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Can the liberties of a nation be thought secure when we have removed their
only firm basis, a conviction in the minds of the people that these liberties are
the gift of God; that they are not to be violated but with His wrath?

— THOMAS JEFFERSON



If the representatives of the people betray their constituents, there is then no
recourse left but in the exertion of that original right of self-defense which is
paramount to all positive forms of government.

— ALEXANDER HAMILTON, Federalist No. 28, 1787



CONTENTS

INTRODUCTION

1 TREASON: THE DELIBERATE DUMBING DOWN OF A NATION

2 HOW JOHN DEWEY CREATED A HOUSE OF LIES

3 PORTRAIT OF A FAILED SYSTEM

4 HOW DUMBED DOWN ARE WE?

5 CHILD ABUSE: TURNING NORMAL CHILDREN INTO DYSLEXICS
6 SIGHT VOCABULARY: THE POISON OF PRIMARY EDUCATION

7 HOW DO CHILDREN LEARN A SIGHT VOCABULARY? ANY WAY
THEY CAN!

8 RIGHT BRAIN VS. LEFT BRAIN: HOW TO AVOID DYSLEXIA

9 EDWARD MILLER PROVED THE SIGHT METHOD CAUSES
DYSLEXIA

10 THE VICTIMS OF EDUCATIONAL MALPRACTICE
11 THE READING CONSPIRACY MARCHES ON
12 THE POLITICS OF THE WHOLE LANGUAGE METHOD

13 CALIFORNIA’S LITERACY DISASTER: WHEN UTOPIANS RULE,
THE CHILDREN SUFFER

14 COOPERATIVE LEARNING: COMMUNIST IDEOLOGY IN THE
CLASSROOM

15 THE GREAT AMERICAN MATH DISASTER
16 DRUG PUSHING: THE “CURE” FOR ADD AND ADHD
17 CONTRIBUTING TO THE DELINQUENCY OF MINORS



18 DESTROYING A CHILD’S RELIGIOUS BELIEFS: A SPIRITUAL
CRIME

19 THE UNSETTLING PHENOMENON OF TEEN SUICIDE
20 THE MAKING OF THE BLACK UNDERCLASS
21 EUGENICS AND THE CREATION OF THE BLACK UNDERCLASS

22 THE ROLE OF BEHAVIORAL PSYCHOLOGY IN THE DEWEY
PLAN

23 WHY JOHNNY CAN’T TELL RIGHT FROM WRONG

24 BIG BROTHER’S DATA-COLLECTION SYSTEM AND THE ROAD
TO TOTALITARIANISM

25 WHEN UTOPIANS ARE IN POWER, EXPECT TYRANNY

26 MULTICULTURALISM: THE NEW CULTURAL GENOCIDE
27 COMMON CORE: CONSUMER EXTORTION ON STEROIDS
28 COMMON CORE STANDARDS: AN EDUCATIONAL FRAUD

29 REBELLION AGAINST “OBAMACORE” MAKES STRANGE
BEDFELLOWS

30 THE FUTURE OF EDUCATION: FREEDOM OR GLOBAL
ENSLAVEMENT?

31 THE FUTURE OF EDUCATION: HOPE REMAINS

APPENDIX A: A TEACHER’S TESTIMONIAL ON THE TEACHING OF
READING

APPENDIX B: JOHN DEWEY’S PLAN TO DUMB DOWN AMERICA
NOTES
INDEX



INTRODUCTION

It is easier to believe a credible lie than an incredible truth.

Progressive utopians are criminals! They are genocidal psychopaths who
have killed more human beings in the last one hundred years than any other
ideologues in history. They don’t limit their murder just to individuals, but to
entire nations, as in National Socialist Germany’s war of extermination
against the Jews, the Soviet Union’s war against anticommunists,
Cambodia’s slaughter of the educated middle class, and communist China’s
cultural war. And all of this was done in the name of creating a new, utopian
society. In the United States the socialist utopians adopted a new and unique
method of conquering a nation: by dumbing down its people, by destroying
the brainpower of millions of its citizens.

The plan to dumb down America was launched in 1898 by socialist John
Dewey, outlined in an essay titled “The Primary-Education Fetich.”! In it he
showed his fellow progressives how to transform America into a collectivist
utopia by taking over the public schools and destroying the literacy of
millions of Americans. The plan has been so successfully implemented that it
is now a fact that half of America’s adult population are functionally
illiterate.” They can’t read their nation’s Constitution or its Declaration of
Independence. They can’t even read their high school diplomas.

The method of achieving this was by simply changing the way children
are taught to read in their schools. The utopians got rid of the traditional
intensive phonics method of instruction and imposed a look-say, sight, or
whole-word method that forces children to read English as if it were Chinese.
The method is widely in use in today’s public schools, which is why there are
so many failing public schools that cannot teach children the basics. This can
only be considered a blatant and evil form of child abuse.

And this abuse escapes detection because of the cleverness and deception
of its perpetrators. In his 1898 essay, Dewey warned his colleagues about



being too hasty in carrying out the plan. He wrote, “Change must come
gradually. To force it unduly would compromise its final success by favoring
a violent reaction.”>

In other words, deception would have to be used in order for this long-
range, complex plan to be successfully implemented. Educators learned
quickly how to deceive trusting parents and taxpayers and how to manipulate
politicians. They also knew that the children would be powerless to resist
their abuse. And teachers have been taught to blame academic failure on the
children, not themselves. Indeed, many of them revel in the idea that they are
transforming America to suit their own social fantasies.

Of course, most teachers are unaware that they are complicit in this evil
conspiracy. They simply do what they were taught to do by their professors
of education. Few become aware that their professors deceived them and
prepared them to create failure. Most of these teachers are as much victims of
the system as the students they are teaching.

The purpose of this book is to expose the kind of crimes that are being
committed every day against American children and the nation in the name
of education. Most parents trust the public schools because they are supposed
to represent the cherished values of our democratic republic. But the unhappy
truth is that today’s public schools have rejected the values of the Founding
Fathers and adopted values from nineteenth-century European social utopians
that completely contradict our own concepts of individual freedom. And they
have invented new values under the umbrella of “social justice” in order to
advance society toward their idea of moral perfection.

What are the crimes being perpetrated by the educators against America
and its children? The first, most serious crime is treason. In April 1983, the
National Commission on Excellence in Education said in its final report, A
Nation at Risk: “If an unfriendly foreign power had attempted to impose on
America the mediocre educational performance that exists today, we might
well have viewed it as an act of war. As it stands, we have allowed this to
happen to ourselves.”*

In other words, our educators are engaged in a deliberate dumbing down
of America. They are sabotaging the intellectual growth of our children and
depriving Americans of the most productive use of their own lives. This is a
criminal act of war against the American people and should be called what it
is: treason.



The deliberate dumbing down of an entire nation is genocidal in its impact
on that nation’s culture and intellectual future. No group of educators should
have been permitted to impose on American schools a program that is the
antithesis of true education. But when deception is practiced on a scale that is
beyond public understanding, it becomes a crime as specific as perjury under
oath.

A second serious crime is child abuse by deliberately inflicting physical
harm on a child’s brain by using teaching methods designed to produce
dyslexia and learning disabilities. Brain scans now prove beyond a doubt that
the sight, or whole-word, method of teaching reading creates dyslexia and
functional illiteracy by forcing children to use their right brains to perform
the functions designed for their left brains. Deliberately impairing a child’s
brain ought to be a punishable offense.

A third serious crime is contributing to the delinquency of a minor by
teaching pornographic sex education and “alternative” lifestyles that lead to
premarital sex, venereal disease, depression, emotional crises, and unwanted
pregnancies. More children are now born out of wedlock than ever before,
creating one of America’s most serious social problems. More American
children are living in poverty because their parents have adopted an
irresponsible lifestyle based on secular-humanist morality.

A fourth serious crime is destroying a child’s belief in biblical religion, a
moral and spiritual crime that leads children into atheism, nihilism, secular
humanism, and satanism, all of which can result in self-destructive,
murderous behavior. School shootings, massacres, arson, teen suicide,
student depression, and self-destructive behavior are the results of a school
curriculum that denies the existence of God, His loving protection, and life
with a purpose.

A fifth serious crime is pushing psychiatric drugs on millions of children
by requiring them to take such powerful, mind-altering stimulants as Ritalin
or Adderall to alleviate such school-induced disorders as attention deficit
disorder (ADD) and attention deficit/ hyperactivity disorder (ADHD). These
drugs are as potent as cocaine and have even caused sudden death among
teen athletes.

A sixth serious crime is extortion, committed when educators defraud

taxpayers of billions of dollars in the name of school improvement and
reform that never take place. Instead, these educators use the money to buy



more miseducation. The present reform movement promotes the
implementation of Common Core State Standards, which will not improve
education but cost the taxpayers billions of dollars. You cannot have high
standards without high literacy, and high literacy is not a goal of the new
curriculum.

How do you deal with such criminality? First you have to make the public
aware that it exists. Then you must make your political leaders aware of what
is going on in the schools. Most political leaders wear blinders when dealing
with education. For example, when it comes to reauthorizing the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act of 1965, our Washington legislators tinker
with its many titles in the hope that somehow education can be improved.
But what they fail to understand is that what goes on in the schools is based
on an agenda that progressive utopians put in place decades ago and have no
intention of deviating from. Only a massive outcry by an awakened public
will force our state and national legislators to recognize the crimes taking
place in the name of education and put a stop to them.

There is no doubt that what goes on today in the public schools of
America are criminal activities of such a serious nature that millions of
American children will suffer the consequences for their entire lives. We all
recognize obvious child abuse when we see it. But the kind of abuse that
goes on in our schools escapes detection because its perpetrators are so
cunning and deceptive when serving up their disinformation. Indeed, it is
much easier to believe a credible lie than an incredible truth.

Our progressive educational leaders have learned how to deceive parents
and the taxpaying public and get away with it. They know that the children
are powerless to resist their abuse. And they know how to blame academic
failure on the children and not themselves. Indeed, they revel in the idea that
they are, as Obama put it, “fundamentally transforming America” to be more
in line with their totalitarian views. Only an enlightened public will be able to
put a stop to this degradation of American education.

Parents, taxpayers, our progressive educational leaders are lying to you —
and getting away with it. What’s worse, your kids can’t do a thing about it
because they are the ones being blamed for poor performance in school. Of
course, the educators have a solution — but will it really “fundamentally
transform America”? Or has it already destroyed the American educational
system? We say the latter is true, and only an enlightened public will be able



to put a stop to this degradation of American education.



1
TREASON: THE DELIBERATE DUMBING
DOWN OF A NATION

It is criminal to steal a purse, daring to steal a fortune, a mark of greatness to
steal [the mind of a nation]. The blame diminishes as the guilt increases.
— FRIEDRICH SCHILLER

John Dewey (1859-1952) is generally lauded as the father of progressive
education. But unfortunately he is father of much more. In the late 1800s, he
and his socialist colleagues decided to embark on a long-range conspiracy to
radically change America by imposing their own utopian vision of a
collectivist society. In “The Primary-Education Fetich,” which we discussed
in the introduction, Dewey stated that the only way to undermine the
capitalist system was to get rid of the emphasis primary schools placed on the
development of high literacy and independent intelligence. Why? Because
both of these sustained individualism. What was needed, they believed, was a
new curriculum that emphasized socialization and taught children to read by
a whole-word method that would lower the nation’s literacy level and make
its children more amenable to collectivist values. That the conspirators’
utopian fantasy would destroy our constitutional republic did not faze them at
all. They considered themselves peerless intellects and socialism a morally
superior way of life.

The most important question we must ask ourselves today is, did Dewey
and his colleagues have a right to implement a scheme to destroy our form of
government, which protects our people’s God-given rights to life, liberty, and
the pursuit of happiness? Was their utopian fantasy more worthy of devotion
than the values of a free society? Dewey preceded such tyrants as Vladimir
Lenin, Fidel Castro, Mao Tse-tung, Pol Pot, and other communist leaders,
who used brutal force to impose their utopian nightmares on their entire



nations, killing millions in the process. But he knew that socialism could not
be imposed on America by force. And so he told his followers that “change
must come gradually.” That was the only strategy that would lead them to
success.

Success was an egalitarian, collectivist society as described in Edward
Bellamy’s 1888 novel, Looking Backward, a fantasy of a communist
America in the year 2000 in which all private property would be
nationalized. In Bellamy’s story it is assumed that Americans would adopt a
communist way of life through consensus and by force of reason. So why did
Dewey believe there would be a violent reaction to such a utopian plan if the
public became aware of it? Of course, in all countries where communism has
been imposed, there have been violent reactions. But these regimes have
learned how to deal with anti-utopianism: kill off the most effective resisters,
or put them in reeducation work camps, and organize mobs to intimidate the
general public.

But in America, the greatest, richest, and freest nation on earth, the
imposition had to be subtle, slow, patient, and “democratic.” The primary
vehicle for this gradual change would be the public schools, where the
dumbing-down process could be carried out without parents knowing what
was being done to their children.

All of this required a massive cooperative effort by progressive educators
at all levels of the education system to carry out the plan. Of course, there
would be debate among them on how best to implement this radical program.
For this purpose, in 1902 they established their own private forum, the
National Society for the Study of Education, in which they could discuss the
various changes in curriculum needed to advance the plan. The society’s
yearbooks provide members of the conspiracy — and conspiracy is the right
word here, because it is secret, immoral, and involves more than one person —
with what is being discussed by progressive experts in each area of the
school curriculum. Since Dewey and his colleagues were convinced that
nobody would believe in the existence of such a conspiracy, they felt free to
discuss their plans without fear of discovery by parents.

But as Abraham Lincoln reportedly said, “You can fool all of the people
some of the time. You can even fool some of the people all of the time. But
you can’t fool all of the people all of the time.”

In reality, Dewey’s plan was to impose on America a form of cultural



genocide never before imposed on any nation. The way to do it was to
disparage high literacy and teach children to read by a method that would
prevent them from achieving the kind of high personal literacy needed to
develop their independent intelligence.

