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€¢ Y fscores are low, some critics say it must
be because of the teachers’ contract, not

because the district has a weak curriculum or
lacks resources or has mediocre leadership....

We need independent teacher unions to
protect teachers’ rights, to sound the alarm
against unwise policies, and to advocate on
behalf of sound education policies.??
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Why Teacher Unions Are Good 12
for Teachers—and the Public
By Diane Ravitch

Protecting teachers from ill- §
conceived instructional mandates, 3
intolerable conditions, and poor e
compensation—these are all reasons ;
why teacher unions were important 100
years ago, and remain so today, says this
noted education historian.

Protecting Academic
Standards

How My Union Makes It Possible
By Erich Martel

One teachers story about how his union is backing his efforts
to stop administrators’ grade manipulation.
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How Union-Led Professional
Development Is Raising
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curriculum and
lessons to students.
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It’s Not Collective Bargaining
By E Howard Nelson

Collective bargaining is often
assumed to cause teacher
turnover in high-poverty
schools. But new research
shows that the transfer rate is
lower in areas with extensive
collective bargaining—and
higher where there is no
collective bargaining.
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Work?

By Daniel T. Willingham

Once students can decode fluently, some brief instruction in
reading comprehension strategies can boost their understand-
ing. But the strategies shouldn’t be overused because they
don't substitute for the background knowledge and vocabu-
lary necessary for comprebension.

Cultivate the Right Solution:

It’s Attracting and Retaining
Experienced Teachers

By Lynn W. Gregory, Nancy Nevarez, and
Alexandra T. Weinbaum

Through the Lead Teacher Project, negotiated between the
New York City public schools and the United Federation of

Teachers, schools in the South Bronx found a way to attract
great teachers—and retain new ones.
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36 Cultivating Solutions
Through Bargaining

Science Careers for the
“Why Study Science?” Crowd

By Megan Sullivan and
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cian? These careers all require
knowledge of science. Could this
handout inspire your students?




LETTE

The Professional Journal of the
American Federation of Teachers
Volume 30, No. 4

Winter 2006/2007

EDWARD J. McELROY
President
American Federation of Teachers

Ruth Wattenberg
editor

Lisa Hansel
managing editor
Sandra Hendricks
copy/production editor
Emily Brooks
editorial intern
Jennifer Chang
graphic designer
Robert Barkin

design consultant

American Educator (USPS 008-462)

is published quarterly by the

American Federation of Teachers, AFL-CIO

555 New Jersey Ave. N.W.

Washington, DC 20001-2079

Telephone: 202-879-4420

American Educator is sent to AFT reacher, higher
education, and other school-related professional
members. Non-AFT members may subscribe by
mailing $10 per year by check or money order to
the address above. Periodicals postage paid at
Washington, D.C., and additional mailing offices.
Postmaster: Send address changes to American
Educator, 555 New Jersey Ave. N.W., Washington,
DC 20001-2079

Members: To change your address, mail the label
with code numbers from the back of the magazine
with your new address to the address above. Also,
remember to notify your local treasurer.

American Educator cannot assume responsibility
for unsolicited manuscripts. Please allow a mini-
mum of four weeks for copyright permission
requests. Letters to the editor may be sent by
regular mail to the address above or via e-mail to
amered@aft.org. Signed articles and advertise-
ments do not necessarily represent the viewpoints
or policies of the American Federation of Teachers.

General advertising office

555 New Jersey Ave. N.W.

Washington, DC 20001-2079

Telephone: 202-879-4420

Advertising Sales Representative

Karen Dorne

Karen Dorne Media Sales

319 Harrison Avenue

Westfield, NJ 07090
908-233-6075/908-233-6081/fax
kdmedia@webtv.net

American Educator is produced with the assis-
tance of members of Local 2, Office and Profes-
sional Employees International Union, AFL-CIO,
and members of AFT Staff Union. Composition
and printing are done in 100 percent union shops.
© American Federation of Teachers, 2006.
mjkimk

L o

2 AMERICAN EDUCATOR

“The Neglected
Muse” Strikes the
Right Note

In the article “The
Neglected Muse: Why
Music Is an Essential
Liberal Art” (American Educator,
Fall 2006), Peter Kalkavage does such
a great job of explaining the value of
the musical experience. As a singer,

I am in complete agreement with
Kalkavage, especially when he says
that “to sing is to transcend the isola-
tion and vagary of selfhood.”

Through artistic media, we are
given the opportunity to express our
deepest emotions, greatest desires, and
biggest fears. Our humanity takes
shape and is embodied in our creation
of artistic expression. Without art,
language, and music, we are machines,
capable merely of achieving the tasks
set out for us, but with no meaning or
value behind them.

It is art that allows us to make
meaning of our human experience. Art
connects us to each other and unites
us. And it is art that allows us to
express our deepest spiritual desires
and connect with others toward a
greater purpose in our lives.

Thank you for being such a wonder-

ful proponent of
music education for

our children.

—MARION WISE

Former English Teacher
New York, N.Y.

Thank you so much for
Peter Kalkavage’s article

on the value of music in forming and
improving the person, in its power to
make us truly more human. Every
“educator”—from parents to teachers
of every subject to principals—should
read and understand Mr. Kalkavage’s
ideas. His observations are important
not only for explaining the value of
music, but for understanding what it is
that makes an educated person, why
learning how to appreciate something
means that we are learning to “see”
something that is, objectively, there.

I would be happy to see more such

articles.
—LAURA ERWIN
St. Rose of Lima School
Haddon Heights, N.J.

“Brain-Based” Fads
Don’t Help, but a Little

Neuroscience Might
“Wish I'd said that” is my most fre-
quent response to Daniel Willing-
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ham’s cognitive scientist column,

but his recent remarks about “brain-
based” learning are exceptionally valu-
able (“Brain-Based” Learning: More
Fiction than Fact, American Educator,
Fall 2006). How many shouting
matches I've had with colleagues on
this subject!

I hope this column will be read by
every American school administrator
who is planning in-service training.
This may help them choose trainers
who avoid the simplistic view that
brain structures and function are cor-
related one-to-one with mental func-
tioning, and the equally untenable
assumption that plasticity of develop-
ment in the visual cortex means that
all synaptic connections can easily be
restructured, and the deceptive analogy
created by using the term “hard-wired”
in talking about the brain.

As a psychologist involved with
infant and preschool mental health
issues, I am especially concerned
about the belief that mental health
interventions directly change measura-

Let us know
what you

think!

We welcome comments on
American Educator articles.
Address letters to Editor,
American Educator, 555 New
Jersey Ave. N.W., Washington,
DC 20001, or send them via
e-mail to amered@aft.org.
Letters selected for publication
may be edited for space and

clarity and must include your
complete address and
phone number or

e-mail address so we
may contact you
if necessary.

WINTER 2006/07

ble aspects of the brain, and that
treatments are desirable when a con-
nection with brain functioning is
possible. Both instructional and
mental health interventions should be
evaluated in terms of their behavioral
outcomes, not in terms of a number
of leaps of faith required to make con-
nections between achievements and
brain events.

—JEAN MERCER, PH.D.

Professor Emerita
Richard Stockton College
Pomona, N.J.

What an eye-opening article about
popular myths in education. I am
completely guilty of at least two. I play
classical music in my classroom
because I believe that it stimulates the
brain and, therefore, will increase
learning. I do indeed believe there are
differences between how boys and girls
learn. However, I believe these differ-
ences have more to do with the process
of maturation and, therefore, adjust-
ments in my instructional methods
may not be needed.

I give Learning Styles and Multiple
Intelligences surveys to my students in
order to identify “how best they
learn.” I use this information as an
instructional tool to design project
choices for students and to give advice
about how to study at home.

