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CONSEQUENCES OF “NO CHILD LEFT BEHIND
ACT” PRESSURE: THE USA EXPERIENCE FOR
UKRAINIAN EDUCATORS

The article presents desirable and unpredictable consequences of implementation
No Child Left Behind Act (2001, USA) for monitoring quality of general education. NCLB
Act pressure on a state, school district, school and students are investigated. The ways of
using the results of monitoring quality of general education in the USA are shown.
Possible consequences of monitoring realization - positive and negative, state foundation
of such monitoring and its effectiveness are analyzed. The consequences of keeping the
high academic standards and students educational progress are searched. The aspects of

the educational monitoring that should be taken into account and analyzed for practical
application in Ukraine are presented.
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Introduction. Ukrainian educational policy declares high quality of education and
accessibility of such education for all students in the country. Having set such a priority
Ukrainian educators aim at joining the European and international educational standards.
One of the ways to resolve this aim is to develop and implement effective procedure of
students” assessment, schools outcome evaluation and monitoring quality of education as a
practical tool for educational management and predicting further development of
education. Nevertheless Ukrainian educators and scientists (L.Hrynevych, I.Likarchuk,
[.Babyn, A.Lytvyn, M.Myhaylichenko, I.Sovsun, H.Solodko, and V.Shynkaruk) observe
a steady tendency of decreasing quality of education and lack of effective system of
monitoring. Researchers draw attention to the fact that the poor quality of education in the
country is based on one of the largest expenditures on education in the world. In spite of
such amount of expenditures Ukrainian education still experiences lack of coordinated

nationwide monitoring, that hinders to make use the results of monitoring studies



effectively. Given the above, we consider investigation of international experience
referring to the system of monitoring quality of education is worth studying. The ways of
using the results of educational measurement for improving quality of secondary education
and academic performance, their profit and drawback are extremely important for our
country. The United States of America has a well developed and effective system of
monitoring quality of education, based on a strict regulatory framework and on a strict
accountability system. (Andriushyna O.V., 2014, pp. 867-869). The nationwide system of
educational monitoring in the USA allows educators to improve quality of education for a
student, school and school districts, to grand students who showed high assessment scores
giving them government scholarships to study at colleges and universities, to provide
supplemental educational service for those students who failed assessment or did not
achieve required score, to receive administrative, educational and social support for
schools that show poor results of educational achievement (Andriushyna O.V.; 2013, p.
112). But American researches show that monitoring quality of general education has both
desirable consequences as well as unintended negative effects. (Helen Schneider and Ning
Zhang, 2013. doi:10.1155/2013/431979; Amrein-Beardsley Audrey, 2009, p. 4; Hickok
Eugene, Ladner Mathew, 2007, ED498010).

That is why we put the aim to search possible effects of monitoring studies, their
pressure on students, teachers and schools behavior for effective implementation in
Ukraine. This aim requires to put the following tasks: to analyze the ways of
implementation of "No Child Left Behind Act" (2001), that obliges states to put into
practice continuous educational monitoring; to study the possible effects of keeping high
educational standards requirements; to emphasize the aspects of educational monitoring
that require further educators™ analysis to prevent its negative consequences in Ukraine.

As it was mentioned above, the USA system of monitoring quality of general
education is well developed and dates back to the early 30th of the previous century. For a
long period of time educators, policy makers and scientists worked on the effective way to
improve quality of education and make American students competitive among other
developed countries. The federal law “No Child Left Behind” (2001) became a new era for

reforming and improving American schools and school behavior. Under NCLB, states and



school districts implement federal education policy of public school quality by requiring
standardized testing. School accountability system became a federal law and demanded all
students to meet proficiency standards on state curriculum-based examinations (in varied
subjects, but mostly reading and math). These tests are taken by every student annually in
grades 3-8 and once in high school, including Natural Sciences. However, many states
meet these requirements as unattainable goal. In addition, NCLB mandates that schools
publish their scores and states to identify poorly performing schools based on students’
adequate yearly progress (AYP). Many states developed harsh penalties for schools that
failed to show AYP, including school audit, school reconstitution, and school closures.
Schools and educators were forced to change their behaviors. For instance, Helen
Schneider and Ning Zhang research shows that pressures due to school closures for poor
performance, rewards for good performance, and assistance to schools that left behind lead
to lower levels even of vigorous physical activity. (Helen Schneider and Ning Zhang,
2013, doi:10.1155/2013/431979)

