
Errors	
  in	
  school	
  funding	
  pieces	
  that	
  demand	
  transparent	
  correc4on	
  

1)	
  Interna*onal	
  comparisons	
  of	
  school	
  funding:	
  

In	
  his	
  ini'al	
  piece,	
  Mehlhorn	
  wrote	
  the	
  following:	
  

� 	
  

As	
  I	
  pointed	
  out	
  in	
  my	
  response,	
  the	
  sta's'cs	
  Mehlhorn	
  cites	
  here	
  do	
  not	
  support	
  his	
  point	
  
about	
  public	
  educa'on:	
  	
  

� 	
  



Mehlhorn	
  never	
  corrects	
  his	
  original	
  piece	
  by	
  no'ng	
  that	
  his	
  numbers	
  were	
  misleading.	
  	
  He	
  also	
  
does	
  not	
  admit	
  in	
  his	
  subsequent	
  posts	
  that	
  he	
  has	
  made	
  a	
  mistake;	
  instead,	
  he	
  says	
  only	
  that	
  I	
  
“did	
  not	
  like	
  the	
  source	
  [he]	
  used”	
  and	
  argues	
  that	
  I	
  “bur[y]	
  the	
  interna'onal	
  comparisons	
  
behind	
  a	
  number	
  of	
  tangents.”	
  	
  	
  

Though	
  he	
  at	
  least	
  admits	
  that	
  I	
  am	
  “right	
  that	
  we	
  should	
  try	
  to	
  compare	
  apples	
  to	
  apples,”	
  he	
  
then	
  proceeds	
  to	
  cite	
  a	
  stat	
  from	
  McKinsey	
  which	
  appears	
  to	
  rely	
  on	
  earlier	
  data	
  produced	
  by	
  
the	
  same	
  source	
  he	
  cited	
  before.	
  	
  What’s	
  more,	
  the	
  spending	
  data	
  for	
  Singapore	
  that	
  he	
  uses	
  is,	
  
as	
  McKinsey	
  notes,	
  “rela've	
  to	
  GDP	
  per	
  capita,”	
  a	
  metric	
  Mehlhorn	
  argues	
  “has	
  uses,	
  but	
  is	
  not	
  
relevant	
  to	
  whether	
  schools	
  have	
  enough	
  resources.”	
  	
  The	
  NCES	
  link	
  he	
  cites	
  also	
  notes	
  that	
  the	
  
data	
  comes	
  “from	
  both	
  public	
  and	
  private	
  sources”	
  and	
  makes	
  the	
  same	
  point	
  I	
  made:	
  that	
  the	
  
United	
  States	
  spends	
  less	
  on	
  educa'on	
  rela've	
  to	
  the	
  size	
  of	
  its	
  economy	
  than	
  is	
  typical.	
  

Here’s	
  Mehlhorn’s	
  first	
  response:	
  

� 	
  

And	
  here’s	
  his	
  updated	
  response:	
  

http://mckinseyonsociety.com/downloads/reports/Education/Worlds_School_Systems_Final.pdf


� 	
  

As	
  I	
  wrote	
  in	
  my	
  first	
  update,	
  I’m	
  happy	
  to	
  debate	
  whether	
  public	
  spending	
  as	
  a	
  share	
  of	
  GDP	
  
per	
  pupil	
  (on	
  which	
  the	
  US	
  is	
  below	
  average)	
  or	
  absolute	
  public	
  spending	
  numbers	
  per	
  pupil	
  (on	
  
which	
  the	
  US	
  is	
  above	
  average,	
  though	
  Mehlhorn’s	
  asser'on	
  that	
  it	
  is	
  more	
  “than	
  any	
  society	
  
today,	
  or	
  even	
  any	
  society	
  in	
  human	
  history”	
  is	
  false)	
  is	
  a	
  more	
  appropriate	
  comparison.	
  	
  I’m	
  
also	
  happy	
  to	
  explain	
  why	
  the	
  logic	
  he	
  uses	
  to	
  link	
  absolute	
  spending	
  numbers	
  and	
  student	
  
outcomes	
  is	
  faulty.	
  	
