiiQ\BN?
cl

"The danger to the continued existence of an an t religlous’,

falth canngt be Ignored simply becausé of the assumption that its

adherents will continue to be able, at conslderable sacrifice, to
. < , “ - ‘ \
relocate In some more tolerant Sthte or country or work out

-

. aécommodaflons under threat of criminal prosecutlon. Forced migration

of religlous minorities was an evil which lay at the heart of the

Rellglon(élauses." \\\\\ °. ) \\\\\{; .
AREN'TﬁRELIGJOUS GROUNDED "ACTIONS" OR "CONDUCT"--AS OPPOSED TO - -
BELIEFS--OUTSIDE THE PRCTECTION OF THE FIRST AMENDMENT?

*"Our decisdons-have rejected the idea that relligliously grounded

Y ~

’

conduct Is always outside the protection of the Free Exercise Clause.

. It Is true that activities ofAIndIvIduaIs, even when religlously based, -

are often subject to regulation by the Sfafes In the exercise of thelr
undoubfed power to promote the health, safety, and general welfare, or

a ~

_ ¥the Federal Gov;>nmenf In the exercise of Its delegated powers.

|
\
~—
\
But to ag e Q%a\\relIgIOUSIy\g}ounded conduct must often be subjecf ‘
to the Sfafe Ié not tq deny fha* there are areas of conduct profecfed o
by the Free Exercise Clause of ?hg\FIrsf Amendment and thus beyond |
the power of the State to control, even under ‘regulations @f general
’ '
applicability."” |
In his dissent In.parf, Justice Willlam 0. Douglas looked at the
Issue this way: '"The éourf rightly rejects the notion that actions, even
though rellgléusly grounded, are outside the protection df the Free :

Exercise Clause of the First Amendment. In so ruling, the Court departs

from *he teaching of Reynolds v. Unlted States. . . . It was conceded

-~
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o

that polygamy was a part of the religion of the Mormons. Yet the Court

sald, "It matters not that hls bellef (in polygamy) was a part of his :

professed religlon; 1t was still bellef and only bellef.' %,

o

"Action, which th&X8Burt deemed to be anflsocﬁar, could be punlshed\; Ty
even fhoudhllf was grounded on deeply held and slincere religious convictions.
What we do foday,'a+ least in this respect, opens the way to give organized
religjon a,broader base than It has ever enjoyed; and It even érom}ses that
In time Reynolds will be overruled." ~
ISN'T SOME DEGREE bF EDUCATION NECESSARY TO PREPARE CIAIZENS TO PARTICIPATE

’
EFFECTIVELY AND INTELLIGENTLY [N OUR OPEN P@LITICAL SYSTEM I|F WE ARE TO.

~

\\

PRESERVE FREEDOM AND |NDEPENDENCE? |
"The eyldence addaced by the Amlsh In this case Is pérsuaslvely to

the effect that an addlf!onal one or two years of formal g}%h school for

Amish .children in place of thelr Iong established program of Informal

vocaffqna{leducaiion Qoula do f!ffle to serve those-interests. Resppndenfs'

experfs'fes$ff!ed,af trial, without challenge, that the value of all

education must be assessed IR terms of its capaélfy to preppre the child-

for Ffe. | If‘fs one thing to say that compulsory educatfon for a year or

twp beyond the elghth grade may be necessary when Its goal Is the -
i . :

preparation of the child for Iife In modern soclety as the majority
ltve, but It Is quite another I the goal of education be viewed as

the preparation of the child for llfe In the separated agrarian community

;fhaf?}s"fhe keystone of the Amish falth."

_WON'T AMISH CHILDREN BE L) EQUIPPED FOR LIFE IF THEY LEAVE THEIR RELIGIOUS

~ COMMUNITY?

"That argument Is hlghly speculative. There Is no speclflic evldence

18
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. of the loss. of Amish adherents by attrition, nor is there any showing

+that upon IeavIng the Amish community Amish children, with thelr practlical
- ’ ]
' angcquuraI training and hablits of Indusfry and self relfance would become
burdenivoﬂ\goclefy because of educaronaI shorfcomIngs Indeed, this

A v .
argument of the State appears fo rest primarily on the State's mistaken

~
assumption. . . that the Amish do nof.provIde an9 educaf\;q;{or their
__ ®, . :

children beyond.the eighth grade, but allow them to grow in “ignorance.' .

"We are uanIIIng to assume that persons posséeslng such valuable

>

, { ,
vocational skills and habits are doomed to become burdens on socliety should

.

% they determine to leave the Amish faith, nor 1s fheré any basis in Ihe
,record to warrant a finding that an additional one or twg years of formal

r ) :
school education beyond the eighth grade would serve to eliminate any

-

such problem that might ex1sf "
- \\
. ~ SHOULDN'T AN AM I SH CHILD HAVE THE RIGHT TO CHOQSE A SECONDARY EDUCATION y

~ ¢
(4

. -7 EVEN THOUGH HIS PARENTS OBJECT?

