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Mary R. Byrne, Ed.D.
2630 S. Williams Ct. Cell: 417-818-1261
Springfield, MO 65807 E-mail: mary.byrneb3@att.net

TO: Missouri State Board of Education
RE: Academic Standards Workgroups
DA: April 20, 2015

Article I, section 1 of the Constitution of Missouri states, “all government of right originates
from the people . . . and is instituted solely for the good of the whole”; and Article I, section 3 of
guarantees that “the people of this state have the inherent, sole and exclusive right to regulate

the internal government and police thereof . . .”;

Despite substantial bipartisan support for HB 1490, and a clear explanation from the bill
sponsors about the intent of the bill to develop Missouri’s own academic standards in public
domain, members of the English language arts, mathematics, and science work groups insist on
incorporating privately copyrighted standards into Missouri’s Learning Standards. In so doing,
the people of Missouri have been stripped of effective political power while the academic
learning standards used in Missouri’s public education system rest in private hands that the

individual state cannot control.

The dangers of the state board of education’s adoption of the Common Core Standards, the work
group members’ resistance to remove the copyrighted standards, and the State Board’s
intimation in the ESEA Flexibility Renewal application that it could adopt Missouri standards

that include the privately copyrighted standards are several.

First, in the adoption of the Common Core State Standards the state board of education has

agreed to the disclaimer and limitation of liability of the copyright holders. The license



agreement specifically states, . . . LICENSEE WAIVES THE RIGHT TO SEEK LEGAL
REDRESS AGAINST, AND RELEASES FROM ALL LIABILITY AND COVENANTS NOT
TO SUE NGA CENTER AND CCSSO.”" Gentlemen, do you operate your businesses that way?
Would you buy a house sight unseen without the possibility of redress on the seller when
problems were identified? Do you sign contracts for a product without having any evidence of its

effectiveness and hold harmless the manufacturer?

Michal Cohen of Achieve?® and Bill Gates,” the private fancier of the common core state
standards imitative both admitted there’s no evidence the common core initiative will “work.”
Jim Manzi,, CEO of Applied Predictive Technologies, reported that of 1,000 studies on business
interventions conducted, Microsoft has about a 90% failure rate.* Microsoft operatives in the
U.S. Department of Education’ and the College Board® are leading the country to
“fundamentally transform” its education system, when there’s no proof that the common core
initiative is better and will do less harm than trial and error, and their record of innovations in the
parent corporation is spectacularly poor . Should Missouri children’s future be gambled without
the possibility of redress by the state that mandates the use of the unsubstantiated product
through the scores of school district evaluations? The NAEP scores in English language arts and

mathematics dropped statewide since the adoption of the Common Core State Standards. The




danger to our children is in losing opportunities for better standards, or returning to previous

standards that were not associate with negative 2013 NAEP’ and 2014 MAP scores®.

Second, the state board has made Missouri taxpayer vulnerable to unknown costs for the use of
the standards in the future. NGA and CCSSO granted “limited, non-exclusive, royalty-free
license to copy, publish, distribute, and display the Common Core State Standards for purposes
that support the Common Core State Standards Initiative.” The license lacks assurance that the
royalty-free status is permanent. If these organizations decide they need income, they can at any
time charge royalty fees. Furthermore, the license is granted for purposes that support the
initiative. To date, the board has not informed Missourians about the current and future costs
associated with the entire Common Core Initiative, especially now that the federal funding for

SBAC is expired.

Finally, copyrights can be sold without consultation with licensees. The state board of
education’s adoption of copyrighted common core state standards that are the framework of
assessments used to test students and secondarily to evaluate teachers and districts on their
implementation has made Missouri’s entire education system vulnerable to the potential sale of
the copyright. That vulnerability is a matter of state and (because the standards are virtually
national) national security. An international publisher, non-governmental organization, or foreign
country could buy the copyright and there is nothing Missourians could do about it, because they

no longer have political power over their children’s education.

HB 1490 may state that the state board has final authority to approve and recommend revisions

to Missouri’s academic standards, but, the Missouri constitution guarantees that the people of

7 http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/pdf/stt2011/2012454MO4 pdf
® http://www.columbiamissourian.com/m/46996/eighth-grade-math-map-scores-down-from-last-year/



includes the policies of the state board of education. Should the board continue to make
Missourians vulnerable to the dangers of incorporating copyrighted standards in Missouri’s
education system, expect the people of Missouri to exercise their constitutional rights as

Missourians.



Missouri Education’s Better Days

What has Common Core done to
Missouri’s Education & Why?
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The Purpose and Quality of MO’s
Public Education

Our Missouri Constitution is a contract with the
citizens of Missouri ensuring that public
education is funded with tax dollars to preserve
the of Missourians. That is,
to provide a liberal arts education that will equip
Missourians to engage in government, and
discern good candidates to hold office. Governor
Nixon took an oath to uphold the constitution,
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In June 2009, Governor Nixon signed
a memorandum of agreement with the

to adopt the Common Core Standards
which were derived from

S
American Diploma Program standards.

What Governor
Nixon stated in a
press release June
26, 2009, the day
after he signed the
MOU with the NGA
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Now, rather than rank as outstanding,
Missouri’s standards are common.

