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Common Core Viewpoints 

 

There are proponents and opponents of the Common Core State Standards 

(CCSS), their implementation and their use. Though the development of 

the Common Core standards began prior to 2010, opposition is becoming 

more prevalent now.  

 

Historical perspective 

An article by McDonnell and Weatherford (2013) provides us with a his-

torical view of the Common Core standards. Common ELA and mathemat-

ics standards across multiple states is unprecedented in the United States of 

America.  

 

More than 25 diverse special interest groups were involved in the develop-

ment and adoption of the Common Core standards.. The groups interested 

in national standards used lessons learned in previous attempts at national 

standards to develop strategies that “engaged allies from across the politi-

cal spectrum” (McDonnell and Weatherford, 2013.p.489). The ground-

work for the CCSS began in 2005. 

 

The two groups involved in the development of the CCSS were the Nation-

al Governors Association and the Council of Chief State School Officers. 

Funding came from three foundations: Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation, 

GE Foundation, and a Hewlett Foundation. Examples of non-government 

groups involved are ASCD, Learning Forward, and Pearson Education. 

National supporters include the National Association of State Boards of 

Education, the National Education Association, the National Parent Teach-

er Association, and the State Higher Education Executive Officers Associ-

ation. National opponents include the Cato Institute and Tea Party groups.   

 

Different groups have played different roles in advancing the CCSS. Two 

groups invested time, energy, reputation, and money to promote national 

standards. The need for common standards was based on the standing of 

United States students taking the Programme for International Student As-

sessment (PISA) and the Trends in International Mathematics and Science 

Study (TIMMS). They pointed out that countries with higher achievement 

had national standards. Other arguments for national standards were based 

upon “dramatic variation among states in the rigor of their stand-

ards” (p.491). 
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 The two groups that organized the process of writing the standards emphasized that the standards 

were “research and evidence based” (p. 491). They also needed to maintain a balance among state 

officials, federal officials, and groups representing teachers.  

 

There were groups who articulated constituent concerns. The American Federation of Teachers 

convened groups of teachers to review drafts of the standards. Civil rights organizations were 

concerned about equity for all students.   

 

During the adoption of the CCSS by the states, national groups built support among leaders of 

their state affiliates. The adoption of the CCSS was run like a campaign (p.492). The message for 

adoption was customized to the audience (business leader, teacher, civil rights leader, parent) yet 

consistent.  

Proponents of CCSS understood that the promise of the standards depends upon effective imple-

mentation. Information was developed about “the types of changes the CCSS requires in the con-

tent and sequencing of classroom instruction” (p. 492). The need for professional development 

and instructional materials was also noted.  

 

The primary reason that linkages could be made between diverse national groups is the “support 

of several foundations, with the Gates Foundation in the lead. … Between 2008 and 2013, the 

Gates Foundation has spent over $200 million in support of activities advancing the 

CCSS” (p.493). These foundations view CCSS “as part of a major education reform strate-

gy” (p.493).        

 

Political opposition 

At the national level, opposition to the  CCSS has been led by established groups the view the 

CCSS as “unwarranted federal intrusion and a threat to state autonomy” (p.494). Race to the Top 

funding and the NCLB waiver program are viewed as contradicting the claim CCSS is a state-led 

initiative. CCLS opponents contend that the “CCSS were not truly internationally bench-

marked” (p.495). Other groups are concerned about the standardized testing associated with the 

CCSS. There is active opposition to CCSS in about a quarter of the states (p, 496). 

 

Controversies 

There are a variety of viewpoints on the local level swirling around the Common Core Learning 

Standards for ELA and for mathematics. These controversies surround the standards, the imple-

mentation of the standards, the NYSED assessments, and the use of the assessments for teacher 

evaluation.   

 

The NYS public has brought into question a number of issues related to the NYS Common Core 

Learning Standards (CCLS).  Issues include: 

 Whether the Lexile levels for each grade are developmentally appropriate. People question the 

increased knowledge of fractions required in grade three, the dropping of probability in the 

elementary grades, and the use of rigid motion to explain congruence and similarity in grade 

eight. 

 The choice of stories in the NYSED modules for different grades. People are concerned that 

the modules for mathematics do not adhere to the NYSED guidelines for pre- and post-

assessment.  
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 Whether the 2013 assessments were more like the assessments based on the 2005 stand-

ards rather than the 2010 CCSS.  

 The embedding of field test questions within the multiple choice questions.  

 Whether the cut point setting was practical. 

 Whether the scale on these assessments is useful for evaluating the performance of teach-

ers. People are concerned that the HEDI score for specific teachers varies by more than 5 

points from one year to the next.  

  

Conclusion 

The debate does not include the vision of more students being college and career ready or the 

vision that a student’s education should not depend upon the student’s zip code. However, the 

environment around the CCSS has become one of debate.  

 

These debates may be fueled by the change that CCSS has wrought. These are not standards 

that were developed within New York State. These are standards that were developed at the 

national level. These are standards whose creation and adoption were influenced by grants 

from multiple foundations. The lessons being created to implement these standards in the 

classroom are being created by a company not by New York State. These are standards linked 

to assessments with cut points that say only 40% of NYSED students are proficient. These are 

assessments that influence the careers of teachers.  

 

 

McDonnell, M. and Weatherford, M. (2013). Organized interests and the Common Core. Edu-

cational Researcge,42(9)\ p. 488-497. 


