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Ridicule	
  is	
  the	
  only	
  weapon	
  which	
  can	
  be	
  used	
  against	
  unintelligible	
  proposiHons.	
  
-­‐	
  Thomas	
  Jefferson	
  30	
  July,	
  1816	
  

QUOD	
  GRATIS	
  ASSERITUR,	
  GRATIS	
  NEGATUR	
  	
  
	
  (That	
  which	
  is	
  alleged	
  without	
  proof	
  may	
  be	
  dismissed	
  without	
  explanaHon.)	
  

“You	
  are	
  enHtled,	
  sir,	
  to	
  your	
  own	
  opinions,	
  but	
  not	
  your	
  own	
  facts”	
  
	
  Senator	
  Daniel	
  Patrick	
  Moynihan,	
  at	
  a	
  Senate	
  hearing.	
  

“EducaHonal	
  reform	
  is	
  a	
  euphemism	
  for	
  the	
  destrucHon	
  of	
  public	
  educaHon.”	
  
	
  Noam	
  Chomsky	
  











	
  
	
  
TIMSS	
  4TH	
  
GRADE	
  
SCORES	
  BY	
  
SCHOOL	
  
POVERTY	
  
LEVEL:	
  
MATH	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
TIMSS	
  8TH	
  
GRADE	
  
SCORES	
  BY	
  
SCHOOL	
  
POVERTY	
  
LEVEL:	
  
MATH	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  



PIRLS	
  
READING	
  AT	
  	
  
4TH	
  GRADE:	
  
USA	
  DID	
  FINE	
  
OVERALL	
  BUT	
  	
  
SAME	
  PATTERN	
  



Note:	
  The	
  NaHonal	
  School	
  Lunch	
  Program	
  provides	
  free	
  or	
  reduced-­‐price	
  lunch	
  for	
  students	
  meeHng	
  certain	
  income	
  
guidelines.	
  The	
  percentage	
  of	
  students	
  receiving	
  such	
  lunch	
  is	
  an	
  indicator	
  of	
  the	
  socioeconomic	
  level	
  of	
  families	
  served	
  by	
  
the	
  school.	
  EsHmates	
  of	
  the	
  percentage	
  of	
  students	
  eligible	
  for	
  free	
  or	
  reduced-­‐price	
  lunch	
  are	
  based	
  on	
  principals’	
  reports.	
  	
  

Score	
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*	
  Significantly	
  different	
  from	
  U.S.	
  average	
  
**Significantly	
  different	
  from	
  OECD	
  average	
  

15	
  year-­‐old	
  students	
  in	
  public	
  schools	
  with	
  half	
  or	
  more	
  of	
  students	
  eligible	
  for	
  
free	
  or	
  reduced-­‐price	
  lunch	
  had	
  lower	
  average	
  MATHEMATICS	
  literacy	
  scores	
  
than	
  both	
  the	
  U.S.	
  and	
  OECD	
  averages—These	
  are	
  the	
  boMom	
  2	
  bars.	
  But	
  look	
  
again	
  at	
  the	
  top	
  two	
  bars	
  and	
  even	
  the	
  third	
  bar.	
  Same	
  trend	
  as	
  in	
  2009	
  



Score	
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Note:	
  The	
  NaHonal	
  School	
  Lunch	
  Program	
  provides	
  free	
  or	
  reduced-­‐price	
  lunch	
  for	
  students	
  meeHng	
  certain	
  
income	
  guidelines.	
  The	
  percentage	
  of	
  students	
  receiving	
  such	
  lunch	
  is	
  an	
  indicator	
  of	
  the	
  socioeconomic	
  level	
  of	
  
families	
  served	
  by	
  the	
  school.	
  EsHmates	
  of	
  the	
  percentage	
  of	
  students	
  eligible	
  for	
  free	
  or	
  reduced-­‐price	
  lunch	
  are	
  
based	
  on	
  principals’	
  reports.	
  	
  

*	
  	
  Significantly	
  different	
  from	
  U.S.	
  average	
  
**Significantly	
  different	
  from	
  OECD	
  average	
  

15-­‐year-­‐old	
  students	
  in	
  public	
  schools	
  in	
  which	
  half	
  or	
  more	
  of	
  
students	
  were	
  eligible	
  for	
  free	
  or	
  reduced-­‐price	
  lunch	
  had	
  lower	
  
average	
  SCIENCE	
  literacy	
  scores	
  than	
  both	
  U.S.	
  and	
  OECD	
  averages	
  



Score	
  

452	
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Note:	
  The	
  NaHonal	
  School	
  Lunch	
  Program	
  provides	
  free	
  or	
  reduced-­‐price	
  lunch	
  for	
  students	
  meeHng	
  certain	
  
income	
  guidelines.	
  The	
  percentage	
  of	
  students	
  receiving	
  such	
  lunch	
  is	
  an	
  indicator	
  of	
  the	
  socioeconomic	
  level	
  
of	
  families	
  served	
  by	
  the	
  school.	
  EsHmates	
  of	
  the	
  percentage	
  of	
  students	
  eligible	
  for	
  free	
  or	
  reduced-­‐price	
  
lunch	
  are	
  based	
  on	
  principals’	
  reports.	
  	
