SUMMARY OF ATTACHMENTS

ATTACHMENT   A


A letter to the editor which was published on December 16, 2003.  This letter highlights some of statistics from the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), and highlights how poor our students perform on a national basis on math tests.  The letter was rather lengthy, and some of it was not published.  For example, the original letter also discussed the fact that there are two different NAEP tests, the NAEP “main” test, which can change from year to year, and the NAEP “long-term trends” test.  This second test is the same from year to year, and is really a test of our children’s basic arithmetic skills.  Although the “main” test has showed some improvement over the years, the “long-term trends” test has remained flat.  A very comprehensive analysis of the NAEP tests was performed by Dr. Tom Loveless at the Brookings Institute and served as a resource for this letter to the editor.    The report by Dr. Loveless in its entirety can be found at http://brookings.org/gs/brown/bc_report/2000/achieve2.htm. 

ATTACHMENT B


Open Letter:  Published in the Washington Post.  In the fall of 1999, the Department of Education published a list of so-called “exemplary or promising” math programs.  Within a month, over 200 mathematicians, engineers and scientists from the finest universities in the country signed on to this letter, expressing concern over the programs endorsed by the DOE.  Signators include the heads of the math departments of Harvard, Stanford, Yale, mathematicians from MIT, Princeton, Brandeis University, etc, and numerous award winners in mathematics and physics.  It should be noted that of the panel of 14 individuals who comprised the “expert panel” which recommended the programs through the DOE, only one was a practicing mathematician, and this individual voted against, or abstained from voting, on all recommended programs.  Furthermore, some of the panelists served on boards of directors of the curriculum companies whose products they were reviewing – a clear conflict of interest.  A listing of related articles, critiques of NCTM aligned curricula, etc., can be found  generally at  www.mathematicallycorrect.com and specifically as to the Open Letter at http://mathematicallycorrect.com/nation.htm#doesham.

ATTACHMENT C


Copy of article from the Gazette Telegraph, dated February 21, 2004, highlighting Alan Greenspan’s testimony before Congress on February 20, 2004, regarding the need to improve math and science education in the United States.

ATTACHMENT D


Copy of article from the Wall Street Journal dated March 21, 2004, titled “Competitive Edge of U.S. is at Stake in the Research and Development Arena”, which highlights the fact that we need to make serious and systemic changes in our educational system, especially in the areas of math and science education.

ATTACHMENT E


Testimony from Dr. John Hoven, member of the Center for Education Reform, dated September 24, 2001.  This article highlights the difference between what we expect of our children in math achievement compared to children in Singapore, the country consistently at the top in international tests of math and science achievement.  Consider the following excerpt from his testimony: 

Now, I don’t expect to convince you of that with a chart. Instead, I want you to see for yourself some of these “hard” 8th grade problems.

 

Consider: In one problem, for example, the student is shown a “Lunch Menu”

with items like Onion Soup for $.80 and Ice Cream for $1.10. The question asks: “What is the total cost of Soup of the Day, Beefburger with Fries, and Cola?”

 

This is considered a “hard” eighth grade problem. But Singapore has harder

problems than this in grade 3. Here are two examples:

 

1 ) 5 oranges cost $2.25. What is the cost of 12 oranges? ____________

2 ) I want to buy a calculator for $29.70 and a watch for $32.00. I have $28.50. How

much more money do I need?

 

(1) $26.20

(2) $30.80

(3) $33.20

(4) $32.70

 

Both of these are two-step math problems. They illustrate Singapore’s expectation that all children should acquire mastery of the math skills needed for algebra and beyond. NAEP’s expectation is that children need to be able to order take-out from McDonald’s.  NAEP's "hard" 8th grade problems are mostly at the level of Singapore's 5th grade problems.
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