Although you have given me invalu-
able information, there are other rea-
sons why teachers do some of the
things you mention in your article.
Many students study at home with
either music or even the TV playing in
the same room. It doesn't seem to dis-
tract them. It appears as though it cre-
ates a background that prevents other
intermittent noises from pulling the
student’s attention from their work.

Of course, this is not true for
all of students. If there is even
one student in my classroom who
is distracted by the music, I turn
it off, amid the moans and sighs.

I have taken several classes in brain-
compatible learning and you are
absolutely correct in your assessment
of what is being taught as fact. I was
completely unaware that any of the
research-based justifications emerged

from animal research. I also had not
thought about how we as educators
leap across the divide between neuro-
science and cognitive development.
Thanks for the lesson.

In my opinion, learning has more to
do with the individual student’s envi-
ronment and gene pool. Teachers who
personally care about their students
and strive for professional excellence
can, however, overcome environment
and genetics to produce students who
strive to do their personal best. What
more can we ask of our children? As for
me, I'm sincerely hoping to do better.

—CYNTHIA HINSON
Valhalla Middle School
Valhalla, N.Y.

Daniel Willingham’s article carries
some important warnings for general
educators, and indeed exposes some
learning myths. However, those who
teach severely neurologically impaired
students can benefit from an under-
standing of basic neurology. This
knowledge does translate into class-
rooms with profoundly mentally and
physically handicapped, severely autis-
tic, and severely emotionally handi-
capped students.

For example, gaining knowledge
of stereotypical, repetitive movement
patterns common in many autistic
learners enables teachers to better deal
with them. An understanding of reflex
arcs and flexion and extension syner-
gies allows teachers to effectively posi-
tion their students for best access to
the curriculum. A special educator
who has some understanding of
conditions such as cortical blindness,
nystagmus, vestibular dysfunction,
muscle spasticity, dysphagia, and
seizure disorders can consult effectively
with specialists such as occupational,
physical, vision, and speech therapists
and will have more success in imple-
menting modifications in instruction.

Although I'm not advocating
advanced coursework in neuroscience,
in the age of inclusive schools and
therapists moving toward a “consult
only” model, special needs teachers
will benefit from a basic course.

—MELISSA MORGAN
Magnolia School
Orlando, Fla.
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Washington Post Editorial Argues
for Greater Investment in Schools

Globalization and Schools

If’s time to recall Martin Luther
King’s challenge

Back in 1979, the average worker with
a college degree earned 75 percent
more than the average high school
graduate. Because of technology and
globalization, the gap has leapt to 130
percent. This rising “college premium”
does much to explain the growth of
inequality over the past generation,

so any serious response to inequality
must make access to college broader
and fairer. It should be broader
because a higher rate of college atten-
dance would share the fruits of global-
ization more widely. It should be fairer
because, if the prizes for attending
college are growing, it’s essential that
everyone begin life with a decent shot
at winning them.

Because education boosts economic
growth, and because it threatens no
powerful lobby, virtually everyone
claims to support it. The question
is how it should be improved. Some
commentators, pointing to the fact
that schools in low-income districts
already spend more per pupil than
schools in affluent ones do, argue that
failures at poor schools reflect compla-
cent management rather than a lack of
resources. Signaling at least partial
acceptance of that theory, the Bush

This editorial appeared in
the Wednesday,

October 11, 2006,
edition of the
Washington
Post, © 2006.
Reprinted
with
permission.
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administration has tried to improve
schools by holding them accountable
and subjecting them to competition.
Choice and accountability are attrac-
tive in principle, but studies of vouch-
er programs in New York City,
Milwaukee, and Cleveland have
found negligible gains from them.
Costlier interventions must also be
part of the solution.

The first opportunity for extra
investment in education comes when
children are young. That’s when they
are most malleable and when poor
children start to fall behind: Even at
age 3, researchers find class-based dif-
ferences in linguistic and emotional
maturity. The federal Head Start pro-
gram, bolstered by a variety of state
preschool programs, has succeeded in
reaching many poor 3- and 4-year-
olds. In 2001, 49 percent of 4-year-
olds whose mothers were high school
dropouts attended some type of pre-
school program, up from 36 percent
a decade earlier. But that participation
was still way below the 70 percent rate
for children of college graduates. And
the quality of many preschool pro-
grams is poor.

Head Start requires that only half of
its teachers have two-year college
degrccs. In contrast, a 1960s experi-

Although it’s true that
low-income districts
already spend more
per pupil than do rich
ones, this slight advan-
tage is swamped by the
challenge of teaching
poor children, who

on average have more
discipline problems
and require more
remedial attention.

ment in Michigan known as the Perry
Preschool program provided a fully
qualified teacher for every six or seven
students, and teachers visited each
child at home weekly. The program
raised 1Q) test scores by eight to 10
times the increase achieved by Head
Start. It also reduced the likelihood
that a student would require special
education (by 43 percent), drop out
of high school (by 25 percent), or be
arrested (by 50 per-
cent). A range of
other studies,
including recent
ones in
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Michigan and Chicago, confirms that
high-quality programs have lasting
effects on poor children. Upgrading
the 900,000 children in Head Start
programs to something like the Perry
program might require around $2 bil-
lion a year, according to W. Steven Bar-
nett of Rutgers University. But quality
preschools reduce spending on special
education, jails and welfare, saving
money for society in the long term.
Early intervention would help
schools from kindergarten through
12th grade do their job properly, since
teachers would face fewer students
who can’t keep up. But it also makes
sense to invest in K-12 education
directly. Although it’s true that low-
income districts already spend more
per pupil than do rich ones, this slight
advantage is swamped by the challenge
of teaching poor children, who on
average have more discipline problems
and require more remedial attention—
and will continue to do so even if
preschool is improved. Because of
the challenge of teaching poor chil-
dren, the higher cost of special educa-
tion and other factors, schools in
low-income neighborhoods have less-
experienced teachers and worse facili-
ties than do schools in affluent ones,
according to research by Cecilia Rouse
of Princeton and Lisa Barrow of the

Federal Reserve. These schools might
spend more money per pupil, but they
lack more money per pupil, too.

Which K-12 investments would be
effective? Smaller classes are a leading
candidate: A Tennessee experiment that
divided pupils into classes of differing
size in kindergarten and then returned
them to regular-size classes in third
grade found benefits from smaller
classes that persisted to high school.
Improving the quality of teachers is also
likely to boost performance, though
teacher quality is not necessarily linked
to teacher certification. Publicly funded
summer school could make a differ-
ence. The performance gap between
privileged and poor children appears to
be linked to the way they spend their
summers, with the privileged attending
enrichment programs while the poor
are underoccupied.

Nearly 30 years ago, Martin Luther
King, Jr. declared that the challenge
for schools is “to teach so well that
family background is no longer an
issue.” By increasing the rewards for
education, globalization has added
urgency to King’s argument, but glob-
alization paradoxically creates a temp-
tation to ignore him, too. By driving
down the cost of tradable goods such
as cars and DVD players, it leaves
untradable ones such as education

A higher rate of college
attendance would share
the fruits of globaliza-
tion more widely. If
the prizes for attending
college are growing, it’s
essential that everyone
begin life with a decent
shot at winning them.

looking expensive. There’s a tendency
for policymakers to say that education
spending is growing a bit faster than
inflation—isn’t that generous enough?
But inflation is low partly because
globalization brings us goods from
cheap foreign suppliers. The economic
challenge posed by those cheap foreign
suppliers is precisely the reason we
should invest more in our children.

Searching for a Comprehensive Reform
Model Skip the Sales Pitch, Now

There’s an Independent Review

If you've ever been on a school or district team charged with
selecting a comprehensive school reform model, you know
just how confusing it is: Slick brochures, flashy PowerPoint
presentations, and anecdotes of success abound. There’s
some real research mixed in, but it sure is hard to find. For-
tunately, the Comprehensive School Reform Quality
(CSRQ) Center has done the digging for you.

