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CS FOR HOUSE BILL NO. 330(FIN)
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA

TWENTY-SEVENTH LEGISLATURE - SECOND SESSION
BY THE HOUSE FINANCE COMMITTEE

Offered:
Referred:

Sponsor(s): REPRESENTATIVE DICK

A BILL
FOR AN ACT ENTITLED
"An Act establishing a Joint Legislative Task Force on Sustainable Education;
establishing state education standards; amending the authority of the Department of
Education and Early Development to adopt education standards; and providing for an

effective date."
BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:

* Section 1. The uncodified law of the State of Alaska is amended by adding a new section
to read:

ESTABLISHMENT OF JOINT LEGISLATIVE TASK FORCE ON SUSTAINABLE
EDUCATION; COMPOSITION; DUTIES, (a) A Joint Legislative Task Force on Sustainable
Education is established in the legislative branch of state government for the purpose of
examining the efficiency and effectiveness of public education delivery in the state. The task
force shall consider

() all aspects of public education funding in the state;

(2)  matters pertaining to education standards for students in grades
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kindergarten through 1. in the state; and

(3) the ability of the public education system to prepare students in the state
for various rewarding careers.

(b) The duties of the task force established under this section include

(1) creation of a process for vetting proposed education standards before the
standards are adopted by the state Board of Education and Early Development;

(2) examination of the possibility for dual education tracks for postsecondary
vocational and college readiness;

(3) evaluation of school district challenges that result from implementation of
federal education laws;

(4) evaluation of the efficacy, cost-effectiveness, and redundancies of various
education assessments, including the high school graduation qualifying examination, and the
submission of recommendations to the legislature, the governor, and the state Board of
Education and Early Development for improvement of student assessment;

(5) analysis of public education funding that includes

(A) coverage of appropriate education expenses under AS 14.17.410;

(B) alternative methods of addressing fluctuating energy, health,
insurance, personnel, pupil transportation, and other relevant costs;

(C) a comparison of the allocation of administrative and instructional
personnel among districts;

(D) a calculation of the effect of pension and health care expenses on
total education costs;

(E) a cost-benefit review of the process for hiring, evaluating, and
retaining staff members; and

(6) submission of a report of its findings and proposed legislation to the
governor, the Department of Education and Early Development, and the legislature by
September 30, 2013, and of additional reports the task force considers advisable.

(c) The task force established under this section consists of

(1) three members of the senate, one of whom shall be the chair of the senate

committee having jurisdiction over education, appointed by the president of the senate;

(2) three members of the house of representatives, one of whom shall be the
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chair of the house committee having jurisdiction over education, appointed by the speaker of
the house of representatives;
(3) five members appointed jointly by the president of the senate and the
speaker of the house of representatives, as follows:
(A) the president of the Association of Alaska School Boards;
(B) asuperintendent of a public school district in the state;
(C) a representative of a major career destination of high school
graduates in the state;
(D) the president of the Alaska Council of School Administrators; and
(E) arepresentative of the University of Alaska; and
(4) one member appointed by the governor.

(d) A majority of the members of the task force constitutes a quorum. A vacancy on
the task force shall be filled in the same manner as the original selection or appointment.

(e) Members of the task force serve without compensation but are entitled to per diem
and travel expenses authorized for boards and commissions under AS 39.20.180. The staff of
the legislative members of the task force shall serve as staff for the task force.

(f) The task force shall meet at the call of the cochairs. The president of the senate and
the speaker of the house of representatives shall jointly appoint the cochairs of the task force.
The task force may meet during and between legislative sessions.

(9) The Department of Education and Early Development shall provide data and other
information that is requested by a majority of the task force as necessary to fulfill the duties of
the task force under (b) of this section.

* Sec. 2. The uncodified law of the State of Alaska is amended by adding a new section to
read:

BOARD OF EDUCATION AND EARLY DEVELOPMENT; EDUCATION
STANDARDS, (a) Notwithstanding the authority in AS 14.07.020(b), the state Board of
Education and Early Development shall adopt content and performance education standards,
including grade level expectations, only after the standards have been vetted under a process

created by the Joint Legislative Task Force on Sustainable Education under sec. 1of this Act.

(b) Until education standards are adopted by the state Board of Education and Early

Development as provided under (a) of this section, the education standards for the state public
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schools serving students in grades kindergarten through 1. are as follows:

(1) the content standards for the subjects listed in this subsection, as set out in
the department's publication entitled Alaska Standards: Content and Performance Standards
for Alaska Students, as revised on March 2006, are adopted by reference; the subjects are

(A) English/language arts;
(B) mathematics;

(C) science;

(D) geography;

(E) government and citizenship;
(F) history;

(G) skills for a healthy life;
(H) arts;

() world languages;

(J) technology; and

(K) employability;

(2) the content standards for physical education, as set out in the department’s
publication entitled Alaska Physical Education Standards, as revised on March 9, 2010, are
adopted by reference;

(3) the performance standards for reading, writing, mathematics, science, and
Alaska history for grades three through 10, as set out in the department's publication entitled
Alaska Standards: Content and Performance Standards for Alaska Students, as revised on
March 2006, are adopted by reference;

(4) the performance standards for reading, writing, and mathematics for grades
kindergarten through two, as set out in the department's publication entitled Alaska
Performance Standards (Grade Level Expectations) Kindergarten - Grade 2, as revised on
September 28, 2006, are adopted by reference.

* Sec. 3. This Act is repealed July 1, 2014.
* Sec. 4. This Act takes effect immediately under AS 01.10.070(c).
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House Finance Com mittee

Offered in House Finance
By Representative Bill Stoltze, by request.

To House Bill 330(FIN) version 0

Amendment #1

Page 3, line 3,
Delete "five"
Insert "four"
Page 3, line 6

Delete all material



AMENDMENT #2
OFFERED IN THE HOUSE FINANCE COMMITTEE REPRESENTATIVE LES GARA
TGO C3HB 330, Version 27-L.S1100\0

Page 2, line 30:
After "'senate™, insert: “'and one member appointedby the Senate Minority leader,"

Page 3, line 2:
After "'representatives’, insert: *and one member appointed by theHouse Minority leader,
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FISCAL NOTE

STATE OF ALASKA cost +codes Bll \ersion HB330CS(EDC)
2012 LEGISLATIVE SESSION Hscal Note Nurmber
Publish Dete

Identifier (file name) HB330 CS(EDC)-EED-TLS-03-29-12 Dept. Affected Education & Early Development
Title An Act establishing a Joint Legislative Task Force on  Appropriation Teaching and Learning Support

Sustainable Education Allocation Student & School Achieverment
Sponsor Representative Dick
Requester House Education OMB Component Number 2796

Expenditures/Revenues

Note: Amounts do not include inflation unless otherwise noted below.

FY13
Appropriation
Requested
OPERATING EXPENDITURES FY13
Personal Services
Travel
Services
Commodities
Capital Outlay
Grants, Benefits
Miscellaneous
TOTAL OPERATING 0.0

FUND SOURCE
1002 Federal Receipts
1003 GF Match
1004 GF
1005 GHPrgm (DGF)
1037 GF/MH (UGF)
1178 temp code (UGF)
TOTAL 0.0

POSITIONS
Full-time
Part-time
Temporary

CHANGE IN REVENUES

Estimated SUPPLEMENTAL (FY12) operating costs
(discuss reasons and fund source(s) in analysis section)

Estimated CAPITAL %FYIS) costs . .
(discuss reasons and fund source(s) in analysis section)

Why this fiscal note differs from previous version (if initial version, please note as such)

Included in
Governor's
FY13
Request
FY13

0.0

0.0

(Thousands of Dollars)

Out-Year Cost Estimates

FY14 FY15 FY16 FY17 FY18

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
(Thousands of Dollars)

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

(separate supplemental appropriation required)

(separate capital appropriation required)

In the CS, the proposed legislation establishes a 15 member task force in the legislative branch of state government. The

analysis is on page 2.

Prepared by Cynthia Curran, Director
Division Teaching and Learning Support
Approved by Mike Hanley

Commissioner

(Riss 917201 M)

Phone 465-2857
Date/Time 2/21/2012 8:55am

Date 3/29/2012

Page 1of 2



FISCAL NOTE

STATE OF ALASKA BILL NO. HB30CS[ERC)
2012 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Analysis

The proposed legislation establishes a 15 member task force in the legislative branch of state government that is
tasked with examining the efficiency and effectiveness of public education delivery in the state. The task force is
charged with creating a process for vetting proposed education standards before the standards are adopted by the
state Board of Education & Early Development. The task force will report any findings related to standards, funding

and student preparation for careers to the governor, the Department of Education & Early Development and the
legislature by September 30, 2013. The law is repealed July 1, 2014.

While EED would have one member on the task force, travel costs and per diem would be paid by EED.

(Ryvissd 8172011 VB Page 2 of 2



FISCAL NOTE

STATE OF ALASKA Bil Version CSHB330
2012 LEGISLATIVE SESSION Fiscal Note Nurrher
() PLblish Dete
Identifier (file name) HB330CS(EDC)-DOLWD-CO-3-3Q-12
Title State Education Standards Appropriation  Comissianer and Adhrinistrative Senices
Allocation Commissioner's Office
Sponsor Representative Dick, .
Requester House Fnance ONB Component Nurmber 340
Expenditures/Revenues (Thousands of Dollars)
Included in

FY13 Governor's
Appropriation FY13
Requested Request

OPERATING EXPENDITURES FY13 FY13 FY14 FY15 FY16 FY17 Fy18
Personal Services
Travel
Services
Commodities
Capital Outlay a
Grants, Benefits
Miscellaneous

TOTAL OPERATING 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

FUND SOURCE (Thousands of Dollars)
1002  Federal Receipts
1003 GF Match
1004 GF
1005 GHPrgm (DGF)
1037 GF/MH (UGFH
1178' termp code (UGF)
TOTAL 0.0. 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Out-Year Cost Estimates

N <

POSITIONS
Full-time
Part-time
Temporary

CHANGE IN REVENUES

Estimated SUPPLEMENTAL (FY12) operating costs (separate supplemental appropriation recired)
(discuss reasons and fund source(s) in analysis section)
Estimated CAPITAL (FY13) costs (separate capital appropriation required)

(discuss reasons and fund source(s) in analysis section)

Why this fiscal note differs from previous version (if initial version, please note as such)
The committee substitute no longer requires a representative from the Department of Labor and Workforce Development to serve on the
Joint Legislative Task Force on Sustainable Education. The department is also no longer required to staff the task force.

Prepared by Brymn Keith, Director Phone 465-2700
Division Administrative Services Date/Time 3/30/12 9:00 AM
Approved by David Stone. Acting Commissioner Date 3/30/2012

Department of Labor and Workforce Development
(Ryvissd V170120V Page 1(F2




FISCAL NOTE

STATE OF ALASKA BILL NO. C3H830
2012 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Analysis

The proposed legislation would establish atask force for the purpose of examining the efficiency and effectiveness of
public education delivery in the state. The Board of Education and Early Development may only adopt education
standards after the standards have been vetted bythe task force.

The Department of Labor and Workforce Development and the Department of Commerce, Community, and Economic
Development are jointly tasked with nominating three representatives of major career destinations of high school
graduates to serve on the task force. There is no fiscal impact anticipated to the Department of Labor and Workforce
Development as a result of this legislation.

(Rvised VI7020MB Page 2 0f 2



FISCAL NOTE

STATE OF ALASKA Bl Version CSHB 330(EDO)
2012 LEGISLATIVE SESSION Hscal Note Nunber 1
(B Publish Dete 32312
Identifier (file name) HB330-LEG-CQU-3-2-12 Dept. Affected Alaska Legislature
Title "Establishing the Joint Legislative Task Force on BEducation Appropriation Legislative Coundcil
Standards; requiring POL to provide information & ..."  Allocation Coundil & Subcommittees
Sponsor Representative Dick
Requester Education OVMB Component Nurmber 783
Expenditures/Revenues (Thousands of Dollars)
Note: Ampunts do nat include inflation unless otherwise noted below:
Included in
QpmeYlgtim G)\Fgrlg)r's Out-Year Cost Estimates
Requested Request
OPERATING EXPENDITURES FY13 FY13 FY14 FY15 FY16 FY17 FY18
Personal Services
Travel 401
Senvices
Commodities
Capital Outlay
Grants, Benefits
Miscellaneous
TOTAL OPERATING 40.1 00 00 00 00 00 0.0
FUND SOURCE (Thousands of Dallars)
1002 Federal Receipts
1003 GF Match
1004 GF 401

1005 GHPrgm (DGF)
1037 GF/MH (UGF)
1178 temp code (UGF)
TOTAL 40.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

POSITIONS
Full-time
Part-time
Temporary

CHANGE IN REVENUES

Estimated SUPPLEMENTAL (FY12) operating costs (separate supplemental appropriation required)
(discuss reasons and fund source(s) in analysis section)
Estimated CAPITAL (FY13) costs (separate capital appropriation recpired)

(discuss reasons and fund source(s) in analysis section)

Why this fiscal note differs from previous version (if initial version, please note as such)

Initial Version

Prepared by Jessica Geary, Finance Manager Phone 465-6626
Division Legislative Affairs Agency Date/Time 3/2/12 421 PM
Approved by Pamela Vami, Executive Director Date 3/2/2012

Legislative Affairs Agency
(Roised YVI7202 OV Page 10f2

0.0



FISCAL NOTE #1

STATE OF ALASKA BILL NO. CSHB 330(EDC)
2012 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Analysis

HB330 establishes the Joint Legislative Task Force on Education Standards within the Legislative Branch. The Task
Force consists of ten members, comprised of two Legislators, one member from the Department of Labor and
Workforce Development, one member from the Department of Education and Early Development, and six public
members. It is anticipated that the Task Force will hold four meetings, to be held in Anchorage, Barrow and
Fairbanks. Travel funding for non-Executive Branch members is included in this fiscal note. Meetings will be held in
existing LIO sites, with no additional cost to the Task Force. The Task Force will be staffed by the Department of
Labor and Workforce Development and existing legislative staff. The Task Force shall create a process for vetting
proposed education standards before the standards are adopted by the Board of Education and Early Deviopment.
Costs to teleconference meetings and print subject matter will be absorbed in the existing Legislative Affairs Agency
Budget.

(Rvisedl V172012 QM) Page 2 of 2



Alaska State Legislature

Juneau Interim
State Capitol Bldg., Rm 104 1292 Sadler Way, Ste 328
Juneau, AK 99801-1182 Fairbanks, AK 99701
Phone (907) 465-4527 Phone (907) 452-3434
Fax (907) 465-2197 Fax (907) 452-3430
Representative.alan.dick@iegis.state.ak.us Toll-Free (800) 491-4527

Representative Alan Dick
House District 6

Sponsor Statement
CS HB 330 (FIN) Version O: State Standards

State education funding support for public K-12 education is increasing at a significant
rate and yet, many districts are struggling to maintain instructional programs to meet
student needs. Additionally, proposed State education standards are on the brink of
adoption, without significant private sector input. The stakes and costs for rushing to
adoption are high. The standards must be rigorous, but meaningful.

CS HB 330 (EDC) creates a Joint Legislative Task Force Sustainable Education to:
» examine the efficiency and effectiveness of education delivery in Alaska, with a
specific focus on:
o education funding and educational standards, and
o the ability to prepare students for significant careers.
 The Task Force will submit a report of its findings and proposed legislative
changes to the governor, the legislature and the Board of Education and Early
Development by September 30, 2013 and make any additional reports it
considers advisable.
Members of the Task Force will represent:
* The Legislature
* Association of Alaska School Boards
* A public school superintendent
* Alaska Council of School Administrators
* The University of Alaska
* A major career destination of high school graduates
In addition, one member will be appointed by the Governor.