These facts made American educators and scientists emphasize the imperfect
mechanism of implementation "No Child Left Behind Act". Under such circumstences
educators and experts distinguish two monitoring strategy of state educational policy: 1.
development of new state academic standards or lowing the content of present ones so that
even students with very poor academic results could meet the NCLB requirements; 2.
carrying out federal penalties, losing financial support, experiencing the procedure of
school closure.

American researchers point out that the federal and state educational policy is not
effective. Their criticisms have focused on NCLB's use of proficiency rates as the school
performance metric. This metric holds schools accountable for the performance of students
that are below their state proficiency standards. Students whose performance meets their
state proficiency standards have no influence on school outcomes, and NCLB does not
require schools to ensure that students performing above state proficiency standards make
any kind of progress at all. There are two assumptions in these trends. The first assumption
is that lowering the proficiency scores negatively impacts student performance and

growth. The second is that such monitoring is one-sided and doesn't reflect real students’



academic progress. (Dahlin Michael, Xiang Yan, Durant Sarah, Cronin John, 2010,
ED521964). Department of education, state and local educational agencies draw their
attention and give support only to those schools and school districts which demonstrated
low or very poor assessment scores, or even didn't meet state standards. Such a trend
prevents high performing students from further development, they lose motivation to
study.

The Kingsbury Center (Northwest Evaluation Association) examined these two
assumptions using growth data collected across the country. The authors examined two
questions: 1. does the difficulty of a state's proficiency standards have any relationship to
student academic growth? (the problem was fixing out with taking into account such
differences as poverty, race, gender, amount of instruction received, out of school factors);
2. do students that are above their state's proficiency standard demonstrate less growth,
relative to their peers, than do students performing below the level of their state
proficiency standards? The authors found that a student's status relative to his or her state
proficiency bar had an effect on growth, and that students below the proficiency bar
showed greater growth than those above (Lips Dan, 2012, ED509500). Such a situation is
being complicated by the President Barack Abama administration measures that provide
additional 1.35 billion funding. Having received additional funding states are obliged to
stick to strict fedral requirements for quality of general education, which makes a
significant strengthening of federal control and can have unpredictable consequences.
Educators and researchers suppose that receiving additional financing, on the one hand,
encourages states to meet high level academic performance and, on the other, forces
stakeholders to low educational standards (Dunn Karee, Mulvenon Sean, 2009,
ED505357). Having defined this tendency Hickok Eugene and Ladner Mathew consider it
as a threat of losing available information for students, parents, educators and community
about students’ academic performance, teachers, schools and school districts behavior.
Under these circumstances the authers emphasize the necessity for states to choose their
specific strategy of implementation NCLB (Hickok Eugene, Ladner Mathew, 2007,
ED498010).



Having analyzed American scientists views on a problem of using the results of
monitoring it made possible to identify a set of primary issues for American educators:

- High academic standards within final examinations. This issue raises the next one -
inability of scientists, educators and those who direct education policy of the state to
provide teachers with the necessary educational and technical support to prepare students
for such testing.

- The final exam score is imperfect. For instance, in Massachusetts state the result of
final testing is determined as “is passed” and “not passed”. Students with the same
academic performance may have different test results, which stipulates different, as well as
negative, consequences. Besides, there is the problem of psychological unpreparedness of
high school students to pass final testing. Fear not pass an exam often causes rejection to
take it, which automatically means being at risk student or even dropouts.

- Legal and methodological lack of proper ways of education for children who are
not fluent in English (Limited English Proficiency students (LEP students)). Ignoring the
fact of LEP students bilingualism leads to inequality in education, which is prohibited by
the US legislation and educational policy.

- Subjective shortcomings ("training for the test" when teachers are aware of the
content of the test, specifically prepare students with the necessary issues; narrowing the
curriculum; exclusion students with low academic performance from school in order not
to let them take a test; intentionally providing a “LEP student” status, that gives him the
right to take alternative tests; paying teacher's attention more to the students with low
academic performance rather than with high scores; teachers’ prompting and cheating
during the testing; administration interference in teacher 'sclassroom activities (John P.
Papay, Richard J. Murnane, John B. Willett, 2008 ).