In two new reports, one on elementary school models and
one on middle- and high-school models, the CSRQ Center
distills that heap of papers down to thorough, trustworthy,
useful guides for educators and administrators who are seek-
ing a comprehensive reform model. Both reports rate the
models on their evidence of having produced gains in stu-
dent achievement and four other criteria, including their
services to schools to enable successful implementation.

Because the CSRQ Center holds the models to very high

standards, no model has yet achieved the top rating, “very

strong,” on evidence of positive effects on student achieve-
ment. In the elementary school report, two of the 22 mod-
els reviewed came close: Direct Instruction and Success for
All were rated as having “moderately strong” evidence. In
the middle- and high-school report, the highest rating on
evidence of positive effects on student achievement was
“moderate”—and that went to just four of the 18 models
reviewed: America’s Choice, School Development Program,
Success for All-Middle Grades, and Talent Development
High School.

In both of these reports, the reader is asked to keep in
mind that many of the models are aiming to turn around
low-performing schools with high percentages of students
from low-income homes. When these models do produce
strong evidence of effectiveness, it means they've succeeded
in very challenging conditions.

Where the models are very strong is in demonstrating
that they offer professional development and technical
assistance during implementation.

To read the CSRQ Center’s reports, go to www.csrq.org/
reports.asp.
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Why Teacher Unions Are Good for
Teachers—and the Public

They Protect Teachers’ Rights, Support Teacher Professionalism,
and Check Administrative Power

By Diane Ravitch

e live in an era when leaders in business

and the media demand that schools

function like businesses in a free market

economy, competing for students and

staff. Many such voices say that such
corporate-style school reform is stymied by the teacher
unions, which stand in the way of leaders who want
unchecked power to assign, reward, punish, or remove their
employees. Some academics blame the unions when student
achievement remains stagnant. If scores are low, the critics say
it must be because of the teachers’ contract, not because the
district has a weak curriculum or lacks resources or has
mediocre leadership. If some teachers are incompetent, it
must be because of the contract, not because the district has
a flawed, bureaucratic hiring process or has failed to evaluate
new teachers before awarding them tenure. These critics want
to scrap the contract, throw away teachers’ legal protections,
and bring teacher unions to their collective knees.

It is worth recalling why teachers joined unions and why
unions remain important today. Take tenure, for example. The
teacher unions didn't invent tenure, despite widespread beliefs
to the contrary. Tenure evolved in the 19th century as one of
the few perks available to people who were paid low wages, had
classes of 70 or 80 or more, and endured terrible working con-
ditions. In late 19th century New York City, for example, there
were no teacher unions, but there was already ironclad, de facto
teacher tenure. Local school boards controlled the hiring of
teachers, and the only way to get a job was to know someone
on the local school board, preferably a relative. Once a teacher
was hired, she had lifetime tenure in that school, but only in
that school. In fact, she could teach in the same school until she

Diane Ravitch is Research Professor of Education at New York
University and a senior fellow at the Hoover Institution at Stan-
ford University and the Brookings Institution. She was Assistant
Secretary of Education under President George H. W, Bush. Her
latest book is The English Reader: What Every Literate Person
Needs to Know, which she edited with her son Michael, Oxford
University Press.
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retired—without a pension or health benefits—or died.

One problem with this kind of tenure was that it was not
portable. If a teacher changed schools, even in the same dis-
trict, she would lose her tenure in the school where she was
first hired, and she would have to go to the end of the line at
her new school.

Pay for teaching was meager, but it was one of the few pro-
fessional jobs open to women, and most teachers were
women. Pay scales were blatantly discriminatory. Teachers in
the high schools were paid more than those in the elementary
schools. Male teachers (regardless of where they rtaught,
though almost all were in high schools) were paid more than
female teachers, on the assumption that they had a family to
support and women did not.

I would like to remember some of the forgotten heroes of
the movement to establish fair and equitable treatment of
teachers in New York City.

First, there was Mary Murphy. She started teaching in the
Brooklyn schools in 1891. Ten years later, in 1901, she got
married. That was a mistake. When she got married, the
Board of Education charged her with gross misconduct and
fired her. Teachers were not allowed to marry. She sued the
Board. She lost in the lower court, but then won in the state
court of appeals, which ruled that marriage “was not miscon-
duct” and ordered the Board of Education to reinstate her.

Second, there was the Interborough Association of Women
Teachers. They started a campaign in 1906 to wipe out the
salary differentials between male and female teachers. Their
slogan was “equal pay for equal work.” When the state legis-
lature passed the Association’s bill for equal pay, it was vetoed
by the governor. These stalwart female teachers finally won
pay equity in 1912.

Then there was Bridget Pexitto, a veteran teacher of 18
years in the Bronx. She took advantage of the new right to get
married without losing her job. But then she got pregnant.
That was a mistake. The Board of Education fired her on
charges of “gross negligence by being absent to have a baby.”
Not only that, the Board ordered the superintendent of
schools to discover whether there were any other pregnant

WINTER 2006/07
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School reform cannot possibly
succeed when teachers are left out
of the decision-making process. If
administrators operate by stealth
and confrontation, then their plans
for reform will founder.

teachers in the city’s schools. He somehow did a visual inspec-
tion of the city’s teachers and found 14 of them, and they
were promptly suspended from teaching. Bridget Pexitto
fought the decision in state court and was eventually reinstat-
ed with back pay by the state commissioner of education.

The forerunner to the United Federation of Teachers (UFT)
was the New York City Teachers' Union, which was founded in
1916. It was known as Local 2 of the American Federation of
Teachers. Its purposes were to fight for improved salaries, to
fight against “oppressive supervision,” and to defend the rights
of teachers like Mary Murphy and Bridget Pexitto.

oday, the UFT and other teacher unions around
the country continue to play important roles in
protecting the rights of teachers, especially in the
current climate of school reform. There’s a com-
mon view among corporate-style reformers today
that the way to fix low-performing schools is to install an auto-
cratic principal who rules with an iron fist. Many new princi-
pals have been trained in quickie programs of a year or less,
which try to teach them to think like corporate leaders. Many
of the graduates of these new principal programs have little
classroom experience, and some have none at all. Many of them
lack the judgment and knowledge to make wise decisions about
curriculum and instruction or to evaluate seasoned teachers.
When experienced teachers must work under the control
of an inexperienced principal, they need the protection of
their union against arbitrary and unwise decisions.
Furthermore, to the extent that New York City, where 1
live, is the wave of the future, then teachers will need their
unions more than ever. In New York City, under mayoral
control, the mayor—a businessman—and his chancellor—a
lawyer—selected a new curriculum in reading and math.
They also insisted that all teachers across this system of
1.1 million children adopt exactly the same pedagogical style
(the “workshop model”), and they micromanaged teachers’
compliance with tight, sometimes daily supervision.
Teachers found that they were in trouble if they did not
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teach exactly as the mayor and chancellor dictated, if they did
not follow the scripted cookie-cutter format of mini-lessons,
if their bulletin boards did not meet detailed specifications, or
if their classroom furniture was not precisely as prescribed by
regulation. In these past few years, I have often been con-
fronted by teachers who asked what they could do when their
supervisors and coaches insisted that they teach in ways they
(the teachers) believed were wrong. I could only answer that
they should be glad they belonged to a union with the power
to protect them from “oppressive supervision,” to use the
term that was familiar to the founders of Local 2 of the AFT.

As it happened, in the contract negotiations of 2005, the
UFT successfully added language to the contract that specif-
ically protected teachers from being punished because of:
“a) the format of bulletin boards; b) the arrangement of class-
room furniture; and ¢) the exact duration of lesson units.”