The Task Force’s specific duties include:

1. Creating a process for vetting proposed education standards before the standards
are adopted by the state board of Education and Early Development

2. Examining dual education tracks for college bound and vocation bound students;

3. Evaluating school district challenges that result from implementation of federal
education laws;

4. Evaluating the efficacy, cost-effectiveness, and redundancies of various education
assessments, including the high school graduation qualifying examination;

5. Conducting an analysis of public education funding that includes:


mailto:Representative.alan.dick@iegis.state.ak.us

A. The adequacy of public school funding for coverage of appropriate education
expenses;

B. Alternative methods of addressing fluctuating energy, health, insurance,
personnel, and pupil transportation costs;

C. Acomparison of the allocation of administrative and instructional personnel
among districts; and

D. The effect of pension and health care expenses on total state education
costs.

E. A cost-benefit review of the process used for hiring, evaluating and retaining
staff.

The State educational content and performance standards are the foundation of our
educational system. Upon them are built a massive superstructure:
. The writing of the Grade Level Expectations (GLE?);

. The choice of expensive curricula in 53 different districts;

. Thousands of teacher hours aligning new curricula to the new standards;

. Hundreds of thousands of dollars of professional development;

. $7.0 million of new assessment tools;

. Over $1.2B annual funding supporting the system driven by the new standards; and

. The quality of instruction for over 130,000 students.

The cost-to-date of producing the standards the Department of Education & Early
Development is proposing for adoption has been $270,886. The standards were created in
eight separate meetings attended by a sliver of stakeholders. The superstructure built
upon them as well as annual maintenance will cost multiple billions of dollars and directly
impact every facet of instruction statewide.

Educational funding and student performance are under continual intense scrutiny. These
subjects are the source of great consternation for parents, educators and policy makers. It
only makes sense that the foundation of our educational system for the next six-year cycle

should be of the highest quality and directed at fulfilling our mission statements.

Prepared by: A. Kreitzer 2 April 2 2012
Staff to Rep. Alan Dick



Alaska State Legislature

[nterim
1292 Sadler Way, Ste 328

Juneau Fairbanks, AK 99701

State Capitol Bldg., Rm 104 Phone (907) 452-3434
Juneau, AK 99801-1182 Fax (907) 452-3430
Phone (907) 465-4527

Fax (907) 465-2197 (800)a91-4527

Representative.alan.dick@legis.state.ak.us

Representative Alan Dick
House District 6

Sectional Analysis
CS HB 330 (FIN) Version O
State Education Standards
Section 1:

Establishes the Joint Legislative Task Force to:

» examine the efficiency and effectiveness of education delivery in

Alaska, with a specific focus on
o education funding and educational standards, and
o the ability to prepare students for significant careers.

* The Task Force will submit a report of its findings and proposed
legislative changes to the governor, the legislature and the
Board of Education and Early Development by September 30,
2013 and make any additional reports it considers advisable.

The duties of the task force begin at Page 2, Line 4:
1. Create a process for vetting proposed education standards before the
standards are adopted by the state board of Education and Early
Development
2. Examine the possibility for dual education tracks for postsecondary
vocational and college readiness;
3. Evaluate school district challenges that result from implementation of
federal education laws;
4. Evaluate the efficacy, cost-effectiveness, and redundancies of various
education assessment, including the high school graduation qualifying
examination, and make recommendations to the legislature, the governor
and the state Board of Education and Early Development for
improvement or restructuring of assessments;
5. Conduct an analysis of public education funding that includes:

A Coverage of appropriate education expenses under AS
14.17.410;
Prepared By: A. Kreitzer, Staff to
Representative Alan Dick, Sponsor
CS HB 330 Version O April 3, 2012
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B. Alternative methods of addressing fluctuating energy, health,
insurance, personnel, and pupil transportation costs;

C. Acomparison of the allocation of administrative and
instructional personnel among districts;

D. The effect of pension and health care expenses on total state
education costs; and

E. A cost-benefit review of the process of hiring, evaluating and
retaining staff.

The membership of the Task Force begins on Page 2, Line 29:
The Task Force members appointed by the Senate President and
House Speaker are:
a. Six members of the Legislature including chairmen of the
Education Committees
b. Five members as follows:
-i.  President of the Association of Alaska School Boards
ii. President of the Alaska Council of School Administrators
iii. A public school superintendent
iv. A University of Alaska representative
vi. A representative of a major career destination of high
school graduates in the state.
The Governor shall appoint a representative.

The task force meets at the call of a co-chair. The Senate President and
House Speaker shall jointly appoint the co-chairs of the task force.

Section 2:
The existing content and performance standards will remain in

effect until the new process is developed and the newly vetted standards
are adopted by the Board of Education.

Section 3:
The task force is repealed on July 1, 2014. The temporary law in
Section 3 is also repealed July 1, 2014.

Section 4:
The bill has an immediate effective date.

Prepared By: A. Kreitzer, Staff to
Representative Alan Dick, Sponsor
CSHB 330 Version 0 April 3, 2012



Differences Between CS HB 330 (EDC) Version X
And
CS HB 330 (FIN) Version O

Title & Section 1
Deletes Legislative Findings Section.

New Section 1

Minor modifications to language.

Revised the analysis of public education funding to make the
work product more concise.

Report of findings and any proposed legislation to the
Governor, Department of Education & Early Development and the
legislature by September 30, 2013.

Task Force Membership consists of six members of the Legislature
and five members as follows:

* President of the Association of Alaska School Boards
President of the Alaska Council of School Administrators
A public school superintendent
A University of Alaska representative
A representative of a major career destination of high
school graduates in the state.

The Governor shall appoint a representative.

* The task force meets at the call of a co-chair. The Senate
President and House Speaker shall jointly appoint the co-
chairs of the task force.

The Department of Education 8 Early Development will provide
data and information necessary for the Task Force to carry out its
work.

Section 2:
No change

Section 3:
No change

Section 4:
No change

Prepared by: A. Kreitzer, Staff to
Representative Alan Dick, Sponsor April 3, 2012
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ABOUT BROOKINGS

The Brookings Institution is a private nonprofit organization
devoted to independent research and innovative policy solutions.
For more than 90 years, Brookings hes analyzed current and
emerging issues and produced new idkss that metter—for the
nation and the world.
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EDUCATION POLICY

Raising the quality of education in the United States for nore
people is inperative for societys well-being. With thet goal in
mind, the purpose of the Broan Center on Education Policy a
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systemand to help delineate practical solutions. For nore
informetion, see our website, Wwwv.brookings.edu/brown.

This report wes meck possible by the generousfinancial support
of The Broan Founcktion, Irc., Houston


http://www.brookings.edu/brown
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THE 2012 BROWN CENTER REPORT
ON AMERICAN EDUCATION

This edition of the Brown Center Report on American Education marks the
first issue of volume three—and eleventh issue over all. The first install-
ment was published in 2000, just as the Presidential campaigns of George
W Bush and Al Gore were winding down. Education was an important
issue in that campaign. It has not been thus far in the current campaign for
the Republican nomination (as of February 2012). And it is unlikely to be
aprominent issue in the fall general election. Despite that, the three stud-
ies in this Brown Center Report investigate questions that the victor in the
2012 campaign, and the team assembled to lead the U.S. Department of
Education, will face in the years ahead.

The first section is on the Common Core State Standards, a project that
President Obama has backed enthusiastically. Forty-six states and the
District of Columbia have signed on to the Common Core; detailed
standards have been written in English language arts and mathematics;
and assessments are being developed to be ready by the 2014-2015 school
year. The first section attempts to predict the effect of the Common Core

on student achievement.

Despite all the money and effort devoted to developing the Common

Core State Standards—not to mention the simmering controversy over
their adoption in several states—the study foresees little to no impact on
student learning. That conclusion is based on analyzing states’ past experi-
ence with standards and examining several years of scores on the National
Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP).

The Broan Center Report on American Education 3



States have had curricular standards for schools within their own bor-
ders for many years. Data on the effects of those standards are analyzed
to produce three findings. 1) The quality of state standards, as indicated
by the well-known ratings from the Fordham Foundation, is not related
to state achievement. 2) The rigor of state standards, as measured by how
high states place the cut point for students to be deemed proficient, is also
unrelated to achievement. Raising or lowering the cut point is related to
achievement in fourth grade, but the effect is small, and the direction of
causality (whether a change in cut point produces a change in test score
or vice versa) is difficult to determine. 3) The ability of standards to
reduce variation in achievement, in other words to reduce differences in

achievement, is also weak.

Common standards will only affect variation between and among states
(analysts use the grammatically suspect ‘between-state” as shorthand for
this kind of variation). Achievement variation existing within states is
already influenced, to the extent that standards can exert influence, by

the states standards under which schools currently operate. Within state
variation is four to five times larger than the variation between states. Put
another way, anyone who follows NAEP scores knows that the difference
between Massachusetts and Mississippi is quite large. What is often over-
looked is that every state has a mini-Massachusetts and Mississippi contrast
within its own borders. Common state standards only target the differences
between states, not within them, sharply limiting common state standards’

potential impact on achievement differences.

The second section of the Report investigates achievement gaps on NAEP.
The NAEP has two different tests: the Long-Term Trend NAEP, which
began in 1969, and the Main NAEP, which began in 1990. The two tests
differ in several respects, but they both carry the NAEP label and both are
integral components of “The Nation Report Card.”

4 The Broan Center Report on American Education



Achievement gaps are the test score differences between groups of students
with different socioeconomic (SES) characteristics: for example, racial or
ethnic background, family income, or language status. The second section
poses the question: Do the two NAEP tests report similar achievement
gaps? Researchers and policy makers are well aware that significant test
score gaps exist between SES groups. Researchers try to study them, policy
makers try to close them. What NAEP has to say about the magnitude of
such gaps plays an important role in the policy arena. The analysis presented
in section two indicates that the two NAEPs do in fact differ. The Main
NAEP consistently reports larger SES gaps. This is only a preliminary study,
a first cut at the data that reveals a general pattern, so the findings must be
viewed cautiously. And explanations for the phenomenon are necessarily
speculative. More work needs to be done on this topic.

The third section of the report is on international assessments.
Interpretations of international test scores are characterized by three com-
mon mistakes. The first occurs when a nation scores go up or down
dramatically and analysts explain the test score change by pointing to a par-
ticular policy The case of Poland} gains in reading is offered as an excellent
example of dubious causality attributed to asingle policy. The second mis-
take stems from relying on rankings to gauge a country’ academic standing.
National rankings have statistical properties that can mislead observers into
thinking that large differences are small or small differences are large. They
can also make growth appear larger or smaller than it really is. Several ex-
amples are provided of misinterpretations of rankings and suggestions on
how to avoid them. The third mistake is pointing to a small group of high-
performing nations, often called “A+ countries,” and recommending, with
no additional analysis, that their policies should be adopted. The same
policies may be embraced by the lowest performing nations or nations in
the middle of the distribution. On any test, the entire distribution must be
considered, not just scores at the top.
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Pt PREDICTING
THE EFFECT OF
COMMON CORE
STATE STANDARDS
ON STUDENT
ACHIEVEMENT



F orty-six states and the district of Columbia have
signed on to the Common Core State Standards Initiative, a
project sponsored by the Council of Chief State School Officers

(CCSSO) and the National Governors Association (NGA). The Common

Core spells out what students should learn in mathematics and English-

language arts from kindergarten to the end of high school. The standards

were written by teams of curriculum specialists and vetted by panels of
academics, teachers, and other experts.1In 2010, the federal government
funded two consortia to develop assessments aligned with the Common

Core. The new tests are to be ready in 2014.

The push for common education standards
argues that all Arerican students should
study a comnon curriculum, take conara-
ble tests to measure their learming, and have
the resullts interpreted on a.common scale,
with the scale divided into performence
levels to indiicate whether students are
excelling, leaming an adequate amount, or
falling short. Past experience with standards
suggests thet each part of this apparatls—a
common curriculum, comparable tests, and
standardized performance levels—is neces-
sary. No ore or two of them can stand alore
for the project to succeed.

Proponents point to the intuitive
appeal of acommon curriculum “1t3 ludi-
crous,” Bill Gates told the WAl Street Jourrel,

“to think thet multiplication in Alabama
and multiplication in New York are really
different-> Ina report called The Prdiicency
lllusion, The Fordham Institute mece asimi-
lar point regarding state efforts to evaluate
schools using fifty different assessments and
fifty different definitions of what consti-
tutes acoeptable performances Howcana
school in one state be labeled a failure while
aschool in another state and with almost
exactly the sarme test scores can be consid-
ered a sUCoess?

The authority to operate school
systens is constitutionally vested in states.
But states have undermined their own cred-
ibility when it comes to measuring student
learming. Accounts of dumbed-down and
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poorly-written state tests, menipulation of
cut scores to artificially boost the number

of students in higher performance levels,

and assessiments on which students can get
fewer than 50% of itens correct and yet
soore “proficient’” fuel the belief thet states
individually cannot be trusted to give the
public an accurate estirmate of how Anrerican
education is doing 4

Three Theorized Effects
The Conmon Core State Standards are theo-
rized to improve education in three ways.
Hrst, proponents argLe thet the Conmon
Core iis superior to most current state
standards. Ina recent study, The Fordham
Institute concluded that Comnon Core
standards are better than 37 states’ standards
in English-language arts and 39 states in
mathematics s It follows, proponents believe,
that the Common Core will raise the quiality
of education nationally by defining a higher-
quality curriculumin English-language
arts and matherratics than is currently
taught. Let call this the “Quality theory.”
Achieverrent will increase because students
will study abetter curriculum

The second idea is that the Conmron
Core sets higher expectations than current
state standards, the assurmption being thet
cut points on the new assessirents will be
set at ahigher level than states currently set
on their own tests. Comparisors with the
National Assessment of Educational Progress
(NAEP) lead many analysts to conclude
thet states set proficiency standards far too
low States routinely report more students
attaining proficiency than NAEP indlicates,
often 30-40 percentage points mores The
No Child Left Behind Act left it up to the
states to design their own tests and to set
performance levels wherever they want, but
the pattern of states reporting significantly
higher percentages of proficient students

8 The Brown Center Report on American Education

preceded NCLB- A new Conmmon Core test
will presumebly end such discrepancies by
evaluating proficiency using the sare stan-
dards for every state, and these standards
are to be nore rigorous than those currently
used. Schools and students will respond by
reaching for these loftier goals. Lets call this
the “figorous performance standards” theory.
The third hypothesis is thet star+
dardizationyields its own efficiencies. In
the same WAl Street Jourmal interview cited
above, Bill Gates referred to this idea by
cormplaining about the tine and money
wested on the many different versions of
textbooks thet are published to conform
to individual states’ curricular tastess Ina
reverse spin on the sane argunent, oth-
ers argLe thet textbooks are bloated with
redundant content as publishers attenyot
to incorporate numerous idiosyncratic
state curricular mendates into one book s
The assunption of both argunents is that
one, high-quality textibook—or perhas a
few thet are aligned with the sarme content
standards—used by all Arrerican students
attending the sane grace would be an
improverrent over the status quo. Cther
proponents point to the potential gaps in
learing thet oocur as students move from
state to state. Especially when students
nove mickyear, inportant concepts might
be missed while other concepts are studied
unnecessarily asecond tirre. Teacherswho
nove fromstate to state experience similar
difficulties in terms of lesson planning. Lets
call this the “Standardization” theory.

Opposing Arguments

Sone analysts question the theories behind
the Common Core. Wting in EcLcation
W&k in the sunrer of 2011, Andrew Porter
conpared the Common Core to existing
state standards and intermational standarcs
fromother countries and conclucdked thet

The Common Core State
Standards are theorized

to improve education in

three ways.



the Cormmon Core does not represent much
improverent 1 Opponents of the Conmon
Gore, including Sandra Stotsky, Janes
Migram Zeev\Wunran, and Willianson
Buers, criticize the quality of the proposed
standards for EnglishHanguage arts and meth
emetics. They conclude thet the math stan-
dards, in particular, are inferior to existing
standards in Messachusetts and Califormia n

(ritics of the Conmon Gore issued a
“bounter-manifesto” arguing thet the proposed
common standards would undermine the
decentralized, federalist principles onwhich
education has been govermed since Arrericas
founding. Declaring thet a“bne-size-fits-all,
centrally controlled curriculun’does not
meke sense, the counter-manifiesto states thet
only weak evidence supports the push for
national standardk. Intermetional test cetaare
not helpful since most countries have netional
standards and the fewthat do nat, induding
Careda and Gemany, have both inrpres-
sive and norHinpressive soores. Concern for
interstate student nobility is overbloan, the
counter-manifesto dairnrs, because very few
students move between states. Vbst robility
iswithin state, which is already addressed by
the No Child Left Behind Act3 requirerrent thet
every state establish standarcs. Since 2003,
every state hes state curriculumstancards thet
Celireate the curriculumfor public schools
within its borders »

Canenirical evidence shed light
on the mein points of contention in this
Cebate? Not entirely. Muich of the argurent
is philosophical. Those who believe thet the
Cormmon Core enunerates what schools
should be teaching and students should be
learing support the proposed stancards.
And those who believe a greater degree of
standardizationwould produce more con
non educational outcomes—and thet com-
non outcones are desirable—also support
the proposed standards. Those holding to

the opposite beliefs, and believing thet local
school governance is preferable to govermance
by larger entities, are critics of the standarck.
Despite the philosophical disagree-
nents, there are ermpirical questions on
which evidence exists. The nation hes had
saveral years of experience with education
standards—since the 1980s in many states
and since 2003 in all states—and data exist
thet can help predict the megnituce of
effects fromthe Common Core. Howmuch
does raising the quality of standards mat-
ter in boosting student achieverrent? W
raising the bar for attaining proficiency—in
other words, increasing the rigor of perfor-
mance standards—also raise achieverrent?
And how much variance will be reduced—
or how much *Sameness”in achievenrent
will be attained—by having students across
the country studying a common curriculun?

