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1‐Sandra Stotsky Testimony for Utah on CC ELA standards
Restoring Local and State Autonomy
To Strengthen Public Education:
Testimony Submitted to Utah’s 2012 Education Interim Committee
Sandra Stotsky
University of Arkansas
August 15, 2012
Purpose: I thank State Senator Howard A. Stephenson and State Representative Francis D. Gibson, Co-Chairs, and other
members of Utah’s 2012 Education Interim Committee for the opportunity to submit testimony on the deficiencies of
Common Core’s standards. I also suggest why the legislature is justified in negating the state’s adoption of Common
Core’s English Language Arts Standards and how Utah could develop and assess first-class standards in the English
language arts at a relatively low cost.
Professional Background: I hold a doctoral degree in reading research and instruction from the Harvard Graduate
School of Education. From 1999-2003, I was senior associate commissioner at the Massachusetts Department of
Education where I was in charge of revising the state’s K-12 standards, professional development criteria, licensing
regulations for all educators, and teacher tests in all major subjects. I was appointed to serve on the National Assessment
of Educational Progress committee to develop the reading framework for 2009 (2003-2004), the National Mathematics
Advisory Committee (2006-2008), Common Core’s Validation Committee (2009-2010), and the Massachusetts Board of
Elementary and Secondary Education (2006-2010). At the local level, I served as Trustee of the Brookline Public Library
(1984-1999) and Town Meeting Member (1984-1994), both elected offices.
I address the following points in my written testimony:
1. That Common Core’s standards for the English language arts are neither research-based, nor internationally
benchmarked. Nor are the percentages for literary and informational reading in the English class supported by
research or the NAEP reading frameworks.
2. That Common Core’s college readiness standards were designed to lead to intellectually undemanding
secondary mathematics curricula and tests to enable all students to enroll in college. We don’t know yet what its
readiness standards mean for the academic level of its ELA tests, although one can presume they will have similar
goals.
3. That state boards of education adopted Common Core’s standards under false premises as part of a truncated
public comment process and unwittingly transferred control of the local curriculum to the federal level.
4. That Utah can develop and assess first-class standards in the English language arts at relatively low cost.
Background
The ostensible goal of the Common Core project is to prepare all students for higher education in this country, using
common tests based on curricula aligned to Common Core’s standards that are developed by testing consortia funded by
the U.S. Department of Education. The standards, the tests, and the curricula reflect the USDE’s belief that all students
should be prepared for college and that the federal government should determine what students learn in English and
mathematics to be prepared for college.
State boards of education in 2010/2011 apparently believed that federal officials could establish sounder educational
policies for their state than they themselves could, despite lack of evidence that federal officials have ever established
effective educational policies in K-12. Board members who voted to adopt Common Core’s standards and to join one of
the testing consortia developing curriculum and tests seemed willing to believe that implementing something called