The union is thus necessary as a protection for teachers
against the arbitrary exercise of power by heavy-handed
administrators. In our school systems, as in our city, state, and
federal governments, we need checks and balances. Just as the
executive, legislative, and judicial branches of government all
act as checks on each other, we need checks and balances in
our school systems. It is unwise to centralize all power in one
person: the mayor. We need independent lay school boards to
hire the superintendent and to hold open public discussions
of administrative decisions, and we need independent teacher
unions to assure that teachers’ rights are protected, to sound
the alarm against unwise policies, and to advocate on behalf
of sound education policies, especially when administrators
are non-educators.

In the current climate, when it is in vogue to select non-
educators to administer school systems, it is vital that teach-
ers have a voice. School reform cannot possibly succeed when
teachers—who are on the frontlines of implementation—
are left out of the decision-making process. If there is no
“buy-in,” if teachers do not willingly concur with the orders
handed down from on high, then reform cannot succeed. If
administrators operate by stealth and confrontation, then
their plans for reform will founder. They cannot improve
what happens in the classroom by humiliating and bossing
around the teachers who are in daily contact with the chil-
dren. Only in an atmosphere of mutual respect can adminis-
trators and teachers produce the kind of partnership that will
benefit students. And administrators cannot achieve this col-
laborative atmosphere unless they are willing to talk with and
listen to the leaders chosen by teachers to represent them.

The essentials of good education are the same everywhere:
a rigorous curriculum, effective instruction, adequate
resources, willing students, and a social and cultural climate
in which education is encouraged and respected. Teacher
unions today, as in the past, must work to make these essen-
tials available in every district for every school and every stu-
dent. They cannot do it alone. They must work with
administrators and elected officials to advance these goals.
The unions will continue to be important, vital, and needed
so long as they speak on behalf of the rights and dignity of
teachers and the essentials of good education. O
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Protecting Academic Standards
How My Union Makes It Possible

By Erich Martel

eeing a student who has just failed
S a required class walk across the

stage on graduation day is a
degrading experience that a teacher
never forgets. It is compounded when
one then discovers that the principal
had secretly approved both “erasing”
the failing grade and altering the stu-
dent’s official records to make it appear
legitimate. Such an act sabotages the
integrity of a high school diploma and
unravels bonds of teacher-administra-
tor trust.

Those were my thoughts in June
2001, when a student who had just
failed my Advanced Placement (AP)
U.S. History class confidently walked
across the stage in her graduation
gown—the same morning that she
handed me a long overdue, plagiarized
research paper, and angrily demanded
that I raise her low Fto a D.

How did this happen? The assistant
principal in charge of senior class
grades readily admitted his decision to
“average” her F from my yearlong AP
class with a C+ she had earned in a
one-semester American History course
taken two years earlier at an American
international school in Ethiopia. He
further entered a year’s worth of pass-
ing grades from an entirely fictional
American History class (Section 00!)
that she had never taken. The new
result: a final grade of D+. He later
told the Washington Post, “We're talking
about the day before graduation. That’s
the only thing the child needed to
graduate. I thought I was doing the
right thing.”*

According to the agreement between
my union, the Washington Teachers’
Union (AFT Local 6), and my district,
the District of Columbia Public
Schools (DCPS), the process of chang-

Erich Martel continues to teach modern
world history at Woodrow Wilson High
School in Washington, D.C.
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ing a grade requires that the teacher
be informed and given an opportunity
to “substantiate the grade given”;

and further, “in no case shall a grade
be changed by the Board,” unless the
teacher fails to provide such substanti-
ation. I was never given that opportu-
nity. Fortunately, the language of the
collective bargaining contract, together
with a sharp and aggressive union
building representative, made it possi-
ble for me to challenge the assistant
principal’s action.

Following graduation, my union
building representative and I met with
the principal and assistant principal to
demand that the grade I reported be
entered in the student’s records, the fic-
titious course be removed, and the stu-
dent’s diploma and transcript be placed
on hold pending successful completion
of a legitimate U.S. History course, for
which there was still time to enroll in
summer school.

Although I was led to believe that
all of our demands were met, I soon
learned that she was not attending sum-
mer school and had received a diploma
anyway. In exchange for doing an
“assignment,” the assistant principal
released the diploma to the student. 1
notified the principal, who was shocked
and unaware. He requested the return
of the diploma, but he refused to
require valid completion of a full U.S.
History course as a condition for releas-
ing the student’s transcript. Instead, he
tried to pressure me and the department
chair into allowing the student to
receive a “packet of assignments” for
course credit. The union building rep
and I disagreed, but appeals to the prin-
cipal’s superiors were met with silence.
The assistant principal, it was later
reported, was “disciplined”—and pro-
moted to principal of an elementary

* Justin Blum (2002). “Changes In Grades
Found at Top School: Teacher’s Discovery
Prompts D.C. Inquiry,” Washington Post,
June 9, 2002, C.01.

One teacher vividly
recalled the disrespect
he felt when a student
who rarely attended
class tauntingly
informed him that
the assistant principal
just changed her
FtoaD.

school! (Many months later, I saw the
student’s transcript. The fictitious U.S.
History course was gone; along with the
final grade of F for my AP U.S. History
course, the principal had entered: “Sum-
mer, 2001-completed requirements for
graduation. Not ranked.”)

A couple months later, in August
2001, the principal, surprisingly, gave
all Wilson High School teachers read-
only access to the Student Information
System (SIS), the electronic records
database. I checked on a few of my for-
mer students whose records I suspected
had been altered. Sure enough, they had
been. A few other teachers asked me to
check some of their grades. I found over
a dozen grades that had been changed
without teacher authorization.

Opver the next several months, I
spoke with over 60 of my teacher col-
leagues. Not one of them asked me 7oz
to look at their class lists. Instead, most
expressed appreciation that, at last,
someone was showing respect for their
grading decisions by asking them
whether they had authorized the ques-
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tionable grade changes. Some told of
demanding parents who successfully
pressured administrators into raising
grades. One vividly recalled the disre-
spect he felt when a student who

had rarely attended class tauntingly
informed him that the assistant princi-
pal had just changed her Fto a D.
Another teacher learned for the first
time that an administrator had yielded
to a parent’s demand that a generously
awarded D be changed to “Passing” so
as to boost the student’s grade point
average and class rank.

Just the Tip of the Iceberg

Like most teachers, I thought that
changing a teacher’s grade without
following challenge rules was the main
procedural way in which the integrity
of teacher grades and the sanctity of
the diploma were being undermined.

I was wrong. As my familiarity with
these student records grew, I became
aware of an entirely new category of
previously unknown violations: award-
ing credits that hadn’t been legitimately
earned. Among the ways in which stu-
dents received these phantom credits
were: 1) adding courses to the tran-
script that were never taken; 2) altering
transcripts from previous schools by,
for example, boosting grades, inflating
credits, changing course titles, and pre-
tending like a course was on the tran-
script; and 3) allowing students to earn
more credit by giving credit two or
more times for the same course, giving
full-year credit for a semester course,
and giving credit for clearly bogus
“independent studies” courses. Quite a
few students received a diploma despite
never having passed or even taken a
required course.

Based on my own informal, but
thorough, review of 300 students’
records, mainly from the class of 2001,
but also from 2002, I found 202 inap-
propriate alterations and requirements
not fulfilled. These resulted in 92 stu-
dents being certified as eligible to
receive a diploma despite missing
requirements.