Dewey was joined in this endeavor by a new breed of “progressive”
educator who came on the scene around the turn of the twentieth century.
They were members of the Protestant academic elite, concentrated mainly at
Teachers College, Columbia University, who no longer believed in the
religion of their fathers even though many of them came from good Christian
families. Some of their fathers were ministers and missionaries. These atheist
renegades were also behaviorists who rejected individual freedom. Control of
human behavior was one of their chief goals.

Dewey’s mother was a devout Calvinist who plied her son with strong
Calvinist doctrines, which he then spent all of his professional life trying to
erase from his brain. He became one of those Protestant academics who
rejected the religion of the Bible and put their new faith in science, evolution,
and psychology. Indeed, Dewey’s academic colleagues, G. Stanley Hall,
James McKeen Cattell, Charles Judd, and James Earl Russell, traveled to
Germany to study the new behaviorist psychology under Professor Wilhelm
Wundt at the University of Leipzig. It was these men who later imposed the
new psychology on American education and transformed it permanently
from its academic function to one dedicated to behavioral and social change.

John Dewey was introduced to the new psychology by his teacher at Johns
Hopkins University, G. Stanley Hall. In 1887, at the tender age of twenty-
eight, Dewey felt that he knew enough about psychology to write a textbook
on the subject, titled fittingly Psychology. In 1894, he was appointed head of
the departments of philosophy, psychology, and education at the University
of Chicago, which had been established two years earlier by a gift from John
D. Rockefeller. In 1896, Dewey created his famous experimental Laboratory
School, where he could test the effects of the new progressive curriculum on
real children.

It was Dewey’s exhaustive analysis of individualism that led him to
believe that the socialized individual could be produced only by first getting
rid of the traditional emphasis on language and literacy in the primary grades
and turning children toward socialized activities and behavior. The long-term
utopian plan required destroying America’s political, social, and moral



culture of religious freedom, individual rights, unobtrusive government, and
high literacy for all.

Destroying the brainpower of a nation is an act of war against that nation.
At no time in history has such a treacherous crime been committed against a
free and trusting people. Fortunately, those born before the Dewey reading
programs were put in the schools were taught to read in the traditional
manner and were able to use our free-enterprise system to create our present
high standard of living. But how much richer would America be if everyone
who came after had that good education?

In 1983, the National Commission on Educational Excellence stated in its
report, A Nation at Risk, “Our society and its educational institutions seem to
have lost sight of the basic purposes of schooling, and of the expectations and
disciplined effort needed to attain them.”! In other words, although we have
in every city, town, and hamlet in America tax-supported public schools and
compulsory attendance laws, our educators — indeed, our entire society —
seem to have forgotten why we have them. Not only do we have schools; we
have teachers colleges, educational psychologists, and educational labs
combined with tons of educational research. In short, our educational
establishment is the best financed in the world. Yet, virtually no one in that
establishment seems to know why schools exist. What they do know is that
the system, as dysfunctional as it is, can provide many lucrative jobs for
degreed practitioners of something called education.

Dewey’s philosophy had evolved from Hegelian idealism to socialist
materialism, and the purpose of his experimental school was to show how
education could be changed to produce little socialists and collectivists
instead of little capitalists and individualists. It was expected that these little
socialists, when they became voting adults, would dutifully nullify our
constitutional government and change the American economic system into a
socialist one.

To Dewey, the greatest obstacle to socialism was the private mind that
seeks knowledge in order to exercise its own private judgment and
intellectual authority. High literacy gave the individual the means to seek
knowledge independently. It gave members of society the means to stand on
their own two feet and think for themselves. This was detrimental to the
“social spirit” needed to bring about a collectivist society. Dewey wrote in
Democracy and Education in 1916:



[W]hen knowledge is regarded as originating and developing within an individual, the ties
which bind the mental life of one to that of his fellows are ignored and denied.

When the social quality of individualized mental operations is denied, it becomes a
problem to find connections which will unite an individual with his fellows. Moral
individualism is set up by the conscious separation of different centers of life. It has its
roots in the notion that the consciousness of each person is wholly private, a self-enclosed

continent, intrinsically independent of the ideas, wishes, purposes of everybody else.?
And he wrote in School and Society in 1899:

[T]he tragic weakness of the present school is that it endeavors to prepare future members
of the social order in a medium in which the conditions of the social spirit are eminently
wanting... .

The mere absorbing of facts and truths is so exclusively individual an affair that it tends
very naturally to pass into selfishness. There is no obvious social motive for the

acquirement of merely learning, there is no clear social gain in success thereat.>

It seems incredible that a man of Dewey’s intelligence could believe that
the sort of traditional education that produced our Founding Fathers and the
wonderful inventors of the nineteenth century lacked “social spirit” when it
was these very individuals who created the freest, happiest, and most
prosperous nation in all of human history, which was no small
accomplishment of the capitalist individualistic system. In reality, it was the
progressives’ rejection of God that made them yearn for a utopia of their own
making. And if high literacy was standing in the way, it had to go. Dewey
wrote in 1896, after the Laboratory School had been in operation for nine
months:

It is one of the great mistakes of education to make reading and writing constitute the bulk
of the school work the first two years. The true way is to teach them incidentally as the
outgrowth of the social activities at this time. Thus language is not primarily the expression
of thought, but the means of social communication.... If language is abstracted from social
activity and made an end in itself, it will not give its whole value as a means of
development.... It is not claimed that by the method suggested, the child will learn to read
as much, nor perhaps as readily in a given period by the usual method. That he will make

more rapid progress later when the true language interest develops... can be claimed with

confidence.*

Note that Dewey admitted that the reading program he was proposing
would not be as effective as the traditional method. But blinded by his vision
of a utopian socialism, he was capable of deliberately miseducating the child
to suit his progressive social agenda. It is doubtful that he was incapable of
seeing what was truly happening in the mind of a child between ages four



and seven and why the teaching of reading and writing was quite appropriate
at those ages. All children, except the very seriously impaired, develop their
innate language faculty very rapidly from ages two to six. In fact, by the time
they are six, they have developed vocabularies in the thousands of words, and
can speak with clarity and grammatical correctness without having had a
single day of formal education.

In other words, children are dynamos of language learning and can easily
be taught to read between ages four and seven, provided they are taught in
the proper phonetic way. Also, Dewey’s notion that the primary function of
language is social communication is patently false. If we accept the Bible as
our source of information, it becomes obvious that the primary purpose of
language — which was God’s gift to Adam — was to permit Adam to converse
with God and know his Creator. The second purpose of language was to
permit Adam to know objective reality and develop his practical use of
language by naming the animals. God made Adam a scientist and
lexicographer even before He created Eve.

The third purpose of language was to permit Adam to know Eve, the
social function of language. The fourth purpose of language was to permit
Adam to know himself through introspection and inner dialogue. For Dewey
and his colleagues, only the social function of language was important, and
therefore children would be instructed in reading and language in a manner
that emphasized their social functions. Today, the whole language
philosophy of reading carries out the Dewey objective most efficiently.

In May 1898, Dewey’s far-reaching plan to dumb down America, “The
Primary-Education Fetich,” argued that the traditional curriculum of the
primary school had to be radically changed and showed progressives how to
implement the plan in this long-range crusade to remake American education
as an instrument to bring about socialism. He wrote:

There is... a false educational god whose idolators are legion, and whose cult influences
the entire educational system. This is language study — the study not of foreign language,
but of English; not in higher, but in primary education. It is almost an unquestioned
assumption, of educational theory and practice both, that the first three years of a child’s
school-life shall be mainly taken up with learning to read and write his own language. If
we add to this the learning of a certain amount of numerical combinations, we have the
pivot about which primary education swings.... It does not follow, however, that because
this course was once wise it is so any longer... .

The plea for the predominance of learning to read in early school-life because of the
great importance attaching to literature seems to me a perversion.... It is simply



superstition: it is the remnant of an outgrown period of history.”

Dewey had no problem recruiting other utopians to the cause. They
formed a kind of socialist brotherhood in which they all contributed their
resources and ideas to this utopian crusade. Many of them had read Karl
Marx’s Communist Manifesto, published in 1848, and his Das Kapital, first
published in German in 1867. Indeed, the publication of Looking Backward
in 1888 spurred the creation of Nationalist Clubs throughout America. These
socialist political groups specifically advocated the nationalization of private
property. Utopian fantasy had captivated the minds of many well-educated
Americans, and it would shape the future of American education.

Their model of utopia was Bellamy’s radical egalitarianism. And that is
what Lenin gave to the Russians and Castro gave to the Cubans: equal
poverty for all. Unexpectedly, the post-Mao communist leaders in China
rejected the egalitarianism of their Great Leader and adopted a more free
market—oriented economy in order to become a rich and powerful nation. In
other words, the Chinese had learned that the only road to economic wealth
and power is capitalism, not communism. Unfortunately, that message has
not been received by present-day American utopians who constantly harp
about economic inequality and how the rich are not paying their fair share in
taxes. Yet, according to the Joint Committee on Taxation, as reported by the
Tax Foundation on April 17, 2014, those earning over $200,000 a year pay

70 percent of federal income taxes.®

Indeed, capitalism has made America’s poor the richest they have ever
been. They have cars, TV sets, refrigerators and freezers, subsidized housing,
air conditioners, health care, food stamps, credit cards, free progressive
education (even though it keeps them poor), and other benefits.

The idea that a group of socialist educators would take it upon themselves
to embark on a conspiracy to dumb down an entire nation speaks volumes
about the evils of socialism. Of course, they embarked on this endeavor
before the Bolshevik Revolution, before the evil of communism would show
its true totalitarian colors. But even after the revolution, Dewey visited the
Soviet Union and came back extolling its virtues.

In 1935 Dewey reaffirmed his commitment to socialism. In Liberalism
and Social Action he wrote:

The last stand of oligarchical and anti-social seclusion is perpetuation of this purely



individualistic notion of intelligence... .

The only form of enduring social organization that is now possible is one in which the
new forces of productivity are cooperatively controlled and used in the interest of the
effective liberty and cultural development of the individuals that constitute society. Such a
social order cannot be established by an unplanned and external convergence of the actions
of separate individuals, each of whom is bent on personal private advantage.... Organized
social planning... is now the sole method of social action by which liberalism can realize

its professed aims.”

But it wasn’t until the 1980s that parents began to become aware of the
plan to socialize America. It was my (Samuel’s) 1984 book, NEA: Trojan
Horse in American Education, exposing the socialist aims of the National
Education Association, that convinced many parents to take their children out
of public schools and to begin educating them at home. Today, we have a
vibrant home-school movement where reading is taught with intensive
phonics and belief in God is upheld.



2
HOW JOHN DEWEY CREATED A HOUSE OF
LIES

School is a liar’s world.

— JOHN TAYLOR GATTO, THE UNDERGROUND HISTORY OF
AMERICAN EDUCATION (2000)

One of the great problems Dewey and his colleagues had was convincing
conservative teachers to adopt the new progressive curriculum that they
endorsed. Deceiving the public about the aims of utopian socialism was easy
enough. But teachers were needed to implement the Dewey plan. Thus, they
had to be convinced that what the progressives were advocating was not only
approved but highly recommended by a respected authority — educational
psychologists.

Dewey wrote that what was needed first was a “full and frank statement of
conviction... from physiologists and psychologists” that could be used to
convince teachers and principals of the need to downgrade literacy in the
primary grades.! This need was soon supplied in 1908 by psychologist
Edmund Burke Huey, who had studied under G. Stanley Hall at Clark
University and did his doctoral dissertation on the psychology and
physiology of reading. His book, The Psychology and Pedagogy of Reading,
published in 1908, became the bible of look-say, whole-word instruction.
Huey wrote:

A survey of the views of some of our foremost and soundest educators reveals the fact that
the men of our time who are most competent to judge are profoundly dissatisfied with
reading as it is now carried on in the elementary school... .

The immense amount of time given to the purely formal use of printed and written
English has been a prime source of irritation. It seems a great waste to devote, as at
present, the main part of a number of school years to the mere mechanics of reading and
spelling... .



Besides, as child nature is being systematically studied, the feeling grows that these
years of childhood, like the Golden Age of our race, belong naturally to quite other
subjects and performances than reading, and to quite other subjects than books; and that
reading is a “Fetich of Primary Education” which only holds its place by the power of

tradition and the stifling of questions asked concerning it.2

What is this “Golden Age of the race” in which there was no need for
books or reading? Before there was literacy there was no civilization. Was
that the Golden Age? This is the sort of intellectual quackery that was going
to be used to destroy “stifling” tradition in the primary school. Huey
continued:

In an article on “The Primary Education Fetich” in Forum, Vol. XXV, [Dewey] gives his
reasons for such a conclusion. While the fetich of Greek is passing, there remains, he says,
the fetich of English, that the first three years of school are to be given largely to reading
and a little number work.... Reading has maintained this traditional place in the face of
changed social, industrial, and intellectual conditions which make the problem wholly
different... .

Against using the period from six to eight years for learning to read and write, Professor
Dewey accepts the opinion of physiologists that the sense-organs and nervous system are
not adapted then to such confining work, that such work violates the principle of exercising
the fundamental before the accessory, that the cramped positions leave their mark, that
writing to ruled line forms is wrong, etc. Besides, he finds that a certain mental

enfeeblement comes from too early an appeal to interest in the abstractions of reading.>

Huey then suggested that children be taught to read through the same sort
of stages that the human race went through before the alphabet was invented.
He wrote sanctimoniously:

The history of the languages in which picture-writing was long the main means of written
communication has here a wealth of suggestion for the framers of the new primary
course... .

It is not indeed necessary that the child should be able to pronounce correctly or
pronounce at all, at first, the new words that appear in his reading, any more than that he
should spell or write all the new words that he hears spoken. If he grasps, approximately,

the total meaning of the sentence in which the new word stands, he has read the sentence.*

In 1908 these co-called educators justified teaching children to read
without accuracy. It is obvious that Dewey knew exactly the kind of reading
instruction that would destroy high literacy and reduce young readers to word
guessers. Huey went on:

Usually this total meaning will suggest what to call the new word, and the word’s current
articulation will usually have been learned in conversation, if the proper amount of oral
practice shall have preceded reading. And even if the child substitutes words of his own for



some that are on the page, provided that these express the meaning, it is an encouraging
sign that the reading has been real, and recognition of details will come as it is needed. The
shock that such a statement will give to many a practical teacher of reading is but an
accurate measure of the hold that a false ideal has taken of us, viz., that to read is to say
just what is upon the page, instead of to think, each in his own way, the meaning that the
page suggests... .

