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reprint is available as a text file and online at:
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If you wish to share this information with others via your support group or local
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Key Points
A study of homeschooling families

was recently designed, financed, and
promoted by HSLDA.  However, as
homeschoolers, we should not use this
study, publicize it in our newsletters, or
send copies to legislators or the media
for several reasons.

(1)  The sample used in this study is so
narrow and unrepresentative of the
homeschooling population that its find -
ings can only be applied to the home-
schoolers who participated in the study.
Despite this fact, most of the report of
the study, including its “Summary of
Major Findings,” says the findings apply
to homeschoolers without qualification.
The result is an inaccurate and danger-
ous report.  (See Part II of this column.)

(2) The study undermines our home-
schooling freedoms in several ways.

• The study increases the likelihoo d
that homeschoolers will be required
to take state-mandated standardized
tests.  People who are pushing for
increased state regulation of home-
schoolers can say, “Look.  This study

shows that homeschoolers don’t mind
taking standardized tests required of
public school students.  So let’s
require them.”

• The study measures homeschooling
by the standards of conventional edu-
cation:  standardized test scores,
money spent on educational materi-
als, family income, parents’ educa -
tion, teacher certification, etc.  Most
of us are homeschooling so we can
provide our children and our society
with an alternative to conventional
education.  We do not want to be
required to use these standards. 

• For additional information, see Part
III.

It is hard to believe that this study
was designed, financed, and promoted
by a homeschooling organization, but
it’s a fact worth keeping in mind as we
decide which organizations we will join
and support as we continue the work
we must to do maintain our home-
schooling freedoms.  See Part IV.

http://www.home-ed-magazine.com/dangerous_study.pdf


S
uppose you heard about a new study
that claimed to prove that home-

schoolers do well academically, and, in
fact, perform much better than students
who attend public school. Would you
be glad to have your doubts about
homeschooling put to rest once and for
all? Would you be eager to share a copy
with Aunt Lucy who asks all those awk-
w a rd questions? Would you want
another copy for State Senator Get-um
who’s threatening to introduce a bill
requiring that all homeschoolers take
state-mandated tests and send the
results to the state?

A new study designed, financed, and
promoted by the Home School Legal
Defense Association (HSLDA) might
at first glance seem to be just that study.
But hold on to your horses. A little
investigation will show that this study
reports on the academic achievements
of only a very narrow group of home-
schoolers and is not at all representa-
tive of the homeschooling community
as a whole, so its findings do not apply
to homeschoolers in general. If Aunt

Lucy is at all perceptive, she will realize
that this study is poorly done and draws
unwarranted conclusions. In fact, her
opinion of homeschoolers may even
take a nose dive if she thinks this study
represents the kind of thinking and sup-
posed research that homeschoolers typ-
ically do or are associated with. And
Senator Get-um? Don’t send him the
study! It will play right into his hands
by giving him just the “information”
he’s been looking for to support his test-
ing bill.

“What’s going on here?” you may be
wondering.

A study of test scores and some
demographic characteristics (such as
income and parents’ education) of a
narrow segment of the homeschooling
community was recently designed,
financed, and promoted by HSLDA.
Both common sense and an analysis
based on criteria used by social scien-
tists show that this study is seriously
flawed. Despite this fact, most of the
re p o rt of the study, including its
“Summary of Major Findings,” says the
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findings apply to homeschoolers with-
out qualification. Part II of this column
examines the problems with the study
and the report. 

Okay, but can’t we simply ignore a
study that is so obviously and ridicu-
lously flawed? Unfortunately, no, for
several reasons. One, the inaccuracies
either are not obvious to or are being
overlooked by the social scientists who
participated in the peer review of the
study, the journal that published it, and
newspapers such as The Washington Post

and the Christian Science Monitor that
are reporting on it. 

But even more serious, this study has
the potential to undermine our home-
schooling freedoms by presenting a very
narrow and limiting stereotype of what
a homeschooler should be and by pro-
viding assistance to critics of home-
schooling who want to increase the reg-
ulation of homeschoolers by increasing
the testing re q u i rements for home-
schoolers in states that already require
testing and by requiring testing in states
that currently do not re q u i re it.
Therefore, even if you are not interest-
ed in the analysis of the study in Part II,
please read Part III. How This Study
Undermines Homeschooling Freedoms
and Part IV. What We Can Do To
Minimize the Damage Done By This
Study.