I wondered: Why were these alter-
ations happening? How were missing
requirements not being noticed? The
answer was obvious and shocking: The

10 AMERICAN EDUCATOR

I wondered: Why were
these alterations hap-
pening? Then it struck
me: Why respond to
teachers” requests for
an orderly school or
for more trained read-
ing teachers when the
numbers of graduates
can be so easily fixed?

principal doesnt want them to be
noticed, nor does the superintendent,
nor do most Board of Education mem-
bers. Then it struck me: This is how a
dysfunctional school hides its failure to
educate the majority of its students!
Why respond to teachers’ requests for
an orderly school or for more trained
reading teachers when the numbers of
graduates can be so easily fixed? If this
is happening at Wilson, an acclaimed
public high school in Washington,
D.C., what does that say about what's
happening at other schools?

n early May 2002, I wrote up my
findings for a report to the princi-

pal and the superintendent and
requested that the school and district
records accurately report the credits
that each student had actually earned.
On the advice of an attorney from the
Government Accountability Project
who represents whistleblowers, 1
labeled my reports “protected disclo-

sures,” citing my statutory obligation
under the 1998 Whistleblower Act.

As expected, rather than welcome my
report, the principal denied me further
access to student records and threat-
ened disciplinary action. I received no
response from the superintendent. At
that point, I reported my findings and
the principal’s response to Washington
Post reporter Justin Blum and
announced my decision in a letter to
the faculty. I was overwhelmed by the
support I received from my colleagues.
Although reluctant to see the school
portrayed in a negative light, most saw
that the only other option was to let a
Wilson High School diploma become a
meaningless piece of paper.

The Washington Post article appeared
on June 9, 2002, two days before grad-
uation. DCPS’s response was far from
adequate, but it did contract with an
accounting firm, Gardiner Kamya and
Associates (GKA), to conduct a review
of the records of the 15 Class of 2002
students I had questioned as well as a
sampling of records and records-
management procedures in all 16
DCPS high schools.

The GKA report was completed in
September 2003, but not released until
December 2003, following the resigna-
tion of the then-superintendent, a close
friend of Wilson High School’s princi-
pal. The examiners affirmed my con-
clusions regarding 12 of the 15 Class of
2002 graduates I had cited. They also
found records management in disarray
in almost every high school, suggesting
in many cases that tampering could
have occurred without being verifiable.

The Significance of the Diploma
The high school diploma, like final
course grades, is a summary of per-
formance that attests to the student’s
successful completion of all supporting
standards. A student who receives an
unearned diploma has learned all the
wrong lessons—and will carry a false
sense of “how to get ahead” into adult-
hood. He will also have a false sense of
readiness for higher education or the
workplace.

For our high-achieving students, the
diploma is often a momentary symbol,
soon replaced by a college degree. But
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for our most vulnerable and disadvan-
taged students, for whom the diploma
is their only educational credential, its
prestige is critical. If a diploma is based
on counterfeit grades and fabricated
course completions, it will become like
a debased currency, with less and less
value in the eyes of the community and
prospective employers, further dim-
ming these students’ chances in life.
The assumption that school admin-
istrators are disinterested custodians of
student records who can be trusted to
protect their integrity fails to recognize
their interest in maximizing the num-
ber of graduates. In a time of height-
ened concern over graduation rates,
principals have no incentive to ensure
that each diploma candidate has met
all graduation requirements. Shielded
by confidentiality laws and their
administrative authority, the tendency
to not look too hard for missing
requirements faces few restraints.

Five Years Later, Nothing Has
Changed

In late March 2006, in an effort to
ensure the integrity of the Wilson High
School diploma, the Wilson High
School union chapter requested that
the principal provide the staff with a
list of prospective graduates and a list
of potential failed classes. When he
didn't respond, the chapter asked
teachers to submit a list of seniors in
danger of failing. Forty-seven teachers,
virtually every teacher of seniors,
responded with a total of 227 names,
which were compiled and submitted to
the principal, assistant principals, and
counselors. The list was ignored.

It was against this backdrop that I
reviewed the records of the class of
2006. The very first transcript showed
an inflated credit for a semester math
course; then, one or two transcripts
later, repeat credit for a course. These
were the same violations I had reported
in 2002. For days after classes, I
reviewed the transcripts and several
other supporting documents. The
numbers were staggering—I found
dozens of examples of credit being
given twice for one course, course cred-
its being inflated, required courses
never being scheduled, students trans-
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Without the union
contract, I would

not have a foundation
for opposing the
mismanagement that
stands in the way of
improving my school
and increasing the
value of its diploma.

ferred from failing classes to night
school without notifying their teachers,
and other serious violations.

In the first two weeks of June,
I sent the principal and the superin-
tendent reports on the problems with
the transcripts and credits earned of
over 180 seniors from the Class of
2006. Unfortunately, I was not sur-
prised when I saw that 90 of those
students were on the “official” list of
diploma recipients sent to the Board
of Education after graduation. At
most, a handful of these students
could have legitimately completed the
requirements necessary to earn a
diploma. The rest were clearly given
diplomas they did not earn. Five of
those “official” graduates are currently
enrolled in Wilson High School and
another student actually received two
diplomas: one from Wilson High
School and one from another high
school in Washington, D.C.

Although the school system has yet

to address this ongoing disregard for
academic standards, one important
and hopeful development was the
decision of the Office of the Inspector
General (OIG) of the District of
Columbia to audit the records of my
high school’s Class of 2006. It is a
hopeful sign: Because the OIG is inde-
pendent of the D.C. public schools, it
will post the audit results on its Web
site and will use the audit results as a
guide for auditing other DCPS and
charter high schools.

or all my efforts to restore the
F meaning and value of the Wilson

High School diploma, I've been,
in essence, demoted. On August 17th,
a week prior to returning to school,
I discovered that the principal had
taken the three sections of Advanced
Placement U.S. History that I had suc-
cessfully taught for 19 years and trans-
ferred them to an uncertified teacher
who never taught the subject before.
Despite the efforts of the Washington
Teachers” Union President George
Parker, as well as e-mails from former
students, their parents, and my col-
leagues, the superintendent has yet to
rectify the situation. This type of retal-
iation does not hurt me so much as
the students who were looking forward
to taking my AP U.S. History classes.
Having served as a grader of AP U.S.
History essays for the College Board
for nine years, I have in-depth knowl-
edge of what students must do to per-
form well on the exam. For their sake,
for my own, and for the lesson in
integrity that it might teach my princi-
pal, I look forward to teaching AP
U.S. History again soon.

As teachers, our professional respon-
sibilities begin with helping our stu-
dents meet challenging academic
standards. Without the union contract,
and especially the building representa-
tive and rules for grade changes that the
contract gives me, I would not have a
foundation for opposing the misman-
agement that stands in the way of
improving my school and increasing the
value of its diploma. The union and the
contract allow teachers to be agents of
accountability and to be professionals
in the service of educational integrity.
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Nurturing Teacher Knowledge

How and Why Union-Led Professional Development
Is Raising Reading Achievement

By Neill S. Rosenfeld

ts spring 2006 and third-grader Bryonna McAlister is

in tears. She has failed the state’s reading test. In a typ-

ical district, she would face two bleak options: either

being retained in the hope that a second dose of third

grade would be more effective than the first or being
socially promoted and spending 4th grade—and possibly the
rest of her academic career—struggling to catch up. But Bry-
onna has a better option—a research-based, highly effective
summer school designed for students just like her. It’s one of
several programs offered by Toledos Reading Academy,
which was formed six years ago when the Toledo Federation
of Teachers (TFT) teamed up with the school district to
improve literacy. Today, the Reading Academy provides
everything from professional development for teachers to
summer school to intensive interventions for students in ele-
mentary and junior high school.

It took a lot of hard work to get to this point. As the 20th
century drew to a close, the Toledo school district—an urban
system with more than 50 schools—was in trouble. Ohio had
imposed a fourth-grade reading guarantee, meaning that no
child could move to the fifth grade without being proficient
in reading. For the first time, the state was holding schools
accountable for student achievement.