  In	
  fact,	
  I	
  did	
  both	
  in	
  my	
  update:	
  

� 	
  

The	
  thing	
  is,	
  it’s	
  hard	
  to	
  have	
  that	
  debate	
  when	
  your	
  debate	
  partner	
  keeps	
  misleading	
  readers	
  
with	
  incorrect	
  informa'on.	
  



2)	
  Historical	
  comparisons	
  of	
  school	
  funding:	
  

In	
  my	
  original	
  piece,	
  I	
  wrote:	
  

� 	
  

Mehlhorn	
  then	
  wrote	
  the	
  following	
  response	
  in	
  his	
  “rebuYal:”	
  

� 	
  

Rather	
  than	
  being	
  “jarringly	
  untrue,”	
  however,	
  my	
  original	
  statement	
  is	
  correct	
  –	
  it	
  is	
  Mehlhorn’s	
  
arguments	
  which	
  are	
  factually	
  wrong,	
  as	
  I	
  explained	
  in	
  my	
  first	
  update:	
  

� 	
  



Instead	
  of	
  issuing	
  a	
  correc'on,	
  however,	
  Mehlhorn	
  made	
  the	
  exact	
  same	
  incorrect	
  claim	
  four	
  
days	
  later	
  on	
  a	
  different	
  website:	
  

� 	
  
Again,	
  and	
  as	
  I	
  pointed	
  out	
  in	
  my	
  first	
  update,	
  I	
  am	
  happy	
  to	
  discuss	
  the	
  importance	
  of	
  real	
  
spending	
  increases.	
  	
  But	
  the	
  claim	
  that	
  my	
  true	
  statement	
  was	
  “jarringly	
  untrue”	
  was	
  
egregiously	
  wrong	
  and	
  stands	
  uncorrected	
  in	
  mul'ple	
  places.	
  

3)	
  Comparing	
  research	
  on	
  test	
  score	
  gains	
  and	
  gains	
  in	
  years	
  of	
  completed	
  schooling:	
  

Mehlhorn	
  made	
  the	
  following	
  comparison	
  in	
  his	
  original	
  piece:	
  

� 	
  



This	
  comparison	
  is	
  totally	
  wrong;	
  I	
  wrote	
  the	
  following	
  in	
  response:	
  

	
  � 	
  

When	
  I	
  posted	
  my	
  piece	
  and	
  explained	
  to	
  Mehlhorn	
  both	
  why	
  the	
  comparison	
  between	
  the	
  two	
  
studies	
  is	
  inappropriate	
  and	
  why	
  the	
  months	
  of	
  learning	
  sta's'c	
  is	
  bogus,	
  Mehlhorn	
  wrote	
  the	
  
following	
  tweets,	
  which	
  I	
  annotated	
  and	
  sent	
  back	
  to	
  him	
  along	
  with	
  relevant	
  quotes	
  from	
  the	
  
research	
  and	
  argument	
  he	
  referenced:	
  

� 	
  



Based	
  on	
  the	
  fact	
  that	
  the	
  reasoning	
  in	
  his	
  tweets	
  pre-­‐annota'on	
  leads	
  to	
  the	
  exact	
  opposite	
  
conclusion	
  when	
  the	
  correct	
  sta's'cs	
  are	
  used,	
  I	
  hoped	
  that	
  Mehlhorn	
  would	
  acknowledge	
  that	
  
he	
  had	
  misinterpreted	
  the	
  prac'cal	
  significance	
  of	
  the	
  research.	
  	
