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(A) The 2001 passing of No Child Left Behind (NCL.B) made it national policy to hold
schools accountable for eliminating the persistent gaps in achievement between different
groups of children. Aiming to ensure educational equity, the law requires the reporting of
scores disaggregated by student group; that is, reported: separately for the economically
disadvantaged, major racial and ethnic minorities, spec1al education recxplents, and
English language learners. By shining the light on outcomes by student group, NCLB
seeks to make schools accountable for teaching all their students effectively.
Considerable skepticism exists about whether the legislation can eliminate the
achievement gaps, and many critics argue that it has the effect of narrowing the
curriculum, puts excessive pressure on teachers and students, and causes other
unintended negative consequences for children, teachers, and schools. Persistent
criticisms of NCLB notwithstanding, the majority of Americans support its stated goals
and high expectations for all children. Debate about how to reach these goals
undoubtedly will continue. (7%)
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(B) Learning standards and accountability have impinged directly on public education
from grade K and up, and they are of growing relevance to prekindergarten education, as
well. As of 2007, 44 states had “early learning” standards—that is, standards at the
prekindergarten level-—and the remaining states had begun developing them. Head Start
has put in place a “child outbomes framework” that identifies learning expectations in
eight domains. National reports and public policy statements have supported the creation '
of standards-based curriculum as part of a broader effort to build school readiness by

ifnproving teaching and learning in the early years.

At the same time, considerable ambivalence exists about the public school system
absorbing or radically reshaping preschool education, especially at a time when pressures
in public schooling are intense. Many early childhood educators are already quite
concerned about the current climate adversely affecting children in grades K3, and they
fear extension of these effects to younger children. Even learning standards, though

generally supported in principle in the early childhoad world, are sometimes questioned

in practice because they can have negative effects, as well. . (8%)
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