(Note: Of course, we homeschoolers
know from observing our own children
and other homeschoolers that home-
schooling works and homeschoolers
generally do well academically.
Criticisms of this study are not to say
that homeschoolers whose pare n t s
decided to have them tested or who
were required to take tests, wouldn’t
score well. After all, as homeschoolers
we can help our children prepare for
tests and teach to the test just as con-
ventional school teachers do, and we
are dealing with many fewer students.) 

Part I.  Background:  The
Study and How It Came
About

Parents of homeschoolers who took
the Iowa Achievement Tests through
Bob Jones University Press Testing and
Evaluation Service in the spring of
1998 were asked to complete a two-
page questionnaire covering topics such
as family income; number of children;
p a rents’ “highest academic attain-
ment,” marital status, and re l i g i o u s
p re f e rence; race/ethnic backgro u n d ;
students’ computer use, library visits,
and television viewing; etc. Data from
questionnaires were correlated with test
scores when possible (there were some
administrative problems). 
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The results were published online as
“Scholastic Achievement and
Demographic Characteristics of Home
School Students in 1998,” by Lawrence
M. Rudner, in Education Policy Analysis

Archives, Vol. 7, No. 8, March 23, 1999,
h t t p : / / e p a a . a s u . e d u. (The re p o rt is
referred to as “Rudner, 1999” in this
column. Page numbers assume the
report has been downloaded in 12 point
Bookman using 7.5 inch columns.)
The report was publicized at an Online
Press Conference on March 23, 1999.
Transcripts of both the Opening
Remarks and Chat Session are available
at HSLDA’s web site:
h t t p : / / w w w. h s l d a . o rg / n a t i o n a l c e n t e r / s t a
tsandreports/rudner1999/. (Page num-
bers in this column are based on the
PDF layout.)

In light of the serious problems with
the study and the ways in which it
u n d e rmines homeschooling fre e d o m
(both of which are discussed below),
one would assume that it was created
and conducted by critics or opponents
of homeschooling. A review of the his-
tory of the study shows HSLDA was
responsible for it.
• HSLDA arranged with BJU Testing
S e rvice to use homeschoolers who
ordered Iowa tests as the target popula-
tion for a study, to gain their agreement
to participate in the study, to have the
Service send HSLDA’s questionnaire

along with the tests to families who had
agreed, and to have the Service receive
the test answer sheets and completed
q u e s t i o n n a i res and forw a rd them to
other organizations for scoring and data
entry.
• HSLDA designed the questionnaire.
• HSLDA wrote and signed the letter
asking parents to complete the ques-
tionnaire. The letter included a P.S.: “If
you have ANY questions about this sur-
v e y, please contact HSLDA (not
BJUP).”  
• “Home School Legal Defense
Association gave a grant to Dr. Larry
Rudner to study the demographic char -
acteristics and achievement levels of
home schooled students,” according to
Michael Farris, president of HSLDA, in
an online press conference on March
23, 1999. (Opening Remarks, p. 1) 
• In the Acknowledgments of the
re p o rt, Rudner writes, “This re p o rt
relied on the creativity and expertise of
several individuals. Michael Farr i s ,
Esquire, President of the Home School
Legal Defense Association conceived
the study and secured the cooperation
of the author and three contributing
organizations - Bob Jones University
Testing Service, National Computer
Systems, and HSLDA. Earl Hall of
HSLDA worked out the numero u s
logistics and details of working, was the
primary architect of the background
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questionnaire, and provided responses
to my thousand questions re g a rd i n g
home schooling.” (p. 29)
• HSLDA held an online press confer-
ence to publicize the report on March
23, 1999; distributed the findings to
members of the U. S. Congress; and
gave interviews about the study.

Part II. What Is Wrong With
This Study?

Obvious Problems with the Sample

Both common sense and the criteria
used by social scientists tell us that a
study cannot draw conclusions about
homeschoolers in general unless it
either includes all homeschoolers or is
based on a representative sample of
homeschoolers. However, this study

was based on an unrepresentative

sample: homeschoolers who took the
Iowa tests through BJU Testing Service
in the spring of 1998, whose parents
completed the questionnaire, and
whose questionnaires were not elimi-
nated because of administrative prob-
lems described below.

