Early Learning Standards:
Changing the Parlance and Practice of
Early Childhood Education?

Thosg in the field of early childhood education have traditionally been leery of the notion of garly
learning standards. Many states, however, have adopted or are in the process of adopting such standards.

Ms. Kagan and Ms. Scott-Little explore the effects of this movement and note the critical issues that
remain to be addressed.

BY SHARON L. KAGAN AND CATHERINE SCOTT-LITTLE

ERHAPS more than
any other formulation,
the question “What
should students know
and be able to do?” has
shaped both the par-
lance and practice of
education over the past
decade. Ushering in an era of stan-
dards and accountability, this wide-
ly inroned question has precipitat-
ed the most massive reform Ameri-
can education has experienced, wich
no part of the education system, in-
cluding early childhood education,
exernpt. Qur puspose here is to ex-
amine how this focus has affected
young children — to address specif-
ically the prevalence of standards, their
nature, and their use as they relate
tochildren who are just entering our
schools.

To be fair, the issue of learning
standards for young children did not
come out of nowhere. Those who con-
centrate their efforts on young chil-
dren have grappled with the corre-
lates of “ready children” (and ready
schools and communities). Decades
of work by the National Education
#  Gouals Panel (NEGP) yielded detailed
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descriptions of the domains of chil-

ment, descriptions of ready schools,
and outlines of appropriate as-
sessment.! These documents
and coundless others, while not
designed as early learning stan-
dards per se, have paved the in-
tellectual way for the develop-
ment of thoughtful early Jearn-

ing standards, Fueled by such
work, by gubernatorial and leg-
islarive pressure, and by a strong
belief in the power of standards

to improve instruction and in-
crease accountability, a move-
ment toward early learning stan-
dards is well under way. Howand
why this movement emerged,
what it looks like, and what chal-
lenges it faces are also our subjects
here.

HOW AND WHY EARLY
LEARNING STANDARDS EMERGED

Any discussion of early learning
standards must begin by acknowledg-
inga deep-seated and long-standing
skepdcism toward learning standards
among the eacly childhood commu-
nity. While the field has long had pro-
gram standards (e.g., Head Start's per-
formance standards) and while it has
welcomed general descriptions of de-
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velopmental domains, specifications to assess the youngsters and pcrh?ps
dren’s early learning and develop- of learning or outcomes that could  screen them out of services for which
be arcached to high-stakes assessments  they are labeled “unready.”

The field of early childhood
education has not escaped the
pressures and demands for
standards that have been
placed on all aspects of public

education.

have been resoundingly rejected.? So
deep has been the concern that ma-
jor professional groups have prom-
ulgated position statements on in-
appropriate standards and assessment
pragctices.?

There have been many legitimate
reasons for these positions. First, years
of scholarship have indicated that
young children’s development is any-
thing but “standardized.” Develop--
ment during the preschool years un-
folds unevenly, is highly individual-
ized, and is characterized by growth
spurts, developmental lags, and ir-
regularity across developmencal do-
mains. Although normal and expect-
ed, such variation makes the devel-
opment of standards and assessment
not only difficulr but, some would
argue, unwise,

Second, children’s development is
strongly affected by what they experi-
ence in the world — interactions with
their parents, exposure to literacy-
rich environments, and experiences
in preschools. Because these experi-
ences vary widely, many question the
utility, viability, and equity of stan-
dard expectations for young children,
particularly if those standards are used

Finally, there is widespread
concern regarding the content
of standards. Some fear thac
they will be more academic
than developmental in orienta-
tion; others are concerned that
the standards mighe favor cer-
tain domains and, therefore, stant
the very fiber of early educa-
tion.

Given this formidable and
largely negative backdrop, how
did standards for early learning
develop? Because we were curi-
ous abour this, we asked key in-
formants in all 50 states to an-

swer this and a series of other ques-
tions about early learning standards.*
Drawing from interviews with early
childhood specialists in state depart-
ments of educacion and others, as
well as an examination of the early
learning standards documents devel-
oped by the states, our study soughe
to provide insight into the nature of
the standards, how they were devel-
oped, and how they are being used.

We learned that, despite its his-
torical discrust of the validiy and
utility of scandards for early learn-
ing, the field of early childhood ed-
ucation has not escaped the pressures
and demands for standards chat have
been placed on all aspects of public
educarion. Because many states have
begun to invest in early childhood
services, state policy makers want to
know what benefits their investments
are yielding, so they are requesting
standards and accountability repores
for prekindergarten.