“We doubled the amount of time spent on reading, tried to
bring in tutoring programs, but nothing was having any
effect,” recalls Peter Silverman, who at that time was president
of the school board. “We started to look at the curriculum.”

Neill S. Rosenfeld is a freelance writer. For 18 years, he was
deputy director and later director of the United Federation of

Teachers’ Communications Department.
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Fortunately, TFT President Francine Lawrence knew
where to look for the right curriculum and how to start
implementing it. “We wanted to identify accomplished
teachers who could work well with one another and provide
their colleagues with state-of-the-art, scientifically-based
research,” she says. So she turned to the American Federation
of Teachers’ Educational Research and Dissemination
(ER&D) program, a research-based professional develop-
ment program that offers courses such as Instructional Scrate-
gies That Work, Managing Antisocial Behavior, and—just
what Toledo needed—Beginning Reading Instruction and
Reading Comprehension Instruction.

TFT and the Toledo school district had a long history of
partnering to improve instruction and student achievement.
Back in 1981, for example, they forged a groundbreaking
labor-management agreement that gave Toledo’s teachers
(not principals) the primary responsibility for mentoring and
evaluating their first-year peers and, in certain circumstances,
veteran teachers who were struggling to do their jobs well. So,
Lawrence and then-Superintendent Merrill Grant quickly
agreed to give AFT’s ER&D a try; when Eugene Sanders
became superintendent in September 2000, his team contin-
ued support of the initiative.

ER&D’s approach to reading instruction is the same as that
endorsed by the National Reading Panel (2000). The Panel,
formed at the direction of Congress by the National Institute
of Child Health and Human Development in consultation
with the Secretary of Education, spent more than two years
reviewing research on reading instruction and holding hear-
ings around the country. It found that effective reading
instruction focuses on the following five components:
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Above, literacy support
teacher Joyce Lawniczak
(right) gives feedback to a
special education teacher
on “Word Building,”

an instructional strategy
that improves students’
decoding and word
recognition. Right, a
teacher in a Reading
Academy school delivers
targeted instruction by
meeting with a small
group of students.
Photographs ©

Lori King.

w  Phonemic awareness.
With this foundational
skill, children learn to
identify, segment, and manipulate phonemes (the smallest
speech sounds capable of delineating a distinction in
meaning).

»  Phonics. Students focus on the correspondence between
letters and sounds, learning how to blend individual sound-
spellings into whole words, and how to decode multisyllabic
words.

w  Fluency. As students become more adept at decoding
words, they need to develop automaticity (that is, the ability
to recognize words accurately and quickly) so that they can
read phrases and sentences with comprehension.

n  Vocabulary. Explicit vocabulary teaching, along with oral
and written exposure to a variety of words, helps students
expand their knowledge of the language, which is essential to
understanding texts.

w  Comprehension. That, of course, is the reason for reading.
It requires students to learn strategies that keep them focused

14 AMERICAN EDUCATOR

on understanding the text, but more
importantly, it requires building stu-
dents” vocabulary, proficiency with lan-
guage, and background knowledge.

ER&D’s courses in reading present a
synthesis of this research and then
explain the most effective strategies for
applying it to the classroom.

Shortly before Toledo’s cash-strapped
board of education faced up to its loom-
ing reading crisis, it had invested in
instructional materials that short-
changed the reading skills that the
National Reading Panel defined as
essential. Says Craig Cotner, who
was at that time Toledo’s chief
academic officer, “Our reading
scores were dropping off a cliff.
All you had to do was put the
scores on a chalkboard and people
would say this isnt a one-year
blip; it’s a definite downward
trend. It became evident to every-

body that we needed to do some-
thing differently.”

He says the district had struggled
with how to effectively use its
resources. Traditional approaches—
such as bringing people in for
three-hour professional develop-
ment sessions on reading—“didn’t
get us where [ wanted to go, which
was to increase the capacity within
our district to provide quality
instruction to our staff in how to
teach reading, not to rely on out-
side presenters who may or may
not bring their own agenda to the
table.”

In July 1999, the district and
union started down a new path. Three teachers, selected by
their peers, flew to Virginia for the ER&D training that
would prepare them to launch the Reading Academy in
September 2000; with scientifically based knowledge in
hand, their goal was to deliver intensive, ongoing profes-
sional development in research-based reading instruction to
their colleagues. Over the years, the Reading Academy—
not a building, but a professional development program—
has grown to include six literacy support teachers who are
released full-time from the classroom to work with district
teachers.

“ER&D training was the defining moment” for reading
instruction in Toledo, says Georgianne Czerniak, one of the
Reading Academy’s first three literacy support teachers, all of
whom have since trained an ever-growing number of teach-
ers in ER&D’s approach to reading instruction. “That’s when
the tide started to turn.”
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Denise Johnson, a literacy support teacher with the Read-
ing Academy, recalls a pivotal presentation that Czerniak
gave to the school board’s curriculum committee. She took
her time explaining the drawbacks of both phonics-only and
the district’s unsuccessful reading program, which de-empha-
sized phonics and all the other skills recommended by the
National Reading Panel. She then turned to the research and
the five principles that the National Reading Panel had
endorsed. As Johnson remembers it, then-board President
Silverman said, “Now, I finally understand what’s missing.”

Delivering Support Where It Is Most Needed

“We need all,” a first-grade teacher says to her class of 13 stu-
dents. She is leading her class through a phonics lesson called
“Word Building” that is part of the district’s new, research-
based reading program.

Dressed in the district’s uniform of white or blue shirts and
tan or black slacks, the children have spread out their reading
mats—blue fabric with rows of clear plastic sleeves into
which they can place letter cards. Their hands begin moving
the three cards that are needed from their storage places on
the top row. Their teacher bought the mats with her own
money last year and has just enough for this class.

“How come some of the letters are red?” one boy asks.

“We talked about that. Do you remember?” she responds.

“Oh, vowels,” the boy recalls.

“Does everyone have the word? Sound it out.”

“Aw-ull,” the class says in unison.

“Blend it quickly,” the teacher says.

“All”

“Then put a B in the front and what do you have? Sound
it out.”

“Bub-aw-ull. Ball.”

The boy observes, “You could put a D and make it dall.”

The teacher lets that slide as she asks the class to change
the beginning letter to a 7, then an A, then an M. She has
them leave the M and adds an § in front of it. “SSS-mmm-
aw-ull. Small.”

These first-graders, most of whom come from low-
income homes, are in a Reading Academy school, meaning
that 80 percent of the eligible teachers voted to participate
in the Reading Academy’s intensive professional develop-
ment, committing themselves to learning and using the
ER&D approach. This creates a critical mass of teachers
who have chosen to change how they teach reading and to
support one another. (Czerniak notes, however, that teach-
ers who vote “no” are not required to participate. “We want
to bring people with us who want to change,” she says. “It’s
difficult to work with people who resist change.” Some-
times, after the reluctant teachers see the results, they also
seek ER&D training.)

After the vote to become a Reading Academy school, the
teachers enrolled as a group in the “university cohort” pro-
gram, in which they worked toward an 18-credit reading
endorsement to their Ohio state teaching license. It’s offered
through a partnership with the University of Findlay, whose
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The district and union started
down a new path. Three teachers,
selected by their peers, flew to
Virginia for the ER&D training
that would prepare them to launch
the Reading Academy.

professors co-teach the courses with Reading Academy liter-
acy support teachers. A Reading Academy coach also con-
ducts weekly one-hour discussions where cohort members
talk about what’s going well and figure out solutions to diffi-
culties. In exchange for all this extra work, the school system
pays the teachers’ tuition, and teachers who earn the reading
endorsement as part of, or in addition to, having earned a
master’s degree, receive an additional $3,010 a year. Along
with the Reading Academy, the university cohort program
began in the 2000-2001 school year.