Quality and Achievement
Lets start with the theory thet high-quality
standards pronote achieverrent gairs. In
Qctober 2009, a colleague at Brookings,
Gower ‘Rs'" Whitehurst, investigated
whether quality ratings for state standardk,
asjudged by the two most cited ratings
(fromthe Arrerican Federation of Teadhers
and Fordham Foundation), are correlated
with state NAEP scores. Whitehurst found
thet they are not. States with weak content
standards score about the sarre on NAEP
as those with strong standards. The finding
of no relationship held up whether NAEP
soores from 2000, 2003, 2005, 2007, or
the gairs from2000-2007 were used in the
analysis. And it held up for the soores of
both white and black students 13

The current study extends thet inquiry
by looking a NAEP data from2003-2009.
Gainsoores on NAEP reading and meth
tests from 2003 and 2009 are combined
to forma composite gain score. The scores
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are adjusted to control for dermographic
characteristics of each state—the percent
of students qualifying for free or reduced
lunch, special education, or English lan-
guace learmer status. IVbre precisely, scores
are adjusted to control for changes thet
occurred in those denographic characteris-
tics from2003-2009. Thet prevents swings
in states’ demographic characteristics from
skewing the results. Ratings of state cur-
ricular standards conducted by the Fordham
Foundation in 2000 and 2006 are used

to model the quality of state standardk. It
is particularly apt to model the quality of
state standards with the Fordham ratings
considering Fordhams high opinion of the
Common Core.

The results are shown in Table 1-1
Three questions are answered by the data
The first row addresses the guestion: Do
the Fordham ratings in 2000 successfully
predict the NAEP gairs thet states made in
reading and meth from 2003-2009? Ore
could imegine, since there is undoubtedly
sone lag time before standards are imple-
mented in classroons and realized in stu-
dent learming, thet the curriculumstandards
of 2000 Would influence achieverent gairs
medke three, six, or even nine years down the
roed The correlation coefficient of -0.06
indlicates thet they do not.

The second row exarmines whether
the ratings of 2006 are statistically related
t02003-2009 NAEP gairs. In other words,
wes the quality of standards in the middle
of the gain period related to test score gairs?
Again, the answer is no, with a correla-
tion coefficient of 0.01. The firal rowlooks
at the change in ratings fromzoo00 and
2006. According to Fordham sone states
improved their standards in 2006 while
others adopted weaker standards in 2006
than they had back in 2000. Are changes in
the quality of standards related to changes in
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Relationship of Fordham’s Ratings of State Content Standards

with State NAEP Gains (2003-2009)

Standards Rating
Fordham 2000
Fordham 2006

Change in Fordham 2000-2006

Correlation Coefficient
-0.06
0.01

0.08

Relationship of State Proficiency Level with NAEP Achievement

(Correlation Coefficients)

2005 NAEP
4th Grade Reading -0.22
4th Grade Math -0.12
Sth Grade Reading -0.11
8th Grade Math 0.00

* P<.05

achieverrent? Again, the answer is thet they
are not (correlation coefficient of 0.08).

Rigorous Performance
Standards and Achievement
The second theory of improverrent is
besed on performance standards. A 2006
NCES report found thet the difficulty of
state performence standards is uncorrelated
with achieverrent . Performance levels (or
“tut points”) for student proficiency were
mepped onto the 2005 NAEP scale. States
with higher, more rigorous cut points did
not have stronger NAEP scores than states
with less rigorous cut points. Anew NCES
report wes relessed inz2o11 With updated
neasures using 2009 NAEP data s

Table 1-2 sunmarizes the correlations
between the rigor of state performance levels
and achieverrent. Ina replication of the ear-
lier NCES study, we also find thet the states’

2009 NAEP

12

Change 2005-2009

-0.08 0.35*

0.01 0.34*
-0.09 0.06
0.01 0.02

A 2006 NCES report
found that the difficulty
of performance standards
is uncorrelated with
achievement.



...the absolute level of
performance standards
does not seem to matter
but raising or lowering
levels does exhibit a
relationship withfourth
grade changes in
achievement...

2005 NAEP scores are unrelated to where
the states drewthe lire for proficiency in
2005. Fourth-grace reading and meth have
slightly negative correlations (-o.22 and

-0 .12, respectively), as does eighth-grade
reading (-0.11). The correlation coefficient
for eighth-grade meth is 0.00. State achieve-
ment is unrelated to the level at which states
cefire proficiency. The sane is true for 2009
NAEP scores and the level at which profi-
ciency wes placed thet year (see the second
column of the table).

Tre final colunn of Table 1-2 investi-
gates whether changes in state NAEP scores
from2005-2009 are related to changes in
proficiency level. Did states thet raised the
bar also performbetter? And did states that
lowered the bar performworse? Correlation
coefficients for s th grace are near zero.
Pasitive and statistically significant correla-
tions were found for fourth-grack reading
(0.35) and fourthrgrade meth (0.34). Itis
interesting thet the alosolute level of perfor-
mance standards does not seem to etter
but raising or lowering levels does exhibit
arelationship with fourth grade changes in
achieverrent, explaining about 1 » %of the
variation in the change in state NAEP soores.

Whether one phenomenon is caLs-
ing the other is difficult to tell. Changes in
proficiency cut points are probably endog-
enous to trends in test socores. In other
WOrds, states with rising scores may feel
emboldened to raise their proficiency cut
points and those with declining scores may
feel compelled to loner theirs. Thet is quite
adifferent story than the raising or lonering
of cut points producing changes in test
soores. Unfortunately, simple correlations
cannot determine the direction of causal-
ity, or if causality exists at all, only whether
these two variables are statistically related
Inthe current analysis, change in level is
related to change in fourth-grack soores.

How Common Will
Achievement Become?

The third theory concers standardization.
For the Common Core movenrent, attain-
ing greater standardization of educationel
outcomes is an inportant goal. If standards
do not reduce variation, then eveniif they
boost performance, sinply raising aver-
age soores Will still leave meny states—and
the districts, schools, and students within
states—far behind and far below acceptable
levels of performance. The two previous
analyses indicate that it is unlikely that com-
non standards will boost performence; how-
ewer, it is possible for the national average
on NAEP to remein stable while variationis
reduced—for instance, if top states decline
alittle while states at the bottom rise by the
sare amount. Another way would be for
high flying schools within states to decline
alittle while poorly performing schools
increase their performence by acommensu-
rate anpunt.

In ters of state NAEP scores, Varia-
tion comes in two form's: variation between
states and variationwithin states. \Aewould
expect comnon standards to reduce vaniation
between states, so thet the NAEP socore dif-
ference between states at the top and bottom
of the rankings would be reduced. States
thet currently offer vestly different curricula,
assessients, and performmance standards will
harmronize those elenents of their educa-
tional systerrs. One would expect test score
differences to shrink. Thet is the essence of
common standards. Within-state variation,
on the other hand, remeins unaffected by
cormmmon standards. Bvery state already hes
standards placing all districts and schools
within its borders under a common regie.
And despite thet, every state hes trermen-
dous within-state variation in achievenrent.
Schools that score at the top of theworld on
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intermational assessirents are within ashort
car trip, soetines evenwithin ashort sub-
way ride, framschools thet score at the level
of the worlds lowest achieving natiors.

Lets compare these two fors of varia-
tion. Table 1-3 displays data on NAEP stan+
dard deviations between and within states.
Standard deviation is a measure of variation,
the anmount of spread in a group of data
On any particular test, about two-thirds of
observations are within one standard devia-
tion (above and below) of the average score.
“Between-State SD” is the standard deviation
of NAEP scores for the fifty states and the
District of Colunbia—how much they differ
fromeach other. “Within-State SD”is the
average of the standard deviatiors for the
fifty states and the District of Colubia—
how much the students within each state, on
averacg, differ fromeach other.

The findings are dear. Most variation
on NAEP occurs within states not between
them The variation within states is four to
five tires larger than the variation between
states. Much of the similarity of state scores
comes fromaggregating individual student
scores, which differ greatly, to the state
level. The variation in student performance
within states washes out to produce means
that are alike across' states. Consider this:
fourth-grace NAEP scores in meth range
from Missachusetts at the top with 252
down to the District of Colunbia with 219.
That 33 point difference is not too much
larger than the average standard deviation
within states (27.8). What does thet mean?
Consider Massachusetts and Mississippi,
astate with low scores but not at the very
bottom. Their NAEP mears differ by 25
points. Bvery state, including Massachusetts
and Mississippi, hes a mini-Massachusetts
and Mississippi contrast within its oan
borders. Thet variation will go untouched
by common state standarck.

12 The Brown Centter Report on American Education

Between- and Within-State Variation of State NAEP Scores

(in Standard Deviations)

Average State
NAEP Score

4th Grade Reading 220.1 6.6
4th Grade Math 239.5 6.3
8th Grade Reading 263.3 6.5

8th Grade Math 282.4 8.5

Discussion

What effect will the Common Core have

on national achieverrent? The analysis
presented here suggests very little inpact.
The quality of the Comnon Core standards
is currently being hotly debeted, but the
quality of past curriculumstandards hes
been unrelated to achieverrent. The rigor
of performance standards—how high the
bar is set for proficiency—has also been
unrelated to achieverrent. Onlya change in
performance levels hes been related to an
increase in achieverrent, and that could just
as easily be due to test score changes driving
changes in palicy, not the other way around.
The Cormmon Gore ey reduce variation in
achieverment between states, but as asource
of achieverrent disparities, thet is not where
the action is. Within-state variation is four to
five tines grester.

The sources of variation in educational
outcones are not only of statistical inpor-
tance but also bear on the question of how
much state policy can be expected to change
schools. Whatever reduction in variation
between, say, Naperville and Chicago thet
can ke aneliorated by common standards
hes already been accomplished by 1llinoiss
state efforts. State standards have already
had acrack at it. Other states provice even
nore deeply rooted historical exanles.
California hes hed state curriculum frane-

Between-State SD

Within-State SD (With’\illnljg?tlvieen)
34.7 5.3
27.8 4.4
32.9 5.1
34.8 4.1

The Common Core may
reduce variation in
achievement between
states, but as a source of
achievement disparities,
that is not where the
action is.



works since at least 1962, statewide testing
with scores for every school published pub-
lically since 1971 (except for abrief timeout
in the early 1990s), state textbook adoption
for Ks since the nineteenth century, ad
acourt-ordered equalized spending system
since the late 1970s. Any effect that these
lans have on reducing achievenrent variation
within the state has already oocurred. The
Conmon Core must go beyond these efforts
to reduce variation in Califormias achieve-
ment. Thet is highly unlikely.

Two lessons canbe draan fromthe
analysis above. Hrst, do not expect much
fromthe Commmon Gore. Education lead-
ers often talk about standards as if they are
asystemof weights and messures—the
word “benchmarks”is used promiscuously
as asynonym for standards. But the termis
misleading by inferring thet there is a redl,
known standard of measurerent. Standards
in education are best understood as aspira-
tional, and like astrict diet or prudent plan
to save money for the future, they represent
good intentions that are not often realized

Why don't aspirational standards
meke much of a difference? Researdhers
fromthe Intermational Association for the
BEvaluation of Educational Achieverrent
(1EA) first sketched the concept of oppor-
tunity to leamn using intermational test score
data in the 1970s. BDistinctions were draan
armong the intended, inplenented, and
achieved curriculurrs. The intended cur-
riculumis embodied by standard; it is what
governments want students to leam. The
differences articulated by state governments
in this regard are frequently trivial. Bill Gates
is right thet multiplication is the sae in
Alabama and New York; but he would have
adifficult tine showing how those two
states—or any other two states—treat mul-
tiplication of whole numbers in significantly
different ways in their standards docunents.

What is crucial is the diistance between
the intended curriculumand the two cur-
riculurrs below. The implerrented curricu-
lumis what teachers teach. Whether thet
differs fromstate to state is largely unknoan;
what is more telling is that it may differ
drarretically from classroom to classroomin
the sae school 17 Two fourthrgrack teachers
in classroons next door to each other may
teach mulltiplication in vasdy different ways
andwith different degrees of effectiveness.
State policies rarely touch such differences.
The attained curriculumis what students
leam. Two students in the same classroom
and irstructed by the sarre teacher may
acquire completely different skills and
knomedge. One student understands and
noves on; another struggles and is stuck
And that even happens in classroos with
outstanding teachers.

The whole systemiis teeming with
variation. Policies at national, state, district,
and school levels sit on top of these intermal
differences, but they rarely succeed in arre-
liorating them The Conon Core will sit
on top of the implerrented and attaired cur-
riculurrs, and notwithstanding future efforts
to beef up the standards’ power to peretrate
to the core of schooling, they will probebly
fail to drarretically affect what goes on inthe
thousands of districts and tens of thousands
of schools thet they seek to influence.

Afirdl word onwhat to expect in the
next fewyears as the development of assess-
nents tied to the Cormmon Core unfoldk.
The debate is sure to growin intersity. Itis
about big ideas—curriculumand federal-
ism Heated controversies about the best
approaches to teaching reading and math
have sprung up repeatedly over the past
century s The proper role of the federal gov-
ermment, states, local districts, and schools
in deciding key educational questiors, espe-
cially in deciding what should be taught,
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remeins a longstanding point of dispute. In
addition, as NCOLB illustrates, standards with
real consequences are most popular when
they are first proposed. Their popularity
steadiily declines fromthere, reaching anedir
when tests are given and consequences kick
in Just as the glow of consensus surround-
ing NCLB faded after afewyears, cracks are
now appearing in the wall of support for the
Commmon Core.

Dont let the ferocity of the oncoming
Oebate fool you. The enrpirical evidence sug-
gests that the Conron Core will have little
effect on Arrerican students’ achieverrent.
The nationwill have to look elsewhere for

ways to inprowve its schools.

The empirical evidence
suggests that the Common
Core will have little effect
on American students’
achievement.
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T his section of the brown center reportisabouttest
score gaps among groups of students identified by race, ethnicity,
family income, or native language—in other words, characteristics

related to socioeconomic status (SES). Much has been written about

such gaps, and the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP)
frequently serves as the source of data to measure them.

There are two NAEP tests: the Mainand the
Long-Term Trend (LTT). Do the two NAERS
provide similar estimetes of SES achieve-
ment ggs? As the analysis below shows, it
appears thet they do not. The discrepancy
hes implications for national education
policy, especially since closing achieverrent
gaps related to SESis a prominent goal of
feceral policy, included in the No Child Left
Behind Act (NCLB), Race to the Top, and the
Blue Ribbon Schools selection criteria. NAEP
senves as the most widely-recognized instru-
nent for determining whether the nation is
meking progress tonards meeting the goal.

