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Chairman Curtman, Committee Members,

I am a stay at home mom with a college education and the luxury of free time that my working counterparts do not have.  I am not alone. There are many moms like me out there and we are a source of irritation to today’s policy makers who count on us to be too busy to investigate their proposals and instead just go along with them. I have been watching the development of Common Core State Standards for three years and have been very concerned about the direction this is taking our state and our country.  I want to speak about how these standards and assessments have been sold or justified to our state and the education community because I believe they have been misrepresented and oversold to do things they simply cannot do.

Proponents of CC will come here today and tell you these standards will produce all kinds of positive results yet they will not be able to produce a single document from the standards development committee to substantiate these claims. These standards are brand new and untested. They have no track record, have never been tried in toto anywhere so there is no pilot data on their effectiveness. Joshua Goodman in his 2007 paper “Gold Standards? State Standards Reform and Student Achievement” warned  researchers and policymakers to think quite carefully about the role that standards play in influencing student achievement. His research suggests that, over the last couple of decades, changes in the quality of state standards have had little impact on overall student achievement.

The justification for adopting these standards can be easily found in DESE’s Race to the Top  grant application where they stated that these education reform measures will, “give Missouri’s children a competitive edge in tomorrow’s international competition.”  They further state that their “vision for reform embraces the notion advanced in the book, Nudge, where Thaler and Sunstein outline the need for ‘choice architects’ to subtly steer choices toward positive results while leaving people, districts and schools ‘free to choose’."  Free to choose is in quotes because they fully acknowledge that their plan is only to provide the appearance of choice, not actual choice.

Testimony today will say both that these standards provide only a basic framework for what at a minimum we must teach, but also that they are thorough enough to guide teachers through everything they must teach.  They cannot be both the floor and ceiling of standards. The intense focus on standardized assessment scores from these standards will, given human nature, turn the standards into the ceiling, not the floor. We will stop teaching other areas and concepts and focus only on teaching these in order to improve our scores.

The use of standardized tests, especially when those test scores are used to rate schools and teachers, not just measure student progress, causes curriculum to narrow. A study by the Center on Education  Policy (CEP) published in 2007 found that five years after the  implementation of NCLB, over 60% of school districts reported  that they have increased instructional time for math and  English language arts, while 44% reported that they have  reduced time for other subjects or activities such as social  studies, science, art and music, physical education, lunch  and/or recess. Within the two core subject areas of CC the difference is even more stark. Per the agreements we have signed, these standards will encompass 85% of our the teacher’s focus. If they are merely a basic framework, as the proponents like to point out, why isn’t the focus closer to 50% so we are allowed to use at least half our time to provide other instruction?

You will hear the other side essentially telling you the debate is over on whether these are good standards or not. The reality  is that this debate is over like the debate over global warming is over. For every expert or teacher the other side will bring up today who will say how wonderful and improved these standards are, we could provide an expert who will attest to the exact opposite. It is over because they want it to be over. They want us to simply accept that these standards are the silver bullet for education that will solve all our education woes. Adopting these common standards will end debate because it will simply declare one side a winner, effectively drowning out the voices of opposition who are equally fervent in their belief of what is critical to teach and how. I believe the best educational system is the one that provides enough flexibility for all these viewpoints to be heard or tired in the classroom.

The goal of these standards and assessments is all over the DESE website. They will produce workers prepared for the 21st century global workforce and yet nowhere on that site or in any of the CCSSI documentation has anyone been able to describe a single skill that is necessary and unique to  the 21st century cultural, technical and economic environment. They will describe 19th and 20th century skills of reading and writing, communicating, and basic mathematical literacy which were developed back in 1893 by the NEA appointed Committee of  Ten. Researchers Zhao and Tienken have stated that for those in developed countries like ours to be globally competitive they must offer something qualitatively different, that is, something that cannot be obtained at a lower cost in developing countries. Great test scores in a few subjects or the so-called basic skills are not enough to guarantee the results the proponents of Common Core have promised, because those skills can be achieved in the developing countries. Best selling author Daniel Pink said in 2005, “what will be of more value is traditionally neglected talents, which he refers to as right-brain directed skills, including design, story, symphony, empathy, play, and meaning.” Given the narrowing of curriculum I described and the overall goal of teaching children all around the world exactly the same thing, how will we have anything unique to offer that will make international businesses seek out our graduates? 

There is a data collection component to the overall structure being developed that causes me great concern as well. Parents are not being told that this data on their children is being collected from various sources and amassed in a single database. The goal is to use this data in a predictive manner so that the architects of this new education system can meet their promise of making children college or career ready by predicting which path they are best suited to. Think of the volume of data we have on atmospheric conditions and yet our weather forecasts are merely informed guesses. The best data is rarely used in a predictive way and more often is used after the fact to justify actions already taken or policy already made. 

[bookmark: _GoBack]We are creating a system that will determine what is taught to the next generation that is outside of the governmental system of checks and balances.  I doubt you will hear our opposition talk about the people and businesses who paid for the development of this system of standards and assessments and pay for its promotion and who will benefit directly from it as it creates a massive guaranteed customer base of children in k-12 schools in 45 states. Yet the costs for the implementation of this system will be born primarily by the taxpayers. I see little or no opportunity for my local district to control cost because they no longer control the process. They have been told that these are the new standards. They have been told they will use these on-line assessments. My district must shell out money for new text books, more professional development, computers, and bandwidth all at a pace and scale they have little control over. I therefore ask the committee to recognize that the claims of the standards and assessments are not founded in data, that they have been sold to us under false pretenses and their permanent adoption removes our state sovereignty over what is taught in our schools. I ask that you support HB616.
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