Until the insidious thought of reading as word-pronouncing is well worked out of our
heads, it is well to place the emphasis strongly where it belongs, on reading as thought-

getting independently of expression.”

Huey’s words are an exact definition of the pedagogical philosophy
behind whole language, the most recent reading program of the progressives.
So, there you have the look-say, whole language philosophy of reading
summed up very neatly in 1908 by Professor Huey, whose book is still
considered the authority on reading instruction and is read in colleges of
education. It is not known whether Dewey or Huey had ever taught a child to
read. They certainly made no references to such experiences in their writings.
But their views have dominated reading pedagogy in the teachers colleges of
America since then.

In 1991, the authors of Whole Language: What’s the Difference gave us
their own definition of reading. They wrote, “Whole language represents a
major shift in thinking about the reading process. Rather than viewing
reading as ‘getting the words,” whole language educators view reading as
essentially a process of creating meanings.... It is a transaction, not an
extraction of the meaning from print, in the sense that the reader-created

meanings are a fusion of what the reader brings and what the text offers.”®

In other words, today’s whole language teachers are completely faithful to
the view of reading as given by Dewey in 1898 and Huey in 1908. What all
of this shows is the continuity of the Dewey plan and how it is still being
faithfully carried out by the education elite to this very day.

Naturally, it took some time before the new philosophy of reading could
be translated into textbooks for the schools. The development of these
textbooks took place mainly at the University of Chicago and at Teachers
College, Columbia University, in New York. In Chicago it was William Scott
Gray, protégé of Wundtian educational psychologist Charles H. Judd, dean of
the school of education, who produced the Dick and Jane readers. At
Teachers College, it was Arthur I. Gates, protégé of Edward L. Thorndike,
father of behaviorist educational psychology, who produced the Macmillan
reading program.



By the time the books were published, there were enough progressive
superintendents of schools in place to make sure that the new books were
adopted. However, this was during the Depression, and many school districts
could not afford these new, expensive, colorful basal reading programs. But
when the economy improved after World War 11, virtually every school
district in America was teaching children to read by these crippling look-say
programs.

In June 1928 Dewey visited the Soviet Union with a group of educators.
The Soviet commissar of education had invited a group of American
educators to visit Soviet schools in Leningrad and Moscow. Upon his return
to the United States, Dewey wrote a series of six articles for the New
Republic summarizing his impressions of Soviet education. What most
attracted Dewey’s attention in the Russian schools was that they were made
to serve the needs and interests of a communist society. George Dykhuizen,
in his biography of Dewey, wrote, “The curriculum, he found, stressed the
central role of work in human life, relating it on the one hand to materials and
natural resources and on the other to social and political history and
institutions. Classroom methods and procedures were designed to develop
habits and dispositions that would lead people to ‘act cooperatively and
collectively as readily as now in capitalistic countries they act
“individualistically.””””

Dewey believed that American public schools could be transformed to
resemble the Soviet ones. Dykhuizen wrote, “Summing up his impressions,
Dewey suggested that the most instructive way to view events in Russia was
as a great national experiment whose outcome was still in doubt. Like all
experiments, the Soviet one involved continuous adjustments, risks,
inconveniences, and uncertainties; because of this Dewey was frank to admit
that ‘for selfish reasons I prefer seeing it tried in Russia than in my own
country.’”8

Apparently, Dewey was not quite ready for the dictatorship of the
proletariat, with its slave-labor camps, intense class warfare, secret police,
controlled media, and collectivist farming.

John Dewey died on June 1, 1952, three years before Rudolf Flesch made
the public aware of the devastating impact his ideas on reading were having
on America’s schoolchildren. To the very end, Dewey clung to his idea of
imposing on America the utopian evil of egalitarianism as fantasized in



Looking Backward.

The extent of the book’s influence can be measured by the fact that in
1935, when Columbia University asked John Dewey, historian Charles
Beard, and Atlantic Monthly editor Edward Weeks to independently prepare
lists of the twenty-five most influential books since 1885, Looking Backward
ranked as second on each list after Marx’s Das Kapital. In other words,
Looking Backward was considered the most influential American book in
that fifty-year period.

Dewey characterized the book as “one of the greatest modern syntheses of
humane values.” Even after the rise of Hitler’s National Socialism in
Germany and Marxist-Leninist communism in Russia, Dewey still clung to
Bellamy’s vision of a socialist America. In his 1934 essay, “The Great
American Prophet,” Dewey wrote:

I wish that those who conceive that the abolition of private capital and of energy expended
for profit signify complete regimenting of life and the abolition of all personal choice and
all emulation, would read with an open mind Bellamy’s picture of a socialized economy. It
is not merely that he exposes with extraordinary vigor and clarity the restriction upon
liberty that the present system imposes but that he pictures how socialized industry and
finance would release and further all of those personal and private types of occupation and
use of leisure that men and women actually most prize today... .

It is an American communism that he depicts, and his appeal comes largely from the
fact that he sees in it the necessary means of realizing the democratic ideal... .

The worth of Bellamy’s book in effecting a translation of the ideas of democracy into
economic terms is incalculable. What Uncle Tom’s Cabin was to the anti-slavery
movement Bellamy’s book may well be to the shaping of popular opinion for a new social

order.?

Dewey, who spent his professional life trying to transform Bellamy’s
fantasy into American reality, is responsible for the dysfunctional public
education we have today — a minimal interest in the development of
intellectual, scientific, and literacy skills, and a maximal effort to produce
socialized, politically correct individuals who can barely read.

Today, the University of Chicago stands as an island of academic
tranquility in Chicago’s South Side, surrounded by a sea of social and urban
devastation caused by the philosophical emanations from Dewey’s laboratory
and other departments. Charles Judd, the university’s Wundtian professor of
educational psychology, labored mightily to organize the radical reform of
the public school curriculum to conform to Dewey’s socialist plan.

The simple truth is that most parents know why they send their children to



school: to learn to read, write, and do arithmetic, at the very least.
Everybody, except the educators, seems to know what happens next. You
teach history, geography, grammar, French or Spanish, and lots more to fill
twelve years of schooling.

The Nation at Risk report stated in 1983:

Some 23 million American adults are functionally illiterate by the simplest tests of
everyday reading, writing, and comprehension.

About 13 percent of all 17-year-olds in the United States can be considered functionally
illiterate. Functional illiteracy among minority youth may run as high as 40 percent... .

Over half the population of gifted students do not match their tested ability with
comparable achievement in school.

The College Board’s Scholastic Aptitude Tests (SAT) demonstrate a virtually unbroken
decline from 1963 to 1980. Average verbal scores fell over 50 points and average

mathematics scores dropped nearly 40 points.1?

And the nation kept getting dumber. In 1988 Arthur Sulzberger, publisher
of the New York Times, told his fellow newspaper publishers, “Today up to
60 million Americans — one third of the adult population — cannot read their
local newspaper. As we edge closer to the 215 century, life is becoming more
complex and will become more difficult for adults who cannot read.”!!

In September 1993, the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES)
released the results of its study of “Adult Literacy in America.” It found that
some ninety million American adults were barely literate. They had only the
most rudimentary reading and writing skills after spending years in our
public schools. Education Secretary Richard W. Riley remarked: “This
should be a wake-up call for all Americans to consider going back to school
and getting a tune-up.” If the schools were unable to teach these ninety
million students to read to begin with, why should they go back for a so-
called “tune-up”? How lame can a secretary of education be? According to a
Washington Post article of September 9, 1993, “The conclusions underscore
alarms raised in recent years by business leaders and education specialists
alike about the literacy and quality of the American workforce and about
millions of high-school students earning diplomas though barely able to read
and write.”1?

In 2003 the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) reported that
only 13 percent of American adults are highly literate, 33 percent have
intermediate literacy skills, 33 percent were reading at the basic level, and 22
percent were reading below basic level. In other words, 55 percent of



American adults were virtually illiterate.!3

In 2007 the National Endowment for the Arts released its own survey of
literacy in America. According to its report, Reading at Risk, the number of
seventeen-year-olds who never read for pleasure increased from 9 percent in
1984 to 19 percent in 2004. Almost half of Americans between the ages of

eighteen and twenty-four never read books for pleasure.'*

Endowment chairman Dana Gioia told a reporter, “This is a massive
social problem. We are losing the majority of the new generation. They will
not achieve anything close to their potential because of poor reading.”

According to the Washington Post, “SAT reading scores for graduating
high school seniors [in 2011] reached the lowest point in nearly four decades,
reflecting a steady decline in performance in that subject on the college

admissions test, the College Board reported.”!®

And according to SAT scores, even the smart are getting dumber. In 1972
2,817 students achieved the highest verbal score of 750 to 800. In 1994 it was
down to 1,438. America has been literally losing its brains. As for those at
the bottom of the scale, in 1972, the number of students who achieved the
lowest verbal score of 200-290 was 71,084. In 1994 that number was up to
136,841. And so, the smart are getting dumber and the dumb are getting
dumber. The number of test takers in 1972 was 1,022,820. In 1994 it was
1,050,386.1°

In 1994, the College Board decided to “recenter” the scoring scale. What
had happened since the original 200—800 scale was made in 1941 is that in
1994 the students’ average scores were well below the 500 average of
previous generations, which simply reflected the steady dumbing down
taking place in American education. In 1994 the verbal “average” was 423,
some 77 points below the 500 average, and the math “average” of 479 was
21 points below the 500 average.'”

This meant that even the 469 average verbal score made by independent
school test takers was well below the 1941 average of 500! And yet, those
same test takers scored 54 points above the 1994 average of 423. In other
words, in 1994 the average student was a lot dumber than the average student
of 1941, and the smarter students in 1994 were dumber than the average
students of 1941. The College Board explained:

Beginning with the high school class of 1996, the College Board will recenter the scales,



based on a more contemporary reference group. This means that the average score will
once again be at or about the center of the scale — 500 — for a new reference group from the
1990s...

Setting the average verbal and math scores at 500 means that most students’ scores will
be higher. So if a student scored a verbal score of about 430 and a math score of about 470
before recentering, the score would be about 500 for both verbal and math when the test is

recentered. 18

Now you see it; now you don’t. It’s reminiscent of a shell game, using
numbers to deceive the public. Everyone’s score will suddenly go up. But the
average will still remain an average so colleges will be able to tell who is or
is not above or below average for purposes of acceptance. But what they
won’t know is how much dumber these students are than their counterparts in
1941.

Fast-forward to 2011. According to the College Board, the SAT reading
scores for the high school class of 2011 were 497 — the lowest on record. The
math score of 514 was the lowest since 2006. In context of the 800-point text,
the three-point decline from the previous year’s verbal score of 500 to 2011’s
497, is nothing to worry about.

The average verbal score in 2011 was 497. If we wish to see what that
score would be in pre-centering terms, we would simply subtract 87 points
from 497 which would give us a pre-centered score of 410, 90 points below
the 500 average in 1941. In other words, students in 2011 were scoring 90
points lower on average than students of the Greatest Generation in 1941.

And according to the College Board, only 43 percent of SAT takers in the
class of 2013 graduated from high school academically prepared for the
rigors of college course work. This number has remained virtually unchanged
during the last five years.

Even Boston, touted as the Athens of America, is grappling with a school
system in disarray. According to the Boston Globe, “Reading has been
particularly problematic in Boston’s classrooms. Only slightly more than 30
percent of third- and fourth-graders were proficient in reading on the MCAS,
according to last spring’s results, the most recent data available.” So even the
children of Boston are being dumbed down by their schools.?°

That all of this dumbing down is deliberate and not some sort of huge
national accident has been proven by the work of courageous, indomitable
whistle-blower Charlotte Iserbyt, who served on the school board of her
hometown, Camden, Maine, where her sons were attending school. As a



conservative she discovered that she was being lied to by the liberal
superintendent. She then went on to serve as a senior policy advisor in the
Office of Educational Research and Improvement (OERI), US Department of
Education, during President Ronald Reagan’s first term. Concerning her
appointment Iserbyt wrote:

My reputation of being an “education activist” firmly established, Reagan conservatives in
D.C. invited me to become part of the demolition team established to carry out President
Reagan’s promise to “abolish the U.S. Dept. of Education.” . . .

Off I went to Washington to serve as Sr. Policy Advisor in the most important office
dealing with education in the world! I had zero credentials for such a job which would
ordinarily be held by the former President of Stanford, Harvard, Columbia, whatever . . .

Had I not been plopped into that job I would NEVER have had access to all the
incredible documents (ones dating back many years and ones outlining the present
restructuring of education), all the federally-funded grants going around the world to
change all nations’ classical education systems to Skinnerian outcomes-based global
education. I finally got myself fired for leaking an important technology grant, and that
was the end of my career in the U.S. Dept. of Education. However, before I leaked the
technology grant to Human Events I removed all the other incriminating education
documents from my office to my apartment and many of them became the basis for the

Deliberate Dumbing Down of America: A Chronological Paper Trail *!

Iserbyt’s mammoth tome, based on research and documents she retrieved
from the Department of Education, proves that the dumbing-down process
has been engineered by American progressives determined to mold American
children into members of the future utopian world socialist government.

Still, most Americans are under the impression that communism was
invented by Karl Marx and Lenin and first practiced in the Soviet Union. The
truth, however, is quite different.

Communism as an economic and political philosophy was created by
Robert Owen (1771-1858), a British manufacturer who believed that all of
man'’s ills were caused by religion. He became a social messiah when he
“discovered” what he considered to be the basic truth about human character:
that a man’s character is made for him by society through upbringing,
education, and environment, and not by himself, as the religionists taught.
Children in a cannibalistic society grow up to be adult cannibals. Children in
a selfish, competitive society grow up to be selfish and competitive. No one
is innately depraved or evil, as Calvinists believe. An infant is a glob of
plastic that can be molded to have whatever character society wishes him or
her to have.