Background

Gaps between socioeconomic groups &
nreasured by prominent tests have long
interested observers of US. education. The
Colerman Report of 1966 and subsequent
analyses of the sane deta set, in particular,
the Harvard-oesed Inequality studies, revesled
larce gaps between advantaged and disad-
vantaged youngsters on tests of academic

achieverrent 1o Gaps between blacks and
whites on the SAT, Anerican College Test
(ACT), and Amred Foroes Qualifying Test
(AFQT) have been analyzed to estirrete
differences in preparation for college and
military service and to docunent unecual
opportunities for leaming in Arrerican
society. Redial differences on 1Qtests (e.g.,
Stanford-Binet Intelligence Scales, WWechsler
Intelligence Scale for Children) have been
persistent for several decades and the expla-
nations for them exceedingly controversial -
Inthe 1970s, tests carre under fire
for containing racial bies. A district court
judge in a California court case, Larry Pv
Riles 2 found intelligence tests culturally
biased agginst blacks and banned using
themin that state for placing students into
special education progrars. Analysts often
drawa distinction between achieverrent
tests, designed to measure the meterial
that students have learmed in the pest, and
aptitude tests—ofwhich 1Qtests are aspe-
cies—designed to measure students’ capecity
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for leaming in the future. Aptitude tests
are believed to be rmore prore to cultural
bias because they depart fromthe school
curriculum, meaning thet much of the skill
they measure may be picked up in families
or anong peers, social units thet embody
cultural differences. An achieverrent test,
on the other hand—an Advanced Placerrent
Chemistry BExam for exanple—is explicitly
designed to measure whether students
have learmed curricular meterial thet is
taught in school

These distinctions are fuzzy. What stu-
dents have learmed in the pest undoubtedly
influences their capecity for future leaming.
So there must be sore overlap. Atelling
sign of the confusion is apparent in the
Scholastic Aptitude Test (or SAT), whichwes
renared as the Scholastic /Assessment Test
in the 1990s, and then renamed again in
2003 tojust the SAT, an initialismsignifying
No words s The College Board wes scram:
bling to get on the right side of public views
tonard the word “gptitude.” Aptitude has a
connotation of being innate and immutable.
Achievenent has a connotation of referring
to the knowledge and skills one acquires by
being a good student and working hard at
school. As astatistical nretter, the SAT and
its more achievement-oriented cormpetitor,
the ACT, are highly correlated (with a.cor-
relation coefficient of about 0.92).24

Test iterrs thet are sersitive to cul-
tural differences are described as “tulturally
loaded”” or having a pronounced “tultural
load factor.” Test developers have strict
protocols for screening iterrs for cultural
bias. Despite its narme change, the SAT hes
received scrutiny. Astudy by Roy Freedle,
acognitive psychologist who worked for
over thirty years at the Educational Testing
Service, caused a furor in 2003 by reporting
statistically significant black-white ciffer-
ences on meny SAT itens s
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Freedle exarmined data besed on dif-
ferential itemfunctioning (DIF) of SAT itens,
atechnique thet conpares the responses
of two subgroups of examinees netched
on proficiency. The technigue controls for
owerdl ahility to answer a test? itens correctly,
thereby isolatingwhether other characteristics,
typically race or gender, are associated with
differential performance on particular iten's.
Freedle found thet easy iterrs (those that nost
examinees got correct) on the verbal section of
the SAT favoredwhites. Freedle hypothesized
thet essy itens containwords and concepts
thet are oftenvegue. Bxaniness flesh out the
iters” meanings by calling on their own life
experiences, creating different interpretations
across cultural groups. Harditens contain
words and concepts thet are specialized, nore
technical, nore precise, learmed through edu-
cation, andwith mreanings thet do not vary
across cultural grous.

The study wes replicated in 2010 by
Maria \eronica Santelices and Mark Wilson
enmploying alater SAT data set, more robust
statistical controls, and a different method-
ology that addressed critiques of Freedles
study. They conffirmred the relationship
between item difficulty and differences by
race on verbal iterrs, but found no such
differences with Hispanic students or anong
any subgroups on meth iterns s Again,
black-white differences favoring whites
emerged on the SATS easier iters.

In addition to the psychoretric issues
raised by these studies, policy concerms
about the consequences of ephasizing
either aptitude or achieverent have been
raised by other obosenvers of Arerican edu-
cation. Witing in Eoucation Veek in 1993,
Micheel Kirst and Henry Rowen urged col-
leges and universities to base admissions on
achieverrent tests linked to high school cur-
riculum not on aptitude-oriented tests such
as the SAT. Such anove would enhance

Aptitude has a connota-
tion of being innate and
immutable.



NAEP Main and LTT Gap Differences

Free and Reduced Lunch

Reading
LTT Main Main-LTT Diff*
Age 9/Grade 4 0.70 0.75 0.05
Age 13/Grade 8 0.61 0.69 0.07
Age 17/Grade 12 0.56 0.53 -0.03

LTT

0.70

0.72

0.66

Tate

N
o3

Average Main gap = 0.70, average LTTgap =0.66, Difference = 0.04 (Main larger).

*May not correspond to column difference due to rounding.

NAEP Main and LTT Gap Differences
Black-White

Reading
LTT Main Main-LTT Diff*
Age 9/Grade 4 0.67 0.76 0.08
Age 13/Grade 8 0.60 0.79 0.19
Age 17/Grade 12 0.62 0.69 0.07

LTT

0.72

0.84

0.89

Math
Main Main-LTT Diff*
0.79 0.09
0.76 0.04
0.68 0.01
Tabie
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Math
Main Main-LTT Diff*
0.91 0.19
0.91 0.08
0.88 -0.01

Average Main gap = 0.83, average LTT gap = 0.72, Difference = 0.11 (Main larger).

<+May not correspond to column difference due to rounding.

minority access to higher education, Kirst
and Rowen argued, citing research by John
Bishop of Cormell University showing thet
minority-mejority differentials tend to be
sieller (in standard deviation units) on
achieverrent tests (including the LTTNAEP)
than on aptitude tests (including the SA) 2»

What We Did

The LTT and Main NAERs are given in diif-
ferent years and to slightly different popula-
tions. The LT is age-besed; wheress the
Main NAEP is grade-besed. e first paired
LTT NAEP datawith IMain NAEP cbta. The
2004 LTTwes pairedwith the 2005 Main
NAEP and the 2008 LTTwith the 2009
Main Age 9 on the LTTwes paired with 4th
grack on the Main, ae 13 with s thgradk,

andage 17 with 12th grade. These pairings
are conventional in NAEP analysis, but they
ey introduce bias or influence the findings
reported below in unknown ways.

A& then calculated the achieverrent
gas for both tests on the groups defined by
four SES variables: students qualifying for
free and reduced lunchvs. those who do o,
black vs. white, Hispanic vs. white, and stu-
cents who are English language learmersvs.
those who are not. The gaps were standard-
ized by dividing the point gap by the tests
standard deviation. The standardized gaps are
reported in the tables below; alongwith the
differences between the LTT and Main

Results
Talle 2-1 reports NAEP ggps of students who
do and do not qualify for free and reduced
lunch. Qualifying for the free and reduced
lunch programis often used as a proxy for
poverty in studies of student achieverrent. The
gaps range from0.53 (about one-half stancard
deviation) on the IVBINS test of reeding for
17~year-olcs to 0.79 (about three-quarters of a
stanchrd deviation) on the IMaing test of meth-
enetics for fourth graders. The ggps onboth
tests tell us, not surprisingly, thet students from
wealthier families score significandy higher on
NAEP than students frompoorer families. The
gas are gererally larger on the Mainthen the
LTT—the one exception being reading at age
Tilgrack 12, inwhich the ggp on the LTTis
slighdy larger. The six cells in the table report
anawerage gap of 0.70 on the Mainand 0.66
on the LT, resuiting in a difference of .04.
Put another way, achieverrent gags related to
poverty status are about 0.04 standard devia-
tiors larger on the Main NAEP than on the
LTTNAEP

Teble 2-2 shows data for black-white
differences on the two tests. Again, gaps are
larger on the Vi than the LT, with the
exception at age 17/grace 12 in meth. Two
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of the diifferences are 0.19 standard deviation
units: the gaps for reading at age 13/gracke

s and for meth at age Ygrack 4. These are
nodest effect sizes at best, but as the differ-
ence between two tests, they are noteworthy.
Take the age 13/grace s gaps in reading, for
exarrple. The LTT estimates the black-white
gap s 0.60 and the Mainas 0.79. Thet is
adifference of about 32% If policyrmekers
were to use the LTTNAEP to establisha
beseline and then use the Main NAEP as a
later measure, they would be misled to con-
cluck thet the black-white gap had groan
by 32%%—even though this is an artifact of
differences between the two NAEP tests and
not a redl trend. Conversely, using the Main
NAEP &s abeseline and the LTT as alater
measure would give the false impression of
the gap shrinking by 3296 The two NAEP
tests are not interchangeable when it comes
to measuring black-white test score gaps.

The Hispanic-white gap differences
are reported in Tadle 2-3. The Main NAEP
reports larger gaps than the LTT for all six
subject/age/grade combinations. Inage 9/
grack 4 meth the Hispanic-white gap is 0.72
standard deviations, about 5/%%wider than
the 0.46 Hispanic-white gap on the LTT
NAEP. The averace gap difference is 0.10
between the two tests, but thet is largely
driven by the large age 9Ygrade 4 meth
difference. Omitting thet figure leaves
an averace test difference of 0.06 for the
remeining pairings.

The gaps for English language learrers
(BLD) are presented in Table 2-4. Again, the
IMBin NAEP reports larger gaps thanthe LTT
NAEP. These are the largest test differences
for the four SES variables analyzed Both
differences at age Ygrace 4 are large: 0.19 in
reading and 0.24 in meth. They correspond
to gaps that are 23%larger in reading and
41%larger in math when recorded by the
IMBin NAEP cormpared to the LTT NAEP.
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NAEP Main and LT Gap Differences
Hispanic-White

Reading
LTT Main Main-LTT Diff*
Age 9/Grade 4 0.61 0.72 0.11
Age 13/Grade 8 0.64 0.70 0.06
Age 17/Grade 12 0.53 0.56 0.03

Math

LTT Main Main-LTT Diff*
0.46 0.72 0.26
0.65 0.74 0.09
0.67 0.68 0.01

Average Main gap = 0.69, average LTT gap = 0.59, Difference =0.10 (Main larger).

<+May not correspond to column difference due to rounding.

NAEP Main and LTT Gap Differences
English Language Learners

Reading
LTT Main Main-LTT Diff*
Age 9/Grade 4 0.81 1.00 0.19
Age 13/Grade 8 1.12 1.26 0.14
Age 17/Grade 12 1.06 1.19 0.13

Tab)e

Math

LTT Main Main-LTT Diff*
0.59 0.83 0.24
0.96 1.09 0.13
0.90 1.00 0.10

Average Main gap = 1.06, average LTT gap = 0.90, Difference = 0.16 (Main larger).

*May not correspond to column difference due to rounding.

The firal two tables provide sunmary
data. Table 2-5 reports the average gaps for
each SESvariable and the gap difference
between the Main and LTT NAERs. Keep
in mind thet there is undoubtedly sone
overlap of the SES categories; for exarmple,
the BLLgap differences are surely related to
the Hispanic-white differences. Inaddition,
black and Hispanic students are both nore
likely thanwhite students to be poor, so a
portion of the black-white and Hispanic-
white gaps is shared with the gap pertaining
to free and reduced lunch.

In termrs of groups of students based
on S characteristics, the largest differ-
ences between the LTT and Main NAEP
are with BLL students (see Table 2-5). The
role thet language plays in the two NAEP

The two NAEP tests are
not interchangeable when
it comes to measuring
black-white test score gaps.



Summary of NAEP Main and LTT Gap Differences Tabie

Average by SES Variables

2-5

Increase of Gap on Main

Average Main Gap Average LTT Compared to LTT
Free and Reduced Lunch .70 .66 5.79%
Black-White .83 72 13.92%
Hispanic-White .69 .59 15.78%
ELL 1.06 .90 17.26%
Summary of NAEP Main and LTT Gap Differences Table
Mverage ay auojeci ana uraae
2-6
Average Main Gap Average LTT '”Crgsfﬁpc;frfdafoof#am
Reading 0.80 0.71 12.91%
Math 0.83 0.73 14.06%
Age 9/Grade 4 0.81 0.66 23.07%
Age 13/Grade 8 0.87 0.77 13.16%
Age 17/Grade 12 0.78 0.74 5.29%
tests could be producing different estimetes
of the H.Land non-ELL achieverrent gap.
Table 2-6 takes another cut at the data by
The two tests are showing the tests” differentes by subject

different instruments
for measuring student
learning.

and grack levels. Gaps in meth and read-
ing look similar, but the age Ygrace 4
subjects stand out with the largest differ-
ences. The divergence of the two NAERS
along the dimensions of language and age
is an intriguing finding. Thet, along with
the headline finding thet the Main NAEP
consistently reports larger SES gaps then
the LTT NAEPS are important corsider-
ations for researchers who use NAEP cita to
investigate achieverrent gaps. They are also
important factors for NAEP policymekers
to think about when deciding the future of
the Nation$ Report Card

Discussion

Let3 tackle three questions provoked by the
study? findings: 1) Which NAEP is right?,
2)Why do the two NABEPS differ?, and

3) Does it really netter?

Which NAEP is right?
They may both be right. The two tests are
different instrurents for measuring student
leaming, and although they share the NAEP
label and would no doubt produce highly-
correlated results if given to the sane sanple
of students, they measure different con-
structs. The reading skills assessed on the
LTTNAEP are not the sanre as the reading
skills assessed on the Mbin NAER—nor are
the skills measured by the meth tests com+
perable. In the future, investigations thet dig
down to meke comparisons on anitemby
iterm basis may discover thet the Main NAEP
produces inflated estimates of achieverrent
gaps or thet the LTT undkerstates those gays,
but this preliminary investigation only
nekes astart by comparing the relative per-
formance gaps of sulbgroups on each test.

Why do the two NAEPs differ in
measuring SES achievement gaps?
Content differences may play ardle. As just
mentioned, the Main NAEPwes designed to
assess different skills and concepts than the
LTT NAEP, which had a nearly twenty-year
track record when the IMain NAEP wes first
launched in 1990. Ineth, for exanple,
the LTT NAEP focuses nore on conpulting
with whole numbers and fractiors; the Vain
NAEP on how students apply methenatics
to solve problerrs. In reading, the LTTNAEP
presents shorter passages, more vocabulary
words in isolation, and nrore itens asking
students to identify the main idea of a pes-
sage. The IMBin NAEP hes abroader selec-
tion of literary forms and asks students to

conpare multiple texts »
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NEither test is absolute on these
dimensions; for instance, the Main NAEP
in meth includes some computation iterrs,
and the LTT includes problemsolving itens.
The difference is one of enphasis. To better
neasure howwell students apply knowl-
edge, to assess abroader array of topics, and
to “modermize”the national assessiment, the
Mhin NAEP wes created. But the upshot is
this: the contermporary skills and knowledge
neasured by the Main NAEP, cormpared
to the nore traditional skills assessed by
the Long-Term Trend, mey be nore influ-
enced by the background experiences of
students. That would widen the measured
gaps between groups defined by socioeco-
nomic characteristics. If attending school
works to reduce such differences, that would
also explainwhy the largest discrepancies
between the two NAERs appear with the
youngest pairing of students (9-year-olds/
fourth grackrs) rather than the older ones.

Another possibility is thet disadvan-
taged students are less likely to be exposed
to the knowledge and skills on the Main
NAEP as conyared to the LTT NAEP. Fewer
opportunities to learm the Main NAEPS
content in schools serving a preponderance
of poor children, for exanple, would widen
gaps between students qualifying for free
and reduced lunch and those fromwealthier
households. The Main NAEP also poses
nore openended, constructed-response
itenrs, as opposed to the multiple choice or
short answer iterrs thet are nore prevalent
on the LTT. Research shows thet different
item forrets can affect the performance of
H.L students. A 1999 study by the Arrerican
Institutes for Research investigated why
students do not answer many NAEP iters.
The researchers found thet constructed-
response itens were much rrore likely to be
skipped than rultiple choice iterrs, and thet
students with limited English proficiency
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were especially prone to non-responses on
cornstructed-response itemns 2o

Does it really matter?
Achievenrent gaps command the nation$
attention. The No Child Left Behind Act estab-
lished a national goal of closing achieverent
gaps between groups based on race, ethnic-
ity, economic status, and disaility. An out-
pouring of scholarship has docunented the
persistence of gaps, explored their causes,
and evaluated interventions to reduce
themso Analysis of trends in achieverrent
gaps on NAEP is a regular feature of reports
fromthe US. Departnent of Educationa
Messuring the megnitude of achieverrent
gaps is an inportant function of NAER,
and it is important thet the estimates be as
precise as possible. As noted above, the fact
that the two NAEP tests gererate different
estimetes is not necessarily a problem but it
does deserve investigation and explanation.