"college and career readiness standards,” giving tests based on them, and making all teachers take professional
development in them will make all students ready for college.
(1) Common Core’s standards for English language arts are neither research-based nor internationally
benchmarked. Nor are the percentages for literary and informational reading in English classes supported by
research or NAEP reading frameworks.
Common Core provides no comparison of its own sets of standards with any sets of international objectives in English or
mathematics. I requested information on international benchmarking many times during my tenure on the Common Core
Validation Committee, yet it was never provided. To judge from my own research on the language and literature
requirements for a high school diploma in Ireland, British Columbia, Canada, andAlberta, Canada, Common Core’s ELA
standards fall far below what other English-speaking nations or regions require of college-intending high school
graduates. In fact, that is the main reason that I and four other members of the Validation Committee declined to sign off
on Common Core’s standards.
Nor is there research evidence to support the usefulness of the generic reading skills Common Core offers as “anchor”
standards (and as grade-level standards). Common Core’s anchor standards are not authentic academic standards. Only
authentic academic standards can guide development of a coherent and progressively demanding literature/reading
curriculum in K-12, and only such a curriculum can prepare students adequately for a high school diploma, never
mind authentic college coursework. Skills, processes, and strategies by themselves cannot propel intellectual
development or serve as an intellectual framework for any K-12 curriculum.
Nor is there evidence to support the idea that having English teachers teach more informational reading (or literary
nonfiction) and less literary reading will lead to greater college readiness. There is also no research to support Common
Core’s division of reading into 10 informational and 9 literary standards at all educational levels.
Moreover, an approximate 50/50 division of informational and literary reading in the curriculum is not supported by
NAEP’s reading frameworks. NAEP makes it clear that the percentages it proposes for types of reading passages are for
its tests, not the English curriculum (it has never assessed drama), and that its percentages are intended to reflect the kind
of reading students do outside as well as inside school. Common Core’s ELA architects have misguidedly applied the
NAEP percentages, which are themselves not research-based, to the English curriculum and the ELA college-readiness
test, misleading teachers, school administrators, and test developers alike.
(2) Common Core’s college readiness standards were designed to produce an intellectually undemanding
secondary mathematics curriculum and test so that all students can be declared “college-ready.” We don’t know
yet precisely what its readiness standards mean in ELA, but we can assume that they were designed with similar
intentions.
Passing a college readiness test in mathematics will not mean that Utah's students are capable of competing in a global
economy. It will mean only that they are qualified to enroll in a non-selective community or state college, as Jason Zimba,
lead writer of Common Core’s mathematics standards, admitted at a March 2010 meeting of the Massachusetts Board of
Elementary and Secondary Education.
We don’t know what passing a college readiness test in English will mean because we don’t yet know how many reading
passages will be above a grade 8 readability level and where the cut score will be. The testing consortia have not
indicated what readability level “college readiness” means. Does the Utah Department of Education know if the cut score
will reflect a readability level of grade 10, 11, or 12 with respect to vocabulary and syntactic difficulty?
(3) State boards adopted Common Core’s standards under false premises as part of a truncated public comment
process and inadvertently transferred control of the curriculum away from local school boards.

Common Core claims that its standards are research-based and internationally benchmarked. But state boards of education
were never given clear information on the research base or international benchmarks before or after a vote to adopt them.
Moreover, the Utah State Board of Education did not provide full public discussion before it voted to move control of the
curriculum from local school boards to a distant federal bureaucracy.
The USBE tentatively approved the standards two days after they were published (June 4, 2010) to meet a U.S.
Department of Education deadline of August 2 and then approved them on August 6, 2010. Despite this short timeline, the
Utah State Office of Education website claimed through April 2012 that "They were vetted thoroughly by the Utah State
Board of Education and by parents who attended public meetings held across the state prior to the State Board’s
unanimous vote to adopt them in 2010." After recent complaints to the USOE about how hearings could have happened in
such a short period of time and when no one was aware of them, the claim was removed from the website. Because the
USOE website prevents such statements from being archived, the fact that this claim was once made depends on the
testimony of those who read it.
Because the USBE did not follow procedures that would have facilitated full public awareness of the deficiencies in
Common Core’s English language arts standards, and because Common Core’s English language arts standards are not
internationally benchmarked or supported by substantial evidence, it would be reasonable to pass a law negating the
Board’s adoption of Common Core’s English Language Arts Standards.
(4) Utah can develop and assess first-class ELA standards at relatively low cost.
If Utah negates its adoption of Common Core’s English language arts standards, I volunteer to help Utah develop a first
class set of ELA standards. All I would want paid for are travel expenses. It would not be difficult for experienced
and well-read English teachers in Utah to develop a coherent set of literature standards for K-12. Moreover, most of the
new standards could be assessed by the first-rate test items developed by English teachers in Massachusetts for its own
state assessments and released annually for public scrutiny.