Several developments at the fed-
eral level have provided further im-
petus for states to develop early learn-
ing standards. The No Child Left
Behind (NCLB) Act of 2001, which
requires staes to have content and stu-
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dent achievement standards in the sub-
jects of reading/language arts, mach-
emarics, and science for grades 3
through 12, exerted a heavy influ-
ence on the states and focused their
artention on defining expectations for
what children should learn before
they enter kindergarten. The feder-
al government has gone a step fur-
therand defined expected ourcomes
for Head Start children, and the Good
Stare, Grow Smart initiative calls for
states to plan for the development of
“voluntary early leaming guidelines.”
So widespread is the early learning
standards movement that the Na-
tional Association for the Educarion-
of Young Children and the Nation-

al Association of Early Childhood
Specialists in the Stace Departments

of Education have issued a joinc po-
sition statement to guide those who
are developing standards.® Clearly,
standards have moved frontand cen-
ter for early educators,

ALL ABOUT EARLY
LEARNING STANDARDS

What are they? Early learning stan-
dards specify what young children
should know and be able 1o do. Typ-
ically, chey are designed to apply to
children from ages 3 to 5 years old,
although six staces have developed
standards to articulare expectations
for the end of prekindergarten or be-
ginning of kindergarten, and four
states have developed early learning
standards that include infants and tod-
dlers. Somerimes the standards cover
all domains of development and learn-
ing, although this varies widely. Of-
ten the standards are stand-alone doc-
umenss, although sometimes they are
accompanied by curricula, assessment
instruments, or activity guides. Often
they ate called standards, although
there is certainly great variety in the
nomenclature used. Examples of oth-
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er names for carly learning standards
include benchmarks, learning guide-
lines, building blocks, and frameworks.
Indeed, the landscape of early learn-
ing standards in the Uhited States to-
day may be best characrerized as one
of great variation.

Who bas them? Despite this varia-
tion, our study found that as of 2002,
27 states had developed documents
that articulated expectations for young
children’s learning and development.
Tiwo of the states — Maine and Wash-
ington «~- had two separate sets of
standards for children prior to kin-
dergarten entry, so that our analysis
of early learning standards was based
on 29 sets of standards, (See Table 1
for a summary of the status of early
learning standards in all 50 states.)
Nineteen states had standards thar
wete officially adopted or endorsed
by a governing body or governmen-
tal agency. Eighr states had developed
and published standards but not of-

ficially adopred or endorsed them at

the time of our interviews. In addi-
tion, 12 states and the District of
Columbia indicated that there was
a process in place to develop stan-
dards, and 11 states indicated that
they did nor have standards and were
not in the process of developing them.
This last group offered a variety of
reasons for not adopting standards.
Their rationales were either pracrical
(e.g., the state was already involved
in many other early childhood ini-
tiatives), political (e.g., the state fa-
vored local control), or philosophi-
cal (e.g., the perceived potential harm
to young children ourweighed che
potential benefits).

In states where standards exist, their
development is faicly recent. Eighteen
of the 29 sets of standards (recall thar
rwo states had two sets of standards)
had been developed since 2000, with
just a few pioneer states (Michigan,
Texas, Vermont, and Washington) hav-
ing early learning standards in place
prior to 1996. Moreover, states have

TABLE L
Status of Early Learning Standards in States as of May 2002
Officially Not Officially
Adopted Adopted Standards
Standards Standards In Process No Standards
Arkansa§ California Arizonat Alabama
Connegticut Colorado” Delawaret Alaska
Florida L.ouisiana Hawaiig idaho
Geor'gia*f Missouri® indianat lawa
Hinois Chio* Kentuckyt Kansas
Mainet Oklahoma Nevada Montana
Maryland Pennsylvania North Caralina Nebraska
Mgs:gachuset(s‘t Rhode {sland Oregon New Hampshire
Mgchlgan Tennessea North Dakota
an'espta Virginiat South Dakota
Mississippi Washington, D.C. West Virginia
New Jersey" Wisconsin
New Mexico Wyomingt
New York
South Carclina™t
Texas
Utaht
Vermontt
Washingtont
‘Blandards addressing fimited number of de ject areas, with i
additional gevelopmental/subject areas in process. i
“"Current standards under revision.
1Twa sets of standards in place or being developed,
1Has and publi since May 2002,

1ot stopped their work on standards
nd remain actively engaged in the
yrocesses of development and revi-
jon. Some states are developing stan-
lards for different age groups (e.g.,
nfants and toddlers). Some —
New Jersey, Ohio, and Utah —
we revising existing standards.
And some are broadening the
ornains in which they have stan-
lards, For example, South Caro-
ina had prekindergarten stan-
dards in mathemarics but was
:ngaged in developing stan-
dards in language arts, science,
fine arts, and social studies.