Missouri’s standards are the same as state states that
ranked far below the Show-Me Standards.

MISsourt’'s
MAP scores &
National Assessment of Education Progress scores,

since the adoption and implementation of the
common core standards,

No up side to CC Standards in MO

RPN For the first time in five vears, math scores on standardized
ests for students in Missouri dropped this vear, while overall
cores in communication arts remained flat.

EERRERY wanionss ooucsentnay semcons wavsmcsnots. wwecmiiobenx The narcentage of students statewide who passed math
e decreased to 53.9 percent this year from 33.5 percent in 2012,
Missouri test scores in math drop according to the Missouri Department of Elementarv and
Secondary Education. On Missouri Assessment Program tests

The test results alo shor the sate is failng to bidge a gap in in reading and writing, 55.6 percent of students passed — the

; - same rate as i .
the performance between white and minority students. € raleasin 2012

The scores follow what had been vears of modest, but
sustained improvement by Missouri public school students.

By Jessica Bock jbock@post-dispatch.com 314-340-8228 and Elisa Crouch
1 314-340-8119
L 7 T seuLUUay Loy s sy el /@ducation/missouri-test-scores-in-math-drop/article_824d 2bc7-bedd-5edc-a80a-9fdad016b105 . htmi
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Did the Legislature Know about This?

(Gov. Nixon at National Governors Association 2013 Winter Conference)

Nixon Uses Executive Order to
Reshape Higher Education

gov-nixon-introguces-accreaitea-non-profit-university-missouri-so-more-working-adults
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Comments to the State Board of Education

My name is Jill Noble and I am here to address you today on behalf of the
appointed members of the 6-12 English Language Arts workgroup. 1 was
appointed to this work group by Lt. Governor Kinder.

We are very grateful for the privilege to serve the State of Missouri as
volunteers for this great work of writing excellent standards for our children
and schools. We take our work seriously, knowing the impact it will have
for many years.

We began our work with the hope and expectation that the work group
would be upholding the intention of HB1490—the very law that called for
the creation of these said groups.

With that, I would like to make this Board aware of some obstacles that we
have encountered in our work group.

The process that was established for these work groups was to include
collaboration and collegiality among the members as we researched sources,
inquired of leading national experts, and wrote standards. Much to our
surprise, we learned that some of us were being left out of the process!

“How?” you may ask.

e We learned through a FOIA request that over 6 thousand emails
had been exchanged between the Dept. of Elementary and
Secondary Education, facilitators, work group members, other
professional organizations and the governor’s office pertaining
specifically to the work of our group. Yet, five of the group
members were not privy to these emails. When we asked DESE
for these emails, by way of a Freedom of Information request, we
were told that it would cost us over $5 thousand dollars to retrieve
them

e We learned that one of our members was officially removed from
the group by the Speaker of the House. This member refused to



leave, persisting in attending the scheduled meetings and offering
input.

e We learned that the new Speaker of the House had appointed a
replacement for the member who had been previously removed.
This new member was rejected by members of our group, she was
not allowed to speak, she was not allowed to vote and when she
provided copies of her letter of appointment to the group, she was
told that only a Missouri court could make this decision!
Furthermore, the group members stated that they flatly refused to
recognize the Speaker’s authority.

During the business of writing standards, it became very apparent that
our group was heavily stacked with pro-common core advocates. This
bias continued to diminish the quality of work product, as those of us
who were there to uphold HB1490 were not agreeable with the pro-
common core members in simply re-branding the standards.

It was not an easy decision but when the majority of our group decided
not to follow the spirit and intent of 1490, when they decided not to
honor the Speaker’s authority in making a new appointment, and when
we learned that communication had been taking place between entities of
the group, yet five of us were not included, we were left with no choice
but to separate ourselves and write a minority report, to present to this
Board. In response to our decision, one of the majority members made
the comment that “democratic rule is not mob rule”.

To which I respond: one of our founding fathers, principal
author of the Declaration of Independence and third president of
the United States spoke to the contrary: '"Democracy is nothing
more than mob rule, where 51% of the people may take away the
rights of the other 49%."

In this process, we five have felt the heavy responsibility to the parents of
the State of Missouri. We believe that the majority of these parents
oppose Common Core and its initiative. To that end, we have continued
our work.



We believe that all are accountable to the people and to follow the law--
work group members as well as State Board of Education Members.

With that, I submit our minority report.



6-12 ELA Minority Work Group Public Hearing Report
4.20.15

Statement of WG Objective: To develop Missouri ELA standards for grades 6-12.

Description of WG Organization:
e 5 Minority Members

Progress report describing consensus of the WG regarding what has been accomplished
and the remaining issues to be addressed.

e Determined the five major strands to be used as a framework.

e Began the process of reviewing and comparing the current Missouri Learning Standards to the
2013 English Language Arts curriculum Framework developed by Dr. Sandra Stotsky as well as
the Massachusetts 2001 ELA standards.

e Introduced ourselves to the K-5 ELA workgroup and asked for future opportunities to
collaborate and share documents and drafts to ensure vertical alignment upon completion.

e Reviewed the K-5 draft documents in Speaking and Listening, Writing, and Language.