  

*	
  	
  Significantly	
  different	
  from	
  U.S.	
  average	
  
**Significantly	
  different	
  from	
  OECD	
  average	
  

Students	
  in	
  public	
  schools	
  in	
  which	
  half	
  or	
  more	
  of	
  students	
  were	
  eligible	
  
for	
  free	
  or	
  reduced-­‐price	
  lunch	
  had	
  lower	
  average	
  READING	
  LITERACY	
  scores	
  
than	
  both	
  the	
  U.S.	
  and	
  OECD	
  averages	
  







Score	
  

421	
  (*,**)	
  

455	
  (*,**)	
  

481	
  (**)	
  

492	
  

494	
  (*)	
  

506	
  (*,**)	
  

549	
  (*,**)	
  

0	
   100	
   200	
   300	
   400	
   500	
   600	
   700	
  

Black	
  

Hispanic	
  

U.S.	
  average	
  

MulTracial	
  

OECD	
  average	
  

White	
  

Asian	
  

1000	
  

	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  U.S.	
  average	
  

	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  OECD	
  average	
  

15	
  

*	
  	
  Significantly	
  different	
  from	
  U.S.	
  average	
  
**Significantly	
  different	
  from	
  OECD	
  average	
  

U.S.	
  Asian	
  and	
  White	
  students	
  had	
  higher	
  average	
  scores	
  than	
  both	
  the	
  U.S.	
  
and	
  OECD	
  averages	
  in	
  mathemaTcs	
  literacy	
  



Teachers	
  account	
  for	
  about	
  10%	
  
Schools	
  account	
  for	
  about	
  10%	
  

Vs.	
  
Out	
  of	
  school	
  factors	
  account	
  for	
  about	
  60%	
  







Basis	
  school-­‐
Scohsdale:	
  146	
  
to	
  21	
  	
  

Great	
  Hearts-­‐
Chandler:	
  
113	
  to	
  45	
  







	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   	
  	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  

	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   	
  	
  
	
   	
   	
   	
   	
   	
  In	
  Sum	
  (paraphrasing	
  Paul	
  Horton):	
  	
  

The	
  Common	
  Core	
  will	
  not	
  raise	
  internaHonal	
  test	
  scores	
  because	
  the	
  problem	
  is	
  clearly	
  not	
  our	
  
	
  curriculum.	
  Belief	
  that	
  our	
  uncoordinated	
  curriculum	
  is	
  inadequate	
  is	
  patently	
  untrue.	
  	
  

The	
  Common	
  Core	
  will	
  not	
  grow	
  the	
  economy—that	
  is	
  a	
  funcHon	
  of	
  the	
  creaHvity,	
   	
  
	
  thoughkulness,	
  ingenuity	
  and	
  entrepreneurship	
  of	
  our	
  workers,	
  qualiHes	
  that	
  could	
  be	
  
	
  killed	
  by	
   	
  the	
  tests	
  used	
  to	
  assess	
  students	
  who	
  experience	
  the	
  Common	
  Core.	
  	
  

The	
  Common	
  Core	
  will	
  not	
  create	
  high	
  paying	
  jobs.	
  That	
  occurs	
  for	
  different	
  reasons.	
  In	
  fact,	
  the	
  
	
  salaries	
  of	
  teachers	
  can	
  be	
  driven	
  down	
  with	
  standardizaHon	
  of	
  	
  the	
  curriculum	
  because	
  the	
  
	
  job	
  becomes	
  more	
  like	
  training	
  and	
  less	
  like	
  educaHon.	
  Further,	
  	
  the	
  Common	
  Core	
  
	
  promotes	
  use	
  of	
  cyber	
  curriculum	
  because	
  of	
  curriculum	
  standardizaHon,	
  making	
  trained	
  
	
  teachers	
  less	
  necessary.	
  	
  	
  	
  

	
  The	
  Common	
  Core	
  will	
  not	
  lead	
  to	
  a	
  more	
  democraHc	
  society:	
  The	
  “rigor”	
  of	
  the	
  CCSS	
  is	
  
	
  applauded	
  by	
  many,	
  but	
  the	
  applicaHon	
  of	
  	
  “rigor”	
  is	
  someHmes	
  used	
  to	
  keep	
  poor	
  and	
  
	
  minority	
  students	
  out	
  of	
  college	
  preparatory	
  and	
  AP	
  courses,	
  and	
  to	
  foster	
  dropout.	
  

The	
  Common	
  Core	
  will	
  not	
  reduce	
  the	
  achievement	
  gap.	
  The	
  standards	
  were	
  not	
  wrihen	
  by	
  
	
  experienced	
  educators,	
  and	
  so	
  do	
  not	
  consider	
  the	
  individual	
  needs	
  of	
  students	
  of	
  varying	
  
	
  abiliHes	
  who	
  might	
  need	
  to	
  be	
  challenged	
  more,	
  challenged	
  with	
  different	
  curriculum,	
  or	
  
	
  who	
  face	
  challenges	
  in	
  learning	
  at	
  the	
  levels	
  expected	
  at	
  each	
  grade.	
  	
  

The	
  TesTng	
  Accompanying	
  	
  the	
  Common	
  Core	
  will	
  limit	
  the	
  states’	
  abiliHes	
  to	
  develop	
  unique	
  
	
  local	
  curriculum,	
  because	
  they	
  will	
  be	
  judged	
  on	
  tests	
  that	
  match	
  the	
  standards	
  not	
  the	
  
	
  local	
  curriculum.	
  This	
  also	
  leads	
  to	
  more	
  homogeneity	
  in	
  outcomes	
  than	
  is	
  desirable,	
  and	
  
	
  more	
  test	
  prep	
  because	
  the	
  stakes	
  will	
  be	
  high	
  as	
  the	
  tests	
  will	
  be	
  used	
  for	
  judging	
  schools	
  
	
  and	
  teachers.	
  	
  