The mere existence of two NAEP tests
confuses many followers of test scores. The
confusion surely increases when histori-
cal acoounts of gap trends are published.
Because the IMiin NAEP wes started in 1990,
studiies of achieverrent gaps before then
st rely on the LTT= But only national
trends can be tracked before 1990 because
the LTT does not produce state scores.
Studies of state gap trends must rely on the
Mein NAEP: In addition, studies examining
gaps in the percentage of students attaining
specific achieverrent levels (for exarmple, the
percentage of blacks and whites scoring at
advanced, proficient, besic, or below besic)
are confired to the Main NAEP The LT
NAEP does not have such levels

The upshot is this: studies conducted
with one NAEP may have yielded different
findings if they had been conducted with the
other NAEP State gaps would be narrower if
measured with an LTTNAEP. Pre-1990 gaps

Studies conducted with
one NAEP may have
yielded differentfindings
if they had been conducted
with the other NAEP



The goal of assessing
higher-order skills is
laudable but must be
implemented cautiously.

would be wider if measured with the Main
NAEE The widening of the black-white ggp
from 24 to 27 scale score points on the age 9
LTT meth test from 1988-1990, a reversal of
several years of steady narroning, falls well
within the LTT-Main difference found by

the current study (about 26249 on neasur-
ing gaps inmeth a thet age and grace. The
point extends to other databeses based on
NAEP tests. The reading and math assess-
ments of the Early Childhood Longitudinal
Study (ECLS), which revedl large achieve-
ment gaps anong kindergartrers in their
first days of school, are besed on the Main
NAEP:s They even include some publicly-
released Miin NAEP itens.ss The current
study suggests that an EQLS with a test
based on the LTT NAEP would find rer-
rovner geps.

Afiral word regarding higher-order
iterrs. The goal of assessing higher-order
skills is laudable but must be implenented
cautiowsly. Higher-order test iterrs are more
prore to cultural bias than iterrs assessing
basic skills. Two reasors. First, besic skills
are universally agreed upon, transcend cul-
ture, and even constitute aworld curricu-
lum sz Abstract skills—application, analysis,
synthesis, and evaluation—are varied in
interpretation and nore strongly influenced
by the cultural lens through which they
are interpreted and expressed s Second,
higher-order iters often ask for constructed
responses fromexaminees as opposed to
sinmpler response formets (e.g., multiple
choice). Inmethemetics, such itens typi-
cally go beyond “Showing oneswork” and
require students to explain their reasoning
or to comunicate sonething about the
metherretics of the problerrs. Iterrs involv-
ing only metherretical syrmbols do not rely
on language skills. As noted above, L
students are more likely than native English
speakers to skip constructed response iters.

The reliance on expressive languege is
unavoidable on English language arts tests,
of course, but may introduce cultural bias
into meth tests that should be avoided on
our national assessment.
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| NTERNATIONAL TEST SCORES RECEIVE A LOT OF ATTENTION,
especially when first released. The press scrambles to find pundits
offering instant analysis. Policy makers pour over the results to

glean lessons for governments. Advocates look for evidence to bolster

pre-existing arguments. This section of the Brown Center Report is about

errors that arise from such interpretations, focusing on the three most

common and potentially most misleading mistakes that are made

when interpreting international tests scores.

Approximetely fifty years ago, the founcers the PISAwes 492 in 2006. Inonly six years,
of intermational assessments believed thet Poland went frombelow average to above
comparing nations on tests of academic averacg, leapfrogging such countries as
achieverrent would allowtheworld tosene  Japan, Gemrany, and the United Kingdom
as a laboratory of innovation and experi- What explains Poland3 great sucoess?

mentation, thet intemational tests could

Almost immrediately, explanations converged

illuminate the different approaches thet on ore reform tracking. In 1999, Poland
countries take to solve educations problens  changed its trackingsystem Inthe old system
and the relative effectiveress of these efforts.  compullsory education (prinrary school) enced
The promise of intermational assessents is after eight years of schooling—at about age 15.
not advanced when data are misused so Of those students rratriculating to secondary
schools, about helfwent to vocational schools
Dubious Causality focused on preparation for industrial sectors,
Let’ start with amystery: what explains one-thirdwent to technical vocational schools,
the huge leap in Poland3 readiing soores on and about one-fifth attended acadenic schools
the Prograne for Intermational Student @yoeum) thet prepared studkents for college.
Assessirent (PISA)? Tre test is given to Alfter the refoms, primary education enced
15year-olds every three years. In2000, after six years of schooling, with the next three
Poland scored 480, then 497 in 2003, and years devoted to anew compulsory, conrpre-
508 in 2006, atruly remarkable gain of 28 hersive loner secondary level (gynmesium).
points in six years. To place these gairs in This postponed separation into vocational and
perspective, the intermational average on acadenic schools and extended cormpulsory
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education to about age 16, giving most
15year-olds an extra year of academic
instruction that they did not experience
uncer the old system

The Polish system, whether pre- or
post-reform should not be confused with
tracking in the US. All tracking systens
separate students for instruction, but track-
ing differs as much across countries &
health care systens or the side of the street
onwhich cars are driven In the Polish
system, tracking begins when students
are divided into vocational or acadermic
strearrs thet attend separate schools. Inthe
USS,, 15-year-olds are typically sophormores
attending a comprehersive high schooal,
one offering both vocational and academic
courses. There are no formal vocational or
acadermic strearrs. All sophormores must take
several acadermic courses, with the specific
requirerents mandated by states. \ithin
academic subjects, students may be tracked
into classes distinguished by skill level (e.g.,
Honors English, English 10, or Rerrediial
Reading) or curricular content (e.g.,
Geonretry, Algebra, or Gereral Vath). These
groupings are decided subject by subject. It
is possible for students to be enrolled inan
above-grade-level class in one subject and
an at-grack or even below~grade-level dlass
in another subject. In addition, students
are not locked into a single track and may
nove up or down alevel depending on their
performance the previous year .«

The two key elerrents of the Polish
tracking reformwere the delay in separat-
ing students by ahility for one year and the
extrayear of exposure to academic learming
that vocational students now received. The
two initiatives are independent. \ocational
prograns, if policy mekers so decide, may
include one or more years of intersive aca-
dermic study. Many analysts decided thet the
one year delay in tracking wes the reason for
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Polands jump in PISAscores. The first dec-
laration carre fromthe authors of the 2006
PISAscore report, as evident in the 2006
PISA Bxecutive Summary: “Along-term
trend in OECD countries hes been to reduce
the ampunt of separation and trackingin
secondary education. The most recent mejor
example of this is Poland, whaose reading
results before and after this education reform
are reported in PISA: 1 The Executive
Summary goes on to cast the reformas cost-
free, producing gairs without affecting other
students: “Here [inPoland], aninmprove-
ment in results anong lower ability students
immediately after the reformwes not at the
expense of higher ability students, whose
results also rose in the subsequent period - «2
Soon after, a\\orld Bark study
pressed harder on the thene of causdlity,
“Poland reading score wes below the CECD
average in 2000, at the CECD aerae in
2003, and above the CECD average in 2006,
ranking 9th armong al countries in the
world.... With regard to the factors respon-
sible for the improvenent, the delayed
tracking into vocational streans appears to
be the most critical factor: « The study also
mentioned the extra language and reading
instruction thet prospective vocational stu-
dents were receiving as a contributing factor.
The hypothesis thet delayed trad<
ing lead to gairs is certainly ressoneble.
Hanushek and Wbessimann show thet nations
with later tracking (ironically, the USS. is
coded s alate tradker in the study; 4 have
higher PISA soores than nations with earlier
tradking. Also, as the orld Bank study and

CECD arelyses indicated improverrent Tracking differs as much

in Poland scores wes most pronounced at )
the bottom of the achieverrent distribution. among countries as health
Lowachievers meck: larger gains thenhigh care systems or the side

achievers. Several studies of tracking, whether
the Arerican or European style, have found
thet tracking can depress the achieverrent

of the street on which cars
are driven.



Nations that Gained in PISA Reading (2000-2009) Table
Sorted by Change in Score j

Peru
Chile
Albania
Indonesia
Latvia
Israel
Poland
Portugal
Liechtenstein
Brazil
Korea
Hungary

Germany

PISA Reading
2009

370
449
385
402
484
474
500
489
499
412
539
494

497

J N

Share of low
performers

Change in Score
(2000-2009)

Share of top
performers

43 -14.8 0.4
40 -17.6 0.8
36 -13.7 0.l
31 -15.2 0.0
26 -12.5 -1.2
22 -6.7 3.3
21 -8.2 1.3
19 -8.6 0.6
17 -6.4 -0.4
16 -6.2 0.8
15 0 7.2
14 5.1 1

13 -4.2 1.2

Source: PISA 2009 Results: Learning Trends: Changes in Student Performance Since 2000 (Volume V)

(OECD, 2010).

of lowachievers. InPoland, these are the
students who would have been assigned to
the vocational track: It makes sense thet their
achieverent would rise after gaining an extra
year of acadermic instruction.

Sowhat’ the mystery? Isnt the
evidence persuasive thet tracking reform
wes responsible for Polands gairs. VI,
no, its not. Delaying tracking by ayear may
have contributed to Polands gairs, but thet
simply cannot be concluded fromPISA cita
Hypothesized, yes, but concluded, no.

Dont forget that 2000 wes the first
year of PISA W& dont know Polands trend
before 2000. Polands reading gairs, and
indeed the growth at the bottom of the dis-
tribution, may have started before the track-
ing reformin 1999. The 2000 score may
have merely detected a trend already under-
way. Also, as noted above, it wes the 2006
PISAscores thet led to tracking reformbeing
identified as influencing Poland3 gairs.
Interestingly, Polands reading score dipped

s POiNts in the very next release of scores, in
2009. Nore of the analysts who ascribed the
2000-2006 gain to the new tracking policy
suspected that the 2006-2009 decline wes
related to the reform

It turms out thet by 2009 analysts could
see thet rising scores at the bottomof the
achievenrent distributionwere not only hap-
pening in Poland. As an CECD publication
published after the 2009 scores explairs, “In
nearly all the countries thet showed inproved
performence during the period, [2000-2009]
the percentage of low performrers dropped,
meaning thet the number of students who
soored below the PISAbeseline reading pro-
ficiency Level 2 wes significantly smaller in
2009 thanin 2000: s

None of the ather twelve nations in
Tadle 3-1 implerented tracking reform And
all registered gairs. Indeed, six nations man-
aoed larger reading gains than Poland! And
six evidenced larger gairns anmong students
performing at the bottom of the distribution
Tradding reformwes not the key to these suc-
oesses. Andlit may not be the key to Polands.

Polands 1999 education refoms
were not limited to tracking. Instead, they
involved a complete overhaul of the Polish
school system including such inportant
elerrents as decentralization of authority and
greater autonomy for schools, an increase
in teacher salaries, anew system of national
assessiment, adoption of a core curriculum
and national standards, reform of teacher
education at the university level, and anew
system of teacher promotionas Ary one of
these policies—or several in combination—
may have produced Poland3 gairs on PISA
Soe may have even produced negative
effects, dragging down achieverrent, while
others offset the losses with larger gairs.
The point is this: no single reformcan
be plucked fromseveral reforms adopted
simultaneously and declared to have hed the
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greatest positive inpact. Not based on PISA
data. The data do not allow it

Inckeed, it is also possible thet Polands
gains were not the result of policy choices a
al. Ina2011 address on his nations PISA
gains, Miroslaw Sielatycki, Under-Secretary
of State, Ministry of National Education in
Poland, shared polling data indicating thet
the attitudes of the Polish people shifted
draretically around the tine of the reforms.
In 1993, less than half (4299 believed itwes
“Gefinitely worth it” to get an education. In
2002, the percentage had jumped to 6 s %
and in 2009 reached 6 s % .47

The public changingviewof the
inportance of education may have produced
the gains on PISA. Or perheys the 1999 policy
dhanges produced apositive effect, but only
conditional on shifting public attitucks, with
tracking reformaontributing only atiny bit to
this dynamic. No orne knows for sure. Todri-
bute Polands 2000-2006 gairs inPISAreeding
soores to tracking reformis a dear case of dubi-

ous casdlity, unsupported by the evidence.

The Problem With Rankings
Beryore loves rankings. Intermatioral

test results are frequendy summarized by
national rankings, introducing al kinds of
mistakes into the interpretation of results.
When the 2009 PISAscores were released,
for exarrple, the Associated Press reported
thet “Cut of 34 countries assessed, the US.
ranked 14thin reading, 17tin science, and
25thinmath- s The rankings are correct, but
actually 65 netional and sub-national partici-
pants took the test. The 34 nations referred
tointhe Associated Press artide are the
economically developed nations belonging to
the Organisation for Economic Co-operation
and Develgpment (OECD), amitting the
dozers of developing countries thet took the
test and mostly scored lover thenthe US
The Huffington Post3 headllire, “US. Falls
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in\Wbrid Education Rankings, Rated ‘Aerae™
misleads readkers into thinking thet Arrerican
performance on PISAdeclined framthe previous
time Arerican stucknts took the tests Infect,
inall three subjects, US. soores inproved: from
495 10500 in reading (the previous score is from
2003), from474 to 487 in meth, and from489
10 502 in science. The “ated average”” conclusion
is acourate. But the US. has never been rated
above average on PISA and the 2009 scores
showirrproverrent for the US,, not dedlire.

Beyond the misleading press accounts,
focusing on rankings hes several pitfalls. Hrst,
the confidence that two close rankings are
truly different may not be established in terrs
of statistical significance. This is fundamen-
tally important in interpreting intermetional
scores. Because national scores are derived
froma randomly selected group of students,
tests like PISAand TIVBS (and NAER, for
that netter) contain sampling error, noise
thet necessitates placing sorme “iggle room”
around each estimate so Theword “error’”is
not pejorative in this usage but simply refers
to astatistical property thet must be consid-
ered in meking an estimate fromsanpling.
Forturetely, sampling error can be calculated.
W\ refer to scores outside this wiggle room
(based onwhat is known as the *Standard
error’) &s statistically significantly different.

The authors of PISAand TIVBS o to
great lengths preparing tables of results thet
incorporate sarpling error into the estinetes
of national averages. Unfortunetely, the tables
are usually ignored. Lets examine asmall por-
tion of the relevant table from TIVBS 2007 4*
Grack Meth to see how rankings can mislead if
they are interpreted incorrectly.

Fgure 3-1 displays the relative rank-
ings of the top fifteen nations in fourth-gracke
methenetics, rank-ordered by their average
scale score (second colunm). Here is abesic
gquice to how to read the table. The buttons to
the right of the average scale scores point up

To attribute Poland’
2000-2006 gains in PISA
reading scores to tracking
reform is a clear case of
dubious causality.