What do the standards look
fike? Qur data indicate that the
states have addressed a variety of
developmental domains in their
early learning standards. All
states with standards, except
South Carolina and Missouri,
had developed standards that in-
cluded more than one domain.
Seven states had standards thar ad-
dressed the five domains identified
by the NEGP: physical and motor de-
velopment, social and emotional de-
velopmenr, approaches toward learn-
ing, language and literacy, and cog-
nition and general knowledge. The
most commonly addressed domain
was language and literacy, which
was included in all but one of the
documents. The domain of cogni-
tion and general knowledge was al-
s0 widely included in the standards,
with 27 of the 29 sets having stan-
dards in this area. Approaches to-
ward learning was the least com-
monly included domain, with only
seven states addressing this domain,
The social and ¢emotional domain
was addressed by 19 sets of standards.
It is interesting that several states had
developed standards for subjects that
have not traditionally been addressed
in early care and education, such as
technology, foreign languages, and

civic and social responsibility.
Continuity between preschool and
primary grades has long been con-
sidered essential to children’s devel-
opment. Thus the relationship be-
States were very concerned
with accommodating
cultural, linguistic, and
community differences, but
few had developed strategies

to address precisely how the

standards should be used with

children from different

circumstances,

tween early learning standards for
preschoolers and K-12 standards for
older children is a critical element to
which all states actended. Each of the
respondents indicared that the early
learning standards in his or her state
were in sorne way linked to the state’s
K-12 standards. Examination of che
documents, however, revealed vary-
ing degrees of linkage, ranging from
early learning standards thar were
actually incorporated into the K-12
standards to two sets of standards that
simply used a similar format. We clas-
sified 15 sets of standards as “direccly
linked” to a state’s K-12 standards,
seven sets as “moderately linked,”
and another seven sets as “minimal-
ly linked.” Linkage in some stares ap-
pears to be stronger in rheroric than
in reality.

Similarly, our analysis indicated
that states were very concerned with
accommodating cultural, linguistic,
and community differences, but few

had developed strategies 1o address

precisely how the standards should

be used with children from differ-

ent circumstances. Each of the re-

spondents indicated chat the stan-
dards were designed to apply to
all children, including children
from diverse backgrounds and
children with disabilicies. And a
few states have provided guidance
on how to use the standards with
diverse populations. Bur only
Texas provided specific guidance
on how to use the standards with
English-language learners. Sev-
eral states indlicated thar they in-
tended to translate the standards
into other languages.

Who uses them? States vary in
who makes use of the standards
and in the degree to which such
use is required. Eight states —
Connecticur, Minnesota, Mis-
souri, Oklahoma, Rhode Island,
Texas, Urah, and Washingron

«— have developed voluntary stan-
dards that they hope will be used in
a variery of programs across the state.
Taking the form of resources or guides,
the standards are made available to
a variety of providers of early care
and education. These standards are
regarded as a 100l 1o help adults know
what skills are imporrtant to children’s
development and what types of leam-
ing experiences might develop the
skills.
The remaining sets of eatly learn-
ing standards have been developed
for use in specific, publicly funded
preschool programs, such as school
readiness programs, States varied in
the intensity of their mandates for the
use of standards. Descriptions of use
included “mandared,” “required,” “sug-
gested,” and “expecred.” In some cases,
the nomenclature was quite precise,
leaving no question regarding the in-
tended use. In other cases, however,
the language was imprecise, leaving
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much judgment to local providers.
Intetestingly, in the states that man-
dated use in the publicly funded pro-
grams, there was also a hope that the
standards would be used voluntarily
by other early childhood programs,
and so the standards documents were
typically made available 1o other pro-
grams within the state.,

How are they wsed? One of the ma-
jor misgivings of the early childhood
community with regard to standards
relates to their potential misuse. Qur
dara indicate that, in all cases, the
standards were developed to improve
instruction. The hope was that spec-
ifying expectations for children’s de-
velopment would enable teachers to
be more purposeful in their reach-
ing and would make children’s pre-
school experiences more productive.
Respondents to our survey also in-
dicated thar their states intended to
use the standards to improve infor-
mal classroom assessments, to improve
the skills and abilities with which chil-
dren enter school, and o improve the
overall quality of the early childhood
program.