2‐How Common Core Doubles Down on NCLB

3‐Integrated/Constructivist Math Approach being implemented by USOE
You may recall the math wars of a few years ago when Investigations math style learning was happening in various
districts around Utah. It devastated families, and caused tens of thousands of students to graduate without even
knowing the times tables or how to perform long division. The USOE is taking the entire state in this direction with their
professional development training for teachers. It is nothing short of immoral to allow this to happen to the children of
Utah.
The following quotes are from Utah public school teachers who wish to remain anonymous.
“I just attended the Core Academy for math as an elementary teacher and was told for 4 straight days that the
common core does NOT require math facts or the teaching of standard algorithms. I was taught how to teach solely
using discovery learning or weird, unusable, at least with larger numbers, fuzzy math algorithms which actually make
understanding place value unnecessary to solve problems requiring regrouping. What? I thought the core was
supposed to help teachers REMEMBER to teach skills and standard algorithms … I am devastated and do not even
know if I can teach in Utah if this is the direction we are going…aligning ourselves with Washington state which is all
discovery and has some of the poorest performing math students in the country…where they still believe Terc
Investigations is great Curriculum. May the saints preserve us all.”
“I teach in the ________ district. Our district is adopting the core and is very involved in training their teachers. I will be
attending meetings at my school to receive training. What can I do, if anything to keep my job, but not be chained to
teaching the core? Last year, we implemented the writing portion of the core. I followed the core. My students did
not accomplish as much with the core, as with the program I had been using. This year, I am quietly going back to the
writing program I used before. This year we will be implementing the core math curriculum, I think I will quietly take
ideas that I like, but keep teaching what I know works. Any advice?”
Last Tuesday, Rep. Kraig Powell hosted a forum in Heber on Common Core. In attendance at this meeting were a
number of teachers and administrators including Wasatch Superintendent Shoemaker. At lunch, a teacher who is
involved with trying to get Utah off Common Core, was speaking with Sup. Shoemaker and another long time teacher’s
name came up that this teacher had student‐taught under. The Superintendent told this teacher how fortunate it was
that she student‐taught under her because she was a master teacher. She told the Superintendent that this long time
teacher told her she wasn’t thrilled with Common Core and the Superintendent replied, “I’m not surprised, a teacher
like her wouldn’t be.” The exact note this master teacher had sent her was “too bad districts aren’t questioning
[common core] instead of parents. As a teacher, I am having common core shoved down my throat. We’re back to the
70’s. Way to go on your endeavors.

”

I attended the Math CORE Academy this summer and was told that Utah is not going to suggest a math book that will
meet the new standards, instead I have to use whatever math book my school is using to create work for the students.
It is incredibly difficult to teach the Common Core using Tasks with the math book we have, and I imagine it is just as
difficult with any math book. First of all, it takes 2‐3 hours to create a Task using a math book, I had to help create 2 at
Core Academy. Secondly, the instructors encouraged us to leave out key pieces of information so that the students
could construct their own knowledge. I cannot imagine elementary students doing well in Algebra or Calculus after
spending years learning that whatever number they come up with is correct. I am frustrated that students are required

to make a guess to solve the problem, and of course, they are correct, because any number they choose would work.
They would then see that their classmates all chose different numbers, and yet all of the answers are correct? How
confusing for an elementary student! I have decided to send these Tasks home as extra credit so that the parents in my
class can see what to expect in the next school year. I am sure I will get many complaints that the problems are
unsolvable, because important information has been left out! I believe that math has right and wrong answers, and that
teaching students that any answer can be correct is foolish.
“As a teacher, I am truly concerned about the direction Common Core is taking our children’s educations. We
implemented Common Core Math in our district last year. As a first grade teacher I am super frustrated with the
curriculum we are spoon feeding our children! My little 6 year olds come into my classroom with varying abilities. Some
are very capable and learn quickly. Others are far behind. Imagine teaching them to regroup when they can’t count to
twenty or even understand what twenty is! We are pushing these children faster than they can run! We need to spend
more time developing a foundation to build math skills on. If understanding isn’t there, math becomes an exercise in
frustration that follows them throughout their entire school career.”