Sample Excerpt From TIMSS 2007 International

Mathematics Report

Figure

3-1

Exhibit 1.2  TIMSS 2007 Multiple Comparisons of Average
Mathematics Achievement

Instructions: Read across the row fora country to compare performance with the countries listed along the

the average achievement ofthe country in the row is significantly lower than that of the comparison count!
country, or if there is no statistically significant difference between the average achievement of the two cou

ftisi y
lip H \§J
-
Country \g
o i K 2 >a
{ o tillow- o . gg%é 5E C in Sg |l p 5 *
e B Xiu®;
S S|
Hong Kong SAR 607 36) Qoo0000000000
Singapore 599 (3.7) OOO 0000000O0O0O0
Chinese Taipei 576 (17) ® 000000000000
Japan 568 (21) ®® 00000000000
Kazakhstan 549 (7.) ®®® 000O0O0O
Russian Federation 544 (4.9 ®®® 0000O0O0
England 541 (29) RIRIR) 0000 0O
Latvia 537 (23) RIIR) 0o000O0O
Netherlands 535 (21 ® 00 0O
Lithuania 530 (24) PFRRRARA®® 000
United States 529 (24) RIRIRIRIG (/0]
Germany 525 (2.3) PRRRA® RB®® 00
Denmark 523 (24) ®®®®®®®®® 0
Australia 516 (35) ®®®®® ®®®®
Hungary 510 (35 ®®®® ®®®®®®®®
Source: Ina V.S. Mullis et al., TIMSS 2007 International Mathematics Report (Chestnut Hill, MA:
TIMSS & PIRLS International Study Center, Boston College), page 36.
or down or are blank, conmparing acountry

Rankings must be

interpreted cautiously.

on asingle rowwith another country in a
single colunm. Now look at each cell at the
intersection of rons and colunns. Doan

buttons mean the row country scored below

the column country to a degree thet is

statistically significant. Up buttons mean the
row country scored higher than the colunm
country by a statistically significant anmount.
And cells that are blank—aggin, these are at
the intersection of rowand colunm coun-
tries—indicate thet the two countries’ scores
cannot be distinguished statistically. Those
countries’ scores should be corsidered
statistically equivalent; sarmpling error does
not allow the conclusion thet one country
outscored the other.
Let’ look at the USS. as anexanrple.
It ranks 11tanong the fourth-grace TIVES
natiors. Reading across the row the aver-
age soore wes 529 with a standard error

(in parentheses) of 2.4 paints. Inthe next
eight cells, the down buttons indicate thet

the U.S. scored below eight countries to an
extent thet is statistically significant. \&
can be pretty confident, at the %5%level

of confidence, that US. math achieve-
ment on TIVBS 2007 wes lower than those
eight nations. Then there are five blank
cells, indicating thet the US. performance
is indistinguishable statistically fromthe
colunn countries—Netherlands, Lithuania,
the US. itself, Germrany, and Denmark.
Then two countries, Austria and Hungary,
have up buttons. The USS. outscored them
to astatistically significant degree, along
with another 21 countries out of view to the
right in the original table. Astaterrent that
We can be confident in meking, then, is thet
USS. scored below eight countries, the sare
as four countries, and above twenty-three
countries in metherretics.

Note how statistical significance affects
any changes in ranking. Ifthe US. hed
slipped to 12 *place in this table (with ascore
of 525, where Germrary is) or had risen to
9th(with asoore of 535, the place held by
Netherlands), it would meke no difference in
termrs of reporting a statistically indlistinguish-
able soore fromits actual score of 529. Nore.
This table is fromasingle test, the 2007
TIMBS Both TIVBS and PISAalso produce
tables that factor in statistical significance
in change scores over tie. Thet involves a
different calculation then illustrated here (the
perticipants are different, and each nation3
stancard error s different because each test
produces a different set of test scores) but
this exarmple dermonstrates the besic point.
Rankings must be interpreted cautiously.

The potential for misinterpretation
is exacerbated by the fact thet rankings
arenot equal intenval. Thet is, the distance
between two rankings mey be larger or
sireller somawhere else in the distribution.
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Part IIP. Misinterpreting International Test Scores

Look at Fgure 3-1 again. If Kazakistans
soore of 549 were boosted 18 points, to
567, it would still rank the sarre, in 5h
place behind Japans 568. But an increase in
CGermany soore of 18 points, from 525 to
543, would elevate it from 12hto 7hplace.
These two hypothetical gains are identi-

cal in termrs of scale soore points, but they
result in very different changes in rankings.
Careless obsenvers might be inpressed by
Germanys increase of 18 points but con-
sider Kazakistans exact sane improverrent
inconsequential, and theywould be seri-
ously misled as to how the two nations are
performing. It cannot be stressed enough:
interpret rankings cautiously.

The A+ Country Fallacy

The third misinterpretation can be dealt
with quickly because it is related to the pre-
vious two. Itis misleading, as shown with
the case of Poland, to pull one policy froma
country? entire reformagenda and pro-
claimthet it alore produced achange in test
soores. It is also misleading to focus on rank-
ings. Add to those two errors the practice

of focusing on asingle policy fromasingle
country at the top of the rankings—and a
triple mistake hes been committed. Thats
what sorme people do (nostly pundiits, but,
sadly, a few researchers who should know
better) when they say “Country Xis doing
something I favor, and Country X scores at
the top on TIMBS and PISA therefore whet |
favor is agood idea.”

So two mexin's right up frat. Arst, in
orckr to determine whether apolicyis good
orbed, there must be variationin the policy
aoross abservable units. Put another way; if
everyore is doing the sarre thing, you cannot
tell whether thet thingis good or bed. There
st be variation so thet the nations, states,
district, or schools embracing the policy can
be conpared to those without it. Second, the
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entire range of the distribution must be exam:
ined. Focusing on the top end of any distritou-
tionis bound to mislead, espedially if causality
is corstrued frommnrere doservables (Character-
istics thet can be seen and recorded). Low
performing and average-performring countries
have as much to dffer in providing knowledge
about how policies work (or dontwork) as do
high-performing countries.

Inthe USS,, advocates of anational
curriculum have for years pointed to nations
at the top of TIMBS and PISA rankings and
argued thet because those countries have
national curriculuns, a national curric-
lummust be good. The arguent is with-
out rrerit. What the advocates neglect to
olosernve is that countries at the bottom of the
intermational rankings also have anational
curriculum In fact, alnost al netions have
national curriculuns! And the most notable
countries featuring federal systerrs and
historically having no national curriculum—
Australia, Germrany, the United States—have
been taking steps towards either adopting a
national curriculum or reducing differences
among state and provincial standarck.

Ancther exarmple of this mistake is the
recent outbreak of Finlandworship inthe
United States. Inthe 1990s, it wes Japan. In
addition to dominating several industries,
Japan scored at the top of intermational tests
in the 1980s and 1990s. Arrericans rushed
to copy various aspects of Japanese educa-
tion and business (e.g., lesson study, the
terets of W Edward Deming). Now thet
PISAis the most prominent intermational
test of high school students and Finland
scores very high on al three subjects (read-
ing, meth, and science), it is Ainland thet
many believe deserves emulation. VWiting in
The New Republicin 2011, Samuel E Abrans
cited srall class sizes, highly-paid teach
ers, providing ample play time to students,
social pronotion, detracking, and the spare

Focusing on the top
of any distribution is
bound to mislead.



...the prudence of policies,
if being evaluated based
on international evidence,
should never bejudged
by a single nation’
reaction to them.

use of standardized tests s policy positions
onwhich the US. should follow Finlands:
Pasi Sahllberg argues that the Arerican trend
towards using value-added rmeasures for
evaluating teacher performance would be
met with opposition in Anland:

“1t5 very difficult to use this ceta
to say anything aboout the effec-
tiveress of teadhers. Ifyou tried
to do thisin my country, Hnnish
teacherswould probebly go on
strike and wouldnt retumuntil
this crazy ideavent anay Hnms
dontbelieve you canrdligly
nreasure the essence of leaming =

The irony, of course, is thet Finlands
exalted status in education circles comes
fromwhat Finns gpparently do not believe
in—easurerrents of leaming. The PISA
data do not clearly confirmor deny
Sahibergs clainrs about value-added evalue-
tions of teachers, but thats not the real les-
son here ss The lesson is thet the prudence
of policies, if being evaluated based on inter-
national evidence, should never be judged
by asingle nation3 reaction to them Nor by
the experience of a few nations. Case studies
can be helpful in gererating hypotheses, but
not in testing for causal effects thet can le
gereralized beyond the case study nations’
borders. Tosimply select one or two favor-
ite policies out of everything a few nations
do, even if those nations are high perform:
ing, and declare that other countries should
follow their exarmple is not very informetive
and certainly not good policy analysis.

Conclusion

Intermational test scores are avaluable
resource for policy mekers and of grest
interest to the public. As this section of the
Brown Center Report hes illustrated, the

results are also wilnerable to misinterpreta:
tion, especially when cited as evidence in
political battles over the wisdom of adopting
particular policies. Three misinterpretations
are cormmon. Hrst, dubious clains of causal-
ity. Arguents have been made thet Poland
tracking reforms spurred achievenent gairs
on the PISAreading test from 2000-2009.

It is plausible thet tracking reform contrib-
uted to Polands success, but the evidence is
weak. Other countries accormplished gains
just &s large as Polands without engaging in
tracking reform Many of them also boosted
the soores of low achievers as much as
Poland diid. Mbreover, Poland adopted sev-
eral inportant refors at the sarre tine thet
tracking reformtook place, and it is inpos-
sible to disentangle the effects of one reform
fromthe others. Polish attitudes tonards
education shifted drametically during this
period and may have provided cultural sup-
port for achieverrent.

Asecond common mistake is the
misuse of national rankings. The test scores
underlying two adjacent rankings, or even
several close rankings, may not be statisti-
cally significantly different. Rankings are not
equal interval—they differ invarious parts
of the distribution—so a nation mayjump
saveral rankings with a gain thet is actually
simller than thet of a country whose ranking
stays the sae. Rankings must be inter-
preted with great caution.

Hnally the A+ country fallacy is a
commmon mistake. Pointing to asingle, high
sooring country, or agroup of them and
declaring thet ore or more of their policies
should be adopted by other countries is
misguicked. It conmbines the errors of meking
dubious causal clains and misusing rankings,
and by ignoring evidence fromlow or average
scoring nations on the sare policy question,
produces atriple error, atrue whopper in
misinterpreting intermational test scores.
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Alaska State Legislature

Juneau Interim
State Capitol Bldg., Rm 104 1292 Sadler Way, Ste 328
Juneau, AK 99801-1182 Fairbanks, AK 99701
Phone (907) 465-4527

Phone (907) 452-3434
Fax (907) 465-2197 Fax (907) 452-3430
Representative, alan.dick@legis.state.ak.us Toll-Free (800) 491-4527

Representative Alan Dick
House District 6

Sponsor Statement
CS HB 330 (EDC) Version X: State Standards

State education funding support for public K-12 education is increasing at a significant
rate and yet, many districts are struggling to maintain instructional programs to meet
student needs. Additionally, proposed State education standards are on the brink of
adoption, without significant private sector input. The stakes and costs for rushing to
adoption are high. The standards must be rigorous, but meaningful.

CS HB 330 (EDC) creates a Joint Legislative Task Force Sustainable Education to:
» examine the efficiency and effectiveness of education delivery in Alaska, with a
specific focus on:
o education funding and educational standards, and
o the ability to prepare students for significant careers.
* The Task Force will submit a report of its findings and proposed legislative
changes to the governor, the legislature and the Board of Education and Early

Development by September 30, 2013 and make any additional reports it
considers advisable.

Members of the Task Force will represent:
* The Legislature
 The Department of Education & Early Development
* Small business
e The University of Alaska teachers’program
* Local school officials
* Major Alaska career destinations of high school graduates

The Task Force’s specific duties include:

1. Creating a process for vetting proposed education standards before the standards
are adopted by the state board of Education and Early Development

2. Discussing separate education tracks for college bound and vocation bound;

3. Evaluating school district challenges that result from implementation of federal
education laws;

4. Evaluating the efficacy, cost-effectiveness, and redundancies of various education
assessments, including the high school graduation qualifying examination;

5. Conducting an analysis of public education funding that includes:


mailto:alan.dick@legis.state.ak.us

A. The adequacy of public school funding for coverage of appropriate education
expenses;

B. A determination of the appropriate uses of the base student allocation;

C. Alternative methods of addressing fluctuating energy, health, insurance,
personnel, and pupil transportation costs;

D. The total amounts of state, local, and federal funding available to each
district and for each category of special needs service area;

E. A comparison of the allocation of administrative and instructional personnel
among districts;

F. Whether the allocation of administrative and instructional personnel has an
effect on the ability to provide effective instructional services in each district; and

G. The effect of pension and health care expenses on total state education
costs.
6. Evaluate the availability of courses meeting core academic curriculum

requirements under the Alaska Merit Scholarship in each district.

The State educational content and performance standards are the foundation of our
educational system. Upon them are built a massive superstructure:
. The writing of the Grade Level Expectations (GLEY);

. The choice of expensive curricula in 53 different districts;

. Thousands of teacher hours aligning new curricula to the new standards;

. Hundreds of thousands of dollars of professional development;

. $7.0 million of new assessment tools;

. Over $1.2B annual funding supporting the system driven by the new standards; and

. The quality of instruction for over 130,000 students.

The cost-to-date of producing the standards the Department of Education & Early
Development is proposing for adoption has been $270,886. The standards were created in
eight separate meetings attended by a sliver of stakeholders. The superstructure built
upon them as well as annual maintenance will cost multiple billions of dollars and directly
impact every facet of instruction statewide.

Educational funding and student performance are under continual intense scrutiny. These
subjects are the source of great consternation for parents, educators and policy makers. It
only makes sense that the foundation of our educational system for the next six-year cycle
should be of the highest quality and directed at fulfilling our mission statements.

Prepared by: A. Kreitzer 2 March 26, 2012
Staff to Rep. Alan Dick



Alaska State

Juneau

State Capitol Bldg.,, Rm 104
Juneau, AK 99801-1182
Phone (907) 465-4527

Fax (907) 465-2197

Representative.alan.dick@legis.state.ak.us

Representative Alan Dick

Legislature

House District 6

Sectional Analysis
CS HB 330 (EDC) Version X
State Education Standards

Section 1:

Interim
1292 Sadler Way, Ste 328
Fairbanks, AK 99701
Phone (907) 452-3434
Fax (907) 452-3430

(800)491-4527

Sets out the findings substantiating the creation of the Jt. Legislative
Task Force on Sustainable Education.

Section 2:

The purpose of the Task Force is to:
» examine the efficiency and effectiveness of education delivery in
Alaska, with a specific focus on
o education funding and educational standards, and
o the ability to prepare students for significant careers.

* The Task Force will submit a report of its findings and proposed
legislative changes to the governor, the legislature and the
Board of Education and Early Development by September 30,
2013 and make any additional reports it considers advisable.

The duties of the task force begin at Page 2, Line 30:

1. Create a process for vetting proposed education standards before the
standards are adopted by the state board of Education and Early

Development

2. Propose separate education tracks for postsecondary vocational and

college readiness;

3. Evaluate school district challenges that result from implementation of

federal education laws;

4. Evaluate the efficacy, cost-effectiveness, and redundancies of various
education assessment, including the high school graduation qualifying
examination, and make recommendations to the legislature, the governor
and the state Board of Education and Early Development for
improvement or restructuring of assessments;

Prepared By: A. Kreitzer, Staff to
Representative Alan Dick, Sponsor
CS HB 330 Version X March 26, 2012
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5. Conduct an analysis of public education that funding that includes:

A. A determination of the adequacy of public school funding for
coverage of appropriate education expenses;

B. A determination of the appropriate uses of the base student
allocation;

C. Alternative methods of addressing fluctuating energy, health,
insurance, personnel, and pupil transportation costs;

D. The total amounts of state, local, and federal funding available
to each district and for each category of special needs service area;

E. Acomparison of the allocation of administrative and
instructional personnel among districts;

F. Whether the allocation of administrative and instructional
personnel has an effect on the ability to provide effective instructional
services in each district; and

G. The effect of pension and health care expenses on total state
education costs
6. Evaluate the availability of courses meeting core academic
curriculum requirements under AS 14.43.820(a)(3) in each district.

The membership of the Task Force begins on Page 3, Line 31:
The Task Force members are appointed by the Senate President
and House Speaker and represent:
a. Six members of the Legislature including chairmen of the
Education Committees
b. Nine members as follows:
i. arepresentative of the Department of Education and Early
Development
ii. asmall business owner
iii. a superintendent
iv. a school board member
v. a University of Alaska representative who oversees the
teachers’ program
vi. a public member
vii. three representatives of major career destinations of
high school graduates in the state, jointly nominated by the
commissioner of labor and workforce development and the
commissioner of commerce, community, and economic
development.

The task force meets at the call of the chair. The Senate President and
House Speaker shall jointly appoint the chair and vice chair of the task

force.

Prepared By: A. Kreitzer, Staff to
Representative Alan Dick, Sponsor
CS HB 330 Version X March 26, 2012



Section 3:

The existing content and performance standards will remain in
effect until the new process is developed and the newly vetted standards
are adopted.