Description of Remaining Steps to Completion
e Develop the vertical progression of standards for Reading- Literary and Informational Texts, as
well as complete the other four strands.
Collaborate with K-5 ELA work group to ensure vertical alignment
Seek feedback from state and national education experts as well as parents and teachers
currently teaching in Missouri public schools.
e Continue to consult current educational best practices and research.

Identification of obstacles to overcome or tools/information required to assure
success:
e Be allowed to collaborate with the K-5 ELA workgroup in order to share documents and
research as well as ensure vertical alignment of the final product.

Any other issues important to the particular WG:
e Aswe work to develop these new standards, we are adhering to the following:
0 Missouri Department of Higher Education Curriculum Alignment Initiative
0 Career Ready Practices
O Missouri Show-Me Content Standards for ELA
[J National Council of Teachers of English (NCTE)
e We are also consulting the following standards: current Missouri Learning Standards,

Massachusetts 2001, Sandra Stotsky 2013
Attachments:






My name is Toni Becker from V\ﬁlliamsville.w

The bottom line is Missouri moms and dads do not want CC math, ELA, NGSS which is CC
INITIATIVE-aligned or any CC aligned social studies or citizenship nonsense. We want OUT
of the CCSS INITIATIVE entirely.

The CCSS INITIATIVE that you brought into our state was never just about standards, was
it? It is a punishing INITIATIVE that includes standards, assessments, data collection,
curriculum aligned to the tests. Massive amounts of personally identifiable data are being
extracted from our children and stored in their federal FILE. This private information is
unprotected since President Obama gutted FERPA by executive order #12866. The data is
being used to track and sort our children throughout their lives and outside contractors have
access to personally identifiable information on our children and families. According to the
ESEA waiver you signed, teachers’ jobs and schools’ accreditation will be tied to these
illegal tests that we've been told our kids and schools will fail for 3-5 years. Then it's on to
charter expansion, eradication of local governing boards and local control. Citizens still foot
the bill but have NO say!

You are an unelected body with way too much power in my opinion. | don't understand why
the general assembly doesn't do its job and set limits to your power. It is obvious to me that
you do the will of the federal department of education and our state is reeling from your
many usurpations of our state’s sovereignty.

The citizens want the entire CC INITIATIVE gone from Missouri. That was our express will
for HB 1490 but our legislators turned it into a mockery with these work groups. Other states
have played this game and ended up with CC by another name. This is where Missouri is
heading as well because you are not listening, nor are you accountable to, the people. You
brought us the INITIATIVE and you intend to further the INITIATIVE. Our children deserve
far better than Common Core!






The Social Studies and History Regional Consortium (SSHRC) is a group of educators from the
St. Louis area, working with students in the areas of history, geography, civics and the social
sciences. As many of the educator groups have expressed, we too are concerned about the
implementation of the standards developed by the workgroups set forth in Missouri House Bill
1490.

Social Studies educators are in a unique position because our content areas change and grow
with each passing day. Every human interaction that has ever occurred falls into the social
studies domain. It is this vast amount of content that has lead us to become concerned with the
process of writing new standards. Perspectives about what content should be included becomes
limited due to small work groups, and an even smaller number of social studies educators,
wading through three thousand years of history, government, and human interactions.

Our largest concern is the timeframe that calls for the implementation of these standards. With
four new sets of standards the Districts will have to prioritize their resources. With each content
area vying for professional development time and monies, it will be the assessed areas that
receive the most resources.

Currently, social studies is only assessed by the State in one grade level in high school. If the
current assessment schedule stands for each grade level, the new social studies standards will
become an afterthought, especially in grades K-8. This will not be the fault of the teachers or the
Districts, it is just common sense. If students are going to be assessed in math, ELA and science;
logic dictates it is those areas where teachers and resources will be focused.

Please understand we do not oppose new standards, we truly applaud the idea of new standards.
The current social studies standards were written over a decade ago with only one revision. The
current standards focus on memorization and facts. We desire standards that engage students
and help to explain the world in which we live. Our concern is the process by which these
standards are being created and the implementation of these new standards.

There is not one topic in social studies that does not build upon other topics. Every decision that
has ever been made is an example of cause and effect. It is imperative that the new standards
create a cohesive vertical alignment throughout all grade levels. Social studies cannot be divided
into two pieces, elementary and secondary. All levels must build upon the principles and ideals
previously learned. With two groups working independently, the standards can be disjointed and
misaligned. We want a cohesive alignment in all subject areas and we are concerned the current
process of two independent groups will lead to misinterpretation and varied expectations of the
new standards.

With only a year to review, interpret and implement new standards in four content areas, we are
concerned the new standards and assessments will place an insurmountable burden on districts,
teachers and students.

As previously mentioned, we do not object to new standards. We just ask for a process that
allows districts the needed time implement the new standards. And we also ask for a process that



allows for greater input from educators to create a cohesive set of standards that span all grade
levels.

We truly thank you for what you do for the children of Missouri, and we appreciate the chance to
voice our CONcerns.