The only homeschoolers in the study
were the following:

(1) Only homeschooling families
who wanted to have their children take
standardized tests were included. This

means that the study automatically
excluded the many homeschooling
families who do not have their children
take standardized tests because they do
not want their children subjected to
such tests; or because they feel that
such tests are biased, unfair, inaccurate,
or meaningless; or because they do not
want to spend the time, money, and
effort the tests require; or for other rea-
sons. Each family should certainly have
the right to decide whether or not to
have their children take standardized
tests. But since the study was limited to
families that have their children take
standardized tests, a large number of
homeschoolers were omitted from the
s t u d y, and even more important, a
whole element of the population (those
who don’t have their children take
tests) was omitted. It cannot be
assumed that homeschoolers who don’t
take tests do not differ from those who
do. 

(2) More specifically, only families
who wanted to have their children take
Iowa tests were included. Any family
that chose a different test, for whatever
reason, was excluded. Again a whole
element was excluded.

(3) Even more specifically, only fam-
ilies who used the BJU Testing Service
w e re included. Because BJU has a
strong religious affiliation, it seems rea-
sonable to assume that people who
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share this affiliation would be more
likely to have their children tested
through BJU while people who do not
share this affiliation might choose a dif-
ferent testing service. 

(4) Only qualified administrators can
give Iowa tests through BJU Testing
S e rvice. According to the “1999
Catalog and Order Form,” to qualify, a
person must “1. Be a teacher who has
been certified by a state department of
education to teach in a public school or
other conventional school (home
school or local association certification
does not qualify) OR 2. Have a bache-
lor’s degree OR 3. Be or have been a
full-time academic classroom teacher in
a conventional school (not a home
school).” (p. iii) Obviously, families in
which a parent does not qualify to
administer the tests can find someone
who does. But testing is easier if a par-
ent qualifies. Therefore, the sample is
likely to contain a higher percentage of
parents who are certified teachers or
have bachelor’s degrees or teaching
experience than the general home-
schooling population.

(5) Participation in the study was
voluntary even within the very narrow
group of people targeted for study. That
is, families of children who took the
Iowa tests through BJU Testing Service
were not required to complete the ques-
tionnaire. 

Farris’ letter to parents soliciting par-
ticipation in the study said, “While par-
ticipation in this survey is strictly vol-
untary and is not a required part of your
child’s test, it is ONLY by your willing
participation that we can realize the
maximum impact of this study, proving
that parental involvement and hard
work are the keys to academic success.
Research projects such as this promote
home schooling as a viable—and often
superior—method of education. Please
help ‘make the case’ for current and
future home schoolers by taking a few
moments to fill out this survey.” Parents
who did not want to support HSLDA’s
study probably would not have partici-
pated. Also, parents who wanted to
s u p p o rt HSLDA’s study but thought
their children might not score well on
the tests might have decided not to par-
ticipate, so that their children’s lower
s c o res would not detract from the
results.

(6) The sample probably included a
higher percentage of homeschoolers
who are or have been associated with
HSLDA than does the general home-
schooling population. This is part l y
because in 1993, “BJU Press assumed
the testing that the Home School Legal
Defense Association had been provid-
ing for its members.” (Rudner, 1999, p.
3) Also, BJU Testing Service gave a dis-
count to HSLDA members. 
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In the examples given above, it seems
likely that the homeschoolers who were
excluded from the study differ in impor-
tant ways from those who were includ-
ed. For example, families who choose to
have their children take standardized
tests are likely to have a diff e re n t
approach to learning, curriculum, and
other aspects of homeschooling than
families who choose not to have their
children tested. 