4‐USOE textbook project for Math 1‐ comments by Dr. Wilson and Dr. Wright
Utah was one of 2 states to adopt the Common Core with the Integrated upper math method instead of the traditional
discrete years. Dr. David Wright in BYU’s math department warned the USOE when they did this that there were no
textbooks available if they followed this course. They told him not to worry and they hired 5 constructivist/inquiry‐
oriented teachers to write the textbooks. The first Utah Math 1 book was released and posted at:
http://www.mathematicsvisionproject.org/

Dr. Stephen Wilson is a math professor at Johns Hopkins University and mathematician who reviewed math
standards for Fordham Institute. He was asked to review the content of what had been released. He
stated:
“Sorry. Wanted to help, but there is not enough here to criticize. It isn’t a text or a curriculum.
For starters, you can’t learn anything by reading it.”
He states this because there is no instruction in the textbook. Students will have nothing to review when they go home.
Parents will have nothing to reference trying to teach their children when they have a question. This is a total
constructivist approach and will reignite the math wars with parents who want real textbooks and learning in the
classrooms.
Dr. Stephen Wilson was asked about Utah writing better standards and this was his reply:
It would take very little effort to write better standards, but a lot of politics that probably can't be done. There
were about 5 states with clear cut better standards than CCSSM, so just copying one of them would be better,
but most of them can be seriously improved on as well. Getting rid of any process standards is the obvious
thing to do to improve standards. The focus on the Math Practices in CCSSM is seriously undermining
reasonably good standards.
Dr. David Wright, a mathematician from BYU was asked about Utah choosing a state-wide
implementation of the “integrated math approach” and this was his reply:
I think Utah has done a terrible job of implementing the Common Core. The USOE has used the Common
Core as an excuse to emphasize inquiry-based, student centered instructional tasks as a way of
teaching. This is what was done in Investigations Math. They have downplayed the importance of good
textbooks by implementing the new core without good textbooks.
In choosing the integrated math model for secondary school, Utah has chosen the uncommon core. Only one
or two other states are choosing this track. It could work, but there are no good books for the integrated path.
The books created by the state <http://www.mathematicsvisionproject.org> are especially poor and do not
meet the standards of the Common Core. The national math panel considered the integrated approach but
made no recommendation because there was no evidence that it gave different results.

5‐State of Utah’s Math Education by Dr. David G. Wright, Professor of Mathematics, BYU
I am writing these comments as a mathematician, educator, and citizen of Utah. They do not reflect the position of my
employer.

1. Math achievement in Utah. The National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) is the only
nationally representative assessment in mathematics. ACT scores cannot be used to make
comparisons because the students who take the ACT are not a representative sample of their states.
The NAEP is given to all 50 states, Washington, DC, and the Department of Defense Educational
System. As a state we appear to be slightly above average, but when we disaggregate by ethnicity,
Utah’s white students are mediocre and our Hispanic students are near the bottom.
NAEP Math Scores
Fourth Grade

Utah 2011 Average

National 2011 Average

Utah's Rank

All Students

242.54

240.11

21 out of 52

White

247.18

248.7

30 out of 52

Hispanic

222.84

228.87

46 out of 49

Eighth Grade

Utah 2011 Average

National 2011 Average

Utah's Rank

All Students

283.31

282.73

26 out of 52

White

289.47

292.57

39 out of 52

Hispanic

256.81

269.45

47 out of 48

2. The Common Core Math Standards compared to Utah’s 2007 Math Standards. I helped write Utah’s
2007 Math Standards. The Fordham Foundation gave both Utah’s 2007 standards and the Common
Core Math Standards a grade of A‐. Brenda Hales of the State Office of Education is telling people that
I testified to the legislature against the 2007 Math Standards. This is not correct. I testified that the
writing committee could not agree on a definition of “world‐class” and that not all of the
recommendations of the external reviewers were implemented. Under the 2007 Utah standards, the
majority of students would take Algebra 1, Geometry, and Algebra 2 in grades 8 through 10. Under
the Common Core, the majority of students will be one grade behind. Under the 2007 Utah
standards, students could take pre‐calculus to prepare for calculus. Under the Common Core, the
majority of calculus students will have to skip pre‐calculus. The honors sections proposed by the
Utah State Office of Education will not prepare students for calculus nearly as well as a pre‐calculus
course.
3. Investigations Math. Investigations Math is a curriculum that is taught by what is called student‐
centered teaching, inquiry based instruction, or cognitively guided instruction. The proponents of this
method say, “Teaching isn’t telling.” They also call courses taught in this manner reform math. They
do not like teachers or textbooks that tell students how to do math. Investigations Math was highly