Dr. Stacy Ray Mrs. Jessica DiPaolo
Co-Chair SSHRC Co-Chair SSHRC
Social Studies Coordinator Social Studies and Assessment Coordinator

Hazelwood School District Hillsboro School District
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Missouri State Board of Education
Public Hearing April 20, 2015
HB1490 Work Group Progress

Testimony of Anne Gassel
Ellisville MO

The purpose of my testimony is to encourage the Board to consider the work of the 1490
Work Groups and simultaneously to encourage them to seriously consider the numerous
critiques of the Common Core Standards so that their work can strengthen the expectations of
our students.

As a member of the Math 6-12 work group | have delved into the history of the math standards. The
lead author of CCSSI, Phil Daro, was also the lead author of the 1992 Mathematics Framework for
California Public Schools. Daro, with only a BA in English and a minor in math from the University
of California, was neither a mathematician nor a classroom teacher. The 1992 Framework followed
the NCTM Standards of 1989 which was a thoroughly constructivist document.

The reason this bit of history is important is because the results of implementing the CA Math
Frameworks were so disastrous to test scores and student achievement that it actually spawned
legislation creating the Standards Commission that created the highly rated CA Math Content
Standards of 1997 which deliberately avoided pedagogy of the ‘92 frameworks and focused on math
content standards only. The constructivist approach, encourages students to explore alternatives and
find answers on their own or in peer groups. John Sweller, emeritus professor at the University of
New South Wales, said that “’inquiry based learning, which goes by many other names, works for
those who are already expert in a subject, but not for those who are novices, because the novices
have no basis of knowledge from which to solve the problem.”

Common Core takes the 1992 California Frameworks and expands them further. For example
take CCSS.Math.Content.1.0A.C.6 which says, “Add and subtract within 20, demonstrating
fluency for addition and subtraction within 10. Use strategies such as counting on; making ten
(eg,8+6=8+2+4=10+4 = 14); decomposing a number leading to a ten (e.g,, 13-4 =13 -
3-1=10-1=9); using the relationship between addition and subtraction (e.g.,, knowing that
8+ 4 =12, one knows 12 - 8 = 4); and creating equivalent but easier or known sums (e.g.,
adding 6 + 7 by creating the known equivalent6 + 6 + 1 = 12 + 1 = 13)." Knowing that the
standardized tests that are being implemented in our state will be aligned with the standards,
teachers know that they will need to teach these various methods of finding solutions because
of their likelihood of being on the test.

We should learn from the California experience. The constructivist programs produced poor results
on the state STAR exams (based on the nationally normed SAT9 diagnostic tests.) For example, two
years after the ‘92 Framework was implemented, half the students in one middle class English
speaking classroom of a California Distinguished School who took the California STAR exam
scored in the bottom quartile.

In the 6-12th grade standards I hope that our work group will address the need for an authentic
Algebra I course in grade 8 as recommended by Robert Moses of the nationwide Algebra Project



and Zalman Usiskin of the University of Chicago Mathematics Project and a similar
recommendation of the National Mathematics Advisory Panel. Though there is some algebraic
content present in most/all elementary grades in CCSSI, Appendix A of CCSSI mathematics
contains an explicit Algebra I course description destined for the first year of high school. Without
the necessary content in the earlier grades, despite promises by school curriculum directors and state
administrators that they will allow “acceleration” in order to retain the 8" grade Algebra courses
they currently have, few schools will offer acceleration beyond the Common Core in the early
grades, because the national Common Core tests will assess only the grade-level Common Core
content at each grade in grades 3-8. The result will be, as Ze’ev Wurman predicts in his American
Principle Project Report Why Students Need Strong Standards[ And Not Common Core], “such
acceleration will be overwhelmingly provided through paid tutoring by affluent families of students
attending public schools. The biggest victims of this reversal will be the poor and the disadvantaged.
Their families tend not to be able to afford the extra-curricular tutoring... Most grade 8 Algebra 1
classes in poor schools will soon close, when the pipeline of prepared students coming out of K-7
dries up, and STEM-bound students will come almost exclusively from advantaged backgrounds,
whether in private or public schools. This will be the legacy of Common Core.” (p. 12) Wurman
reports now that Algebra enrollment in California middle schools has fallen by tens of percent
within two years and those “accelerated” courses that still remain are rapidly becoming devoid of
minority and low SES kids.

Common Core high school standards are missing content elements for Geometry and Algebra 2
courses and insufficient content even for a solid trigonometry course, let alone pre-calculus. If
districts stick to the CCSSI progression with authentic Algebra 1 not being offered until grade 9
those students will be unlikely to complete pre-calculus by the end of high school. Jason Zimba, a
professor of physics and math at Bennington College in Vermont and also an author of the CCSSI
Math Standards, has said, “If you want to take calculus your freshman year in college, you will need

to take more mathematics than is in the Common Core,” http://theadvocate.com/home/6914390-
125/common-core

Unless Missouri wants to follow in California’s early footsteps towards a have and have not tiered
education system, we should be considering more highly rated mathematics standards like those of
Massachusetts pre-2008, Indiana 2004 or California 2000 which will truly prepare our students for a
solid understanding of mathematics. This is being done to some extent in the Math 6-12 work
group and should be encouraged by the Board.