The states varied in how they
planned to use the standards to im-
prove instruction. Some focused on
efforts o hold programs accountable
for implementation of the standards.
Two states -— [llinois and Louisiana
— intended to hold programs ac-
countable for aligning their curric-
ula with the standards. Four stares
— California, Maine, New Mexico,
and Washington (in its Early Child-
hood Education and Assistance Pro-
gram [ECEAP]) — planned to use
the standards as the basis for a data
collecton system to determine wheth-
erchildren in the programs are mak-
ing progress on the skills and char-
acteristics articulated in the standards.
Therefore, these programs will be eval-
uared according to the performance
of children. Respondents from oth-

392 PHI DELTA KAPPAN

er states indicated that, although their
state was not currently holding pro-
grams accountable for using the stan-
dards by collecting data on child out-
comes, it was possible that such sys-
tems would be developed in the fu-
ture.

Orher states expressed interest in
using standards as a platform for pre-
service and inservice education. To
this end, states are aware that teach-
ers must be given opportunities to
understand how to implement a stan-
dards-based approach to the curricu-
lum, how to use the data to align their
plans with the needs of students, and
how to interpret the dara for parents.
Some good examples exist. Higher ed-
ucation programs in Arkansas, Con-
necticur, Michigan, and New Jersey
are using their states’ early learning
standards as part of their reacher prep-
aration programs. Arkansas, Colorado,
and Pennsylvania have each used a
“train the trainer” model to provide
support for programs that use their
standards. Individuals receive train-

ing on the standards and are then ex-
pected to train local program staff.
In Colorado, the early learning stan-
dards document s disseminarted on-
ly to programs and 1o individuals who
have completed training led by some-
one who has completed the state’s
train-the-trainer program. New Mex-
ico and Rhode Island are using com-
munity-based agencies to provide train-
ing; Connecricue has established dem-
onstration programs to show how the
early learning standards can be used.
All of these efforts, however, are ex-
ceptions to the rule. For the most part,
states are merely making their stan-
dards available on their websites or
through mass mailings and provid-
ing relatively limited training,

CHALLENGES AHEAD
FOR THE EARLY LEARNING
STANDARDS MOVEMENT

In most major endeavors designed
to improve the condirion of young
children, there can be tremendous

. .
I've been thinking, honey. Maybe we put too much emphasis on Ethan’s
academic performance.”

senefits. Bur there are also some gen-
sine, however unintended, pitfails.
fo maximize the former and mini-
nize the latrer, we need to address
he challenges head-on.

Challenges related ro young children.
Although respondents in every state
ndicated that their early learn-
ng standards would #o be used
‘0 make high-stakes decisions
ibout individual children, the
sossibility that a child’s progress
an skills and abilities articulat-
=d in the standards mighrt be
used to make placement deci-
sions or to determine whether
a child would go o kindergar-
ten remains worrisome. To dare,
few states have instituted any
safeguards against such a use of
standards, so the concemns raised
by the early childhood commu-
nity regarding the misuse of stan-
dards persist.

Equally problematic, efforts to
date have not dealr effectively
with children with special cir-
cumstances — children with disabili-
ties, children for whom English is not
the primary language, and children
with other experiences or characrer-
istics associared with poor perform-
ance in school. While, as noted earli-
er, states have developed early learn-
ing standards with the aim of apply-
ing them to all children, specific guid-
ance on how the standards should be
applied in the case of children with

special circumstances was noticeably
absent from the interview responses

and srandards documents.
)
C (=3

related to content. While
many stares did address all develop-
mental dimensions in their standards,
many did not. Conspicuous by their
frequent absence were cthe domains
of approaches toward learning and
social and emotional development.
There may be a number of reasons.
First, these domains may simply not

have been priorities for the states, or
the states may have intended to add
them at a larer date. Second, there may
be less emphasis in these areas be-
cause the states have a tendency to
align their early learning standards
with those of K-12 education, which

If standards are to be used for
accountability, there are
procedures that should be
used to reduce the burden on
the children, to minimize
costs, to save time, and to
increase reliability,

generally focus less intensely on these
domains. Finally, these domains may
have been given less attention be-
cause they are more difficult to op-
erationalize.