unpopular in Alpine School District, but the investigations math way of teaching is strongly supported
by the Utah State Office of Education.
4. The Utah Core Academies. This past year the Utah Core Academies used 5 Practices for Orchestrating
Productive Mathematics Discussions (Margaret S. Smith and Mary Kay Stein). This book promotes the
investigations math way of teaching.
5. The BYU Math Science Partnership. The BYU Math Science Partnership has been funded for the past
six years and will be funded for the next three years from grants awarded by the Utah State Office of
Education. The BYU Math Science Partnership has developed what is known as the Comprehensive
Mathematics Instruction (CMI) Framework. This is mostly just the investigations math teaching
method. They have regularly used material produced by the authors of Investigations Math.
6. Utah State University. Utah State University under the direction of Math Educator Professor James
Cangelosi strongly pushes the investigations math way of teaching.
7. Math Materials Access Improvement Grant. This grant was recently awarded to the University of Utah
to produce textbooks for seventh and eighth grade math. The grant proposal from the University of
Utah states: We are convinced that learning takes place in the classroom, and that texts should be
accurate and concise, providing (in as engaging a manner as possible) and introduction to concepts
and a reference to which the learners can turn to refresh their grounding in the concepts. So the
teaching will be done via activities in the classroom and not out of a textbook.
8. The State Office of Education has provided a link to a possible textbook for Secondary Math 1. The text
is all about CMI and teaching math with the investigations math teaching method.

6‐Math Standards as rated by Fordham Institute
“No state will see their standards lowered as a result of this collaboration. Rather the purpose of the common state
standards initiative is to raise the bar for all states by drawing on the best research and evidence from leading state.
Even the best standards now are not the highest level that are needed for US students.”
Dr. Ken James, President of Chief Council State School Officers (CCSSO)
May 3, 2009‐House Education and Labor Committee Hearing

Thomas B. Fordham Institute
The State of State Standards—and the Common Core—in 2010
http://www.edexcellence.net/publications/the‐state‐of‐state‐of‐standards‐and‐the‐common‐core‐in‐2010.html

Fordham Ratings-Math Standards
State*
Washington
Indiana
California
Florida
Dist. Of Columbia
Georgia
Utah

Fordham Grade for
Fordham Grade for
State Math Standards
CC Math Standards
A
A-minus
A
A-minus
A
A-minus
A
A-minus
A
A-minus
A-minus
A-minus
A-minus
A-minus
*States that lowered or adopted equivalent standards

Fordham’s Review of Utah’s Math Standards (2007) compared to CCSSM
Overview
Utah’s standards are exceptionally well presented and easy to read and understand. They cover content with both
depth and rigor, and provide clear guidance. There are a few weaknesses in whole‐number arithmetic. The high
school content is exceptionally rigorous.

Bottom Line
With some minor differences, Common Core and Utah both cover the essential content for a rigorous, K‐12 mathematics
program. Utah’s standards are briefly stated and usually clear, making them easier to read and follow than Common
Core. In addition, the high school content is organized so that standards addressing specific topics, such as quadratic
functions, are grouped together in a mathematically coherent way. The organization of the Common Core is more
difficult to navigate, in part because standards dealing with related topics sometimes appear separately rather than
together.
The chief weakness in Utah’s standards stems from the lack of specific content expectations in the development of
arithmetic, and in the failure to make arithmetic a focus in the appropriate grades. Common Core provides admirable
focus and explicitly requires standard methods and procedures, enhancements that would benefit Utah’s standards.
http://edexcellencemedia.net/publications/2010/201007_state_education_standards_common_standards/U

7‐ Dr. Ze’ev Wurman comments on Utah Waiver Application, Pages 24‐25.
Ze’ev Wurman is a former senior policy official in the US Dept. of Education under George W. Bush, and
served on the California Academic Content Standards Commission which reviewed the Common Core
standards for California. He was recently sent a couple pages from Utah’s No Child Left Behind waiver
application which talked about how Utah was going to accelerate math under their new integrated
approach to Common Core.