WHY _TUDENTS NEED
STRONG STANDARDS
| AND NOT COMMON CORE]

ZE'EV WURMAN

I. INTRODUCTION

tis well accepted that American students do not do very well in mathematics when

compared internationally. Since 1995 we have had regular comparisons of student

achievement using the Third International Mathematics and Science Study (TIMSS, since
then renamed to Trends in International Mathematics and Science Study) that regularly placed
us in the middle of the pack. After almost 20 years of efforts, American 4t graders have
improved by 23 points—almost 1/4 of a standard deviation —and our 8t graders have
improved by 17 points, about 1/6 of a standard deviation. Still, we have a long way to go given
that high-achieving nations score about 100 points —a full standard deviation —higher than we
do.

A major thrust since the 1990s in improving our mathematics achievement has been the effort to
move an authentic Algebra 1! course from high school and into grade 8, similar to what high-
achieving countries have been doing for a long time. Tom Loveless cites Robert Moses as an
early promoter of this idea to help disadvantaged students from being placed into dead-end
math courses in middle school and Bill Clinton as the one who took the idea nationwide.2 In the
late 1980s Zalman Usiskin, a leading math reformer of his time, insisted that Algebra should be
the default 8t grade course for an average American student.? Whatever the cause, it is
undeniable that putting an Algebra course into 8t grade became, perhaps, the most salient

1In the following text I will use capitalized “ Algebra” to stand for the first half of what the National
Mathematics Advisory Panel described as an “authentic algebra course,” frequently described also as
“Algebra 1.” I will use the capitalized “ Algebra 2” to refer to the second half of such a course, and I
will use the lower-case “algebra” when I refer to algebra content in a generic sense.

2 Tom Loveless, 2013 Broun Center Report on American Education: How Well Are American Students
Learnine?. Brookinos Institution. 2013.

° £alManUSISKIN, VVRY Elementary Algevra Lan, SHOuia and IVIUST be an Lignin-urade Course jor Average
Students, Mathematics Teacher v.80 (1987) pp.428-438.



feature of the efforts to reform and strengthen American mathematics education throughout the
1990s and 2000s.

This effort is clearly visible in the data Loveless cites: an increase from 16% of 8t grade students
taking advanced math in 1990, to 27% in 2000 and 47% in 2011.4 California is another example of
such an effort. In 1997, it adopted mathematics standards intended to prepare all its students to
take an Algebra 1 class in 8th grade, similar to the expectations in high-achieving countries. As a
consequence, California moved from 16% of 8t graders taking Algebra 1 in 1999, to 32% in 2003
and 67% in 2013.5 But the California story differs from the national story described in Loveless’s
report. While the national story places a serious question mark on the efficacy of pushing
Algebra 1 into grade 8, the California implementation was more careful, and its results more
unequivocally positive. More on this later.

The effort to put more middle school children in Algebra classes had its detractors in its early
days. Some labeled the effort as “educationally inappropriate” and claimed that it unnecessarily
“stresses children.” Others opposed it on the grounds that it would widen the gap between
advantaged and disadvantaged students, expressing the often-held but frequently unvoiced
belief that students from disadvantaged backgrounds are incapable of academically holding
their own.

Yet despite such opposition, the reality of an ever-increasing number of foreign students
enrolling in our colleges and the economic competition from developing countries —especially
the educationally high-achieving Asian Tigers- convinced many of the importance of enhancing
the mathematical capabilities of American students. The presidential National Mathematics
Advisory Panel studied this particular issue in, perhaps, the greatest depth ever and found:

Although clear and current international data across a wide range of countries on the timing of
algebra course work cannot be located, it is clear from TIMSS data and the work of Schmidt et al.
(2002) that students in the A+ countries study Algebra as well as Geometry in Grades 7 and 8.

A search of the literature produced six studies that met the Panel’s design criteria and included
Algebra or mathematics achievement as an outcome ...

It is important to note that these six studies drew on four national data sets. ... The consistency
of their findings is striking. The studies by Ma and others provide some evidence that there arc
long-term benefits for Grade 7 or 8 students with the requisite mathematical background for
algebra if they can take an authentic Algebra course in Grade 7 or 8: higher mathematics
achievement in high school and the opportunity to take advanced mathematics course work in
Grade 11 or 12.

4 Loveless (2013). Table 3-1.
5> California STAR (School Testing And Reportine) data. The 2013 data refers to students taking
Algebra 1 by grade 8 rather than only in grade 8



... research evidence, as well as the experience of other countries, supports the value of preparing
a higher percentage of students than the U.S. does at present to complete an Algebra I course or
its equivalent by Grade 7 or 8, and of providing such course work in Grade 7 or 8.6

These findings were reflected in one of the Panel’s key recommendations:

All school districts should ensure that all prepared students have access to an authentic algebra
course —and should prepare more students than at present to enroll in such a course by Grade 8.7

Indeed, this understanding of the importance of early Algebra was not limited to the National
Mathematics Advisory Panel. Less than a year later, in December of 2008, the National
Governors Association, the Council of Chief State School Officers, and Achieve, Inc., published
a seminal report, Benchmarking for Success, which included this first recommendation:

Action I: Upgrade state standards by adopting a common core of internationally benchmarked
standards in math and language arts for grades K-12 to ensure that students are equipped with
the necessary knowledge and skills to be globally competitive.®

This report called, then, for what has since become known as the Common Core State
Standards. It went on to declare:

Research has revealed striking similarities among the math and science standards in top-
performing nations, along with stark differences between those world class expectations and the
standards adopted by most U.S. states.... By the eighth grade, students in top performing nations
are studying algebra and geometry, while in the U.S., most eighth-grade math courses focus on
arithmetic.’