Section 4:
The task force is repealed on July 1, 2014. The temporary law in
Section 3 is also repealed July 1, 2014.

Section 5:
The bill has an immediate effective date.

Prepared By: A. Kreitzer, Staff to
Representative Alan Dick, Sponsor
CS HB 330 Version X March 26, 2012



NORTH SLOPE BOROUGH SCHOOL DISTRICT

Nunamiut Ameaaut
Nunamiut School
P.O. Box 21029
Anaktuvuk Pass,
Alaska 99721

(907) 661-3226

FAX (907) 661-6215

Ataasuk Eagles Tiirmiaaoat

Meade River School
P.O. Box 91030
Atgasuk, Alaska 99791
(907) 633-6315

FAX (907) 633-6215

Barrow Whalers
Barrow High School
P.O. Box 960

Barrow, Alaska 99723
(907) 852-8950

FAX (907) 852-8969

HMS Wolves

Eben Hopson, Sr.,
Memorial Middle School
P.O. Box 509

Barrow, Alaska 99723
(907) 852-3880

FAX (907) 852-7794

Arctic Foxes

Fred Ipalook
Elementary School
P.O. Box 450

Barrow, Alaska 99723
(907)852-4711

FAX (907) 852-4713

Kiita Ugpiich

Kiita Learning Community
P.O. Box 169

Barrow, Alaska 99723
(907) 852-9677

FAX (907) 852-4334

Kaveolook Rams

Harold Kaveolook School
P.O. Box 20

Kaktovik, Alaska 99747
(907) 640-6626

FAX (907) 640-6718

Nuiasut Traooers
Trapper School

P.O. Box 89167
Nuigsut, Alaska 99789
(907)480-6712

FAX (907) 480-6621

Tikivaa Haroooners
Tikigag School

P.O. Box 148

Point Hope, Alaska 99766
(907) 368-2262/2263
FAX (907) 368-2770

Kali Qavviich

Kali School

P.O. Box 59077

Point Lay, Alaska 99759
(907) 833-2311

FAX (907) 833-2315

Alak Huskies

Alak School

P.O. Box 10

Wainwright, Alaska 99782
(907) 763-2541

FAX (907) 763-2565

HB 330: State Standards
Testimony to Committee
2/24/2012

Peggy Cowan

I’m Peggy Cowan, superintendent of schools for the North Slope Borough School
District.

Good morning Chairman Dick, members of the committee, thank you for inviting
me to speak today and for your consideration of HB 330 and other education
issues. | am grateful for your dedication to the education of the children of our
state. 1 know you have abusy agenda and I will try to be brief.

I reviewed HB 330: State Standards, Representative Dick’s sponsor statement and
the material distributed to school districts by the Department of Education and
Early Development inviting comment on the current draft of the standards. | agree
with Representative Dick’s emphasis on the importance of the investment in state
standards and their effects on and use by the districts. Our district is in a five year
process of comprehensive curriculum development, alignment, integration and
mapping and the state standards and grade level expectations are at the heart of
rigorous academic content for this curriculum. We are relying on a locally
developed Inupiaq Learning Framework for the relevance and integration of local
language, history and culture into our curriculum. We tum to the state standards
and grade level expectations for guidance on academics.

I also agree with Representative Dick’s sponsor statement’s emphasis on a
thorough vetting process for state standards. The Department of Education and
Early Development was right in extending the time between introduction to the
State Board of Education and adoption rather than the typical cycle of the next
meeting. This is a step in the right direction to allow thorough vetting. As
Representative Dick explained industry representatives and employers are
important in the review of the standards. Industry and employers are not likely to
review the state standards without the state being intentional. As a point of
reference, let me summarize the process in the North Slope Borough School

Box 169 Barrow, Alaska 99723  (907) 852-5311  Fax (907) 852-9503



District. The district’s Director of Curriculum, Instruction, and Assessment is
reviewing them herselfand getting teams within the district to review them and
provide recommendations for our district’s feedback to the Department of
Education and Early Development. These teams are made up primarily of
members of our district’s own curriculum committees who are guiding the work
on our curriculum and are for the most part teachers. We do include what we call
‘steering committees’ which are made up of parents, businesses and community
members in the review of our own curriculum, but we are not including these
people in the district’s review of the state’s standards. | do not know, but expect
that the review by others districts is similar, so the district’s review of the
standards will not elicit industry review. To get that review, the state will need to
invite and solicit it intentionally.

Thank you again for your service on this committee and to the students in our
state. 1’d be happy to answer any questions.

Box 169 Barrow, Alaska 99723  (907) 852-5311  Fax (907) 852-9503



To: Chair, House Education Committee
Ref: HB330

Thank you for the opportunity to offer testimony today in support of HB 330
creating a Task Force on Education Standards. 1am Joe Banghart, interim
Superintendent, Denali Borough School District, Healy. Over the past fourteen years
I have had the opportunity of serving on various standards committees. These
committees have always been composed of educators that have volunteered to help
design standards. Our state is fortunate to have these professionals give of valuable
time for the process. Our state standards are vital for the continued educational
progress of children in Alaska. HB330 would offer the involvement of the
Department of Labor and Workforce, Department of Education and Early
Development, small business owners, subsistence lifestyle, parents, and three
representatives of major career destinations. This type of partnership could be the
very foundation that would provide a consistent state network of business,
education, parents, and other partners for career technical training, continued high
academic standards, and the Department of Labor and Workforce guidance. Our
state stands in vital need ofthis type of Task Force for the vetting ofall future
educational standards. This Task Force could provide information for resources
available across our state. This link will build a firm foundation for future grant
potential, partnerships, and the combination of state educational standards in
English/language art, mathematics, science, geography, government, history,
healthy life styles, arts, world languages, technology, and employability. All the
consistent and professional work that has been given towards the development of
state standards would benefit from this Task Force.

How can we not afford to stop and evaluate our current educational
standards and properly align them with clear pathways to successful careers in
Alaska. Accountability is best found in the involvement of multiple partners that
design not only assessments for each Performance Standard but consider the
application of these skills into actual practice. Accountability measures in this
process would include academic growth and employment skills and successful job
placement. True accountability is being tested by all our legislatures in
consideration of this Task Force. This approach would help lower unemployment,
provide future employees across the state, and encourage accountability at every
level. Ifwe ignore this vetting of our standards we are turning our backs on the
future of Alaska and our children.

Testimony of Joe Banghart
Superintendent, Denali Borough School District
Healy, AK
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Leading the Way

House Bill 256: My Thoughts
Superintendent Dr. Norman Eck
February 1, 2012

I am Dr. Norman Eck, superintendent of the Northwest Arctic Borough School District,
headquartered in Kotzebue. We have 1900 students in 12 schools in 11 villages. | am in
my 7th year as superintendent and my 14th year in the District. Three years ago | was
Alaska’s Superintendent of the Year. In Northwest Arctic | have been a principal and a
central office director before becoming superintendent.

On a personal note, | have 2 adopted children, both bom in Calcutta, India. My sonis 18
(who will graduate this May) and my daughter is 16. Both have had their entire school
experience in the Northwest Arctic Borough Schools. Both have scored highly on the
State’s required tests. My wife is ateacher in Kotzebue High School and she dearly loves
her students.

This morning |1 would like to provide my thoughts concerning HB 256 and provide my
support for this bill. In this matter there have been things the Department of Education is
to be commended for and things | am disappointed with.

Back in 2008,1thought that the Department of Education should be able to intervene in
districts in order to be a support and help to those districts. | thought a cooperative process
would be established.

In March of2008,1wrote to the Honorable Gary Stevens and testified about SB 285 to the
Senate Education Committee and to the Senate Finance Committee about the concerns |
had about the bill. There were specific terms and statements in SB285 that needed to be
stricken from the bill. These were onerous statements that were punitive toward the
districts. The onerous statements were stricken from the bill.

Four years later, based upon my experiences in Northwest Arctic and conversations | have
had with officials from the Yupiit District, | now have a very different opinion ofthe
Department of Education’s ability to carry out interventions.



Mandates and directives given to the districts have done damage to the educational
programs. | no longer support SB285.

Two years ago in my testimony to the House Education Committee, April 9, 2010,1had
hopes that the intervention process would change and provided my thoughts as to what
really matters. | said it would do little good to review the difficult history of intervention
that the Department of Education had put upon the five Districts. | spoke,

“We have learned from the mistakes made, and we can move forward in a
collaborative manner with solid solutions to the problems that we have to
address. | think that this can all be done in discussions over the next couple
months.*

Furthermore, in my testimony | said, “While it is true that our system of
public education has it shortcomings, it will do us no good to lament about
what is wrong. Doing so will weaken and divide us. What we need to do
now isjoin in our efforts and our actions to provide strength to our classroom
teachers and power to the lessons they teach to our students.”

“Some blame the poor test scores of past years on poverty. Some blame it on
teachers, administrators, the school boards, parents, the local community, and
even the ability of our children... .1do not buy any of that. The truth is blame
accomplishes nothing.”

Then | went on to speak towards what | think is most important in order to improve
academic achievement in our schools:

“The single most important element in improving educational scores in
Northwest Arctic is not anything in the school: It is to provide Public Safety
to the families and, especially, the children in our villages. | commend the
Governor’s initiative to increase the ranks of Village Police Safety Officers.
This needs to be complimented with an equal number of additional State
Troopers. No one in Juneau or Anchorage would feel safe if the streets were
patrolled by unarmed VPSQO’s. We expect to have State Troopers and City
Police on duty to keep us safe. This factor cannot be overlooked in improving
children’s educations in rural Alaska.”

“Secondly, Early Childhood Education must be in place to insure the success
of our students by the third grade. For we know, that if a child is not reading



at grade level by the third grade, he or she has a 50% likelihood of dropping
out of school. We need at minimum, a two year Kindergarten program,
where 4 year olds can come to school and be counted at full FTE’s. That
would fund the additional teachers required for the program. Parental
involvement has to be a major element included in the program, as well.
Early Childhood programs must be intentional learning environments,
academically based, taught by certified teachers, and they must adopt the 9
standards that are nationally recognized as components of quality early
childhood programs.”

“Third, let me address teaching capacity. The department this past year has
done a lot to improve its ability to provide support to teachers. Elowever, it is
not sufficient to the need ofthe teachers that this is directed at. For teachers
new to rural Alaska there should be a two-week to a four-week pre-service
program that would provide orientation to the cultural setting the teacher is
going to, the curriculum to be taught, and the lifeways of the people the
teacher is going to serve. Districts cannot afford this out of their regular
operating budget.”

“Fourth, targeted assistance programs for rural schools need to be in place. A
model for this is one that the Anchorage School District has provided.
Examine the history of Mountain View Elementary School. Eight years ago it
was considered a school that was failing its students. With specific targeted
assistance programs and personnel, it was restructured into being a beacon of
success for its community and the children who go there. This school has
consistently, over the past 5 years, had high levels of academic achievement
by its students.”

Moving to today, | want to commend the Department of Education for releasing Northwest
Arctic from Intervention in August 0f2010. In August of2011, Yukon-Koyukuk was
released from intervention. A national statistic is that only 5% of districts that have gone
under intervention have been released from intervention.

| want to commend the Department of Education and the Governor for the settlement in
the Moore Case. The process for providing targeted assistance to low performing schools
as lined out in Moore Settlement can be very instructive to us. The solutions are not
dictated or directed by any one party, but by a coming together of parties, listening to the
needs of the local school, and providing the help that is requested in the categories as
authorized in the agreement. In this way, much can be accomplished.



For successful intervention (or a better term is school improvement), a process of
assistance must be detailed that will provide supports for the students, teachers,
administrators, communities, and school boards. Districts that need help must be afforded
a process of intervention that truly assists the schools to enable improved student academic
performance through targeted assistance in terms of personnel, policy, and finance for

specific programs.

In the last 4-years the Department of Education has not been able to do this.



HB 330 Education Task Force
by Rep. Alan Dick

HB 330 asks for a meaningful conversation regarding several
pressing educational issues.

One ofthe major concerns is the potential adoption and
implementation of the proposed State educational standards.

Proposed standards should notbe adopted because:

The other

Their adoption is a six-year irreversible path with an
indeterminate fiscal note for all communities throughout
Alaska.

Ifwe do not act, DEED and the BOE, by regulation and
default, will adopt the proposed State standards. The
Legislature will be obligated to fund the transition and
BSA increases. Textbooks, curriculum development and
alignment, assessment development and professional
development could exceed $100 million. (Texas estimates
$3B adoption costs.) There is no fiscal note from DEED.
The Brown Centerfor Education at the Brookings Institute
says the Common Core standards will not produce
meaningful improvement. Adoption will necessitate a
huge cost to school districts with no measurable results.
Will we build a massive six-year superstructure on a
flawed foundation?

issues that will be discussed by the HB330 task force are
Education funding.

Separate educational tracks: voc-ed and college.
Challenges resulting from Federal laws.

Cost and effectiveness of educational assessments.
Availability of core academic courses.



The Common Core Standards Debate

Use these excerpts to stimulate your personal study from the whole Brookings
Institute report available online. Selections, hi-lites and bold are mine.

NOTE: There is extremely little difference between the Common Core Standards
and the proposed Alaska State Standards.

-Rep. Alan Dick

Excerpts...
from the 2012 Brown Center Report on American Education.
HOW WELL ARE AMERICAN STUDENTS LEARNING?
Brown Center on Education Policy at
Brookings Institute

P.14 Don’t let the ferocity ofthe oncoming debate fool you. The
empirical evidence suggests that the Common Core will have little
effect on American students’ achievement. The nation will have to
look elsewhere for ways to improve its schools.

P. 4 Data on the effects of those standards are analyzed to produce three
findings.

1) The quality of state standards, as indicated by the well-known ratings
from the Fordham Foundation, is not related to state achievement.

2) The rigor of state standards, as measured by how high states place the
cut point for students to be deemed proficient, is also unrelated to
achievement. Raising or lowering the cut point is related to achievement in
fourth grade, but the effect is small, and the direction of causality (whether a
change in cut point produces a change in test score or vice versa) is difficult to
determine.

3) The ability of standards to reduce variation in achievement, in other
words to reduce differences in achievement, is also weak.

P. 8 The Common Core State Standards are theorized to improve education in
three ways.

First, proponents argue that the Common Core is superior to most current
state standards. Let’s call this the “quality theory.” Achievement will increase
because students will study a better curriculum.

The second idea is that the Common Core sets higher expectations than
current state standards, the assumption being that cut points on the new
assessments will be set at a higher level than states currently set on their own
tests.

Let’s call this the “rigorous performance standards” theory.

The third hypothesis is that standardization yields its own efficiencies. Let’s
call this the “standardization” theory.

P.9 Despite the philosophical disagreements, there are empirical questions on
which evidence exists. The nation has had several years of experience with
education standards—since the 1980s in many states and since 2003 in all
states—and data exist that can help predict the magnitude of effects from the
Common Core.



How much does raising the quality of standards matter in boosting student
achievement? Will raising the bar for attaining proficiency—in other words,
increasing the rigor of performance standards—also raise achievement? And
how much variance will be reduced— or how much “sameness” in achievement

will be attained—by having students across the country studying a common
curriculum?

P.12 W hat effect will the Common Core have on national
achievement? The analysis presented here suggests very little
impact. The quality of the Common Core standards is currently being hotly
debated, but the quality of past curriculum standards has been unrelated to
achievement. The rigor of performance standards—how high the bar is set for
proficiency—has also been unrelated to achievement. Only a change in
performance levels has been related to an increase in achievement, and that
could just as easily be due to test score changes driving changes in policy, not
the other way around. The Common Core may reduce variation in achievement
between states, but as a source of achievement disparities, that is not where
the action is. Within-state variation is four to five times greater.

Two lessons can be drawn from the analysis above. First, do not
expect much from the Common Core. Education leaders often talk about
standards as if they are a system of weights and measures—the word
“benchmarks” is used promiscuously as a synonym for standards. But the term
is misleading by inferring that there is a real, known standard of measurement.
Standards in education are best understood as aspirational, and like a strict

diet or prudent plan Why dont aspirational standards make much of a
difference?

p. 13-14
A final word on what to expect in the next few years as the
development of assessments tied to the Common Core unfolds.