No matter the reason, the trend
is disturbing. In the comprehensive
review of early childhood research,
From Neurons to Neighborhoods: The
Science of Early Childhood Develop-
ment, the National Research Coun-
cil and the Insticute of Medicine pre-
sent compelling evidence that these
domains are inextricably related 1o
children’s later development and suc-
cess in school, The report goes on to
note that “establishing relationships
is the central task of the carly child-
hood years.”” Given the potential for
driving curricula through the use of
standards, it stands to reason thar states
should be encouraged to address all
the domains of child development.

Challenges related to intentions. Stan-
dards are being developed with one
set of stared intentions, notably the
improvement of instruction. How-
ever, our respondents indicated that
they foresaw the possibility thar the
dara collected from the standards

might someday be used for ac-
countability purposes. This is
problematic on several grounds.
First, it is ethically inappropri-
ate to embark on standards de-
velopment and implementation
with one set of aims and subse-
quently use the standards for an-
other purpose. It is also problem-
atic operationally because the
standards have been construct-
ed with instructional improve-
ment, not accounability, in mind.
If the standards are to be used
for accountability, there are pro-
cedures that should be used to
reduce the burden on the chil-
dren, to minimize costs, to save
time, and to increase reliability.
Neglecting to use these proce-
dures compromises the purpose for
which the standards were developed.
Moreover, if standards are designed
1o promote improved instruction, then
more, and more sophisticated, pro-
fessional development models need
to be in place 10 support this inten-
tion. Today, a limited number of states
are investing in professional develop-
ment to accompany the standards, but
more work is needed on issues relat-
ed to observation and recording strat-
egies, sequencing of activities, using
assessment results to plan cursiculum
interventions, and using the assess-
ments to [eport 1o Parents.
Challenges related to alignmenz. Stan-
dards do not exist it a vacuurm. They
should be horizontally aligned with
curriculum and with assessments that
pertain to children of one age, and
they should be verrically aligned so
that continuity exists as children move
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from prekindergarten to kindergar-
ten. While horizontal alignment with-
in the early childhood field is the sub-
ject of a separate study currently in
progress, work to date suggests thac
only a few states have undertaken the
serious challenges associated with en-
suring that the standards are not stand-
alone'documents but rather serve as
a basis for pedagogical, curricular, and
assessment reform wichin any given
age group. Such horizontal alignment
should be the goal. Yer given the frag-
mentation that characterizes early
childhood education, it will not be
easy 1o achieve. Different preschool
programs have different curricula, as-
sessmenus, and standards,

On the surface, because of their
reported connections to K-12 stan-
dards, standards for early learning ap-
peat to be a viable way of addressing
the verrical alignment of prekinder-
garten and kindergarten. However,
as noted above, states varied in the
nature and incensity of cheir align-
ment of early learning and K-12 stan-
dards. Whatever the intensity, the con-
nection of early learning with K-12
standards raises serious issues. Are the
early learning standards thought of
as merely 2 downward extension of
K-12 standards? Or are early learn-
ing standards taking into considera-
tion the unique developmental orien-
tations of preschoolers? Could easly
learning standards be extended up-
ward ro exert influence on K-12 stan-
dards? Can we reconcile a develop-

mental orientation with one that js
primarily academic? Will the estab-
lishment of ¢arly learning standards
undermine the commitment of early
educators 1o program components
that address health, social services, and
parent engagement? In other words,
historic ambivalences and diverse in-
terpretations are buried under labels
like “alignment” and “linkage,” which
suggests thar the implementation of
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standards deserves at least as much
artention and investment as their de-
velopment.

Chalienges relazed 10 pedagogy. Come
plicated questions in the abstract, these
issues are even more complex in re-
aliry. A firse blush, such alignment
and linkages seem necessary and pru-
dent, Yer, upon further examination,
the standardsfassessment/curriculum
triad raises lingering questions about
the very nature of early childhood
pedagogy, For example, what is the
appropriate balance between teach-
er intentionality and child initiation?
What is the nature of effective obser-
varion in early childhood classrooms?
What is the appropriate content of
early childhood curricula? Long un-
answered, these questions need seri-
ousartention before early childhood
educarion can be regarded as the pre-
cursor to primary education,

Couple these ambiguities with the

challenges of implementing any re-
form, and the magnitude of the im-
pact of early learning standards be-
comes even more apparent, Using
standards thar are linked to pedagogy
potentially represents a massive change
for frontline staff members. To move
forward, there must be a grearer un-
derstanding of the atcitudinal issues
that need to be addressed to ensure
the implementation of the stndards.
We also need to understand effective
modes of technical supporr and as-
sistance. Finally, and not inconsequen-
tially, we need to be honest abour che
capacity of the states and the higher
education institutions to deliver this
kind of support.