Not long ago, there were 10 Reading Academy schools—
all with the most disadvantaged students and the most strug-
gling readers. However, three of them have since closed, two
because of declining enrollment, the other because of poor
physical conditions. Unfortunately, the Academy-trained
teachers from the schools that closed were scattered among
other buildings in the district; most are no longer part of a

(Continued on page 19)
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Partner When You Can, Fight When You Must

Francine Lawrence, president of the
Toledo Federation of Teachers (TFT),
spoke with me about the union’s contin-
ual—and often successful—struggle to
forge a working partnership with the
school district. Results include the Read-
ing Academy and the landmark 1981
Toledo Plan for assisting and evaluating
[first-year teachers and, if necessary, dis-
missing teachers for unsatisfactory per-
[formance. This conversation occurred
on Election Day 2006 amid chronic
deficits; a school board divided since the
2005 election; and the departure last
spring of the superintendent and a
dozen top deputies, which left an inex-
perienced caretaker administration in
charge. Lawrence is also the chairperson
of the AFT s preK-12 Teachers Program
and Policy Council.
—Neill S. Rosenfeld

Neill Rosenfeld: Administrations and
school boards come and go, while the
union remains. How has the TFT
used that fact of life?

Francine Lawrence: Typically there’s
a void of leadership and ideas from
management. The union and the
teachers we represent have the oppor-
tunity to fill that void and to lead
with ideas. The best ideas come from
our teachers and the elected leadership
of the union about what can effective-
ly make schools work. Any type of
school reform initiative will only suc-
ceed if there is ownership by teachers,
and ownership only comes when
teachers are at the table.

Over the last three or four decades,
we've used collective bargaining to get
teachers a seat at the table. We've done
that contract after contract, because
any genuine profession has a meaning-
ful influence over entrance standards,
professional development, and who
remains in the profession—and we
negotiated those elements for our
teachers in Toledo. Our vision has
been building a genuine profession for
teachers and more effective schools for
our students.

Rosenfeld: How did those principles
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Our scores began to
improve and teachers
were not only willing
participants in profes-
sional development
and peer coaching,
but were asking for it.
Schools where it didn’t
exist were asking for it.

play out with the Reading Academy,
an idea that arose after a previous
proposal to create a professional
development laboratory school

fell through?

Lawrence: There were many differ-
ences between the union and the dis-
trict’s mid-level management, which
wanted the dominant role in the pro-
fessional development school to be
played by them rather than having

the teachers be the primary leadership.

Real professionals don't look to those
outside their profession for leadership.
Doctors don’t do it; neither should
teachers. We were about two and a
half days away from a strike when a
settlement was reached in March
1998. The superintendent, Merrill
Grant, and I didn’t communicate

for several months following this
contentious period. But toward the
end of his tenure, he made a decision
to establish a relationship with our
union. The thaw in relations opened
the door for discussions that led to
our Reading Academy.

I was able to convince then-Chief
Academic Officer Craig Cotner to
give us an opportunity to initiate
research-based professional develop-
ment. The initiative sold itself and
management invested more finan-
cially and gave more authority to the
teachers as a result.

We started small and demonstrated
results; ultimately, a report developed
by us really guided the literacy initia-
tives in our district. Our scores began
to improve and teachers were not only
willing participants in professional
development and peer coaching, but
were asking for it. Schools where it
didn’t exist were asking for it. Here,
when the union says there’s a better
way, our members pay attention.

Once we had a breakthrough
and the administration saw that the
empowerment of teachers led to their
willingness to take responsibility for
results, they became a willing partner.
They realized that school improve-
ment comes through genuine labor-
management collaboration. Otherwise
it's imposed by management and resis-
ted by those who teach in the class-
room. For example, curriculum
specialists in management’s ranks try
to design professional development
in English, or other areas, that is not
meaningful to instructional practice.
Teachers don’t respond positively and
stop attending.

As I look back, so many of our ini-
tiatives have depended on the credi-
bility of the teachers involved. Our
three teachers who, in 1999, were
sent to the AFT for ER&D reading
training are not only great teachers,
they have that something extra that
enables them to work effectively with
other adults. They have credibility
with our members and inspire the
trust of management.

Rosenfeld: You negotiated additional
pay for teachers who have earned both
a reading endorsement to their state
license and a master’s degree.

Lawrence: Yes, $3,010 additional
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Toledo Federation of Teachers President

Francine Lawrence.

compensation is added to their salary
step on top of the master’s lane in the
salary schedule. And it’s not just for
those with the state reading endorse-
ment, but for anyone who earns a
“master’s-in-field.” It's a master’s
degree in a liberal arts subject-specific
discipline, exclusive of a graduate
degree in education. The reading
endorsement qualifies an elementary
teacher to receive the master’s-in-field
differential. We also have master’s-
in-field pay for early childhood, K,

1, and 2.

Rosenfeld: Has TFT’s involvement in
educational issues strengthened the
union?

Lawrence: No question. We've
brought in many people through our
professional issues focus. We have a
constituency within our union leader-
ship that is focused on school reform.
However, a significant part of our
union’s success with our membership
has been by maintaining our tradi-
tional adversarial role. Because man-
agement is often incompetent, we
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environment.

We also need to pursue issues on behalf
of our members—Ilike getting people
paid on time and taking care of abuses
in working and learning conditions,
such as insufficient curriculum materials
and supplies, or the administration’s
failure to enforce the district’s student
discipline code or provide a safe working

need to pursue issues on
behalf of our members—
like getting people paid on
time and taking care of
abuses that happen in work-
ing and learning conditions, such as
insufficient curriculum materials and
supplies, or the administration’s fail-
ure to enforce the district’s student
discipline code or provide a safe
working environment. But it is also
important to get beyond the adversar-
ial relationship. We always hope for
collaboration, but I'm not hesitant

to criticize the school board or the
superintendent if I need to, and
members see that.

Rosenfeld: What is the union looking

for in a new superintendent?

Lawrence: Tomorrow morning I'll be
interviewed by a search firm on the
qualities I think the new superintend-
ent should possess. I'm taking a few
of our elected leaders along. The
attributes will add up to a profile
that no man or woman can fulfill,
but here’s our vision: Someone who
advances teaching and learning.
Someone who views teachers as
instructional leaders and will support
teacher instructional leadership. Some-
one who believes in and will enforce
high academic standards. Someone
who believes in competence for all
employees and will apply that to the

highest management people, just as
we do for our own colleagues. Man-
agement doesn't take care of its own
incompetent people. That sends a
message throughout the district. High
standards for performance need to
begin at the top levels of management.

We're looking for a superintendent
who doesn’t think that top-down
management is the model to employ,
who is collaborative, because that has
been an important ingredient to our
success, and who understands and val-
ues good labor-management relations.
Those aren’t typical attributes of many
superintendent candidates.

Once someone is selected, you need
to build a relationship around trust,
and then a partnership is formed.
Most superintendents would love to
have a union that aspires to what our
union does and one that is a willing
collaborative partner.

Rosenfeld: For you, and the leaders of
other locals around the country, what
are the stakes in finding a good super-
intendent and a good board, and
building strong, collaborative relation-
ships with them?

Lawrence: If we, as teacher union
presidents, don’t provide leadership for
student achievement, not only do our
public schools fail, but we will fail as a
union. If our students don’t succeed,
public schools won't succeed.
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ER&D: Twenty-Five Years of Union-Sponsored,

Research-Based Professional Development

he American Federation of

Teachers’ Educational Research

and Dissemination (ER&D)
program provides research-based pro-
fessional development to local unions,
thereby building their capacity to
deliver high-quality professional devel-
opment, either on their own or in col-
laboration with their school district.