Owen started publishing his ideas in 1813, and in 1816, to prove that he



was right, he established his famous Institution for the Formation of
Character at New Lanark in Scotland. Through a secular, scientific
curriculum coupled with the notion that each pupil must strive to make his
fellow pupils happy, Owen hoped to turn out little rational, cooperative
human beings, devoid of selfishness, religious superstition, and all of the
other traits found in capitalist man.

In 1825, Robert Owen came to America to establish his communist colony
at New Harmony, Indiana. The experiment received a great deal of
newspaper publicity and attracted a large number of utopian followers. It was
called “an experiment in social reform through cooperation and rational
education.” But in less than two years it failed. The problem, Owen decided,
was that people raised and educated under the old system were incapable of
adapting themselves to the communist way of life, no matter how much they
professed to believe in it.

Therefore, the Owenites decided that a government system of rational,
secular education would have to precede the creation of a socialist society.
They subsequently launched a strong campaign to promote a national system
of secular education. Owen’s son, Robert Dale Owen, and feminist Frances
Wright set up headquarters in New York City, helped organize the
Workingmen’s Party as a front for Owenite ideas, published a radical weekly
paper called the Free Inquirer, and lectured widely on socialism and national
education.

Their anti-biblical views turned so many people away from Owenism,
however, that they were forced to adopt covert techniques to further their
ends. One of the men attracted to their cause was writer and editor Orestes
Brownson, whose remarkable religious odyssey took him from Calvinism to
Universalism to Socialism to Unitarianism and finally to Catholicism. Years
later, describing his short experience with the Owenites, Brownson wrote:

But the more immediate work was to get our system of schools adopted. To this end it was
proposed to organize the whole Union secretly, very much on the plan of the Carbonari of
Europe, of whom at that time I knew nothing. The members of this secret society were to
avail themselves of all the means in their power, each in his own locality, to form public
opinion in favor of education by the state at the public expense, and to get such men
elected to the legislatures as would be likely to favor our purposes. How far the secret
organization extended, I do not know; but I do know that a considerable portion of the

State of New York was organized, for I was myself one of the agents for organizing it.2?

Thus, we know that as early as 1829, the communists and socialists had



adopted subversive techniques to further their ends in the United States,
techniques that John Dewey and his progressive colleagues would continue
to use right up to the present.

Public education was the result of an unholy alliance between Owenites,
who wanted public schools to promote socialism; Unitarians, who wanted
public schools to get rid of Calvinist influence; and Protestants, who wanted
public schools to counter increasing Catholic immigration. The system we
now have is anti-Christian, pro-socialist, and owned lock, stock, and barrel
by the progressives and behavioral psychologists. It is a training system
designed to treat children as little animals in conformity with the educators’
prevailing belief in evolution.

This is clearly not an education system for a free society, and thus it must
be changed or gotten rid of. How? American parents have shown that they
still have the freedom to educate their children outside this corrupt

government system. The faster they exercise that freedom, the better off we
all shall be.



3
PORTRAIT OF A FAILED SYSTEM

Clearly, something very strange is happening in our schools.
— THEODORE DALRYMPLE, LIFE AT THE BOTTOM (2001)

According to Mary Sanchez of the Kansas City Star (quoted in This Week
magazine, March 1, 2013), we are “a wealthy nation of dummies and
dropouts,” lagging far behind other countries’ educational performance.! But
in his State of the Union address of 2013, President Obama announced that
he had an ambitious plan to close that gap. He proposed a program that
would give all US three- and four-year-olds access to “high quality”
preschool education. The new program would be run at the state level, with
federal oversight. In other words, the dumbing down would begin earlier.

Obama’s program is just another plan calculated to continue the deception
being played on the American people by our political leaders. If our
educational professionals cannot teach the five- and six-year-olds the basics
in their present “high quality” programs, what makes anyone think they will
be able to produce better results with a so-called high-quality curriculum on a
preschool level?

Here is what our well-financed public education system has given us,
according to data published by Jeb Bush’s Foundation for Excellence in
Education:

* Eighty-one percent of American eighteen-year-olds are unprepared for
college coursework.?

* More than 25 percent of students fail to graduate from high school in
four years; for African-American and Hispanic students, this number is

approaching 40 percent.’



* According to American College Testing (ACT), three-quarters of
American students who do achieve a high school diploma are not ready
for college coursework and often need remedial classes at both the
university and community college levels. Only 26 percent are ready for
college in all subjects.*

» More than a third of all Americans, 43 percent, read at the lowest two
literacy levels according to the 2003 National Assessment of Adult
Literacy (NAAL).>

« In 2009 nationwide, 67 percent of fourth grade students, 75 percent of
eighth grade students, and 74 percent of twelfth grade students were not
reading at a proficient level according to the National Center for
Educational Statistics.®

» Seventy percent of those in prison and 70 percent of those on welfare
read at the two lowest literacy levels according to the 1992 National

Adult Literacy Survey.’

* On the 2011 National Assessment of Educational Progress — known as
the Nation’s Report Card, only 35 percent of eighth graders performed at
grade level or above in math, while just 34 percent of both fourth and
eighth graders scored at grade level or above in English. This means that
65 percent of eighth graders performed below grade level in math and 66
percent of fourth and eighth graders performed below grade level in

English.?

* According to tests in 2012 given to fifteen-year-olds by the Organization
for Economic Cooperation & Development (OECD), US students were at
seventeenth place in the world in reading, twenty-seventh in math and

twentieth in science.’

» Thirty percent of high school graduates can’t pass the US military
entrance exam, which is focused just on basic reading and math skills.'°

» Parents in the United States spend five to seven billion dollars a year on
tutoring programs. Tutoring programs offering additional out-of-school
instruction to students are drawing a growing number of clients as parents



continue to be concerned about the quality of their children’s schools.!!

 The United States has more than 600,000 manufacturing jobs vacant
because there aren’t enough qualified people to fill them.!?

 The Alliance for Excellent Education estimates that if the 1.3 million high
school dropouts from the class of 2010 had earned their diplomas instead
of dropping out, the US economy would have seen an additional $337
billion in wages over these students’ lifetimes. But why would students
stay in a school that can’t teach them to read?!3

* A survey conducted in 2012 by McKinsey & Company found that 87
percent of educational institutions thought they had prepared their
students well for employment, but only 49 percent of employers agreed

that their new employees had the training they needed.'*

* A Deloitte survey found that 63 percent of life science and aerospace
firms report shortages of qualified workers. In the defense and aerospace
industries, many executives fear this problem will accelerate in the
coming decade as 60 percent of the existing workforce reaches retirement

age.l®

* On August 8, 2013, The New York Times revealed the scores from the
new Common Core State math and English tests for students third
through eighth grades. The new tests, supported by the Obama
Administration, for the first time measure whether students are prepared
to succeed in college and careers in today’s economy, as opposed to
measuring whether they are on track to graduate high school. Under the
new, more rigorous test, only 29.6 percent of students met proficiency
standards in math and 26.5 percent of students met the standards in
English. In other words, 70 percent of the students in the system are

unprepared to succeed in our high-tech economy.!®

» Across New York City, only 15.3 percent of black students met the
proficiency standards in math. In English, the percentage of proficient

black students was 16.3 percent.!”

» The National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) measures



student achievement for grade 8 mathematics. Eighteen percent of New
York City’s white students scored at the Advanced level in 2013, as did
26 percent of the Asian students. Only 1 percent of the city’s black and
Latino eighth graders scored at Advanced levels. If 99 percent of black
eighth graders are not performing math at advanced levels, the odds are
slim that they will pass the admissions test for Stuyvesant and other
selective schools.!®

 According to Gov. Jeb Bush, president of the Foundation for Excellence
in Education, “Our students have fallen behind their international peers in
math and science. The result is that only one quarter of the students who
do earn a high-school diploma are prepared for college.”!?

All of the above is the lamentable story of the failure of our public schools
to educate American children. Those failures are not the result of an accident.
They are the result of programs created by the best-organized and best-paid
educators on the planet. All of these programs that create failure were
conceived to produce precisely the results we are getting. But why are
American educators able to get away with these crimes? It’s because
Americans cannot believe that our professional and highly respected
educators could be involved in a conspiracy to deliberately dumb down the
nation. They recognize that we are indeed being dumbed down, but they
don’t blame the educators. They blame the children and the culture. In short,
this conspiracy is protected by its incredulity.

Perhaps no one in America is more qualified to report on the true
condition of our government schools than John Taylor Gatto, the now-
famous educator who spent thirty years teaching in six different schools in
New York City and then quit because he could no longer take part in a
system that destroys lives by destroying minds. How these millions of
illiterates impact our society is what concerns Gatto the most.

In 1990 the New York Senate named John Gatto “New York City Teacher
of the Year.” The speech he gave at that occasion, “The Psychopathic
School,” amounted to a devastating indictment of public education as a failed
system. In 1991 Mr. Gatto was again named New York State Teacher of the
Year, at which occasion he gave a speech, “The Seven-Lesson
Schoolteacher,” so insightful of the wrongheadedness of public education
that it will probably become a classic in educational literature. These two



remarkable speeches were published in a book entitled Dumbing Us Down:
The Hidden Curriculum of Compulsory Schooling, which perfectly describes
the curriculum crafted by John Dewey and his colleagues.

Gatto was born in Monongahela, Pennsylvania, an industrial river town
forty miles southeast of Pittsburgh. He wrote, “It was a place where
independence, toughness, and self-reliance were honored, a place where
pride in ethnic and local culture was very intense. It was an altogether

wonderful place to grow up, even to grow up poor.”?? Gatto’s grandfather
was the town printer and, for a time, the publisher of the town newspaper, the
Daily Republican, a source of independent thinking in a stronghold of the
Democratic Party.

The move from Monongahela to Manhattan was quite a jolt for Gatto. The
difference in society and values turned Gatto into an anthropologist, and in
the next twenty-six years he used his classes “as a laboratory where I could
learn a broader range of what human possibility is... and also as a place

where I could study what releases and what inhibits human power.”?!

Like so many university students, Gatto was taught by his professors that
intelligence and talent were distributed throughout the population in bell-
curve predictability. But his experience as a teacher taught him differently.
He wrote:

The trouble was that the unlikeliest kids kept demonstrating to me at random moments so
many hallmarks of human excellence — insight, wisdom, justice, resourcefulness, courage,
originality — that I became confused. They didn’t do this often enough to make my
teaching easy, but they did it often enough that I began to wonder, reluctantly, whether it
was possible that being in school itself was what was dumbing them down. Was it possible
I had been hired not to enlarge children’s power, but to diminish it? That seemed crazy on
the face of it, but slowly I began to realize that the bells and confinement, the crazy
sequences, the age-segregation, the lack of privacy, the constant surveillance, and all the
rest of the national curriculum of schooling were designed exactly as if someone had set
out to prevent children from learning how to think and act, to coax them into addiction and

dependent behavior.??

In other words, Gatto had figured out through his own deductive
reasoning that the education system was so organized and constructed to
deliberately dumb down the kids. This startling insight led him to develop a
teaching style completely opposite of what was taught in the university. He
wrote, “I dropped the idea that I was an expert, whose job it was to fill the
little heads with my expertise, and began to explore how I could remove
those obstacles that prevented the inherent genius of children from gathering



itself.”23

Naturally, Gatto’s methods put him more and more in conflict with the
system. He explains: “The sociology of government monopoly schools has
evolved in such a way that a premise like mine jeopardizes the total
institution if it spreads.... But once loose the idea could imperil the central
assumptions which allow the institutional school to sustain itself, much as the
false assumption that it is difficult to learn to read, or that kids resist learning,
and many more.”?*

In his speech “The Seven-Lesson Schoolteacher,” Gatto described the
seven lessons that are taught in all public schools by all teachers in America,
whether they know it or not. He wrote: “The first lesson I teach is confusion.
Everything I teach is out of context. I teach the un-relating of everything. I
teach dis-connections.” He went on to say, “Even in the best schools a close
examination of curriculum and its sequences turns up a lack of coherence, a
host of internal contradictions.”?°

Gatto is right. Confusion is taught by the arbitrary content of the
curriculum, beginning with whole language and invented spelling and a
confusing mishmash called “social studies.”

The second lesson I teach is class position.... The children are numbered so that if any get
away they can be returned to the right class.... My job is to make them like being locked
together with children who bear numbers like their own.... If I do my job well, the kids
can’t even imagine themselves somewhere else, because I’ve shown them how to envy and
fear the better classes and how to have contempt for the dumb classes.... That’s the real

lesson of any rigged competition like school. You come to know your place.?®

Class position is enhanced by separating the gifted and talented (the rulers
of tomorrow) from the vocational proles and peons whose future place in
society will be determined by the psycho-visionary utopians. Many leading
experts have commented on this. According to Sal Khan, founder of the
Khan Academy of online education, “Advanced children are all put together;
they all know each other and learn from each other’s habits. At the low end,
it’s an intellectual wasteland.”?’

Gatto wrote, “The third lesson I teach is indifference.... When the bell
rings I insist they drop whatever it is we have been doing and proceed
quickly to the next work station. They must turn on and off like a light

switch.... Bells inoculate each undertaking with indifference.”??
Indifference is instilled by teaching students that they are the products of



evolution and have no special purpose in life. Logic and reason give way to
emotion as the principle means of knowing.

The fourth lesson I teach is emotional dependency. By stars and red checks, smiles and
frowns, prizes, honors, and disgraces, I teach kids to surrender their will to the
predestinated chain of command.

The fifth lesson I teach is intellectual dependency.... This is the most important lesson
of them all: we must wait for other people better trained than ourselves, to make the
meanings of our lives.... If I’m told that evolution is a fact instead of a theory, I transmit
that as ordered, punishing deviants who resist what I have been told to tell them to think....
Successful children do the thinking I assign them with a minimum of resistance and a
decent show of enthusiasm.... Bad kids fight this, of course, even though they lack the
concepts to know what they are fighting... .Fortunately there are tested procedures to break

the will of those who resist.2°

Gatto points out that rarely do parents come to the aid of their resisting
children. They generally believe that their kid’s school is not one of the bad
ones, and they tell their children to obey their teachers. Intellectual
dependency creates politically correct thinking.