]

In hIs dIssenf In part Justice William 0. Douglas sald, "Wherke the °

- . PR

child is mafure‘enough to express potentially coanIchng deslires, It
would pe an Invaslion of the child's rights to permit such an»IﬁposIron ,
wlfhouf canvassing his views." Justice Douglas poirted out that

because Ide lower cour%s had questioned only one of the three ghIIdren,

mentioned In fhe case--Frieda Yoder, who festerd that her own religlous

-

views opposed hIgh schoo| education--he musf dIssenf "as to respondents

P
Cow o

Adin Yutzy and Wallace Miller.," . A o -
~ Speaking for the,majority justices, Chief Justice Burger wrote:
"The dissent argues that a child who expresses a desire to attend L

public high school in conflict with the wishes of his parents shouTd

not be prevented from doing so. There Is no reason for the Court to




B

. s*afe court prageeding In which the power of the State. Is asserted on the

. high schaol despite their exﬁresde desires (;\fhe contrary. fRecognition

-~ 9 . .
of the claim of the State In such a proceedin

.State will In large measure influence, if not determine, fhe rellglous

Willlam J. Brennah, Jr., and Potter Stewart, added: "It Is possible \

M
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-

conslder that point since It Is, not én Issue In fhniéase. The children
are néf parties to-this litigatlon. The S;afe haslaf_no pQ}nf tried
this case on ghe féeory that respondents were preven+{ng fhe}r children
from attending school agalnst thelr expressed desires, aéd Indeed the.

record Is to.the contrary.

.

4

fOur holding In no'way determines the proper resolution -of possible

‘ -
competing intarests of parents, childrén, and the State In an appropriate

theory that Amish parents are preventing their minor children from attending

T

would, of course, call
; v 4 i .
Into*question traditional concepts of parental centrol over the relliglous

~

Y Y

upbringing and educaf!ontof their minor dhlldren recognized In this

Court's past decisions. . . -. ' s AW
? "indeed 1% seems clear that If the Statd Is empowered . . . to
[ 4 : -

'save' a child from himself or his Amish parents by requiring an
. .

ek e, % '
addlfl?nal two years of compulsory formal high school educatipn, the

- ) N
- “h

future of the child." p

In a concurring oblnlon, Justice Byron R. White, jolned .by Justices N

that most Amish children will wish to continue living the rural life of
thelr parents, “In which case their training at home will adequately '

equip them for their future role. Others, however, may wish to become K

nuclear physicists, ballet dancers, computer programmérg, or‘hlsforlans,"

“«»
Aw



“the State advances In support of .
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and for these occupations, formal’training will be nocessary. There

Is éyldence In the record that many chlfdren’deser* the Amish falth

PRI . i &*

' 'When?ﬁgey come of age." v

Justice White agreed fhaf.fhe State has an interest In developlng
the talents of If; children and preparing them "for the Ilfe style which
fhéy‘may later-choose." But he conc;uded, "In clrcumstances of this.
case, although the question Is close, | am unable to say that the State
has demonstrated that Amish children who leave school In the eighth
grade will be Intellectually stultified. o
WILL THIS DECISION PERMIT EVERY RELIGIOUS OR\PHILOSOPHICAt'GROUP TO SET
ITS OWN EDUCATIONAL STANDARDS? / ‘

"It cannot be over-emphasized that we are not deéllng wlith a way of

I1fe and mode of education by a group claiming to have recently discovered

some 'progresslve' or more enlightened proces% for rearlng'ch[ldren for

.vﬁoqérn Iife. » ~ -
e & s

-

"Alded by a Hlsfory of three centurles . . . the Amish’. . . have
convincingly demonstrated the sincerity of thelr relliglous bellefs, the
Interrelationship of bellef with their mode of life, the vital role

which belJef and dally conduct play In the continued sugplval of Old
\

Order Amish communities and thelr relféfBUs organization, and the hazards

presented by the.State's enforcecenf of a statute generally valld as to
L

others. Beybﬁﬁ this, they have carried the even more, difficult burden of

demonstrating the adeqﬁgcy of their alternative mode of continuing Informal

vocational education\in terms of precisely those overall Interests that

A I U

-

\

“~

. compulsory high school education.”
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. The Court suggested "few ofherwneLLglgqs“groups ar sects could make" -

such a."copvincing showing." .

"Nofh{\g we hold Is intended to undermine the general applicability

of fke State\s compulsory schoo! attendance Sfafufés or to limit the

pow;ﬁ of the State to prbmulgafe reasonable standards that, while not

Impairing the fkee ‘exercise of religlon, provide for continulng

agricultural vocational education under parenfgl and church gulidance by

the Old Ordef Amish or others similarly slfua;Pd. The States have had
- a long history of awlcable and effective relaflonshlps with church-

sponsored schoots, and there Is no basis for assuming that, In this

related context, reasopable standards cannof/be established. . ."

~
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