(7) Although parents of 39,607 stu-
dents had reportedly agreed to com-
plete the questionnaire, the final report
included data on only 20,790. In other
words, 48% were not included in the
findings of the report. No doubt some
parents did not follow through and fill
out the questionnaire. However, there
were also major administrative prob-
lems. To protect families’ privacy, par-
ents were instructed not to put their
names on the questionnaire. Te s t
administrators were supposed to keep
each child’s questionnaire with his or
her answer sheet and send them togeth-
er to BJU Testing Service, so eventual-
ly data from the questionnaires could be
correlated with test scores. However,
we talked with an employee at BJU
Testing Service who said he was “inti-
mately familiar” with the data collec-
tion for the HSLDA study. This
employee said that there were a variety
of problems in getting questionnaires

matched with students’ answer sheets.
Perhaps the largest problem was that
some test administrators separated the
test answer sheets from the question-
naires and sent in two separate stacks.
This re p o rtedly happened more fre-
quently when large numbers of students
w e re being tested by a single test
a d m i n i s t r a t o r. These questionnaire s
could not be included in the study
because there was no way to correlate
them with test scores.

To understand more concretely how
having such an unrepresentative sam-
ple leads to inaccurate findings, let’s
consider why the re p o rt concluded,
“Almost one out of every four home
school students (23.6%) has at least
one parent who is a certified teacher.”
(p. 12) 
• Giving children the Iowa tests
through BJU Testing Service is easier
for parents who are certified teachers
(or have a bachelor’s degree or have
taught in a conventional school) than
it is for parents who have to find some-
one else to administer the tests, make
special arrangements, and perhaps pay
the administrator. (Contrary to what
Farris said in the press conference on
March 23, 1999, qualified parents could
administer Iowa tests to their own chil-
d ren without persons outside their
immediate family being present.)

8 HSLDA Study: Embarrassing and Dangerous



• Because teacher training stresses the
value and importance of standardized
tests. certified teachers are pro b a b l y
more likely to want their children to
take standardized tests than are many
parents who are not certified teachers.
Parents who are certified teachers may
want test scores as confirmation of their
teaching.
• As described above, many of the
questionnaires submitted were separat-
ed from the answer sheets. This hap-
pened more often when tests were
being administered to a group of chil-
dren from different families, probably
often because the children’s own par-
ents were not certified teachers or oth-
erwise qualified to administer the tests.
Many parents who were certified teach-
ers or otherwise qualified would have
administered the tests to their own
children and mailed in only their fami-
ly’s answer sheets and questionnaires,
minimizing the possibility of a mix-up.
T h e re f o re, questionnaires were more
likely to be included for children with a
parent who is a certified teacher and
eliminated (because of the administra-
tive problems) for some children whose
parents are not certified teacher. This
contributed to the unrealistically large
figure for the percentage of children
with at least one parent who is a certi-
fied teacher.

Failure of the Study to Meet Criteria

of Social Scientists

Great care and precision are required
to develop and conduct accurate sur-
veys. To make this process more man-
ageable, social scientists have devel-
oped criteria for determining accuracy
and ways of avoiding errors. Priscilla
Salant and Don A. Dillman’s book How

to Conduct Your Own Survey, a widely
respected resource on survey research,
outlines four major errors that can easi-
ly lead to inaccurate surveys and ways
in which they can be avoided. Let’s
evaluate this study in terms of these cri-
teria. 
(1) “Coverage error occurs when the
list—or frame—from which a sample is
drawn does not include all elements of
the population that the re s e a rc h e r s
wish to study.” (p. 16) Obviously, sur-
veys of homeschoolers will have very
serious coverage error because there is
no way to come up with a good list that
includes all elements of the home-
schooling population or even a list that
includes more than a small fraction of
the total homeschooling population. 

This study has particularly serious
coverage error. The list—or frame—
from which the sample was drawn was
limited to homeschooling families who
had their children take Iowa tests
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through BJU Testing Service in the
spring of 1998 and agreed to complete a
questionnaire. This list certainly “does
not include all elements of the popula-
tion that the researchers wish to study.”
It does not include any homeschoolers
who decided not to have their children
tested, or who chose a different test or a
different testing service, or who did not
agree to complete the questionnaire.
(The report is unprofessionally vague
about how the sample was obtained.
However, according to the employee of
BJU Testing Service with whom we
talked, parents of the 39,607 children
had agreed in advance to complete the
questionnaire.) These are major omis-
sions for a study that claims to be about
homeschoolers.
(2) “Sampling error occurs when
researchers survey only a subset or sam-
ple of all people in the population
instead of conducting a census.” (p. 17)
Sampling error is inevitable unless a
census is conducted in which every
member of the population is contacted.
However, sampling errors can be mini-
mized if enough people are “sampled
randomly to achieve the needed level
of precision.” (p. 15) 