The sixth lesson I teach is provisional self-esteem.... The lesson of report cards and tests is
that children should not trust themselves or their parents but should instead rely on the
evaluation of certified officials. People need to be told what they are worth... .

The seventh lesson I teach is that one can’t hide. 1 teach students they are always
watched, that each is under constant surveillance by myself and my colleagues.3°

No wonder students celebrate when they are released from their prisonlike
school at graduation. But can they cope with the real world after having spent
twelve years in the stifling, inhuman system that did not educate them but
simply indoctrinated them in the worldview of the liberal utopians? Can the
system be reformed? Gatto wrote:

The current debate about whether we should have a national curriculum is phony. We
already have a national curriculum locked up in the seven lessons I have just outlined.
Such a curriculum produces physical, moral, and intellectual paralysis, and no curriculum
of content will be sufficient to reverse its hideous effects.... Look again at the seven
lessons of school teaching... All of these lessons are prime training for permanent

underclasses, people deprived forever of finding the center of their own special genius.3!

Gatto’s testimony has had a great influence on homeschoolers but has not
been able to stop the progressive juggernaut, which maintains its power
through its political connections. The unionized educators are the most-
skilled lobbyists in Washington and in every state capital. Some of their
power has been undermined by the charter school movement. But charter



schools are public schools, and thus cannot wander too far off the plantation.
They are more of a threat to the union than to the progressive utopians who
still control national curriculum development. When progressive doctors of
education write on school reform, you know that what they are doing is
simply trying to justify their own salaries by advancing the utopian cause.
They are the best-paid “professionals” in America. The damage they have
done to American education is beyond calculation.

Why has Congress permitted all of this to happen? Barry Gold-water, in
his classic defense of conservatism, wrote in Conscience of a Conservative,
published in 1960 — five years before President Lyndon Johnson opened the
federal coffers to public education:

[Flederal intervention in education is unconstitutional.... Therefore, any federal aid
program, however desirable it might appear, must be regarded as illegal until such time as
the Constitution is amended.... In the main, the trouble with American education is that we
have put into practice the educational philosophy expounded by John Dewey and his
disciples. In varying degrees, we have adopted what has been called “progressive
education.”... Responding to the Deweyite attack on methods of teaching, we have
encouraged the teaching profession to be more concerned with how a subject is taught than
with what is taught. Most important of all: in our anxiety to “improve” the world and
insure “progress” we have permitted our schools to become laboratories for social and
economic change according to the predilections of the professional educators. We have
forgotten that the proper function of the school is to transmit the cultural heritage of one
generation to the next generation, and to so train the minds of the new generation as to
make them capable of absorbing ancient learning and applying it to the problems of its

own day.3?

We wish that every member of Congress would read Barry Goldwater’s
great 1960 testimony and return to constitutional government.



4
HOW DUMBED DOWN ARE WE?

Only a desperado would blindly trust his children to a collection of untested
strangers and hope for the best.

—JOHN TAYLOR GATTO

ED. Hirsch Jr. relates in Cultural Literacy that, in the mid-1980s, American
business leaders wanted to know why their younger middle-level executives
could no longer communicate their ideas effectively in speech or writing.!
They wanted to know why, despite the great advances in the technology of
communication, the effectiveness of business communication had been
slipping, to the detriment of our competitiveness in the world.

To find answers, several large grants were awarded to the American
Academy of Arts and Sciences of Cambridge, Massachusetts. Teams of
scholars were assembled, and the academy spent the next twenty years trying
to come up with the answers. The result was a 597-page book, Educating All
Children: A Global Agenda, published in 2006. It contained a sweeping, dry,
unreadable view of every aspect of world education, with no hint of why
middle-level executives could no longer express themselves effectively.?

The project included highly credentialed experts in education — just not
those who actually knew something about the problem. All they had to do
was read Flesch’s book Why Johnny Can’t Read, or my own study, The New
Illiterates, published in 1973, and they would have known what had to be
done. But that would have been too easy and too cheap. The academy editors
wrote:

This volume reviews research related to the achievement of universal primary and
secondary education globally: the current state of education, the quality and quantity of
available data on education, the history of education and obstacles to its expansion, the
means of expanding access and improving education in developing countries, estimates of
the costs, and the potential consequences of expansion. This research implies that



achieving universal primary and secondary education is both urgent and feasible.
Achieving it will require overcoming significant obstacles, developing innovations in

educational practices, and spending more money on education.>

In other words, the research team delivered dense dissertations about
worldwide educational problems and posed new questions that might suggest
new projects investigating the unknowable. That’s how the establishment
manages to make everything more complex than it has to be: by burying their
scholarly musings under a mountain of mind-numbing data. And that is why
there is such widespread, self-inflicted ignorance among the top leaders of
this country. Those of us who have the answers are simply ignored and
relegated to a form of social and professional exile that never before existed
in American history.

But E. D. Hirsch apparently knows the source of the problem. In Cultural
Literacy, published in 1987, he wrote of his son John’s experience as a
teacher of Latin in high school and eighth grade:

In one of his classes he mentioned to his students that Latin, the language they were
studying, is a dead language that is no longer spoken.... One girl raised her hand to
challenge my son’s claim. “What do they speak in Latin America?” she demanded.

At least she had heard of Latin America. Another day my son asked his Latin class if
they knew the name of an epic poem by Homer. One pupil shot up his hand and eagerly
said, “The Alamo!” Was it just a slip for The Iliad? No, he didn’t know what the Alamo

was, either.*

Hirsch then quoted Ben Stein, who has his own stories to tell about
ignorant youth:

I spend a lot of time with teen-agers. Besides employing three of them part-time, I
frequently conduct focus groups at Los Angeles area high schools to learn about teen-
agers’ attitudes towards movies or television shows or nuclear arms or politicians... .

I have not yet found one single student in Los Angeles, in either college or high school,
who could tell me the years when World War II was fought. Nor have I found one who
could tell me the years when World War I was fought. Nor have I found one who knew
when the American Civil War was fought... .

Only two could tell me where Chicago is, even in the vaguest terms. (My particular
favorite geography lesson was the junior at the University of California at L.os Angeles
who thought that Toronto must be in Italy. My second-favorite geography lesson is the
junior at USC, a pre-law student, who thought that Washington, D.C. was in Washington
State.) ...

Only two could even approximately identify Thomas Jefferson. Only one could place
the date of the Declaration of Independence. None could name even one of the first ten

amendments to the Constitution or connect them with the Bill of Rights.”



Our Constitution, not counting amendments, consists of only 4,400 words.
It is one of the shortest in the world, and should be read by every student in
an American middle school, where knowledge of the Constitution should be
made mandatory in civics classes. But according to a survey made in the
summer of 2010, 72 percent of a thousand people polled had never read the

document, yet they all attended school.®

In his book Just How Stupid Are We? author Rick Shenkman wrote,
“Young people by many measures know less than young people forty years
ago.... Just 20 percent of young Americans between the ages of 18 and 34
read a daily paper.... When one college teacher required a class to listen to
NPR for an hour, one student summed up the general reaction to the
experience by calling it ‘torture.”””

Even our presidential speeches have been dumbed down. Shenkman
added, “Studies show that the speeches of presidents today are pitched at the
level of seventh graders; in the old days — a scant half-century ago or so —
they talked at the twelfth grade level.”®

As for our college graduates, the Washington Post reported:

Literacy experts and educators say they are stunned by the results of a recent adult literacy
assessment, which shows that the reading proficiency of college graduates has declined in
the past decade, with no obvious explanation.

“It’s appalling — it’s really astounding,” said Michael Gorman, president of the
American Library Association and a librarian at California State University at Fresno.
“Only 31 percent of college graduates can read a complex book and extrapolate from it.

That’s not saying much for the remainder.””

No wonder the presidents’ speeches have had to be dumbed down. So
much for the intelligence level on which American politics are now
conducted.

It may be a bit amusing to point out the appalling ignorance of our youth
and functionally illiterate college graduates. But it is more of a tragedy than a
comedy, for these ignoramuses are the leaders of tomorrow, and America
never became the freest and richest nation on earth out of ignorance.



)
CHILD ABUSE: TURNING NORMAL
CHILDREN INTO DYSLEXICS

It’s a foolproof system all right.
— RUDOLF FLESCH

One of the great unrecognized crimes being committed every day in our
public schools is turning perfectly normal, intelligent children into dyslexics,
or lifelong functional illiterates. How is this done? Very simply: by using a
sight, or whole-word, method of teaching reading.

The sight method of teaching reading was actually invented in the early
1800s by the Reverend Thomas H. Gallaudet, founder of the Hartford
Asylum for the Deaf and Dumb. Gallaudet thought that he could apply to

normal children some of the techniques used in teaching deaf-mutes to read.!

Since his deaf-mute pupils could not use the spoken language, they could
not learn a sound-symbol system of reading unless they were taught the
articulation method. However, Gallaudet had been trained to use the sign
method. He taught his pupils to read by a purely sight method consisting of
pictures and whole words. For the deaf pupil written language represented
ideas, not language sounds. Indeed, the good reverend thought that such a
method might work even better with normal children.

In 1835 Gallaudet published his Mother’s Primer, the first whole-word
primer to be published in America. Its first line reads, “Frank had a dog; his
name was Spot.” The dog Spot would later turn up in the Dick and Jane look-
say readers. In 1836 the Boston Primary School Committee decided to try
Gallaudet’s primer on an experimental basis, and in the following year
officially adopted it for use in Boston’s primary schools. Seven years later,
the decline in students’ reading ability was so horrendous that a group of
Boston schoolmasters published a blistering critique of the new method. The



Boston schools got rid of the Gallaudet method and returned to the traditional
method as used by Noah Webster in his celebrated Blue-Backed Speller.

But the deaf-mute teaching method did not die. It was kept alive in the
new state-owned teachers colleges — or normal schools, as they were then
called — until they were refurbished by the new generation of progressive
educators.

The socialist professors claimed that their new method of teaching reading
was based on a scientific experiment conducted in 1885 by a twenty-five-
year-old American psychologist, James McKeen Cattell, who was studying
under Prof. Wilhelm Wundt at the University of Leipzig in Germany. Wundt,
founder of experimental psychology, believed that human beings could be
studied like animals and could be conditioned to behave as society wanted.
Man, in other words, was nothing more than a stimulus-response organism.
This concept formed the basis of behavioral psychology and its views on
behavior modification.

Cattell, a colleague of Dewey’s, was eager to see how these principles
could be applied to early education, particularly in the teaching of reading. In
his experiment, he “discovered” that adult readers read words as whole units,
or total word pictures, like Chinese characters. If that’s the way adults read,
he thought, why not teach children to read total word pictures from the very
beginning? It sounded like a wonderful idea, except that he failed to realize
that an adult reader recognizes the letters in the word so quickly that it seems
as if he is reading them as wholes. Indeed, a fluent reader has had to first
learn the letters and their sounds before becoming a proficient reader.

The progressives were in favor of this new approach to primary reading
because it fitted in nicely with their philosophy of education. They strongly
agreed with Dewey, whose aim it was to change the focus of education from
the development of individual intellectual skills to the development of
cooperative social skills. Socialism’s objective had been from the very
beginning to remake man from the competitive individual of a capitalist
society to a cooperative being in a collectivist state. Education was
considered the best way to achieve this transformation. Indeed, President
Obama’s idea of transforming America is also in line with the progressive
aim to create a socialist America.

Dewey’s famous Laboratory School at the University of Chicago (1896—
1904), in which his ideas were tested on children, led to the writing of his



book School and Society, which became the bible of progressive education.
His ideas were later implemented at the Lincoln School (1916-1946) at
Teachers College, Columbia University, in New York, where Dewey was
invited to teach and set the direction for teacher education.

There he joined his two colleagues, James McKeen Cattell and Edward L.
Thorndike, who became the chief architects of the progressive curriculum.
Having gotten his PhD in psychology under Wundt in Leipzig, Cattell
became head of the Department of Psychology, Anthropology, and
Philosophy at Columbia in 1891. Thorndike, who had studied how animals
learn at Harvard under William James, completed his PhD at Columbia
University in 1898 under Cattell’s supervision. In 1899 he became an
instructor in psychology at Teachers College, where he remained for the rest
of his career, developing his human-animal training program known as the S-
R (stimulus-response) learning process.

The Lincoln School, which opened in 1916 with support from the
Rockefeller General Education Board, became the experimental school for
Teachers College. John D. Rockefeller Jr., who greatly admired John Dewey
and his radical education ideas, donated $3 million to the school.

Among the school’s chief architects were Charles W. Eliot, a former
president of Harvard University and an influential member of the New
England Association of Colleges and Secondary Schools; his protégé,
Abraham Flexner, a member of the controversial Rockefeller philanthropy,
the General Education Board; Otis W. Caldwell, a professor of science
education at Teachers College and the school’s first director; and the dean of
Teachers College, James E. Russell.

Mr. Rockefeller also sent four of his five sons to the school to be educated
under the new progressive philosophy. All four boys, subjected to the new
method of teaching reading, became dyslexic.

Jules Abels, in his book The Rockefeller Millions, revealed what the new
teaching method did for the boys’ literacy:

The influence of the Lincoln School, which as a progressive school, encouraged students
to explore their own interests and taught them to live in society has been a dominant one in
their lives.... Yet Laurence gives startling confirmation as to “Why Johnnie Can’t Read.”
He says that the Lincoln School did not teach him to read and write as he wishes he now
could. Nelson, today, admits that reading for him is a “slow and tortuous process” that he
does not enjoy doing but compels himself to do it. This is significant evidence in the

debate that has raged about modern educational techniques.?



David Rockefeller wrote of his experience at the Lincoln School in his
Memoirs, published in 2002:

It was Lincoln’s experimental curriculum and method of instruction that distinguished it
from all other New York schools of the time. Father was an ardent and generous supporter
of John Dewey’s educational methods and school reform efforts.... Teacher’s College of
Columbia University operated Lincoln, with considerable financial assistance in the early
years from the General Education Board, as an experimental school designed to put

Dewey’s philosophy into practice.>

Dewey’s educational methods were conceived and calculated to dumb
down the nation, and he started out by dumbing down the four Rockefeller
boys. Nelson, of course, was able to hire Henry Kissinger to do his reading
for him.