  Instead,	
  while	
  the	
  numerical	
  
mistake	
  is	
  the	
  only	
  one	
  Mehlhorn	
  admits	
  to	
  having	
  made,	
  he	
  insists	
  that	
  it	
  is	
  unimportant	
  and	
  
an	
  anomaly:	
  

� 	
  
In	
  both	
  of	
  his	
  follow-­‐up	
  pieces,	
  Mehlhorn	
  just	
  omits	
  the	
  incorrect	
  comparison	
  he	
  originally	
  
made	
  (between	
  the	
  CREDO	
  and	
  Jackson	
  et	
  al.	
  results)	
  and	
  the	
  “months	
  of	
  learning”	
  sta's'c	
  (he	
  
also	
  switches	
  his	
  CREDO	
  analysis	
  from	
  aggregate	
  numbers	
  to	
  numbers	
  for	
  student	
  subgroups):	
  

	
  � 	
  

To	
  be	
  clear,	
  the	
  above	
  paragraphs	
  are	
  an	
  improvement	
  over	
  what	
  Mehlhorn	
  argued	
  in	
  his	
  
original	
  piece,	
  though	
  his	
  statement	
  that	
  “the	
  evidence	
  is	
  very	
  strong	
  that	
  the	
  prolifera'on	
  of	
  
charter	
  schools	
  tends	
  to	
  improve	
  the	
  performance	
  of	
  tradi'onal	
  district	
  schools”	
  is	
  not	
  actually	
  
supported	
  by	
  any	
  evidence	
  and	
  Mark	
  Weber’s	
  response	
  to	
  Mehlhorn,	
  in	
  which	
  he	
  picks	
  
Mehlhorn’s	
  arguments	
  apart,	
  is	
  definitely	
  worth	
  reading	
  (Mehlhorn’s	
  second	
  number	
  for	
  the	
  
“Hispanic	
  students	
  in	
  poverty”	
  subgroup	
  is	
  also	
  wrong	
  –	
  it	
  should	
  say	
  “three-­‐and-­‐a-­‐half	
  
hundredths”).	
  	
  However,	
  Mehlhorn	
  should	
  have	
  corrected	
  his	
  original	
  piece	
  and	
  explicitly	
  noted	
  
in	
  the	
  follow-­‐up	
  pieces	
  how	
  much	
  he	
  got	
  wrong	
  ini'ally.	
  	
  	
  

That’s	
  not	
  nit-­‐picking	
  –	
  that’s	
  a	
  request	
  for	
  honest,	
  transparent	
  debate.	
  

http://jerseyjazzman.blogspot.com/2015/10/charter-schools-exchange-part-iv.html


4)	
  Charter	
  school	
  spending	
  and	
  test	
  scores	
  at	
  charter	
  schools:	
  

Aber	
  ci'ng	
  the	
  CREDO	
  results	
  above	
  on	
  charter	
  school	
  effec'veness	
  in	
  the	
  aggregate,	
  Mehlhorn	
  
wrote	
  the	
  following	
  in	
  his	
  original	
  piece:	
  

� 	
  

I	
  pointed	
  out	
  in	
  my	
  piece	
  that	
  the	
  aggregate	
  spending	
  numbers	
  Mehlhorn	
  cites	
  for	
  the	
  charter	
  
sector	
  may	
  be	
  misleading:	
  

� 	
  



I	
  also	
  wrote	
  the	
  following,	
  responding	
  in	
  large	
  part	
  to	
  Mehlhorn’s	
  claims	
  about	
  New	
  Orleans:	
  

� 	
  

I	
  concluded	
  with	
  my	
  perspec've	
  on	
  charter	
  schools	
  and	
  funding:	
  

� 	
  
I	
  was	
  hoping	
  Mehlhorn	
  might	
  admit	
  in	
  his	
  follow-­‐ups	
  that	
  he	
  cited	
  New	
  Orleans	
  –	
  a	
  place	
  that	
  
saw	
  huge	
  amounts	
  of	
  extra	
  funding	
  –	
  as	
  a	
  core	
  piece	
  of	
  suppor'ng	
  evidence,	
  and	
  that	
  it	
  isn’t.	
  	
  I	
  



was	
  also	
  hoping	
  he	
  would	
  admit	
  that	
  his	
  strong	
  sugges'on	
  that	
  charters	
  spend	
  less	
  while	
  gecng	
  
beYer	
  results	
  doesn’t	
  hold	
  up	
  when	
  we	
  look	
  at	
  the	
  charter	
  networks	
  typically	
  held	
  up	
  as	
  models	
  
of	
  success.	
  	
  Unfortunately,	
  neither	
  of	
  those	
  things	
  happened.	
  	