Ze’ev Wurman, Palo Alto, Calif.
July 2012
(Blue italics are direct quotes from the Waiver Application)
Waiver Statement: The structure of the new math standards are in line with that of countries with high

mathematics achievement.

Wurman Response: CCSS are not any closer to high achieving countries than Utah’s 2007 standards. CCSS
stopped claiming that they reflect what high achieving countries are doing and now they only claim that
the standards are “informed by top-performing countries,” whatever it may mean. In particular, the high
school programs of the high achieving countries closely resemble the 2007 Utah traditional sequence
(Algebra I, Geometry, Algebra II) and are completely different from the CCSS integrated Math-I, Math-II,
Math-III sequence that Utah recently adopted.

Overall Synopsis by Dr. Wurman:
Given the abundance of lofty claims unsupported by the actual new Utah core, one should treat the
picture on p.24 that pretends to summarize the differences in rigor between the old (2007) Utah Core
and the newly adopted CCSS Core as a work of fiction. The implication that old core’s 12th grade is
equivalent to the new core’s 10th is beyond ridiculous. Anyone with more than a bit of understanding of
actual mathematics rather than of educational mumbo-jumbo can easily satisfy himself that just the
opposite is true for the regular CCSS Core, and that they are effectively equivalent in case of the Honors
Core.*

Ze’ev’ Wurman’s full testimony is available upon request. This is just a small portion of it.

8‐Letter from Judy Park in early May 2012 to USOE employees
The State School Board recently chose to drop our membership with the SBAC. This was a good move since Linda
Darling‐Hammon, a senior researcher for the consortium, has no record of improving schools. Indications from SBAC
show their tests will focus on process over content. This is a constructivist approach and will cause Utah to focus
further on unsupportable education theories. Utah should not align with any testing group that is partially or fully
funded by the federal government. The USOE has indicated that they may have desires to favor WestEd and SBAC in
the RFP process and re‐establish a relationship with them. That would be a mistake for Utah.
Dear USOE colleagues,
You may receive some questions from the field in regards to the change in SBAC membership that was announced today
in board meeting. To help you respond, use the following statement as appropriate.
During the May Utah State Board meeting, it was announced that Utah will be sending a letter to SBAC withdrawing as a
Governing State and changing to an Advisory State. The decision to change the membership status for SBAC was made
because Utah is currently developing a RFP for an adaptive testing system, and there were concerns that if Utah
continues with the current level of involvement in SBAC, there could be claims of bias in the selection process if SBAC
deliverables are included in any proposals or resulting contracts. This change in membership letter also requires that
Utah not participate on any workgroups – therefore Judy will be resigning as EC co‐chair, and Kevin, John, Julie and
Wendy will also resign from participation on their workgroups. Our greatest concern at this time is to ensure that SBAC
is impacted as little as possible, and so will spend the month of May working with SBAC to transition our positions with
the goal that no later than June 1, Utah will no longer be participating in any of our current positions. As an advisory
state, Utah will attend meetings and participate on calls as appropriate to an advisory state. After the RFP process has
concluded and contracts are awarded, then Utah will determine the appropriate membership (if any) at that time. If
you have any questions, please contact Judy Park.
Judy W. Park, Ed.D.
Utah State Office of Education
Associate Superintendent
Student Services and Federal Programs
801‐538‐7550

9‐US Dept. of Education offering Race to the Top money to schools and districts bypassing
states.
From the Department of Education website:
http://www.ed.gov/news/press-releases/education-department-invites-districts-apply-400-million-race-top-competition-su

August 12, 2012
“The U.S. Department of Education announced today that it has finalized the application for the 2012
Race to the Top-District competition, which will provide nearly $400 million to support school districts in
implementing local reforms that will personalize learning, close achievement gaps and take full advantage of
21st century tools that prepare each student for college and their careers. The program sets a high bar to fund
those districts that have a track record of success, clear vision for reform, and innovative plans to transform the
learning environment and accelerate student achievement.
‘Race to the Top helped bring about groundbreaking education reforms in states across the country. Building
off that success, we're now going to help support reform at the local level with the new district
competition,” said U.S. Secretary of Education Arne Duncan. “We want to help schools become engines of
innovation through personalized learning so that every child in America can receive the world-class public
education they deserve. The Race to the Top-District competition will help us meet that goal.’”