David Rockefeller wrote further:

Lincoln stressed freedom for children to learn and to play an active role in their own
education.... But there were some drawbacks. In my case, I had trouble with reading and
spelling, which my teachers, drawing upon “progressive” educational theory, did not
consider significant. They believed I was simply a slow reader and that I would develop at
my own pace. In reality I have dyslexia, which was never diagnosed, and I never received
remedial attention. As a result my reading ability, as well as my proficiency in spelling,
improved only marginally as I grew older. All my siblings, except Babs and John, had

dyslexia to a degree.*

David went on to become a banker and philanthropist, while Winthrop
became a philanthropist and the thirty-seventh governor of Arkansas. Their
wealth made it possible for them to deal with their reading handicaps by
having great secretaries.

The experience of the Rockefeller boys is indicative of how progressive
education can cripple individuals, who must live with their disability from
then on. Nelson Rockefeller was especially victimized by the education he
got at the Lincoln School. When he was governor of New York, he wrote a
rather startling confession that appeared in The Reading Teacher in March
1972:

I appreciate the opportunity to make some observations on the importance of reading — for
I am a prime example of one who has had to struggle with the handicap of being a poor
reader while serving in public office.

On many occasions, upon confronting an audience, I have elected to announce that I
have thrown away my speech in favor of giving the audience the benefit of my
spontaneous thoughts.

And, usually, I have added: “Besides, I went to a progressive school and don’t read very



well anyhow.” This, of course, is a trial to my very able speech writer as well as a libel
upon all the devoted teachers and professors who saw me through the years of my formal
education. It is also usually a rather popular device, since it implies a desire to
communicate with the audience on a much more intimate basis — but the truth is that it
serves primarily to cover the fact that I really wish I could do a better job of reading a

speech or other public statement.”

Why didn’t the progressive educators admit that their teaching methods
were creating dyslexia and go back to the traditional phonics method?
Because what they had done to the Rockefeller boys in a private school, they
intended to do to the rest of American children in the public schools.

The tragedy is that there are millions of Americans like the Rockefeller
boys who must endure the crippling consequences of educational
malpractice.

The fact that the progressives refused to stop what they were doing
indicates that their intent was criminal. Indeed, they were politely but
emphatically warned in February 1929 by Dr. Samuel T. Orton, a
neuropathologist, in an article in the Journal of Educational Psychology
titled “The ‘Sight Reading’ Method of Teaching Reading as a Source of
Reading Disability.” Dr. Orton couldn’t have been more critical of the new
teaching method. He wrote:

I wish to emphasize at the beginning that the strictures which I have to offer here do not
apply to the use of the sight method of teaching reading as a whole but only to its effects
on a restricted group of children for whom, as I think we can show, this technique is not
only not adapted but often proves an actual obstacle to reading progress, and moreover I
believe that this group is one of considerable educational importance both because of its
size and because here faulty teaching methods may not only prevent the acquisition of
academic education by children of average capacity but may also give rise to far reaching

damage to their emotional life.®

Orton had discovered all of this in the 1920s while investigating cases of
reading disability in Iowa, where the new teaching method was being widely
used. But since the professors of education had no intention of changing their
dumbing-down agenda, they simply argued that Orton didn’t know much
about education. And so they continued their plans to develop and publish
their new basal reading programs for the public schools. Later they made use
of Orton’s own medical diagnoses and terminology to identify what was
wrong with the kids having trouble learning to read. But they never admitted
that it was the teaching method that was causing these problems to begin
with.



And so, as early as 1929, the educators had had explicit warning from a
prominent physician that the new whole-word method could cause serious
reading disability. And they certainly must have known about the Gallaudet
experiment in Boston in the 1830s and ’40s. Despite this, the new basal
reading programs, with their delightful illustrations, turned out to be huge
commercial successes for the publishers as, virtually overnight, whole school
districts switched to Dick and Jane, Alice and Jerry, Janet and Mark, Jimmy
and Sue, Tom and Betty, and other whole-word basal series that were making
their professor-authors rich. By the way, no one seems to know why, in the
midst of the Great Depression, American schools suddenly decided to spend
millions of dollars on a new experimental teaching method that had yet to
prove its efficacy.

By the 1940s, however, the new method’s harmful effects were quite
evident. Schools everywhere were setting up remedial reading departments
and reading clinics to handle the thousands of children with reading
problems. In fact, remedial teaching had blossomed into a whole new
educational specialty with its own professional status.

Researchers, seeking the causes of this epidemic of reading disability,
began to develop a whole new lexicon of exotic terms to deal with this
previously unknown educational phenomenon: congenital word blindness,
word deafness, developmental alexia, congenital alexia, congenital aphasia,
dyslexia, strephosymbolia, binocular imbalance, ocular blocks,
dyslexaphoria, ocular-manual laterality, minimal brain damage, and
anything else a gullible public would accept.

What cures were recommended for these horrible conditions? Life
magazine, in a major article on dyslexia in 1944, described the cure
recommended by the Dyslexia Institute at Northwestern University for one
little girl with an IQ of 118: thyroid treatments, removal of tonsils and
adenoids, and exercises to strengthen her eye muscles. It would have been a
lot easier and cheaper to simply teach the little girl the letters and sounds of
the alphabet in an intensive phonics program!”

With the boom in remedial teaching also came the creation of professional
organizations to deal with reading disability. In 1946 the National
Association for Remedial Teaching was formed and, two years later, the
International Council for the Improvement of Reading Instruction. The
professors must have laughed all the way to the bank, having enormous fun



deceiving an entire nation.

At this point one might ask, “How could these progressive educators get
away with this blatant educational malpractice in a free country where
parents and elected representatives are supposed to have ultimate control
over the public schools?” In 1955 Rudolf Flesch gave the answer in Why
Johnny Can’t Read:

It’s a foolproof system all right. Every grade-school teacher in the country has to go to a
teachers’ college or school of education; every teachers’ college gives at least one course
on how to teach reading; every course on how to teach reading is based on a textbook;
every one of those textbooks is written by one of the high priests of the word method. In
the old days it was impossible to keep a good teacher from following her own common
sense and practical knowledge; today the phonetic system of teaching reading is kept out of
our schools as effectively as if we had a dictatorship with an all-powerful Ministry of

Education.?

Apparently, government-monopoly education, even without a dictatorship,
is quite capable of stifling dissent. In the matter of reading instruction, what
we have had to contend with is a private monopoly of professors of education
within a state-controlled and -regulated system. These professors have had a
strong economic and professional interest in pushing and keeping their
textbooks and methodology in the schools, and the state system made it easy
for them to create a monopoly and maintain it indefinitely. As for the
suffering their teaching methods were inflicting on millions of children, it
didn’t seem to bother them at all.

Teacher certification laws require young teachers to be trained by these
professors, who not only prepare the curriculum for teacher training but also
hold sway over the professional journals the teachers read and the
organizations they join. In addition, the professors of education are organized
professionally along national lines and therefore can assert a nationwide
influence over the teaching profession as a whole. They also had the help of
the National Education Association, which published numerous articles in its
journal in favor of the new teaching method.

Nevertheless, Flesch’s book was an eye-opener. Now, for the first time,
parents knew why so many of their children were having such a difficult time
learning to read. Flesch wrote, “The teaching of reading — all over the United
States, in all the schools, in all the textbooks — is totally wrong and flies in

the face of all logic and common sense.””
What was the reaction of the professors of education in 1955 to Why



Johnny Can’t Read? Unlike the parents, who praised the book, the professors
denounced Dr. Flesch in no uncertain terms, accusing him of
misrepresentation, oversimplification, and superficiality. At the same time
they decided to consolidate the two previously mentioned reading
organizations into one major professional organization: the International
Reading Association. In a few short years, it would become the impregnable
citadel of the whole-word method, protecting the professors’ vested interests
not only from Dr. Flesch but from all other critics who would dare question
the professors’ wisdom.

So if you’ve wondered why reading instruction in America has not gotten
better since the publication of Why Johnny Can’t Read, there’s the reason.
The profession is simply too well insulated from public or parental pressures.
Today the International Reading Association has about sixty thousand
members, publishes three professional journals, and holds an annual
convention that draws as many as thirteen thousand attendees. It held its
fifty-eighth annual convention in 2013 in San Antonio. If you peruse the
Reading Teacher, the IRA’s journal for classroom teachers, you will see how
complex the teaching of reading has become. Complexity has become the
reading establishment’s defense against a return to anything as simple and
effective as intensive, systematic phonics.

Another reason why there has been no improvement in reading instruction
is because the academic elite don’t believe that everyone should be taught to
read. That’s the opinion of Harvard professor Anthony Oettinger, chairman
of the Harvard Program on Information Resources Policy and a member of
the prestigious Council on Foreign Relations. He told an audience of telecom
executives in 1982:

Our idea of literacy, I am afraid, is obsolete because it rests on a frozen and classical
definition... The present “traditional” concept of literacy has to do with the ability to read
and write. But the real question that confronts us today is: How do we help citizens
function well in their society? How can they acquire the skills necessary to solve their
problems? Do we, for example, really want to teach people to do a lot of sums or write in
“a fine round hand” when they have a five-dollar hand-held calculator or a word processor
to work with? Or, do we really have to have everybody literate — writing and reading in the
traditional sense — when we have the means in our technology to achieve a new flowering
of oral communication? What is speech recognition and speech synthesis all about if it
does not lead to ways of reducing the burden on the individual of the imposed notions of

literacy that were a product of nineteenth century economics and technology?!?

Professor Oettinger doesn’t want to impose on American children notions



of literacy that were a product of nineteenth-century economics and
technology. What he chooses to forget is that literacy was high in early
America because of the need to be able to read the Bible and know the Word
of God. To our forefathers the purpose of education was to pass on to the
next generation the knowledge, wisdom, and values of the previous
generation. To them, man was made in God’s image, and therefore children
had to be educated with that concept in mind.

We don’t know of any parent who sends a child to school not to learn to
read, write, and do arithmetic. Yet, a member of the Harvard elite is telling us
that these are things not all children have to learn, and that the dumbing-
down curriculum is just fine. The establishment does not think your kids
should even be able to read. What would make anyone think that its members
care whether the methods being used can cause dyslexia in children?



6
SIGHT VOCABULARY: THE POISON OF
PRIMARY EDUCATION

Children should be able to learn sight vocabulary in context rather than in
isolation.
— UNESCO’S GUIDE TO TEACHING READING AT THE PRIMARY
SCHOOL LEVEL

In writing my book The New Illiterates, in which I (Samuel) did a
painstaking, line-by-line analysis of the Dick and Jane readers, I came to the
conclusion that anyone taught to read exclusively by that sight-word method
was at risk of becoming dyslexic. Requiring a child to memorize a sight
vocabulary, in my estimation, was putting that child on the high road to
dyslexia, especially because it forced the child to use the right brain to
perform a left-brain function.

The fact that the human brain is divided into two hemispheres, with
specialized functions in each hemisphere, has become the subject of intense
study among brain scientists, particularly those concerned with the issue of
dyslexia. Dr. Stanislas Dehaene is the director of the Cognitive Neuro-
Imaging Unit at Saclay, France. His pioneering study of the reading brain
provides us with a fresh look at the teaching of reading and dyslexia.
Dehaene wrote in Reading in the Brain:

Literacy drastically changes the brain — literally! The literate brain obviously engages
many more left-hemispheric resources than the illiterate brain — even when we only listen
to speech. Most strikingly, literacy did not only alter brain activity during language
listening tasks, but also affected the anatomy of the brain. The rear part of the corpus
collosum, which links the parietal regions of both hemispheres had thickened in the literate
subjects. This macroscopic finding implies a massive increase in the exchange of
information across the two hemispheres — perhaps explaining the remarkable increase in

verbal memory span in literates.!



So we know that literacy has a positive effect on brain development. But
what does dyslexia do to the nonreader’s brain? Dehaene wrote:

The comparison of the dyslexic with their respective control groups reveal a clear
anomaly. A whole chunk of their left temporal lobe was insufficiently active. Furthermore,
this reduced brain activity was observed at the same location and to the same degree for all
three nationalities.... [T]he left temporal lobe seems to be systematically disorganized....
This decrease in temporal lobe activity was found in adults who had suffered from lifelong
reading deficits. But reduced activity can also be seen in young dyslexic children aged

from eight to 12 years old.?

Using the right brain to perform a left-brain function causes cognitive
confusion, which is viewed in the left brain as being disorganized and
“insufficiently active.” And it is the learning of the sight vocabulary that
causes this symbolic and cognitive confusion and left-brain disorganization.
Learning an alphabetic system is the function of the left temporal lobe, and
memorizing a sight vocabulary thwarts that function. That is why I (Samuel)
call a sight vocabulary “the poison of primary education.” It does to the brain
what the drug thalidomide did to the fetus that emerged from the womb
without arms.?

Several years ago, I (Samuel) had a demonstration of how easy it is to turn
a normal child into a budding dyslexic. A father in his early forties brought
his five-year-old kindergartner to me for an evaluation. The boy had had ear
infections, which the parents thought might interfere with his learning to
read. He had some difficulty distinguishing m’s and n’s, and his teacher said
that the boy “wasn’t catching on.” Previously, the parents had signed a
statement that they would make sure that the child did the homework
assigned by the teacher.

The boy’s pediatrician recommended that the child be core evaluated. At a
core evaluation, teachers, counselors, and psychologists discuss the child’s
problem with the parents. They then recommend an individualized learning
program. The father had heard about me and wanted my advice about the
need or desirability of a core evaluation. Having served as a teacher in a
private school for children with learning and behavioral problems, I had
participated in several core evaluations and was familiar with the process.
But I wanted to meet the child and judge for myself whether or not he needed
any kind of core evaluation.

The five-year-old turned out to be very friendly and, from all appearances,
completely normal. First, I wanted to see if he could learn to read by



intensive phonics. He was able to recite the alphabet, but he had not yet
learned the letter sounds, and his ability to identify all of the letters correctly
required more work on his part. This was quite normal for a five-year-old.