Although the sample selected was
woefully inadequate, an attempt was
made to have everyone in the sample
complete the questionnaire. Again, it is
not clear why 48% of the question-

naires were not included in the final
report, although administrative prob-
lems discussed above account for part of
this. Since the excluded questionnaires
were “selected” on the basis of adminis-
trative problems and other factors and
were not randomly selected, this study
has sampling errors. In any case, avoid-
ing sampling error would not have
compensated for the extraordinary cov-
erage error discussed above. 
(3) “Measurement error occurs when a
respondent’s answer to a given question
is inaccurate, imprecise, or cannot be
compared in any useful way to other
respondents’ answers.” (p. 17) For a sur-
vey to avoid measurement error, “Clear,
unambiguous questions would be asked
so that respondents are both capable of
and motivated to answer correctly.” (p.
15)

Questions on the questionnaire were
generally clear, so measurement error
was probably not a serious problem.
However, the questions about parents’
“highest academic attainment” includ-
ed “Graduated from college with master
[sic] degree” and “Graduated from col-
lege with doctorate degree.” This is
confusing since universities rather than
colleges award master’s degrees and
doctorates.
(4) “Nonresponse error occurs when a
significant number of people in the sur-
vey sample do not respond to the ques-
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tionnaire and are different from those
who do in a way that is important to
the study.” (p. 20, authors’ italics)

Not enough information is given
about why only 52% of the sample was
included in the report to assess whether
nonresponse error occurred. If nonre-
sponse error was not a problem, the
researcher should have made this clear.

Therefore, in addition to the obvious
factors discussed above that make the
sample so unrepresentative as to render
the study worthless, the study does not
stand up when judged by the criteria
used by social scientists. And yet Farris
claimed that the report was published
in a “very prestigious peer- re v i e w e d
online journal.” (Press confere n c e ,
March 23, 1999, Opening Remarks, p.
1) One can only wonder how a study
with such major problems and inade-
quacies survived the peer review and
was published. Perhaps some social sci-
entists need a homeschooled child to
shout, “The emperor has no clothes.”

Obviously, with a sample so limited,
the findings are of no value. The most
that can be said is that the findings
apply to the 20,760 homeschooled chil-
dren who took the Iowa tests through
BJU Testing Service in the spring of
1998, whose parents completed the
q u e s t i o n n a i re, and who were not
among the 48% not included in the
report. It cannot even be said that the

findings apply to all homeschoolers
who took the Iowa tests through the
BJU Testing Service in the spring of
1998 and whose parents completed the
questionnaire.   

Actually, the survey is worse than
worthless because the findings give very
misleading and inaccurate information
about homeschooling and undermine
our homeschooling freedoms. (See Part
III.)

Problems with the Report

• The researcher does not seem to

understand how serious the coverage

error was and how unrepresentative

the sample was.

During an online press conference
with the media on March 23, 1999,
Rudner said, “I wound [sic] rather have
studied a random sample of 3,000 stu-
dents. Unfortunately that is not possi-
ble. We don’t have a well defined [sic]
universe of home school students from
which to draw a random sample. The
fact that this was a large sample assures
accurate estimates.” Shortly thereafter,
he said, “I only claim to generalize to
groups like the one Studied [sic]. There
is nothing to indicate that the group is
atypical. The fact that it was large
assures good estimates.” (Chat Session,
pp. 2, 3) (Note: Typos are common and
understandable in online press confer-
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ences. They are included here simply so
the reader can read exactly what was on
the Internet.)

Rudner admits that a random sample
of homeschoolers would have been bet-
ter than the sample he used. But he
seems unaware of the major problems
with the sample he used. For example,
at the beginning of his report, he says,
“While the academic levels of home
school students are described in terms
of public and private school norms, this
study is not a comparison of home
schools with public or private schools. .
. . This study seeks to answer a much
more modest set of questions: Does
home schooling tend to work for those
who chose [sic] to make such a commit-
ment? That is, are the achievement lev-
els of home school students comparable
to those of public school students? Who
is engaged in home schooling? That is,
how does the home school population
differ from the general United States
population?” (P. 2) Rudner fails to
either realize or acknowledge that these
questions could not possibly be
answered using this sample.  