[n other words, the rallying cry for the establishment of a common core of content standards in
2008 explicitly acknowledged that for the U.S. to be benchmarked against top-performing
countries, we should teach algebra in the 8t grade.

Yet when the Common Core standards were published a little more than a year later, in the
early summer of 2010, they firmly placed the first algebra course in ... high school!

¢ Foundations for Success: Report of the Task Group on Conceptual Knowledge and Skills, p 3-45 to
3-47.US. Department of Education, 2008.

7 Foundations for Success, The Final Report of the National Mathematics Advisory Panel, p. xviii.U.S.
Department of Education, 2008.

8 Benchmarking for Success: Ensuring U.S. Students Receive a World-Class Education, NGA, CCSSO,
Achieve, (2008).

° Ibid.



11. THE CALIFORNIA EXPERIENCE WITH EARLY ALGEBRA TAKING

Many would naturally ask whether teaching an Algebra course to all students is a reasonable
expectation for grade 8. After all, many of us remember the difficulty we ourselves had with
algebra. Can we reasonably expect that all students can handle it?

Here is some of the clearest evidence that we can.

The Japanese school system consists of a six-year primary school, a three-year lower secondary
school, and a three-year upper secondary school. The first nine grades are compulsory, and
enrollment now is 99.99%. According to 1990 statistics, 95.1% of age-group children are
enrolled in upper secondary school.

Japanese Grade 7 Mathematics explores integers, positive and negative numbers, letters and
expressions, equations, functions and proportions, plane figures, and figures in space. Chapter
headings in Japanese Grade 8 Mathematics include calculating expressions, inequalities, systems
of equations, linear functions, parallel lines and congruent figures, parallelograms, similar
figures, and organizing data. Japanese Grade 9 Mathematics covers square roots, polynomials,
quadratic equations, functions, circles, figures and measurement, and probability and statistics.
The material in these three grades 1s compulsory for all students.1

As is clear from the above, twenty years ago 99.99% of Japanese students completed by grade 9
what would be called in this country both an Algebra 1 and a Geometry course. Further, at least
95.1% of them completed this content successfully, because they were allowed to continue to
secondary school. This shows that teaching Algebra 1 to the whole 8t grade cohort, or teaching
Algebra 1 and Geometry to the whole grades 8-9 cohort, is eminently possible.

As already mentioned, in 1997 California adopted standards that attempted to prepare all
students in K-7 to take an Algebra class by grade 8. Yet California realized that such a major
change cannot happen overnight, and it emphasized that only “students who have mastered
foundational skills, as indicated by good performance on the algebra readiness test, would take
algebra in the eighth grade.” 11

In the early days after 1997 only a few California schools prepared most or all of their students
for Algebra 1 in grade 8. Figure 1 describes the situation in 2004. It is worth noting that among
schools that enrolled more than 80% of students in 8tgrade Algebra, only a single school scored
in the “advanced” range; most other schools ended in the “basic” or “below basic” achievement

10 Preface to Kunihiko Kodaira, Ed., Japanese Mathematics. University of Chicago School
Mathematics Project, 1996.

11 Mathematics Framework for California Public Schools, California Department of Education, 2000,
p-199.


















III. NAEP ANDOTHERNATIONAL RESULTS

It was mentioned before that Tom Loveless has studied this issue nationally, comparing the
reported state increases in 8t grade algebra-taking with state NAEP results. His sobering
conclusion was inconsistent with the California experience: “States with rising percentages of
eighth graders taking Algebra I, Geometry, and other advanced math classes were no more
likely to raise their NAEP scores from 2005-2011 than states with declining percentages of
eighth graders in those courses.” Even worse, he found that “boosting the percentage of
students in higher level courses is associated with decreases in the mean scores of those
courses —suggesting a watering down effect.”

Yet the California story differs from the national story in a critical respect: Only in California
have the content standards for grades K-7 been sufficiently strengthened to potentially allow
every student to be prepared for Algebra in 8t grade. Other states and jurisdictions, while
attempting to strengthen somewhat their content standards, have not set them at a level
expecting all students to be ready for Algebra by grade 8. Consequently, their efforts to place
more students in Algebra 1 by grade 8 frequently backfired, as they were driven more by
political will than by concerns about students’ preparedness.1>

As the result, Loveless’s observation does not seem to apply to California. Where he saw a
dilution of course content with growing enrollment, California has not experienced that, and
the success rates on the Algebra test -the cut scores and content have not been changed since
2002- have continued to rise. Similarly, increased successful Algebra 2- and Geometry-taking in
California, as well as its large increases in successful AP calculus taking, attests further to the
success of California’s implementation of 8t grade Algebra 1 and the veracity of increased
student scores. When it comes to NAEP scores, California more than kept up with the nation. Its
mathematics scores since 2000 have risen by 21 points in grade 4 as compared to 17 points
nationally, and they have risen 18 points in grade 8 as compared to 12 points nationally. This
growth was achieved despite demographics changes in California that would seem to make
such growth more difficult: Latinos grew from 42% to 48%, low SES students from 42% to 54%,
and the fraction of white students decreased from 35% to 25% over the same period.16

15 See, for example, Charles T. Clotfelter, Helen F. Ladd, and Jacob L. Vigdor, The Aftermath of
Accelerating Algebra: Evidence from a District Policy Initiative (Washington, DC: National Center for
Analysis of Longitudinal Data in Education Research, American Institutes for Research, 2012).