  Mehlhorn	
  instead	
  posted	
  a	
  
response	
  in	
  both	
  of	
  his	
  follow-­‐ups,	
  shown	
  below,	
  which	
  aYempted	
  to	
  change	
  the	
  terms	
  of	
  the	
  
debate:	
  

� 	
  

His	
  original	
  “basic	
  point”	
  seemed	
  to	
  be	
  that	
  charters	
  spend	
  less	
  money	
  than	
  tradi'onal	
  public	
  
schools	
  while	
  gecng	
  significantly	
  beYer	
  results.	
  	
  I	
  showed	
  that	
  that	
  point	
  was	
  untrue,	
  that	
  
charter	
  schools	
  at	
  which	
  students	
  score	
  well	
  on	
  standardized	
  tests	
  oben	
  seem	
  to	
  spend	
  
significantly	
  more	
  than	
  other	
  schools,	
  and	
  that	
  public	
  schools	
  that	
  get	
  more	
  money	
  can	
  adopt	
  
the	
  useful	
  prac'ces	
  in	
  place	
  at	
  some	
  of	
  the	
  beYer	
  charters.	
  	
  He	
  responded	
  by	
  making	
  a	
  different	
  
point	
  –	
  “charters	
  don’t	
  spend	
  more	
  than	
  tradi'onal	
  districts	
  and	
  their	
  schools”	
  –	
  a	
  point	
  which	
  I	
  
suspect	
  is	
  true	
  in	
  the	
  aggregate,	
  but	
  which	
  in	
  no	
  way	
  supports	
  his	
  earlier	
  claims	
  about	
  charter	
  
schools	
  and	
  school	
  funding.	
  

In	
  other	
  words,	
  this	
  response	
  is	
  extremely	
  misleading;	
  he	
  should	
  have	
  explicitly	
  noted	
  that	
  I	
  
rebuYed	
  his	
  earlier	
  points	
  (and	
  posted	
  an	
  update	
  to	
  his	
  original	
  piece	
  to	
  note	
  that	
  New	
  Orleans	
  
schools	
  received	
  substan'al	
  new	
  funding).	
  	
  I	
  would	
  have	
  been	
  happy	
  to	
  discuss	
  how	
  we	
  can	
  
make	
  sure	
  schools	
  that	
  receive	
  extra	
  funds	
  use	
  them	
  wisely	
  (despite	
  Mehlhorn’s	
  claims	
  to	
  the	
  
contrary,	
  unions	
  actually	
  tend	
  to	
  support	
  the	
  best	
  interven'ons	
  Fryer	
  studied),	
  but	
  that’s	
  a	
  
different	
  topic	
  en'rely.	
  



5)	
  The	
  Bruce	
  Baker/Eric	
  Hanushek	
  debate	
  on	
  school	
  funding	
  research:	
  

This	
  is	
  where	
  Mehlhorn	
  really	
  goes	
  off	
  the	
  rails;	
  his	
  aYack	
  on	
  Baker,	
  especially	
  given	
  all	
  of	
  the	
  
errors	
  and	
  misleading	
  wri'ng	
  in	
  his	
  own	
  work,	
  is	
  inexcusable.	
  	
  First,	
  he	
  writes	
  the	
  following:	
  

� 	
  
Sounds	
  like	
  he	
  didn’t	
  know	
  much	
  about	
  Baker	
  before	
  I	
  told	
  him	
  Baker’s	
  research	
  was	
  legi'mate,	
  
right?	
  	
  Wrong.	
  	
  For	
  reference,	
  the	
  TwiYer	
  conversa'on	
  with	
  me	
  that	
  Mehlhorn	
  linked	
  happened	
  
on	
  July	
  31,	
  2015.	
  

Mehlhorn	
  tells	
  a	
  story	
  in	
  which	
  he	
  is	
  ini'ally	
  wowed	
  by	
  Baker’s	
  research.	
  	
  He	
  writes:	
  

� 	
  

The	
  quotes	
  above	
  came	
  on	
  August	
  9,	
  2014	
  and	
  August	
  11,	
  2014.	
  	