Challenges related so programs and
the early childhood syseem. Current-
ly, the field of early childhood edu-
cation is av a critical juncrure. While
many continue to advocate the on-
going proliferation of individual pro-
grams as a means of increasing chil-
dren’s access to services, others also

see that such an approach to policy
has yielded a fragmented, ineffective
delivery system. Therefore, they have
come to advocare for a more system-
ic approach to the construction of
early childhood policy.

The early learning standards move-
ment lands squarely in the middle of
the programs-versus-system debate
and can potendially serve as a vehicle
to resolve it. Early learning standards,
if applied across programs, could be
used as the basis for achieving posi-
tive developmental outcomes for chil-
dren, irrespective of the program they
are attending. The standards could
be used as the basis for professional
education programs that prepare per-
sonnel for many programs.

However, the standards seem 10
be doing the opposite today. Con-
sider the following. If one believes
thar all the ages between birth and
5 are critical to child development,
then standards should be developed
along a continuum that embraces all
ages within that span, with appropri-
are consideration for the unique char-
acreristics of development at each age.
To date, we have witnessed a focus
on the development of standards for
3- to S-year-olds or for those who are
nearing entry into the public schools.
Thus the standards have greater po-
tential to be used as “gatekeepers”
for kindergarten than as the basis for
developmental pedagogy and insoruc-
tion. Looking on the positive side,
some stares are developing standards
for infants and roddlers, taking their
special needs into consideration, Bur
even these efforts will need to be care-
fully linked to the prekindergarten
standards. A clear challenge for the
field is how to develop early learn-
ing standards that will promote de-
velopmental and organizational con-
tinuity.

A second example of the nonsys-
temic use of standards can be seen in

*heir application. As we noted above,
some states require the use of stan-
dards in certain programs and mere-
ly recommend their use in others,
despite the fact that the programs
serve children of the same age. This
strategy, which is characteristic of the
programmatic approach, means that
children in one program (cypically
publicly funded) may have access to
the portential benefits of standards,
while children in another program

" next door will not. If the purpose of

standards is to accelerate young chil-
dren’s positive learning outcomes,
why would their use be limited 1o
only some programs and children and
not others?

The rationale proffered for this
dual strategy is that the state can im-
pose requirements only on programs
thar it funds. And here the unique
history of early childhood education
reappears and shapes the use of stan-
dards. Because, unlike K-12 educarion,
early childhood education is neither
compulsory nor fully publicly fund-
ed, the legality of impaosing require-
ments on all programs is questioned.
But other questions follow from this
distinction berween public and pri-
vate funding, How can states foster
equitable child outcores when they
allow inequitable program responsi-
bility? How can equity for children
and integrity for the early childhood
system be advanced? Arguably, the
presence of early learning standards
for only some programs could exac-
erbate the divide thart already exists
berween publicly funded and private
early education programs.

A related challenge, also deeply
rooted in the history of early child-
hood education, is the development
of mulciple sets of standards within a
state. [n many states, programs prom-
ulgate their own standards in addi-
tion to those that the state has de-
veloped. Throughout the nacion, for

example, Head Start now requires the  its special focus while still aligning
use of its child outcomes framework  with the more formal education sys-
within its programs. These programs, tem.
however, fﬁtgwithin states and ofien  Nothing highlights the state of ear-
use seate funds to support some of  ly childhood education a{md the impor-
their actividies. The problem for pro-  tance of the challerfgcs 1tf_facels lmon:
grams, then, is to determine which set poignantly than the issue of eady learn-
of standards to meet — those prom-  ingstandards. These standardsd are 2
ulgated by the stare or those advanced  erue litmus est %fag?i: f;zu{.;e d:r‘c;:
by programssuch as Head Start. The - tion of _l:he.ﬁeld. ile K- edu =
situation is made sill more complex  tion, with ics emPha:sxs on stan ;.r
when funding or other benefits are and profess_nonaflx;auon and with its
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