6 NAEP data.
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IV. CoOMMON CORE MATHEMATICS STANDARDS" IMPLICATIONS FOR THE
DISADVANTAGED

Despite all the acknowledgments of the importance of teaching Algebra in grade 8 from Robert
Moses and Zalman Usiskin, despite the similar recommendation of the National Mathematics
Advisory Panel, and despite Common Core’s promise in its Benchmarking for Success report, the
Common Core standards emerged in the summer of 2010 with their Algebra 1 course firmly
planted in the high school.?” Moreover, if one examines the totality of the Common Core high
school standards, one sees diluted content for Geometry and Algebra 2 courses and insufficient
content even for a solid trigonometry course, let alone pre-calculus. Jason Zimba, one of the lead
authors of the Common Core standards, freely acknowledges this fact.!® Furthermore, a student
who starts an authentic Algebra 1 course in grade 9 (or completes it by the end of grade 9) is
unlikely to complete pre-calculus following the path Common Core prescribes, even if pre-
calculus content were included in the Common Core.

In some sense this is more than strange. Preparedness for STEM and maintaining American
competitiveness was the major rallying cry for the supposedly rigorous Common Core
standards. As we have seen, our competitors do teach their students authentic Algebra 1 prior
to or in grade 8, and so many of them come here to study in college that they already make up a
majority in many graduate STEM programs. Further, we know that fewer than one out of six
students who do not reach a pre-calculus course in high school will complete a STEM degree.*
It boggles the mind that after all the rhetoric of “rigor” and “international competitiveness,” the
best the Common Core offers in terms of preparing American students for college is less than
what has been already offered by many states over the last decade or more.

But the true travesty of the Common Core is its failure to deliver on its promise of a genuine
Algebra course in grade 8, and the devastating impact that failure is bound to have on the
achievement of minorities and disad vantaged students. Although politicians and
administrators in many states promise to allow “acceleration” and to retain the 8th grade
Algebra courses they currently have, these are empty promises. Few, if any, schools will offer
acceleration beyond the Common Core in the early grades, because the national Common Core
tests will assess only the grade-level Common Core content at each grade in grades 3-8. As in
California in the 1990s, such acceleration will be overwhelmingly provided through paid

17 One should not confuse an authentic Algebra 1 course with some algebraic content present in
most/all elementary grades. Most state standards, as well as the Common Core, have algebra-related
content strands often starting from Kindergarten, and Common Core supporters frequently confuse
the two. Yet Appendix A of Common Core mathematics contains an explicit Algebra I course
description destined for the first year of high school.

18 S Carr. Teachers Feel Ureencu of Common Core Standards. The Advocate, 9/4/2013.

2 > 1EIVLIN FOSISECONnaary Laucanon, Natonat Lenter ror raucation Statistics (NCES-2013-152), October
2012.
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tutoring by affluent families of students attending public schools. The biggest victims of this
reversal will be the poor and the disadvantaged. Their families tend not to be able to afford the
extra-curricular tutoring.

The result? Most grade 8 Algebra 1 classes in poor schools will soon close, when the pipeline of
prepared students coming out of K-7 dries up, and STEM-bound students will come almost
exclusively from advantaged backgrounds, whether in private or public schools. This will be
the legacy of Common Core.

V. CONCLUDING REMARKS

The national standards movement justified its emergence arguing that many state standards
embody low academic expectations, are non-competitive in the international marketplace, and
place American students and the American economy at a disadvantage. It promised rigorous
and internationally-benchmarked standards that would increase STEM preparedness of
American students and improve our competitive posture.

Unfortunately, these promises were unfulfilled when the mathematics standards emerged in
June 2010. Not only have they not improved the rigor of the high school curriculum, but in
many cases they have severely retarded the progress states have made over the last decade or
more. The biggest and most obvious sign of this lowering of expectations is Common Core’s
placement of an authentic Algebra 1 course in grade 9 rather than grade 8. This runs contrary to
what our international competitors do, what many mathematics education reformers have been
promoting in this country for three decades, and what the national standards movement itself
explicitly promised in its 2008 manifesto Benchmarking for Success. Not only will a delayed
Algebra placement—and its generally low high school expectations—not increase American
high school STEM preparedness, it will also likely sharply reduce it.