  But	
  then,	
  according	
  to	
  
Mehlhorn,	
  he	
  digs	
  deeper	
  and	
  realizes	
  Baker	
  is	
  not	
  to	
  be	
  trusted:	
  

https://twitter.com/BenSpielberg/status/627189582648492039
https://twitter.com/DmitriMehlhorn/status/498309258325549057
https://twitter.com/DmitriMehlhorn/status/498850508317401088


� 	
  
His	
  “less	
  compelling	
  than	
  UR	
  usual”	
  comment	
  comes	
  on	
  August	
  12,	
  2014,	
  three	
  days	
  aber	
  he	
  
apparently	
  first	
  encountered	
  Baker	
  (Mehlhorn	
  seemingly	
  reads	
  very	
  quickly,	
  which	
  may	
  explain	
  
his	
  penchant	
  for	
  missing	
  important	
  details).	
  	
  The	
  comment	
  on	
  the	
  Mathema'ca	
  cri'que	
  came	
  
on	
  August	
  17,	
  2014.	
  	
  In	
  between	
  that	
  comment	
  and	
  the	
  comment	
  Mehlhorn	
  made	
  about	
  
teachers	
  unions	
  on	
  October	
  9,	
  2014,	
  he	
  and	
  I	
  had	
  what	
  I	
  believe	
  to	
  be	
  our	
  first	
  ever	
  interac'on	
  –	
  
on	
  September	
  8,	
  2014.	
  	
  Baker	
  was	
  not	
  men'oned	
  during	
  that	
  conversa'on,	
  as	
  far	
  as	
  I	
  can	
  tell.	
  

Finally,	
  the	
  Jackson	
  et	
  al.	
  study	
  came	
  out	
  and	
  Mehlhorn	
  went	
  on	
  a	
  fact-­‐finding	
  mission.	
  	
  He	
  had	
  
an	
  epiphany:	
  

� 	
  

https://twitter.com/DmitriMehlhorn/status/499292094201352192
https://twitter.com/DmitriMehlhorn/status/501039702007640064
https://twitter.com/DmitriMehlhorn/status/520301154862133248
https://twitter.com/BenSpielberg/status/508984344892157953


Judging	
  from	
  a	
  comment	
  on	
  it,	
  the	
  ar'cle	
  Mehlhorn	
  men'oned	
  came	
  out	
  on	
  or	
  before	
  July	
  8,	
  
2015,	
  more	
  than	
  three	
  weeks	
  ahead	
  of	
  the	
  conversa'on	
  he	
  and	
  I	
  had	
  in	
  which	
  I	
  asserted	
  that	
  
Baker’s	
  research	
  was	
  legi'mate.	
  	
  By	
  his	
  own	
  admission	
  and	
  given	
  his	
  extremely	
  fast	
  reviews	
  of	
  
other	
  research,	
  Mehlhorn	
  clearly	
  didn’t	
  trust	
  Baker	
  at	
  this	
  point	
  –	
  it	
  is	
  absurd	
  of	
  him	
  to	
  imply,	
  as	
  
he	
  does	
  in	
  the	
  piece,	
  that	
  he	
  was	
  an	
  unsuspec'ng	
  vic'm	
  of	
  my	
  encouragement	
  to	
  read	
  Baker’s	
  
work.	
  

What	
  about	
  Mehlhorn’s	
  cri'ques	
  of	
  Baker,	
  which	
  also	
  appeared	
  in	
  his	
  first	
  “rebuYal”	
  to	
  my	
  
piece	
  (see	
  below)?	
  	
  	
  

� 	
  

Well,	
  for	
  starters,	
  aber	
  Mehlhorn	
  wrote	
  that	
  first	
  rebuYal,	
  I	
  noted	
  the	
  following:	
  

� 	
  
In	
  his	
  an'-­‐Baker	
  follow-­‐up,	
  however,	
  Mehlhorn	
  s'll	
  men'oned	
  that	
  Hanushek	
  was	
  at	
  Stanford	
  
but	
  once	
  again	
  conveniently	
  forgot	
  to	
  men'on	
  his	
  affilia'on	
  with	
  the	
  Hoover	
  Ins'tu'on	
  (since	
  
Mehlhorn	
  is,	
  like	
  me,	
  a	
  Stanford	
  alum,	
  he	
  should	
  know	
  that	
  there	
  is	
  a	
  huge	
  difference	
  between	
  
“Stanford”	
  and	
  “Hoover”).	
  	
