
Fabricating Fabrication Factories

Before mandates of an invasive NCLB; before a punitive, sorry-no-financing-for-you 
competitive R2T; before the morale-killing inflexibility of a vicious, test-based standardization – 
way back in pre-testing days; days so far back, in fact, that they had not been threatened by our 
modern-day profusion of test score penalties: 

Across the country those educational systems expected to serve the largest number of 
recently immigrated students (children laboring to acquire both a new language and that hard-
won high school diploma) had opened their schools, and their minds, to the long-term/multiple-
year needs of uniquely individual, non-standardized students.  

If, in old-school days, due to an ongoing struggle with language acquisition (or any other 
of the debilitating issues that came burdensomely attached to poverty) you were a student who 
required more time – say an extra year, or even two – to finish your classes and get that diploma?  

You had the school’s, the district’s, the community’s, and, even, very generously, the 
nation’s support.

In many schools, educators expected to instruct English Language Learner populations 
were encouraged, and even in some cases inflexibly mandated, to add to their previously earned 
teaching degrees by completing classes focused upon the instructional strategies deemed most 
helpful when working with students struggling to learn a new language.  Repeatedly introduced 
in these classes, heavily documented research made a powerful point: Educational systems 
wishing to best support English Language Learners must, with a particular intention, offer a 
scaffolding for true-life success by not only permitting, but actively encouraging, students to 
stretch out their high school education into a fifth or sixth year.

Prior to an abruptly legislated NCLB, schools across the nation had supported this logical 
four-to-six-year diploma option.  Districts were fine with it; teachers were fine with it; America, 
presumably, was fine with it.  Plenty of research promoted it.  Citizens, in general, were 
sympathetic.  With great patience they understood, and thus championed, the long-term needs of 
language-learning (and too often precariously poor) immigrant students.

Until.   
Well, until one day, quite scandalously?
Coming face-to-face with the need to pursue a supplemental funding, a big-name 

innovator began to publicly redefine our nation’s educational intentions.  Aggressively, and with 
great concern, this “compassionate” reformer pointed to the untenable fact that many low-
income, low-scoring schools (and oh, my, but didn’t a prudently collected statistical data now 
shamefully expose this to be true) did not graduate their students:

“On time.” 
Suddenly, although the particular timing for a student’s high school graduation as defined 

both historically and traditionally had nothing whatsoever to do with the initial goals of a 
statistically engendered accountability, according to data-collected imperatives pushed 
assertively onto the public by money-pursuing “experts” – well, now?  Absolutely four years and 
four years only was argued to be the definitive (and immovably punishable) time frame allowed 
for any and all students seeking to complete their diploma requirements.  

Abruptly, high schools where, as a result of the complicated issues attached to language 
disconnect, debilitating poverty, domestic instability, pregnancy, childcare, finances, 
homelessness, health care, special needs or transience – students had been generously offered 
additional years to earn their requisite credits?  Pointing assertively to  a selectively collected 



statistical evidence, these buildings were now punitively isolated, and denigratingly presented to 
the public as being shockingly unacceptable “failing” institutions.  

And – oh well; deplorably offensive schools like these?  
Schools which so indefensibly and outrageously never managed to produce graduation 

rates comparable to the advantaged, privileged-class, economically-stable “good” school’s four-
year norm?  

Oh, surely it was bad schools like these which now deserved a newer, more statistically 
proven classification: Drop-out factories.  Drop-out factories which, as citizens across the nation 
might now recognize through the simple act of turning on the television, picking up a newspaper, 
or flipping through a magazine?*†º

Were bad.  
And, oh my; bad schools like these?   
Well, this should be eminently clear by now.  In modern years dedicated to the punitive 

invasions behind a no-excuses liability – bad schools?  Must always, absolutely, unquestionably 
and at great expense, be invasively blown up, redesigned, reordered, restarted, reorganized, 
revamped, revised and (incessantly, continuously and endlessly) reformed.

Certainly never, ever left alone.
And; oh well, yes.  
By the way.
Each and every one of these suddenly identified acts of reform? 	

Each and every one of these compassionately ordered calls for innovation?  
Conclusively warranted the reception of yet another sizable hunk of that slated-for-low-

income, Civil-Rights-initiated, government-and-philanthropist-controlled money.
	 Ya, tu sabes, vato.

*I can’t help but wonder as I watch carefully selected non-White celebrities push our nation’s worries about 
graduation rates and our growing problem with those so many students who do not graduate “on time” – well, do 
these famous spokespeople really know what they are endorsing?  (I also wonder if any of those who now 
aggressively promote our punitive “on time” funding solution personally relied upon having more than four years to 
get that high school diploma.)

†Critics argue that due to the penalties now being forced onto schools for not graduating their students “on time,” 
the growing practice of enrolling students into poorly supervised on-line classes where an “accelerated” credit might 
be earned quickly and with little care for an actual edification has skyrocketed.

ºLately we have begun to hear about the wonders of a “free” community college funding; a funding which might 
then be devastatingly withheld from those institutions most willing to serve our nation’s lowest-income students 
when, exactly like our nation’s poorest public high schools, they turn out to be too lazy and/or too incompetent to 
graduate their students “on time.”