But I wanted to demonstrate to his father that the boy was quite capable of
learning to read by phonics. So I turned to lesson one in my Alpha-Phonics
book and I explained to the youngster that the letter a stood for a short a,
which I then articulated quite distinctly. I asked the boy to repeat the sound,
which he did. Then I pointed to the letter m and told the boy that the letter m
stood for the “mmm” sound. And the boy was able to repeat the “mmm” with
no problem. I then demonstrated that when we put the short a together with
the “mmm,” we get the word am.

I next introduced the letter n and its sound, “nnn.” The boy repeated the
sound quite nicely. I then joined the short a with the “nnn” to create the word
an. The boy repeated the word. I told him that an was a word and asked him
if he had ever used it. He said no. So I told him to listen to me, and I said, “I
have an apple.” He got the message.

Meanwhile, through all of this the boy sat on his dad’s lap and was
smiling happily. I went through the rest of the consonants in the lesson —s, t,
and x — showed how the words as, at, and ax were composed of two sounds,
articulated the sounds, had him repeat them, and demonstrated their use in
short sentences. I asked him if he knew what an ax was. He did.

The purpose of the lesson was to show this anxious father that his son was
quite capable of learning to read by phonics, emphasizing that it required
patience and repetition. Namely, the use of flash cards was needed to produce
automaticity — the development of a phonetic reflex. I did not think that the
boy’s hearing problem was even an issue. I was sure that his pronunciations
would improve as he learned to read phonetically and that his very minor
problem with m and n would clear up as he became a reader.

The father then showed me the papers his son had brought home from
school. The math papers were simple counting exercises. There was also an
exercise in categorizing. One exercise, which was supposed to test the
youngster’s ability to follow instructions, was somewhat confusing and got
the child a failing grade in the exercise. That upset the father.

But what really perked my interest was the Dolch list of basic sight words,

which the child was required to memorize. The teacher had given the child
this list of ninety words, which were to be memorized with a parent’s help —



five words per week, from January to June. The first week’s words were: a,
the, yellow, black, and zero. The second week’s words: and, away, big, blue,
and can. Third week: come, down, find, for, funny. Fourth week: go, help,
here, I, in. And so on. Now, the child had hardly learned the alphabet and
was not aware that letters stood for sounds. So why was he being given this
arbitrary list of words to memorize by sight? Most of the words were
perfectly regular in spelling and could have easily been learned in the context
of a phonics reading program. Did the teacher realize that she was in the
process of turning this child into a dyslexic? Once he left her kindergarten
class, she would probably never see him again.

E. W. Dolch was a professor of education in the early 1920s who
composed a list of the most frequently used words in English.* It was thought
that if children learned several hundred of these words by sight — that is, by
whole-word recognition — before they even knew the alphabet or the letter
sounds, they would have a jumping head start in learning to read.

But what Dolch didn’t realize is that once the child began to automatically
look at English printed words as whole configurations, like Chinese
characters, or little pictures, the child would develop a whole-word or holistic
reflex or habit, which would then become a block against seeing our
alphabetic words in their phonetic structure. And that blockage would cause
the symptoms of what is known as dyslexia.

You might ask, what is a reflex? A reflex is a quick, automatic, habitual
response to stimuli. There are two sorts of reflexes: unlearned
(unconditioned) and learned (conditioned). An unlearned reflex is innately
physical, such as the automatic reaction of our eyes when we go from
daylight into a dark tunnel. The response is involuntary, and thus not
something that has to be learned. A learned reflex is the kind we develop
through habitual use, for example, in learning to drive. When we see a red
light ahead, we automatically apply our foot to the brake pedal. We do this
without thinking, whether in the middle of a conversation, or on a cell phone,
or listening to the radio. That’s a learned reflex.

A learned reflex is not easy to unlearn. For example, an American who
rents a car in England, where people drive on the left side of the road, must
suppress his right-drive reflex if he is to avoid a head-on collision. In that
case, the American driver can no longer rely on his normal reflexes and must
think about every move he makes while driving. Likewise, when an



American pedestrian in London wants to cross a road with heavy traffic, she
habitually looks to the left, but in London she must look to the right to avoid
being hit by one of those huge double-decker buses.

That learning to read involved the development of conditioned reflexes
was well known by the professors of reading, especially when teaching a
child to read by the sight method. In 1940, Prof. Walter Dearborn of Harvard
University wrote:

The principle which we have used to explain the acquisition of a sight vocabulary is, of
course, the one suggested by Pavlov’s well-known experiments on the conditioned
response. This is as it should be. The basic process involved in conditioning and in
learning to read is the same... .

In order to obtain the best results from the use of the conditioning technique, the
substitute stimulus must either immediately precede, or occur simultaneously with, the
adequate stimulus. As we have explained before, the substitute stimulus in the case of

learning to read is the word seen and the adequate stimulus is the word heard.”

And so, it was well understood by the professors of reading that, in
learning to read, it was necessary to develop automaticity — a reflex. But the
correct reflex to develop in learning to read an alphabetic writing system is a
phonetic reflex, which comes about by learning the letter sounds and being
drilled sufficiently in the consonant-vowel combinations so the learner can
see a word’s phonetic structure and can automatically sound out a
multisyllabic word by articulating each syllabic unit. In other words, the
child automatically associates the letters with sounds. When that phonetic
reflex is acquired, reading becomes easy, fluent, enjoyable, and accurate.
Maybe our educators should try it sometime.



7
HOW DO CHILDREN LEARN A SIGHT
VOCABULARY? ANY WAY THEY CAN!

The word horse does not look like a horse...or a pony.
— PAT GROFF

While we know how children learn to read phonetically, no one seems to
know how children learn a sight vocabulary. Indeed, teaching children to
read in the twentieth and twenty-first centuries by a method preceding the
invention of the alphabet does not make sense. After all, alphabetic writing
has tremendous advantages over the older forms of writing. For the first time
man had an accurate, precise means of transcribing the spoken word directly
into written form. It was the most revolutionary invention in all of history. It
did away with hieroglyphic and ideographic writing and accelerated the
speed of intellectual development and the expansion of vocabulary, thus
expanding knowledge and brainpower. It also made learning to read simple
and available to the population as a whole.

In light of these advantages, it seems strange that professors of education
in the early twentieth century would decide to teach American children to
read English as if it were an ideographic writing system. How could you
possibly teach children to read that way? To a logical mind the whole idea
seems not only absurd but insane. Yet, that is what the professors did, and
what most primary school teachers continue to do today.

Essentially, the sight method works as follows: The child is given a sight
vocabulary to memorize. He or she is taught to look at and say the words
without knowing that the letters stand for sounds. As far as the learner is
concerned, the letters are a bunch of arbitrary squiggles arranged in some
arbitrary, haphazard order. The learner’s task is to see a picture in the
configuration of the whole word — to make the word horse look like a horse.



Of course, the word horse does not look like a horse. So how does a child
remember that the word is horse? Any way he can. There isn’t a professor of
education anywhere in the world who can tell you how a child learns a sight
vocabulary. The only research we found that addressed that question was
done by Josephine H. Bowden at the elementary school of the University of
Chicago around 1912. A description of the studies was given by Prof. Walter
F. Dearborn in 1914 as follows:

In the first study the pupils, who had had no instruction in reading, were taught by a word
method without the use of phonics and the problem was to determine by what means the
children actually recognized and differentiated words when left to their own devices. The
following quotation indicates the methods employed by the experimenter: “First, incidents;
for example, one day when the child was given the cards to read from, it was observed that
she read with equal ease whether the card was right side up or upside down. This incident
suggested a test which was later given. Second, comments of the child; for example, when
she was asked to find in the context the word ‘shoes,’ she said that ‘dress’ looked so much
like ‘shoes’ that she was afraid she would make a mistake. Third, questioning; for
example, she had trouble to distinguish between ‘sing’ and ‘song.” When she had mastered
the words she was asked how she knew which was which. Her reply was, ‘by the looks.’
When questioned further she put her finger on the ‘i’ and the ‘o.” These three types of
evidence correspond to introspection with the adult. The fourth type of evidence is a
comparison of the words learned as to the parts of speech, geometric form, internal form,
and length. Fifth, misreading; for example, ‘dogs’ was read ‘twigs,” and ‘feathers,” ‘fur.’
Sixth, mutilations; for example, ‘dogs’ was printed ‘digs,” ‘lilac’ was written ‘lalci.””

Some of the conclusions may be cited, first as regards the kind of words most easily
learned on the basis of word forms. Four out of six children learned more “linear” words,
i.e., words like “acorns,” “saw,” in which there are no high letters, than of any other group.
In but one case were the “superlinear” words more easily recognized... .

Misreadings or the mistaking of one word for another occurred most frequently in these
early stages, first when the words were of the same length (which again controverts
Messmer’s findings); secondly, when words had common letters, the “g” and “o” of
“igloo” caused it to be read as “dogs”; thirdly, when the initial letters of words were the
same; and fourthly, when the final letters were the same. Words were recognized upside
down nearly as easily as right side up, but [only] two children noticing any difference. The
word seems to be recognized as a whole, and as the author notes, recognized upside down
just as the child would recognize a toy upside down.

The general conclusions of the study may be quoted:

“The comments and the questions, as well as the misreading, seem to show that children
learn to read words by the trial and error method. It may be the length of the word, the
initial letter, the final letter, a characteristic letter, the position of the word in the sentence,
or even the blackness of the type that serves as the cue.... There is no evidence in any of
the cases studied that the child works out a system by which he learns to recognize words.
That he does not work out phonics for himself comes out quite clearly in the transposition
test. Furthermore, only once did a child divide a word even into its syllables. There is some
evidence that the child is conscious of the letter, except in the case of ‘E,” who so analyzed
the word ‘six.” Sometimes, when the child seemed to have made a letter analysis, he failed

to recognize the word a second time, and in some cases did not learn it at all.”1



And so, it was obvious to the professors as far back as 1914 that the sight
method was a totally horrendous, inaccurate, inefficient, and illogical way of
teaching a child to read. And despite Dr. Orton’s warning in 1929 that the
sight method would harm many children, they proceeded to put their new
reading programs in all the schools of America.

The writers of the new look-say reading programs realized that they had to
beef up their sight-vocabulary primers with a battery of “word recognition
strategies.” They provided configuration clues: putting sight words in frames;
picture clues: loading the page with illustrations depicting the words; context
clues: inane stories in which the word could be easily guessed on the basis of
context; and phonetic clues: teaching initial and final consonant sounds to
reduce the ridiculousness of some of the guesses.

It is important to note that teaching phonetic clues is not the same as
teaching intensive, systematic phonics. The latter helps the child acquire an
automatic association of letters and sounds and teaches blending. The former
provides phonetic information that is stored in the brain and requires effort to
retrieve. Learning an isolated consonant sound without knowing the other
sounds in the word makes no sense at all.

That this sight method of teaching reading can cause the symptoms of
dyslexia is not difficult to surmise. What are the symptoms? Dr. Harold N.
Levinson, founder of the Medical Dyslexic Treatment Center in Lake
Success, New York, and author of Smart but Feeling Dumb, which he
dedicated to the “40 million dyslexic Americans,” lists the symptoms as
follows: (1) memory instability for letters, words, or numbers; (2) a tendency
to skip over or scramble letters, words, and sentences; (3) a poor, slow,
fatiguing reading ability prone to compensatory head tilting, near-far
focusing, and finger pointing; (4) reversal of letters such as b and d, words
such as saw and was, and numbers such as 6 and 9 or 16 and 61; (5) word
blurring or movement or double images; and (6) headaches, vertigo, or
nausea brought on by reading.?

These symptoms sound just like the very mistakes made by those children
back in 1912 who were trying to learn a sight vocabulary. Some of those kids
even read the words upside down!

It is obvious that if you are told to look at a word as a picture, you may
look at it from right to left as easily as from left to right. You will reverse
letters because they look alike, and you have not been drilled to know them



by sound as well as by sight. In alphabetic writing, the sounds in the word
follow the same sequence in which the letters are written, which makes
reversing letters virtually impossible. A sight reader will be a poor speller
because the sequence of letters seems completely arbitrary, with no rhyme or
reason. But to a phonetic reader the sequence of letters is most important
because it follows the same sequence in which the sounds are uttered.

Other symptoms include transposing letters in a word, for example,
reading abroad as aboard, left as felt, and how as who; confusing words with
others of similar configuration, such as through, though, and thought, or quit,
quite and quiet, or realty and reality; and guessing at unknown words.

Dr. Kenneth L. Goodman, America’s top professor of reading and chief
advocate of the sight method, calls reading a “psycholinguistic guessing
game.”> And that’s exactly what it is for most American children in today’s
primary schools. The result is an explosion in special education, which has
become the growth industry for educators so worried about the dropout
problem. The primary schools create the learning disabilities, and the federal
government is funding a new industry to deal with them. In the 1976-77
school year, there were 796,000 learning-disabled students in special

education. In 1983-84 there were 1,806,000.* Dyslexia is booming!

Obviously, the prevalent methods of teaching reading cause dyslexia. I
(Samuel) have visited many American cities on my lecture tours and have
seen for myself the sight-word basal reading programs being used in today’s
primary classrooms all across the country. Yes, they now teach more
phonics, but not in the intensive, systematic way that would produce the
needed phonetic reflex. They teach letter sounds as information that the
student may or may not use while looking at the words as little pictures. The
educators call that a “balanced approach.” But the scale is tipped in favor of
the sight method.

Donald Potter, an educator in Odessa, Texas, specializes in tutoring
reading-disabled children with phonics. He wrote in an e-mail to me:

One of the cardinal signs of whole-language instruction is the confusion of “a” and “the.” I
know they look totally different, but the kids continually confuse them. I take it that the
“determiner slot” in the sentences can be filled with either “a” or “the” and still make good
sense. The kids have been taught to read with syntactic clues (along with graphemic and
semantic). This training CAUSES them to make these substitutions. The parents (and
researchers) are fooled into thinking that the kids have dyslexia when they are really just

performing as they have been instructed in their “How to Guess Reading Classes.” The



a/the confusion is only one of many examples of syntactic substitutions. The sentence will
always make sense, even though they have read the wrong word.”