  Mehlhorn	
  also	
  fails	
  to	
  men'on	
  that	
  Hanushek’s	
  conclusions	
  have	
  
been	
  cri'cized	
  by	
  many	
  other	
  well-­‐respected	
  researchers	
  over	
  the	
  years;	
  here	
  is	
  one	
  example	
  
from	
  2001	
  and	
  another	
  from	
  2002	
  (though	
  as	
  the	
  second	
  link	
  notes,	
  there	
  isn’t	
  nearly	
  as	
  much	
  

http://educationnext.org/boosting-education-attainment-adult-earnings-school-spending/
http://educationnext.org/randversushanushekeducationalmccarthyismmore/
http://www.epi.org/publication/books_classsizedebate/


of	
  a	
  chasm	
  between	
  Hanushek’s	
  academic	
  research	
  and	
  other	
  research	
  on	
  the	
  subject	
  as	
  
Hanushek’s	
  policy	
  advocacy	
  –	
  against	
  increased	
  investments	
  in	
  schools	
  –	
  makes	
  it	
  seem).	
  	
  	
  

Note	
  also	
  that	
  Hanushek	
  accepts	
  large	
  payments	
  to	
  tes'fy	
  against	
  increases	
  in	
  school	
  funding	
  
even	
  when	
  he	
  hasn’t	
  analyzed	
  relevant	
  state-­‐level	
  data.	
  

Mehlhorn	
  must	
  not	
  have	
  read	
  Baker’s	
  paper	
  as	
  closely	
  as	
  he	
  said	
  he	
  did,	
  either;	
  his	
  asser'on	
  
that	
  Baker	
  ignores	
  Hanushek’s	
  rebuYals	
  to	
  Hedges	
  (who	
  wrote	
  his	
  paper	
  with	
  Rob	
  Greenwald	
  
and	
  Richard	
  Laine	
  when	
  they	
  were	
  all	
  at	
  the	
  University	
  of	
  Chicago)	
  is	
  false.	
  	
  Baker	
  men'ons	
  
them	
  in	
  a	
  footnote,	
  as	
  shown	
  below:	
  

� 	
  

http://www.edlawcenter.org/news/archives/school-funding/what-hanushek-shows-up-again.html?searched=hanushek&advsearch=oneword&highlight=ajaxSearch_highlight+ajaxSearch_highlight1
https://archive.org/stream/20140828TexasSchoolFinanceFindings/20140828-texas-school-finance-findings_djvu.txt
http://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/ED528632.pdf


Here	
  are	
  the	
  other	
  studies	
  Baker	
  cites	
  before	
  sta'ng	
  that	
  “the	
  cloud	
  of	
  uncertainty	
  created	
  by	
  
Hanushek	
  in	
  1986	
  had	
  largely	
  libed:”	
  

	
  � 	
  

Oh,	
  and	
  by	
  the	
  way,	
  those	
  studies	
  from	
  1995	
  and	
  1996	
  that	
  Baker	
  ostensibly	
  ignored?	
  	
  He	
  
didn’t.	
  	
  Here’s	
  the	
  sec'on,	
  on	
  pages	
  3	
  and	
  4,	
  where	
  he	
  references	
  the	
  1996	
  study	
  that	
  Jackson	
  
et	
  al.	
  cited:	
  

� 	
  

This	
  summary	
  highlights	
  a	
  different	
  aspect	
  of	
  BeYs’	
  paper	
  than	
  Jackson	
  et	
  al.	
  chose	
  to,	
  which	
  
may	
  be	
  why	
  Mehlhorn	
  missed	
  it,	
  but	
  it	
  is	
  accurate.	
  	