The debate is sure to grow in intensity. It is about big ideas—
curriculum and federalism. Heated controversies about the best
approaches to teaching reading and math have sprung up repeatedly
over the past century. The proper role of the federal government,
states, local districts, and schools in deciding key educational
questions, especially in deciding what should be taught, remains a
longstanding point of dispute.

In addition, as NCLB illustrates, standards with real
consequences are most popular when they are first proposed. Their
popularity steadily declines from there, reaching a nadir when tests
are given and consequences kick in.

Just as the glow of consensus surrounding NCLB faded after a
few years, cracks are now appearing in the wall of support for the
Common Core.

Don’t let the ferocity of the oncoming debate fool you. The
empirical evidence suggests that the Common Core will have little
effect on American students’ achievement. The nation will have to
look elsewhere for ways to improve its schools.
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Alaska High School Mathematics Standards

The high school standards specify the mathematics that all students should study in order to be career ready Additional mathematics that

students should learn in order to take advanced courses such as calculus, advanced statistics, or discrete mathematics is indicated by the

symbol +.

Similarity, Right Triangles, and Trigonometry G-SRT

Understand similarity in terms of similarity transformations
1. Verify experimentally the properties of dilations given by a center and a scale factor:

\ a. Adilation takes a line not passing through the center of the dilation to a parallel line, and leaves a line passing through the center
unchanged

b The dilation of a line segment is longer or shorter in the ratio given by the scale factor.

2. Given two figures, use the definition of similarity in terms of transformations to explain whether or not they are similar.

3. Use the properties of similarity transformations to establish the AA criterion for two triangles to be similar.

Prove theorems involving similarity

4. Prove theorems about triangles. Theorems include: a line parallel to one side of a triangle divides the other two proportionally, and conversely.

89
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Write expressions in equivalent forms to solve problems
1 ZX

3. Choose and produce an equivalent form of an expression to reveal and explain properties of the quantity represented by the expresjTpn *

a. Factor a quadratic expression to reveal the zeros of the function it defines. For example, X* +4x +3 =(x +3)(x ¢J/ y V /I

b Complete the square in a quadratic expression to reveal the maximum or minimum value of the function it defines For example, X* + 4x+3

- (42 -L

c. Use the properties of exponents to transform expressions for exponential functions. For example the expression 1.15' can be rewritten as

o

(1.15112)Uf = 1012 12 fo reveal the approximate equivalent monthly interest rate if the annual rate is 15%.



The Complex Number System N-CN
Perform arithmetic operations with complex numbers.

1 Know there is a complex number / such that i1=-1, and every complex number has the form a * bi with a and b real.

2 Use the relation il- -1 and the commutative, associative, and distributive properties to add, subtract, and multiply complex numbers

3. (+) find the conjugate of a complex number; use conjugates to find moduli and quotients of complex numbers

Represent complex numbers and their operations on the complex plane.
4. () Represent complex numbers on the complex plane in rectangular and polar form (including real and imaginary numbers), and explain why
the rectangular and polar forms of a given complex number represent the same number.

(+) Represent addition, subtraction, multiplication, and conjugation of complex numbers geometrically on the complex plane; use properties

5.
of this representation for computation. For example, (1 - VBi)3= 8 because (1 - V3i) has modulus 2 and argument 120*.

6. (¢) Calculate the distance between numbers in the complex plane as the modulus of the difference, and the midpoint of a segment as the

average of the numbers at its endpoints.
Use complex numbers in polynomial identities and equations.

AN 7. Solve quadratic equations with real coefficients that have complex solutions.

8. {+) Extend polynomial identities to the complex numbers Forexample, rewrite X1+ 4 0s (x + 2/)(x - 2i).

9 (+) Know the Fundamental Theorem of Algebra; show that it is true for quadratic polynomials.

|~Vector and Matrix Quantities N VM
Represent and model with vector quantities.
1 {#) Recognize vector quantities as having both magnitude and direction. Represent vector quantities by directed line segments, and use
appropriate symbols for vectors and their magnitudes (e g, v, |v], ||Vv| |, V).
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Use polynomial identities to solve problems 3)

4 prove polynomial identities and use them to describe numerical relationships. For example, the polynomial identity (x1+yY = (** ~y*)* +(2*y)2
can be used to generate Pythagorean triples.

5. (¢) Know and apply the Binomial Theorem for the expansion of (x +Y)" in powers of x and Y for a positive integer n, where x and y are any

numbers, with coefficients determined for example by Pascal's Triangle.

Model periodic phenomena with trigonometric functions
5. Choose trigonometric functions to model periodic phenomena with specified amplitude, frequency, and midline.*

i 6. (+) Understand that restricting a trigonometric function to a domain on which it is always increasing or always decreasing allows its inverse to

be constructed

7. (+) Use inverse functions to solve trigonometric equations that arise in modeling contexts; evaluate the solutions using technology, and

interpret them in terms of the context.*

| Trigonometric Functions F-TF |

Extend the domain of trigonometric functions using the unit circle
1 Understand radian measure of an angle as the length of the arc on the unit circle subtended by the angle

2 Explain how the unit circle in the coordinate plane enables the extension of trigonometric functions to all real numbers, interpreted as radian

measures of angles traversed counterclockwise around the unit circle.

3. (#) Use special triangles to determine geometrically the values of sine, cosine, tangent for n/3, n/4 and n/6, and use the unit circle to express

the values of sine, cosines, and tangent for n-x, n +x, and 2n -x in terms of their values for x, where x is any real number

Alaska Mathematics Standards Draft Copy v 1



(.eonu*try Standards

Congruence G-CO

Experiment with transformations in the plane

Demonstrates understanding of key geometrical definitions, including angle, circle, perpendicular line, parallel line, line segment, and
transformations in Euclidian geometry. Understand undefined notions of point, line, distance along a line, and distance around a circular arc.

. Represent transformations in the plane using, e.g., transparencies and geometry software; describe transformations as functions that take
points in the plane as inputs and give other points as outputs. Compare transformations that preserve distance and angle to those that do not

1

(e.g., translation versus horizontal stretch).

. Given a rectangle, parallelogram, trapezoid, or regular polygon, describe the rotations and reflections that carry it onto itself.

IN

. Develop definitions of rotations, reflections, and translations in terms of angles, circles, perpendicular lines, parallel lines, and line segments.

. Given a geometric figure and a rotation, reflection, or translation, draw the transformed figure using, e g, graph paper, tracing paper, or

geometry software. Specify a sequence of transformations that will carry a given figure onto another

Understand congruence in terms of rigid motions

6. Use geometric descriptions of rigid motions to transform figures and to predict the effect of a given rigid motion on a given figure; given two
figures, use the definition of congruence in terms of rigid motions to decide if they are congruent.

7. Use the definition of congruence in terms of rigid motions to show that two triangles are congruent if and only if corresponding pairs of sides
and corresponding pairs of angles are congruent.

8. Explain how the criteria for triangle congruence (ASA, SAS, SSS, AAS, and HL) follow from the definition of congruence in terms of rigid

motions.

Prove geometric theorems

9. Using methods of proof including direct, indirect, and counter examples to prove theorems about lines and angles. Theorems include: vertical
angles are congruent; when a transversal crosses parallel lines, alternate interior angles are congruent and corresponding angles are
congruent; points on a perpendicular bisector of a line segment are exactly those equidistantfrom the segment's endpoints.
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| Gnidt 8 o
Expressions and Equations 8.EE
Work with radicals and integer exponents.
8.HE. |. Apply the properties (product,
quotient, power, zero, negative exponents, and
rational exponents) of integer exponents to
generate equivalent numerical expressions, For
xample.  x 3 3 13" 127

8.HH.2. Use square root and cube root symbols
to represent solutions to equations of the form

X' - p and v /> where p is a positive rational
number. Evaluate square roots of small perfect
squares and cube roots of small perfect cubes.

Know that V2 is irrational.

8.HH.3. Use numbers expressed in the form of
a single digit times an integer power of 10 to
estimate very large or very small quantities,
and to express how many times as much one is
than the other. For example, estimate the
population of the IIntled Stales as 3 * IIf"* and
the /Hipulalion of the world as 7 x ft) and
determine that the worldpopulation is more
than 20 times larger

8.HI:.4. Perform operations with numbers
expressed in scientific notation, including
problems where both standard notation and
scientific notation are used. Use scientific
notation and choose units of appropriate size
for measurements of very large or very small
quantities. Interpret scientific notation that has

been generated by technology.

O

Analyze and solve linear equations and pairs
of simultaneous linear equations.

8.hi:.7. Solve linear equations in one variable.
a. (iive examples of linear equations in one
variable with one solution infinitely many
solutions, or no solutions. Show which of these
possibilities is the case by successively
transforming the given equation into simpler
forms, until an equivalent equation of the form
X a.a-a,ora - hresults (where a and h are
different numbers).

b. Solve linear equations with rational
coefficients, including equations whose
solutions require expanding expressions using
the distributive property and combining like
terms

8.1:1:.8. Analyze and solve systems of linear
equations.

a. Show that the solution to a system of two
linear equations in two variables is the
intersection of the graphs of those equations
because points of intersection satisfy both
equations simultaneously.

b. Solve systems of two linear equations in two
variables and estimate solutions by graphing
the equations. Simple cases may be done by
inspection. For example. 3x * 2y 5and 3x *
2v 6 have no solution because Jx * 2y
cannot simultaneously he 5 and 6

c. Solve real-world and mathematical problems
leading to two linear equations in two
variables. For example, given coordinates for
two pairs of points, determine whether the line
through the first pair of /mints intersects the
line through the second [>air
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Grade 8 ~|
(Geormetry 8,(.

Understand congruence and similarity using
physical models, transparencies, or
geometry software.

8 (i I. Through experimentation, verify the
properties of rotations, reflections, and
translations (transformations) to figures on a

coordinate plane)
a. fines are taken to lines, and line segments to

line segments of the same length
b Angles are taken to angles of the same

measure
c. Parallel lines are taken to parallel lines.

8.G.2. Demonstrate understanding of

congruence by applying a sequence of
translations, reflections, and rotations on two-

dimensional figures. Given two congruent
figures, describe a sequence that exhibits the
congruence between them

8.G.3 .Describe the effect of dilations,
translations, rotations, and reflections on two-
dimensional figures using coordinates.
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THE MYTH AND THE LEMMINGS
Common Core 5*Common Sense

For a brief moment, the Alaska State Legislature is in a position to prevent a
massive blunder that is empowered by myth and emotion. If we do not
review the proposed State Educational Standards, which are the foundation
of education in Alaska, we will enter into another cycle of frustration and
failure.

There is a solution.

The fundamental problem is that our educational system is not aligned with
the reality students will face after graduation.

The solution is simple. Professionals in the major career paths must have
a solid seat at the table, and not be token representatives.

Our current State Educational Standards fall far short. However, they were
created by the exact same flawed process by which the proposed State of
Alaska Standards (ASA) and the Common Core (CC) standards were created.
A flawed process will always create a flawed product. Careful comparison
shows that only superficial differences exist between the Common Core
standards and the proposed State of Alaska Standards.

Rushing to judgment in adopting the Common Core (CC) and proposed State
of Alaska Standards (SAS) is unwise for several reasons:

1) Irreversible. Adoption of the education standards is an irreversible
6-year process. Standards are the foundation of the educational
system. If they are flawed, six years of education will be flawed.

2) Conclusive data. The Brown Center of Education under the
prestigious Brookings Institute clearly says p. 14 ‘Dont let the ferocity
ofthe oncoming debate fool you... the Common Core will have little
effect on American students’achievement. The nation will have to look
elsewhere for ways to improve its schools.” Despite this irrefutable
conclusion, with no contrary evidence, Anchorage has chosen to
adopt the Common Core Standards. ASB spent less than two hours
in discussion before lunging to judgment. What is the cost? Where is
the research? Worse yet, where is the evidence that the standards
serve anyone other than the elite 7% who will eventually complete a
4-year degree program? In the blind rush, the career/tech students
have been sacrificed on the altar.

3) Rigor Myth. The myth that more rigorous standards will cause
students to perform better is driving the lemmings. The Brown
Center/Brookings Report clearly refutes this myth. High teacher
expectations cause students to perform better. More rigorous
standards are NOT the same as high teacher expectations!

Read the Brookings report p.4. Raising standards will NOT
improve performance. Standards are not a vacuum hose that sucks
students upward.

4) Lid myth. We are told that our current standards are holding
students back. The misconception borders on deception. Our current
standards only determine what our state assessment tests. Schools
can raise the bar as high as they want now. Schools are already



5)

6)

7)

8)

teaching algebra Il, trig and pre-calc. Our current Alaskan Standards
are NOT a lid holding students down. The cause for low student
performance lies in other variables hidden by denial.

No fiscal note. There has been NO cost analysis for adopting the
standards for the State. Will the legislature commit to something for
which there is no accurate fiscal note? This alone should stop the CC
and SAS movement in its tracks. Areputable Alaskan source has
stated the cost of adopting the CC or SAS is “incalculable.”

While schools debate whether to adequately heat their buildings or
lay off teachers, will the State make a commitment that could easily
cost >$100M for new textbooks and curriculum, new assessment
tools, teacher time aligning the new curriculum to standards, and
professional development? The cost will be staggering, and the
improvement to education will be zero!

Texas estimates that it would cost $3B to convert to Common Core
Standards.

Educational designers are desperate for a way to improve the
struggling system. Expensive fads like the Common Core Standards
arise to meet the demand. The Legislature trusts the designers. Four
years later, District representatives come to Juneau asking for more
money and wonder why the Legislature is “rude.”

Only real change will evoke real change.

Stakeholders. The proposed SAS were modified from the CC by 224
educators and 4 non-educators. Representatives of the career
destinations of our students were not and must be major
stakeholders. The vast majority of CC and SAS high school math
standards have NO real life applications. If schools are to prepare
students for real life, then ALL standards should have a real life
application! This, and this alone will repair our broken system.
On-the-ground-educators are doing their best to make the system
work, but until the standards are aligned with reality and not the
exclusive interests of the intellectual elite, the system will struggle.

Dumbing down. Those who challenge CC and SAS are accused of
dumbing down the standards. The accusers lack real life application
skills to envision the obvious. We must redirect rigor from academic
abstraction to real life applications.

Elemental or aspirational standards. The next concept is difficult,
but imperative to understand. Standards are either a) elemental,
that is, what all students should know, or b) aspirational, that is,
what we wish most students would know.

The CC and proposed SAS are aspirational. Since all students will
NOT be taking the courses necessary to study the aspirational
standards, and our assessments will measure those aspirational
standards, we will NEVER know whether students are performing
poorly on something they have studied, or whether they have just
not taken the courses necessary to learn the aspirational standards.

All we will know is that a majority of students are performing
poorly. Districts will get a big “ding” and educational designers will
be looking for another fad.



9) Esoteric language. The language of the CC and SAS is esoteric and
their form inconsistent. What good is public comment if the public
cannot read the standards? Additionally, the language and math
standards are inconsistent with each other. The language standards
are written with a broad brush, the math standards with an ultra-
fine Sharpie. Standards are supposed to represent concepts, not
curriculum. Some math standards are so specific they better
resemble a spare problem on the bottom of a page.

10) No field testing. The standards have not been field tested in Alaska.
Do Alaskan teachers understand the standards well enough to
design comparable lessons? Should we make a $multi-million move
to CC or SAS with no field testing? Will we follow the Lower 48
lemmings over another destined-to-fail cliff?

11)Abandonment. For those who are able to read the standards, it is
obvious: the standards are written for those students going to a 4-
year degree program.
The tragic fact is that 93% of our current 9th graders will NOT
finish a 4-year degree program.
1/3 of our 9th graders will not graduate from high school.
1/3 of our 9th graders will graduate from high school and go on to
“life.”
1/3 of our 9th graders will go on to a 2-year, a 4-year or a
certificated program.
The proposed CC and SAS cater to the upper1/3 and abandon
the needs of the lower 2/3.

12) Definition of insanity. The state has been through the standards
creation and adoption process many times, and seems to have little
institutional memory. The identical process of standards
development brought us the flawed system we now have. Will
repeating the same process on a more stringent level produce a
different result? Only when stakeholders from career destinations
are major players and when standards are aligned with real life will
the system be meaningfully reformed. The simplicity of the solution
is overwhelming.