How could Rudner possibly say,
“There is nothing to indicate that the
group is atypical.” As explained above,
the sample is unrepresentative in many
ways. Also, it is the responsibility of a
researcher to demonstrate that a sample

is representative, not to simply pro-
claim that it is not atypical.

More disconcerting is Rudner’s claim
that the study was accurate because the
sample was large. (Actually the 20,000
participants represent only about 2% of
the estimated 1,000,000 homeschoolers
in the U.S.) What Rudner fails to
acknowledge is that even having a rela-
tively large sample is not enough to
overcome serious coverage error. This is
a pretty basic point for a researcher to
fail to communicate.

Rudner does point out that this is not
a controlled study. His re p o rt says,
“This study does not demonstrate that
home schooling is superior to public or
private schools. It should not be cited
as evidence that our public schools are
failing. It does not indicate that chil-
dren will perform better academically if
they are home schooled.” (p. 27) But
that is very different from pointing out
that the sample is not representative.

• Rudner trusts his sample to be rep -

resentative and makes wild guesses to

account for bogus findings in his

biased data. For example, he says,
“Compared to the national data a rela-
tively small percentage of home school
students are enrolled in high school.
Possible reasons for this lower participa-
tion for high school students may be
the relative newness of the home
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school movement, early graduation
from high school, and possibly a desire
on the part of some home school par-
ents to enroll their children in a tradi-
tional high school.” (Rudner, 1999, p.
6) (Actually, many people homeschool
for high school. For example, in
Wisconsin dating back to 1995-96, the
total of homeschoolers in ninth, tenth,
and eleventh grades has been greater
than the total in first, second, and
third.)

• Rudner’s speculations about the

data generated through this study

demonstrate a woeful ignorance of

homeschooling, including state laws.

In attempting to account for why three
states (Georgia, Ohio, and Virginia)
were over represented in the sample,
Rudner states in his report, “This is
probably due to the fact that these
states require testing of home school
students.” (p. 5) This explanation fails
to take into account two important and
obvious facts. First, there are many
states with more demanding testing
re q u i rements that have much lower
representation in the sample.  Second,
Ohio and Vi rginia do not re q u i re
homeschoolers to take tests. Ohio
homeschoolers can either take a test or
submit a written assessment from a cer-
tified teacher or someone agreed upon
by the parents and the local school

superintendent. Virginia homeschool-
ers can submit an assessment, take a
test, or claim a religious exemption
from testing. Georgia only requires test-
ing once every three years, and the test
results do not need to be reported to the
state. 

• Rudner makes unwarranted gener -

a l i z a t i o n s in his re p o rt and in the
online press conference on March 23,
1999. In the body of the report, he
explains that 65.3% of the fourth-grade
students in the study watched one hour
or less of television per day, compared
to 25.1% of fourth graders nationwide,
according to information collected by
the National Assessment of
Educational Progress. But in the major
findings at the end of the report (p. 25)
and in the online press confere n c e
(Opening Remarks, p. 4), he says,
“Home school students watch much
less television than students nation-
wide; 65% of home school students
watch one hour or less per day com-
p a red to 25% nationally” without
reminding the reader of the report or
telling the reader of the press confer-
ence that this sweeping statement is
based on the reported television view-
ing of homeschooled fourth graders
from a very unrepresentative sample.

In sum, it is embarrassing to have
homeschooling associated with a study
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and a report that have so many prob-
lems.

Part III.  How This Study
Undermines Homeschooling
Freedoms

Despite the fact that this study is so
misleading, inaccurate, and based on
such an unre p resentative sample of
homeschoolers, it has the potential to
u n d e rmine our homeschooling fre e-
doms for a number of reasons, including
the following.