But the cruelest irony of the Common Core mathematics is in the huge negative impact it is
bound to have on the achievement of minority and disadvantaged students. Those are precisely
the students who need rigorous expectations from early elementary grades within their regular
curriculum, as they are less likely to get family or paid extra-curricular support. Massive and
robust data from the California experiment over the last 15 years clearly demonstrates this fact.
Yet despite its soaring rhetoric of college-readiness for all, the Common Core has abandoned
precisely these students.
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I mb : totestify as a parent of a child who was enrolled
in a Missouri Public School. I have made this very long
trip to personally testify about my concerns with reference
to the Common Core Standards, and the initiative that
you, the State Board of Education, have pushed into our
schools without any input or approval from the Missouri
General Assembly, teachers, or parents of our state.

The Common Core Standards are an experiment in
education. There was no research or proof that the
standards even worked, before you signed on to something
that is proving to be such a disaster in our public schools.
We now know and understand that the Common Core
Standards are only a small part of the 2quation when it
comes to the entirety of the initiative that is being pushed
upon our state.

The standards are only the beginning of our problem. The
tests to measure the growth of students under these
standards are going even worse. As a parent, I have valid
concerns about what my child is being subjected to as a
result of the testing component that goes along with the
Common Core Initiative. No one can answer the questions
asked about how and if Department of Elementary and
Secondary Education has followed the process called for in
Missouri State Statute which is clear and states:

Chapter 160

Crhnnloe._anaral Praxncinne



Chapter 160
Schools--General Provisions

Section 160.526.1 2. The state board of education
shall by contract enlist the assistance of such
national experts to receive reports, advice and
counsel on a regular basis pertaining to the
validity and reliability of the statewide assessment
system. The reports from such experts shall be
received by the state board of education. Within
six months prior to implementation of or

dification or revision t e statewl

assessment system, the commissioner of

ion shall inform resident pro tempore
of the sgngtg and the speaker of the hggg of
represent u e pr
implement, modi r revise th erd
assessment system, including a report related to
the reliabili validity of th sment
instruments.

Where are the reports that are called for BY LAW that
show the General Assembly the reliability and validity of
these tests that is called for BY OUR LAWS?

It is amazing to me that there is specific laws that call for
the protocol in bringing in the new assessments to our
state, however, NO ONE can prove to me that our kids are
taking the tests to measure the effectiveness of the



Common Core standards even HAVE A SHRED OF
RELIABILITY and VALIDITY.

My question: How come when no one can prove to me the
law has been followed in how the tests were brought into
the state, I can be warned by my school’s legal counsel that
I have no rights to opt my kids out of the tests that to me
appear have also been brought into our state ILLEGALLY

with no consideration for the law what-so-ever? Why do
you have the right to tell me what I can and cannot do, but you

don't have to follow the laws adopted by our state?

Why are parents being forced to follow policy and rules
enforced by the school’s attendance policies in order to act
punitively against the parents who choose to opt their kids
out of these tests, but you do not follow the law yourself?
What gives you the authority to ruin the education of our
children with no accountability to the parents and children
of the state? Well, I am here today to go on record to tell
you that you need to stop taking your advice from
educrats. You need to start to pay attention to the parents
of Missouri because we are not happy for a reason. Our
kids are struggling, and their futures are being jeopardized
by you and your repeated bad decisions
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April 20, 2015
OF COMMERCE AND INDUSTRY

Missouri State Board of Education
205 Jefferson Street
Jefferson City, MO 65101

Dear State Board of Education,

Employers around the state struggle to find skilled workers at all levels, especially in fields specific to
Science, Technology, Engineering and Mathematics or STEM. In addition, Missouri’s colleges and
universities report remediation rates at 36% for four-year institutions and higher in two-year community
colleges across the state. By establishing higher and clearer grade-level academic benchmarks, the
Common Core State Standards and the Next Generation Science Standards will enable students, with the
help of parents and teachers, to better prepare for success in college and the workforce. The Missouri
Chamber of Commerce and Industry, representing Missouri’s business community continues to be 100%
supportive of developing and implementing rigorous college and career readiness standards. There is no
greater challenge we face as a state today than to educate and develop our young people to be successful
in a global marketplace.

The existing Missouri Learning Standards promote critical thinking and reasoning skills that students
need to be successful in life. A few main points why Missouri’s business community is supportive of
rigorous standards:

1. Increasing the rigor for English, Math and Science skills that students receive directly increases
the competitive abilities that these students will have to operate in a global marketplace;

2. Unified standards at the local, state, regional or even national levels allows for seamless student
mobility to occur;

3. Will reduce remediation rates in English and Math by providing clear standards grade-level /
degree completion success;

4. Will reduce the need for remediation during new employee training and subsequent training
programs; and

5. Will allow Missouri’s students to be better prepared for a technically changing workplace.

If we fail to take a leadership role and raise the bar for all students in the state, then we risk the ability to
grow and thrive in a knowledge based economy. The Missouri Chamber of Commerce believes that a
first-rate education is what all of our children deserve and that in the end this will ensure Missouri
employers with the quality talent that they need to be successful.

We welcome the opportunity to visit with you to discuss any questions you may have on the specific
reasons why the Missouri Chamber of Commerce and Missouri’s business community supports the State
Board of Education’s adoption of rigorous college and career readiness standards for Missouri’s students.

Singerely,

E. Crouse
ice President of Education

42 bt Capiel PO box By T enis n Phone 3, 3-004 3511 T Rax: 373-634 5833
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