This means that the minds of millions of American children are being
crippled, their futures handicapped, their self-esteem destroyed by educators
who should know better. This criminal malpractice is going on in virtually
every community in the nation. And yet, there is little one can do about it.
The professors of education won’t listen; after all, they write the textbooks.
The book publishers publish what the educators want and what the textbook
committees will adopt. The classroom teachers know no other way to teach;
the professional organizations promote these faulty methods; and principals,
administrators, and superintendents leave the teaching of reading to the
“experts.”

Also, holistic readers are encouraged by their teachers to substitute words,
as explained by a whole language advocate quoted in the 1986 Washington
Post article “Reading Method Lets Pupils Guess; Whole-Language Approach
Riles Advocates of Phonics.” The article states, “The most controversial
aspect of whole language is the de-emphasis on accuracy. American Reading
Council President Julia Palmer, an advocate of the approach, said it is
acceptable if a young child reads the word house for home, or substitutes the
word pony for horse. ‘It’s not very serious because she understands the
meaning,’ said Palmer. ‘Accuracy is not the name of the game.’”®

When does accuracy become the name of the game in Ms. Palmer’s view
of education? Probably never, for if you teach children in primary school,
through invented spelling and word substitutions, that accuracy is not at all
important, they may never acquire a sense of accuracy, unless forced to do so
by the demands of the workplace.

What we do know is that when you impose an inaccurate, subjective
ideographic teaching technique on a phonetic-alphabetic writing system,
which demands accurate decoding, you create symbolic confusion, cognitive
conflict, frustration, and a learning breakdown. In addition, I strongly suspect
that attention deficit disorder, otherwise known as ADD, is a form of
behavioral disorganization created by a teaching disorganization. It is the
symbolic confusion, cognitive conflict, learning blocks, and frustration
caused by holistic teaching methods that literally force children to react
physically to what they instinctively know is harming them. They started
school feeling very intelligent. Now they feel stupid. They may not know



exactly what the teacher is doing that is harming them. But they certainly
know that they are being harmed. And that is why they react.

But there is some hope. The enormous growth of the homeschool
movement has spurred the development of many new phonics programs,
which are being used at home. Also, there are more and more private and
church schools that teach children to read with intensive phonics. And here
and there one finds a teacher in a public school who teaches phonics. But
phonics in a public school is usually taught as “bootleg phonics” — that is,
surreptitiously, if at all.

However, for the nation as a whole, there is little hope that the vast
majority of schools will change their teaching methods in the foreseeable
future. The fact that more and more children are being labeled learning
disabled, dyslexic, or ADD, and are being given drugs each day in order to
attend school, is a sad indication that the schools are committed to programs
that damage children.

One would expect American business leaders, who need literate workers,
to be at the forefront of those who are urging education reform. But the
problem is that business professionals go to educational professionals for
information, advice, and ideas and are given the usual song and dance in
which the professional educators have become expert practitioners.

Professionals in other fields cannot believe that educational professionals
are deliberately miseducating American children and causing dyslexia. And
so, considering how poorly informed our business leaders are and how
difficult it is to reach them, let alone brief them on this rather complex
subject, there is little likelihood that they will act effectively on behalf of the
children entrapped in the government schools.



8
RIGHT BRAIN VS. LEFT BRAIN: HOW TO
AVOID DYSLEXIA

When children learn to read... their brains will never be the same again.
— STANISLAS DEHAENE, READING IN THE BRAIN (2010)

The human brain is divided into two hemispheres, each with different
functions. The left brain is the center of language development. The right
brain deals with spatial functions: art, distance, depth, perspective, and so
forth. The human being is quite distinct from every other species in that we
have the faculty of speech, the ability to use a variety of voice sounds to
represent meaning. Thus, we develop spoken language. Other species can
make vocal sounds, too, but only the human being has the unique brain
faculty that permits the development of spoken language — the ability to use a
sound-symbol system to represent objects, feelings, emotions, and ideas.

It is language that has permitted humankind to create civilization, write
history, and communicate with one another in the most intimate manner. In
other words, language permits us to have knowledge of the great power that
created us, knowledge of the objective world, knowledge of others, and
knowledge of ourselves. We think in terms of language. We formulate
scientific knowledge by the use of language. We argue with our tongues. We
pray with language. We develop complex philosophical ideas with language.
We speak to ourselves in language. And that is why the distance between the
highest jungle primate and the human being is eons apart.

Modern scientists have become quite interested in the functions of the
brain and its development from infancy to adulthood. Investigations of brain
damage and how it can affect behavioral functions have become the focus of
intense scientific interest. Soldiers whose left-brain hemispheres have been
injured will have speech difficulties. Victims of stroke will also suffer loss of



normal speech. Anyone who has been around an individual who has suffered
a stroke will be keenly aware of the stroke’s effect on speech. However, with
the invention of brain-scanning machines, we can now actually see how the
brain functions under different normal and abnormal conditions.

Of late there has been considerable interest in the subject of dyslexia and
how this disease affects brain functions. It is thought by some investigators
that we can see the origin of dyslexia in some actual brain damage or
distortion. They assume that this brain anomaly is the cause of dyslexia
instead of being the result of the child being forced by educators to use the
right brain to perform a left-brain function. This is done by forcing children
to learn a sight vocabulary, to look at our alphabetic words as little pictures,
when in reality our alphabetic words are symbolic representations of
language sounds.

Back in the early 1800s, the Reverend Thomas H. Gallaudet was able to
have his deaf pupils use their right brains to learn a sight vocabulary because
they could not hear language. That permitted the deaf to associate the printed
words with pictures and thereby learn a sight vocabulary. Of course, deaf
children are also born with a language faculty that can be expressed by
means other than sound, although some deaf are taught to articulate speech.

But when that sight method is applied to children with normal hearing, it
creates reading problems. Why? Because a sound-symbol system cannot be
learned as a picture-meaning system. Yet today, in American schools and in
schools in Canada, England, Australia, and New Zealand, children are being
taught to read as if our printed words were pictures instead of representations
of spoken language.

Recent brain research has shown how faulty teaching methods can
physically alter the brain. Two recent books provide the results of extensive
research on dyslexia: The Brain that Changes Itself by Norman Doidge
(Penguin, 2007) and Reading in the Brain by French neuroscientist Stanislas
Dehaene (Viking, 2009).

Dr. Doidge deals with the adaptability of the brain, or its plasticity. The
leading researcher in the field of neuroplasticity is Michael Merzenich. He
has proven that dyslexia, even in adults, can be cured. Since I (Samuel) have
tutored numerous dyslexics and cured them of their condition, I’ve known
that the brain is plastic enough to change a sight reader into a phonetic
reader. It means creating a phonetic reflex to replace the holistic one. This is



not always easy to do. It depends on the individual. But first I teach the
student the entire alphabetic system with Alpha-Phonics, my phonetic
reading program. Then I show the student how to apply his new phonetic
knowledge to the printed page. That may require weeks or months of getting
rid of sight-reading habits and learning how to look at words in their phonetic
structure.

Some years ago I tutored an eight-year-old child who found it painful to
make the transition from sight reading to phonetic reading. He could not look
at the page directly. He had to sit sideways. And sometimes he burst into
tears. But eventually we succeeded. From that experience I learned why so
many dyslexics do not want to undergo an intensive course in phonics. It
might be too painful.

In 1996 Merzenich and his colleagues formed a company, Scientific
Learning, devoted to using neuroplastic research to help people “rewire their
brains.” They developed a computerized training program for language-
impaired and learning-disabled children called Fast ForWord. Doidge wrote,
“The program exercises every basic brain function involved in language from
decoding sounds up to comprehension — a kind of cerebral cross-training.”!
He wrote further:

A Stanford group did brain scans of twenty dyslexic children, before and after Fast
ForWord. The opening scans showed that the children used different parts of their brains
for reading than normal children do. After Fast ForWord new scans showed that their
brains had begun to normalize. (For instance, they developed increased activity, on
average, in the left temporal-parietal cortex, and their scans began to show patterns that

were similar to those of children who have no reading problems.)?

What does all of this mean? First, it means that stimulating the brain
makes it grow. It also means that neuroscience has finally caught up to those
of us who have been curing dyslexia the old-fashioned way: teaching the
English alphabetic system by intensive phonics. But the one thing the
neuroscientists have not investigated is how the schools induce dyslexia by
the use of faulty teaching methods in the classrooms. Dr. Dehaene is well
aware of the political factors involved in teaching reading. He wrote:

Left-wing progressives supported the whole-language approach under the pretext that it
protects children from the tyranny of decoding and spelling instruction, and that children
should be free to learn at their own pace. In a similar vein, some teachers still think that the
constraints exercised by our genes and brain structure on learning are “right-wing.” These

attitudes do not have much to do with the hard facts about reading acquisition.>



Concerning the brain’s plasticity, Doidge emphasizes the importance of
exercising the brain.

The irony of this new discovery is that for hundreds of years educators did seem to sense
that children’s brains had to be built up through exercises of increasing difficulty that
strengthened brain functions. Up to the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries a classical
education often included rote memorization of long poems in foreign languages, which
strengthened the auditory memory (hence thinking in language) and an almost fanatical
attention to handwriting, which helped strengthen motor capacities and thus not only
helped handwriting but added speed and fluency to reading and speaking.... But the loss of
these skills has been costly; they may have been the only opportunity that many students
had to systematically exercise the brain function that gives us fluency and grace with

symbols.*

What an extraordinary endorsement of classical education by a leading
modern neuroscientist!

Dr. Dehaene’s view on the way reading should be taught conforms with
our own. He wrote, “We now know that the whole-language approach is
inefficient: all children regardless of socioeconomic backgrounds benefit
from explicit and early teaching of the correspondence between letters and
speech sounds. This is a well-established fact, corroborated by a great many
classroom experiments. Furthermore, it is coherent with our present

understanding of how the reader’s brain works.”>

Dehaene is critical of the research conducted in the late nineteenth and
early twentieth centuries that was used to justify using the look-say method
in our schools. He wrote, “Recent research on the brain’s reading networks
proves it was wrong.”® But how long will it take for today’s educators to
acknowledge what the brain scientists are telling us now?

For decades now we’ve known that the left hemisphere deals with
language and reading and the right hemisphere deals with spatial phenomena.
Dehaene wrote, “Words and faces also have different preferred hemispheres.
When we recognize a word the left hemisphere plays the dominant role. For
faces, the right hemisphere is essential. Although both hemispheres are
initially equally stimulated, words quickly get funneled to the left and faces
to the right.... This lateralization is another invariant and essential feature of
reading.””’

Simply put, the best way to prevent dyslexia, or reading disability, in
healthy children is a good phonics-first program in the schools, such as Sue
Dickson’s remarkably effective Sing, Spell, Read & Write program, which



she wrote for her first-grade class, or my own Alpha-Phonics program, which
can be used to teach a child to read at home. And we know that children are
ready to be taught to read with phonics quite early because their brains
already have the required architecture. Dr. Dehaene wrote, “Before children
are exposed to their first reading lesson, their prior linguistic and visual
development [plays] an essential role in preparing their brains for this new
cultural exercise.”®

And that is why children feel so intelligent when they enter school. They
already have a keen knowledge of their language. We also have a much
better understanding of how the brain deals with the reading process.
According to Dr. Dehaene:

Modern brain imaging methods now reveal, in just a matter of minutes, the brain areas that
activate when we decipher written words. ... We have discovered that the literate brain
contains specialized cortical mechanisms that are exquisitely attuned to the recognition of
written words.... The insight into how literacy changes the brain is profoundly
transforming our vision of education and learning disabilities.... There is no longer any
reason to doubt that the global contours of words play virtually no role in reading. We do

not recognize a printed word through a holistic grasping of its contour, but because our

brain breaks it down into letters and graphemes.®

He added, “Cognitive psychology directly refutes any notion of teaching
via a ‘global’ or ‘whole language’ method.”

In other words, Dr. Dehaene repudiates the experiments that James
McKeen Cattell conducted in Professor Wundt’s laboratory in Leipzig in
1885 that became the pseudoscientific basis for abandoning traditional
phonics in favor of the whole-word method, which spawned the Dick and
Jane readers and created the greatest literacy disaster this nation has ever
known. This method was also adopted throughout the English-speaking
world, thus lowering the literacy levels in virtually all of these nations. And it
is still being used today in American public schools despite the fact that
children are born with dominant left hemispheres preparing them to use
language after birth. Dr. Dehaene explained, “Not only is the left planum
temporale already bigger than the right prior to birth, but the brains of infants
are already powerfully and asymmetrically activated when they listen to
speech in the first few months of life.”1?

That is why, when children are confronted with a teaching method that

prevents the left hemisphere of their brains from performing its normal
functions, they become learning disabled and suffer considerable pain.



On dyslexia, Dehaene wrote, “In dyslexics the left temporal lobe seems to
be systematically disorganized.” Citing the findings of a study of Italian,
French, and English dyslexics by Professor Eraldo Paulesu of the University
of Milan, he said, “All brain imaging studies of dyslexia find a reduction of
brain activity in this area [left hemisphere] when it is compared to that of
normal readers.... A whole chunk of their left temporal lobe was
insufficiently active. Furthermore, this reduced brain activity was observed at
the same location and at the same degree for all three nationalities.... [T]he

left temporal lobe seems to be systematically disorganized.”!!

In other words, the faulty methods used in teaching children to read can
physically impair their brains. They can become, in Dehaene’s words,
“spectacularly dysfunctional.” This finding alone should shock our educators
into understanding how damaging their teaching of a sight vocabulary is to
the children in their charge. Finally, Dehaene wrote, “All children have
similar brains. Their cerebral circuits are well tuned to systematic grapheme-
phoneme correspondences and have everything to gain from phonics — the
only method that will give them freedom to read any text.”!?

Of course, Dr. Dehaene is telling us something we’ve known since 1929
when Dr. Orton warned the educators that the sight method of teaching
reading could cause reading disability. And we were further alerted by Dr.
Flesch, who in 1955 told us why Johnny couldn’t read. And we were even
informed by the Boston schoolmasters in 1844 why the whole-word method
produced reading problems. But now we have brain scientists affirming what
we have been saying all these years. It will be interesting to see what the
progress