• The study has been reported in the

mainstream media as if it applied to all

homeschoolers. The Christian Science

Monitor for March 25, 1999, reported,
“Of parents who teach at home, 88 per-
cent have studied beyond high school
(compared with 50 percent of parents
nationwide). Indeed, 1 in 4 children
taught at home have a parent who’s a
certified teacher.” The Washington Post

for March 24, 1999, reported, “The
median income for home-school fami-
lies was $52,000 a year, compared with
$36,000 for all U.S. families with chil-
dren.” These published reports are not
surprising since Rudner’s “Summary of
Major Findings” makes the same state-
ments without a disclaimer about how
unrepresentative the sample was and

without a statement that the findings
cannot be assumed to apply to all
homeschoolers.

In addition, some researchers study-
ing homeschooling are so eager for data
that they will use even a study this
poorly done. For example, although
Welner and Welner are very critical of
Rudner’s report, they also write, “We
applaud Rudner’s contribution to build-
ing a greater understanding of the
homeschooling movement.” (Welner,
Kariane Mari and Kevin G. Welner,
“Contextualizing Homeschooling Data:
A Response to Rudner,” E d u c a t i o n

Policy Analysis Archives, Vol. 7, No. 13,
April 11, 1999, p. 1.
http://epaa.asu.edu.) 

We cannot assume this study will just
go away.

• The study gives the impression that

homeschoolers are willing to take

standardized tests, that, in fact, we go
out of our way to have our children
tested. This allows people who want to
i n c rease state regulation of home-
schooling to say, “Obviously, home-
schoolers are willing to take standard-
ized tests used in many public schools.
So why don’t we require that home-
schoolers take state-mandated tests?”
This could lead to requirements for
testing in states that do not currently
require it and increased requirements
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for testing in states that now have test-
ing. For example, states that now allow
homeschoolers a choice between tests
or portfolio assessment might begin
requiring tests of all homeschoolers.
States that now do not require that par-
ents report their children’s test scores to
the state might begin requiring report-
ing. 

When Farris was interviewed on
Wisconsin Public Radio about the
study, a strong response came from a
school principal calling for increased
regulation of homeschooling, including
testing. (Unfortunately, Farris suggested
that officials prosecute homeschoolers
for “educational neglect.”
Homeschoolers in Wisconsin have
worked hard to keep the term “educa-
tional neglect” out of Wi s c o n s i n
statutes and were very frustrated to
have it introduced by someone from
outside the state, especially a home-
schooler.)

As homeschoolers, we understand
that there is a big difference between
state-mandated standardized tests and
parents choosing to have their children
take tests, deciding which tests they
will take and when and how, and deter-
mining with whom they will share the
scores. However, proponents of state-
mandated testing are likely to ignore or
fail to understand this difference.

• This study increases the likelihood

that homeschoolers will be included in

national data bases and requests for
information about us as homeschoolers.
Rudner explains in the report, “Where
possible, questions and responses were
made to match those used by the U.S.
Census, U.S. Department of Labor and
the National Assessments of
Educational Progress to facilitate com-
parisons of home school students with
students nationwide.” (p. 3) How can
HSLDA have failed to realize that this
opens the door for the federal govern-
ment to collect much more information
from homeschoolers by including us in
requests for demographic data; collect-
ing information on homeschooling as
part of the census; suggesting that we
provide testing data for fourth, eighth,
and tenth grades just as public school
students are required to do under Goals
2000 standards; etc. We have been
working against being included in state
and federal data bases to protect our
privacy and our right to homeschool
according to our principles and beliefs.
• The study implies that our home -

schooling freedoms are based on test

scores. This implication was made
explicit in an online press conference
on March 23, 1999, when Farris said,
“We believe that our [homeschoolers’]
good academic performance warrants
g reater freedoms even though every
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year the education establishment
attempts to curtail our freedoms in a
significant number of states.” (Chat
Session, p. 1)

This is a misleading and dangerous
statement. Our homeschooling fre e-
doms and responsibilities are based on
our inalienable right as parents to
choose for our children an education
consistent with our principles and
beliefs, which has been upheld by sev-
eral U.S. Supreme Court decisions.
This right comes from God or nature,
not the state. It predates and is inde-
pendent of our children’s test scores. It
means that we have the right to home-
school even if our children score below
grade level on standardized tests
designed to accompany conventional
school curriculums. Our right to choose
an education consistent with our prin-
ciples and beliefs means we do not have
to adopt the curriculum used in con-
ventional schools so our children will
score well on conventional school tests.
To link our homeschooling freedoms
with test scores undermines these basic
freedoms and means that we have to
earn from the state the right to home-
school. 