All of these shortcomings are the reasons of public opinion on the quality of
education in the USA public schools. This conclusion is based on the annual Gallup poll
on issues of education (Work and Education poll), which took place in August 9-12, 2012.
The survey shows that public schools received the lowest rating, despite the fact that the

majority of American children (83%) is taught in public schools (Jeffrey M. Jones, 2012).



Such state of community opinion on public school encourages scientists to search for new
and more effective ways to improve quality of general education in the USA.

Given the above allows us to summarize the following conclusions:

1. The way of implementation of No Child Left Behind Act (2001), which obliges
states to monitor quality of general education and students’ academic progress is not
perfect. The law requires that all students meet proficient academic standards in all
subjects. Practice and scientific investigations show that such high requirements can not be
met by all students. Such unattainable aim leads to hidden lowing of educational
standards by the state. Not meeting high academic standards by all students causes
penalties from the federal government and the Department of Education, loss of financial
support, experiencing the procedure of students” redistribution to different school districts
or complete school closure.

2. Lowing the high state academic standards leads to support only students, schools
and school districts that demonstrate poor results of educational progress, while students
with high score of academic performance are deprived of further educational progress and
lose motivation to achieve better results. Having experienced educational measurements,
educators (teachers, principals and administration) use different ways of concealing the
real rate of measurement in order to avoid federal and state penalties. Expecting such
evaluation and assessments teachers, principals and local education administration narrow
the curriculum in favour to assessed subjects, "train to the test", interfere in teacher's
classroom activities, exclude students with poor academic performance before assessment.

3. To prevent negative effects of monitoring quality of secondary education in
Ukraine we consider the USA experience of legal (NCLB act) and financial penalties
(cutting dawn state and local funding, school closure) pressure to be extremely important
for our country. Ukrainian educators and policy makers should take into account the
following aspects of educational measurement, evaluation and monitoring quality of
education: the aim of educational monitoring - to provide the accurate and transparent
information about the results of academic performance and condition of education in a
particular school and school district. In accordance with the aim of monitoring the usage

of its outcomes should be based on the results of educational measurements and correlated



without penalties, but corrective actions must be instead. The prospective ways of using
monitoring outcomes are: - social, administrative and financial support a student, school
and school districts that demonstrate poor results of academic performance; the
comprehensive analysis of factors affecting the results of educational achievement.

We suppose further investigation the factors (both positive and negative)
influencing the results of education is worth studying.
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Angprommna O. HACJILIKYA BIIPOBAUKEHHSI 3AKOHY «KOJTHOI
HEBCTUT'AIOUYOI IUTUHM»: JIOCBIJ CILIA JJISI OCBITSIH YKPATHU