  Back	
  in	
  1996,	
  BeYs	
  found	
  both	
  that	
  “[t]he	
  
studies	
  that	
  measure	
  spending	
  by	
  state	
  averages	
  almost	
  always	
  find	
  a	
  posi've	
  associa'on	
  
between	
  educa'onal	
  expenditures	
  and	
  average	
  earnings”	
  and	
  that	
  “when	
  researchers	
  have	
  

http://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/viewdoc/download?doi=10.1.1.27.8710&rep=rep1&type=pdf


aYempted	
  to	
  iden'fy	
  the	
  specific	
  components	
  of	
  total	
  educa'onal	
  spending	
  that	
  most	
  influence	
  
earnings,	
  most	
  studies	
  found	
  either	
  no	
  link	
  or	
  a	
  posi've	
  link	
  that	
  is	
  not	
  robust	
  to	
  changes	
  in	
  
specifica'on	
  or	
  subsample.”	
  	
  Baker	
  highlighted	
  the	
  former	
  –	
  money	
  maYers	
  –	
  while	
  Jackson	
  et	
  
al.	
  highlighted	
  the	
  laYer	
  –	
  at	
  the	
  'me,	
  the	
  literature	
  wasn’t	
  clear	
  about	
  why	
  money	
  maYered	
  
and	
  how	
  it	
  could	
  be	
  used	
  produc'vely.	
  

Mehlhorn	
  also	
  asserts	
  that	
  Jackson	
  et	
  al.	
  didn’t	
  cite	
  Baker’s	
  work	
  in	
  their	
  paper	
  “because	
  he	
  
writes	
  editorials,	
  not	
  studies.	
  His	
  analyses	
  are	
  designed	
  to	
  achieve	
  his	
  intended	
  results,	
  and	
  he	
  
does	
  this	
  by	
  making	
  subjec've	
  and	
  one-­‐sided	
  decisions	
  about	
  what	
  to	
  include	
  and	
  what	
  to	
  
ignore.”	
  	
  	
  

The	
  more	
  likely	
  explana'on	
  seemed	
  to	
  me	
  to	
  be	
  that	
  Baker’s	
  review	
  was	
  a	
  review,	
  not	
  original	
  
academic	
  research,	
  and	
  that	
  Jackson	
  et	
  al.	
  were	
  ci'ng	
  only	
  research	
  that	
  their	
  findings	
  called	
  
into	
  ques'on.	
  I	
  spoke	
  with	
  Jackson	
  and	
  he	
  confirmed	
  this	
  intui'on;	
  he	
  respects	
  Baker’s	
  work	
  
and	
  has	
  no	
  issues	
  with	
  Baker’s	
  review	
  (which	
  Baker	
  recently	
  updated).	
  

Finally,	
  Mehlhorn	
  tries	
  to	
  impugn	
  Baker’s	
  integrity	
  by	
  ci'ng	
  the	
  work	
  of	
  James	
  O’Keefe,	
  a	
  
notoriously	
  dishonest	
  “conserva've	
  ac'vist”	
  known	
  for	
  “deliberately	
  misrepresen'ng”	
  
informa'on	
  about	
  the	
  individuals	
  he	
  targets	
  and	
  releasing	
  “selec'vely	
  edited	
  
videotape”	
  (O’Keefe	
  also	
  enjoys	
  breaking	
  the	
  law	
  while	
  pursuing	
  his	
  entrapment	
  schemes).	
  	
  Feel	
  
free	
  to	
  read	
  the	
  emails	
  yourself;	
  Baker	
  clearly	
  did	
  not	
  agree	
  to	
  anything	
  unethical.	
  

I	
  believe	
  Mehlhorn	
  should	
  both	
  issue	
  a	
  correc'on	
  and	
  apologize	
  to	
  Baker	
  for	
  inaccurately	
  
maligning	
  his	
  character.

http://www.shankerinstitute.org/sites/shanker/files/moneymatters_edition2.pdf
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/James_O'Keefe#Praise_and_criticism
http://www.thedailybeast.com/articles/2015/09/01/james-o-keefe-aims-at-hillary-stings-self.html
https://schoolfinance101.wordpress.com/2011/11/22/dealing-with-the-devil-policy-research-in-a-partisan-world/