• This study could change the stan -

dards that homeschoolers are expected

to meet. People reading the conclu-
sions of the study are likely to conclude

that it’s okay for families to homeschool
as long as they meet the following cri-
teria: There are two parents, preferably
with the father working “at a job for
pay” and the mother not working “at a
job for pay”. At least one parent has
“some college education” and ideally is
a certified teacher. The family has a rel-
atively high income. The childre n
score well above grade level. 

The more the general public expects
homeschoolers to have such qualifica-
tions, the more likely it is that states
will increase their regulation of home-
schooling to make sure that only prop-
erly qualified families homeschool.

• Many families choose homeschooling
because they want an alternative to
conventional schools. They may want
their children to have a chance to learn
without being bound to conventional
curriculums and tests. They may want
their children’s education to emphasize
religious, moral, or philosophical val-
ues. They may want their children to
learn from the real world and not be
limited to so-called educational materi-
als. 

This study pulls homeschooling

into to the arena of conventional edu -

cation. It says that what matters are the
usual measurements of conventional
education: scores on standardized tests,
p a rents’ educational background in
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conventional schools, family income,
money spent on education, teacher cer-
tification. This study undermines the
work being done by homeschoolers to
provide our children and our society
with a desperately needed alternative to
conventional schools and government
education. 

Part IV.  What We Can Do
To Minimize the Damage
Done By This Study

• We can refuse to use the study in
any attempt to gain support for home-
schooling, whether we are writing a
homeschooling newsletter, dealing with
legislators, talking with friends and rel-
atives, facing a court case, or whatever.
When would it ever be a good idea to
cite a study that is fundamentally
flawed and inaccurate? In addition, the
study sends the message that home-
schoolers wouldn’t mind taking state-
mandated tests. It says that home-
schoolers should be measured by con-
ventional school standards instead of
being able to develop our own stan-
dards. If we cite the study, we give it
power and importance.

• If we see this study being used, we

can describe its problems and inaccu -

racies and voice our concerns about
any statements made about home-

schooling or homeschoolers based on
this study.

• We can decide not to participate in

such studies and encourage others not
to participate in them. Such studies
pretend to identify, label, and quantify
who homeschoolers are, what we do,
how we perform, and what we believe.
Moreover, they attempt to do this using
conventional measures. Participating in
such studies lends credence to their
i m p o rtance and can lead to home-
schoolers being further regulated based
on conventional school standard s ,
tests, and terms.

• We can ask any testing service we

use not to collaborate with organiza -

tions, including homeschooling organi-
zations, to use homeschooling test
results or personal or other vital data
about our homeschools to develop data
bases for research purposes. We can also
ask the testing service itself not to rent,
sell, or use for research any information
concerning our families, including our
addresses, telephone numbers, ages or
grades of our children, test scores, etc.

• We can tell BJU Testing Service

that we are concerned about this

s t u d y , the inaccurate inform a t i o n
about homeschooling that it presents,
and the fact that it could be used by
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critics of homeschooling to push for
state-mandated testing of homeschool-
ers which would require that home-
schoolers follow a curriculum geared to
the state tests rather than a curriculum
based on our principles and beliefs. 

• We can tell HSLDA that this and

similar studies feed right into the

state’s arguments for requiring testing

of homeschoolers, including state-

mandated tests. We can ask them not
to make the data base of this study
available to researchers, federal agen-
cies, or others. 

• We can keep the problems with this

study in mind as we decide which

homeschooling organizations to join

and support as we continue the work
we must to do maintain our home-
schooling freedoms. This is especially
important since this is not the first
flawed research study that HSLDA has

commissioned or the only step HSLDA
has taken that offers a misleading and
inaccurate view of the homeschooling
community and then leaves the reader
with the challenge of figuring out who
really benefits.

Conclusion

The findings of this study cannot be
used to make accurate statements about
homeschoolers in general. Citing this
study will support those who want to
require that homeschoolers take state-
mandated tests and will force home-
schools to become more like conven-
tional schools. Therefore, we should
not use this study ourselves and should
be prepared to correct those who cite it.  

© 1999 Larry and Susan Kaseman and
Home Education Magazine
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