10‐ Common Core Standards are mediocre
Are the Common Core Standards “rigorous,” “internationally benchmarked,” and designed to propel students
to “college‐ and career‐readiness”? In a word, no.
“College‐readiness” and “international benchmarking”
The “college” that the Standards are designed to prepare students for is a nonselective community college,
not a four‐year university. One of the drafters of the math standards admitted as much in a meeting before
Massachusetts’s educators.
The Common Core website no longer advertises the Standards as “internationally benchmarked.” Instead, it
now claims only that they are “informed by” the standards of other countries. Dr. Sandra Stotsky, who served
on the Common Core Validation Committee, has said the committee was never given any information “on the
specific college readiness expectations of other leading nations in mathematics or language and literature.”
Professors at Stanford, NYU, and the University of Pennsylvania agree that the Standards are not comparable to
those of other high‐achieving countries.
Deficiencies of the Mathematics Standards
The only professional mathematician on the Validation Committee, Dr. James Milgram of Stanford, concludes
that the math standards would put U.S. students two years behind students in other high‐achieving countries.
He says, “It’s almost a joke to think students [who master the common standards] would be ready for math at a
university.” Among other deficiencies, the math standards place algebra I in grade 9, thus ensuring that most
students will not reach calculus in high school. The math standards require teaching geometry with an
experimental method never used successfully anywhere in the world.
Deficiencies of the English Language Arts (ELA) Standards
Dr. Stotsky criticizes the ELA standards as “empty skill sets . . . [that] weaken the basis of literary and cultural
knowledge needed for authentic college coursework.” She continues: “[T]he average reading level of the
passages on the common tests now being developed to determine ‘college‐readiness’ may be at about the
grade 7 level.”
More seriously, the ELA standards rest on the philosophy that students should be trained as workers, not
educated as citizen‐leaders and human beings. This philosophy is shown by the ELA standards’ reduction of
classical literature to, by grade 12, only 30% of the reading curriculum. The rest will be “informational texts”
such as technical manuals. No English teacher in the country has been trained to teach such material; nor would
any good English teacher want to.

American Principles in Action ‐ www.americanprinciplesinaction

11‐What does Sec. of Education Arne Duncan say about Common Core?
June 8, 2009 speech to the Institute of Education Sciences

“This is one of the significant problems of NCLB. It let every state set its own bar and we now have 50 states,
50 different states all measuring success differently, and that’s starting to change. We want to flip that. We
want to set a high bar for the entire country against states’ and districts’ ability to create and hit that higher
bar, give them the chance to innovate and hold them accountable for results.”
“Hopefully, some day, we can track children from preschool to high school and from high school to college
and college to career. We must track high growth children in classrooms to their great teachers and great
teachers to their schools of education.” (this was Marc Tucker’s plan in the early 90′s to nationalize education
with a cradle to grave database)
“Hopefully, one day we can look a child in the eye at the age of eight or nine or 10 and say, ‘You are on track
to be accepted and to succeed in a competitive university and, if you keep working hard, you will absolutely get
there.’”
November 4, 2010 speech to UNESCO
“Our goal for the coming year will be to work closely with global partners, including UNESCO, to promote qualitative
improvements and system strengthening.”...
“Traditionally, the federal government in the U.S. has had a limited role in education policy. The Obama
administration has sought to fundamentally shift the federal role, so that the Department is doing much more to
support reform and innovation in states, districts, and local communities.“...
“In March of 2009, President Obama called on the nation’s governors and state school chiefs to “develop standards
and assessments that don’t simply measure whether students can fill in a bubble on a test, but whether they possess
21st century skills like problem‐solving and critical thinking and entrepreneurship and creativity.”

“Virtually everyone thought the President was dreaming.
But today, 37 states and the District of Columbia have already chosen to adopt the new state-crafted Common
Core standards in math and English. Not studying it, not thinking about it, not issuing white paper, they
have actually done it.