Inmeepayis yKpaincobKko2o CychiibCmeda 8 €8pOonelcvbke ma ceimose Cnigmosapucmeo
3YMOBIIOE HOB8I 6umo2u 00 saKkocmi oceimu. I[Ipoyec nidsuwenns sxkocmi oceimu,
VHihiKayiss Kpumepiié OYiHKU OCBIMHIX pe3yIbmamie nose’s3aui 3 po3pooKow cucmemu
MOHIMOPUH2Y, 8PAX08YIOYU 00C8I0 KpAiH, 6 AKUX MOHIMOPUH2O8I OO0CIIONHCEHHS
eheKmueHoO QYHKYIOHYIOMb ma Maioms 6NIU8 Ha pe3ylbmamu HA8YAHHI, CHPUSIIOMb
NPOCHO3YBAHHIO PO3BUMKY oceimu. B cmammi oOocnioxceno enaue saxony «Koownoi
Hegcmueadoi OUMuHU» Ha YOpMy8arHs OCEIMHLOI NOIITMUKU WMAMY, WKIIbHO20 OKPY2Y
ma wxoau. Pozenanymo winaxu SUKOPUCMAHHA pe3ylbmamié MOHIMOPUH2Y AKOCMI
3aeanvroi oceimu 6 CIIA mna pieui wmamy, WKIILHO20 OKpy2y mad WKOJU.
IIpoananizosano eghexmusnicmo ma MONCIUBI HACAIOKU 30IUCHEHHS MOHIMOPUHZ) Nio
BNIUBOM 3AKOHY «KOOHOT Hescmueaoyoi OUMuHU» - NO3UMUBHI | He2amusHi. J[ociodHceHo
HACTIOKU OOMPUMAHHS BUCOKUX BUMO2S OCBIMHIX CIMAHOAPMIE Mda OCBIMHbO20 NOCHYNY
VUHIB, OKPeCJIeHO IX GNIUE HA OCBIMHIO OUSIbHICMb YUHIB, 84UMEi8, KePIBHUKIE WKIL ma
WKITbHUX OKpYeis. Buokpemneno acnexmu ocimnb020 MOHIMOPUH2Y, WO NOmpebyoms
VPaxyeaHHs ma auaunizy 0ni npakmuiHoz2o 3acmocysants 6 Yxpaini. Ocobucmuii 6Hecok
asmopa noifeac y po3Kpummi HeOaMcamux HACHiOKi6 Y BNPOBAOINCEHHI HCOPCMKUX
wmpaguux CcaHKyii npu SUKOPUCMAHHI pe3yIbmamie MOHIMOPUH2Y SAKOCMI 3a2aibHOi
oceimu ma y 3anponoHO8AHUX WLIAXAX IX peanizayil.

Knwuosi cnosa: 3axkon «Koonoi neecmucarouoi oumunu; MOHIMOpuHz AKOCmi
cepeonboi oceimu; HAGUAIbHI CMAHOAPMU; HACAIOKU MOHIMOPUHZY; pe3yibmamu
MOHIMOPUHZY; cepeoHs 0ceima; AKICMb 0C8IMU.

Anapommna E. IOCJIEACTBUA BHEJAPEHUSA 3AKOHA «<HU OJJHOT'O
HEYCIHIEBAIOIIIEI'O PEBEHKA»: OIIBIT CIIA JJIA HEJAT'OI'OB
YKPAHUHBI

B cmamve uccneoosarno enusnue 3axkona «Hu oOHoeo meycnegaroujeco pebenkay Ha
Gopmuposanue 00paz08amenvbHOU NOJUMUKU WIMAMA, WKOIbHO20 OKpYed U WIKOJIbL.
Paccmompenvr nymu ucnonvzosanus pe3yiomamos MOHUMOPUHEA KAYeCcmed CpeoHe20
oopazoseanus 6 CIIA na ypoene wmama, WKOIbHO2O OKpyed U  WKOJbI.
IIpoananuzupoeana s¢hgexkmuenocms U B03MONCHVIE NOCIEOCMBUS  OCYUECMENEeHUs.
MOHUmMOpUHea Nnoo eo30elicmeuem 3axkona «Hu oonoco meycnesarowezo pebdemka» -
no3umusHvle U HezamugHvle. Fccneoosanvl nocneocmeus  coOMOOeHUs.  8bICOKUX
mpebosanuil 06pa308amebHbIX CMAHOAPMOS8 U 00PA308aMENIbHO20 NPOCPecca Y4eHUKOS,
OXapaKmepu3o8aHo UX 6GIUAHUE HA 00PA308aMENbHYI0  0eAmeNbHOCHb  YUeHUKOS,
yuumernel, pyKogooumeneti WIKOA U UWKOJIbHbIX OKpy208. Bwidenenvl acnexmol
06pazoeamenbHO20 MOHUMOPUH2A, KOMOpble HeoOX00UMO YUUMbleamy U aHAIU3UPOBAMb
8 nedazocuyeckou npakmuke Ykpaune.

Kniouesvie cnosa: 3axkon «Hu o00H020 Heycnesaiowjezo peOeHKa»;  Kauyecmeo
o0paszoeanun;  MOHUMOPUHZ Kayecmeéa cpeoHezo 00pa3oeanusi; nocieocmeus



MOHUmMOpUH2A;  pe3yibmamsvl MOHUMOPUH2A;  CPeOHee o00pa3oseanue; yuebOHbvle
cmanoapmel.
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