The AFT has long recognized that

a knowledge base grounded in research
is essential to professional practice.
ER&D was created in 1981 to encour-
age classroom educators (both teachers
and paraprofessionals) to improve their
practice and their students” perform-
ance by becoming users of research.
Beginning with a single course deliv-
ered to teachers in three pilot sites,
the program now offers 12 courses
through a train-the-trainer model—

—
Sy
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in more than 200 locals across
the country.

ER&D represents one of the
union’s major efforts to improve stu-
dent achievement by making a differ-
ence in practitioners’ performance and
professional growth. ER&D meets the
criteria for “high quality professional
development” as defined in the No
Child Left Behind Act of 2001.

In many places, ER&D is offered
for continuing education units to
earn salary increments or meet state
requirements for license renewal. In
some sites, ER&D courses are offered
in collaboration with a nearby univer-
sity, allowing members to earn under-
graduate or graduate credits through
ER&D.

Teachers have long been subjected
to inservice sessions that are offered
sporadically, based on the latest
education fad, and often delivered

by “outside experts”—the type of
staff development that typically has
little impact on classroom prac-
tice. ER&D, on the other hand,
offers a focused, coherent pro-
gram of professional develop-
ment that is delivered by local
practitioners and provides
ongoing support.
ER&D is unique because it:

= provides solid, research-based

content;

m is created and delivered by
classroom teachers and school

personnel;

m s an ongoing process, rather

than an inservice event;

»  offers a nonthreatening, non-

judgmental learning environment;
® provides opportunities for

thoughtful discussion about
teaching, learning, and imple-
menting instructional strate-

1 Sl s gies among colleagues and

researchers that result in real
change in practice;
® encourages professional

growth; and,
m  builds pride in the union’s commit-
ment to quality.

All of the courses offered by
ER&D have two main components:
research translations and classroom-
based activities. Research translations
are the basis for all ER&D courses.
The AFT collaborates with leading
researchers in the field of education
to synthesize reliable findings on
best practice and translate them
into a user-friendly format that con-
nects the research to its applications
in the real world of classrooms and
schools. Classroom-based activities
help participants connect the research
findings to their daily work. ER&D
classes model strategies that research
finds provide the most effective adult
learning experiences. These activities
include small group interaction, role-
play, case studies, simulations, Socrat-
ic seminars, and shared reflection.

ER&D currently offers the follow-

ing 12 courses:

»  Foundations of Effective Teaching I:
Organizing the Classroom Environ-
ment for Teaching and Learning

m  Foundations of Effective Teaching
[I: Building Academic Success

m Beginning Reading Instruction

s Reading Comprehension
Instruction

Thinking Math 1: Foundations
Thinking Math 2: Extensions
Thinking Math 3: Connections
Instructional Strategies That Work
The School-Home Connection:
Partnerships Supporting Student
Learning

m  Managing Antisocial Behavior

®  Managing Student Behavior (for
Support Staff)

m  Delivering Effective Professional
Development

For more information about the
ER&D program, please send an e-mail
to erdinquiries@aft.org.
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(Continued from page 15)

team that takes this collegial, research-based approach to
reading instruction. Thus far, student achievement in the
seven remaining Reading Academy schools has been mixed,
demonstrating just how hard it is to turn-around low-per-
forming schools. But the Reading Academy’s literacy support
teachers remain confident that they are heading down the
right path because of the spectacular results they have had
using the same research-based approach to reading instruc-
tion in summer school.

Launching Summer School

With the university cohort program and the Reading Acade-
my schools, the Reading Academy was off to a strong start,
but things really got rolling in 2002.

Lending a hand was Marsha Berger, who had just retired
to Ohio after 11 years in the AFT’s Educational Issues
Department, where she had coordinated the national union’s
reading initiative; for the prior 28 years, she taught in Rhode
Island. Lawrence sought her help while developing the Read-
ing Academy idea, and then, in 2002, Chief Academic Offi-
cer Cotner hired her as a literacy consultant at the union’s
urging. Berger had the expertise to adapt the ER&D pro-
gram to fit the specific needs of Toledos students, so she
coordinated the effort to develop a targeted intervention for
the struggling readers.

When the Reading Academy began in September 2000,
one of the main concerns was how to make good on Ohio’s
reading guarantee—and, more importantly, to make sure
that students like Bryonna were ready for the next grade. The
union and the district decided to launch a summer school
specifically for the fourth-graders who had failed the state
reading test in March. By developing an intensive, reading-
only program that extended right up until the test was given
in the summer, they hoped to enable as many students as
possible to go on to fifth grade. For those students who were
too far behind to catch up during summer school, the inter-
vention still provided needed remediation, prevented sum-
mer learning loss, and gave them a better chance of
succeeding when they repeated fourth grade.

Greatly increasing students’ ability to read in such a short
period of time would be quite a challenge. The Reading
Academy knew that in order to properly support the teach-
ers, they would have to provide small classes, a detailed cur-
riculum, and ongoing professional development.

“Rather than a usual [summer] program, which the district
had and is typical in most districts—where teachers are hired
for summer school and are given some minimal materials and
are left pretty much on their own about what to teach—we
saw our summer school as an intervention program,” Berger
says. The Reading Academy put together “a structured, formal
curriculum.... We gave them some very specific materials we
had identified for students who needed that intervention.”
In addition, they limited class size to 15 students—and typi-
cally, there are just 10 to 12 students per class.

Before summer school begins each year, the Reading Acad-
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The union and the district
decided to launch a summer
school specifically for the fourth-
graders who had failed the state
reading test in March.

emy provides teachers with four paid days of professional
development. They study the curriculum, materials, instruc-
tional strategies such as “Reciprocal Teaching,” and methods
such as “Word Building” and “Syllasearch,” in which stu-
dents learn to look for parts of words. Then, during the sum-
mer school, Reading Academy literacy support teachers
conduct demonstration lessons, model how to implement
strategies, and coach teachers. They also conduct weekly
meetings where teachers can share their experiences and
reflect upon their practice.

The Reading Academy team wrote a six-week daily cur-
riculum, complete with materials and directions on how best
to teach them. (The program has since been reduced to five
weeks because the state pushed back the date of the summer
test, but by teaching five days a week instead of four, it still
has the same number of instructional hours.)

The Reading Academy’s summer lesson plans are detailed,
with instructional materials, a framework for what is to be
covered each day, and suggested questions that teachers can
ask throughout each lesson. These are far from the word-for-
word scripts that some programs require teachers to follow
verbatim. Literacy support teacher Lynn Taylor, one of the
Reading Academy’s first three literacy support teachers, made
this distinction concerning a program she had taught in: “We
were given literal questions. You weren't supposed to deviate
one iota from the framework. Our [Reading Academy] ques-
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Reading Academy literacy
support teachers continually visit
classrooms and chat informally

with teachers, gathering ideas for
making lessons more effective.

tions are more conceptual.”

One important difference
between the detailed sum-
mer school lesson plans and
a scripted, published read-
ing program is that the sum-
mer school teachers have a
great deal of input into developing the lessons. As part of the
weekly meetings with Reading Academy literacy support
teachers, classroom teachers discuss their concerns and share
their ideas for how best to teach the material. In addition,
Reading Academy literacy support teachers continually visit
classrooms and chat informally with teachers, gathering ideas
for making lessons more effective. According to Czerniak,
one big change that teachers suggested was redoing the
framework to place some key comprehension-building work
earlier in the day so it wouldn’t get squeezed out.

In 2002, the first year of the summer school, 50 percent of
the students passed the state’s reading test when they retook
it at the end of the summer program. The next year, the pass-
ing rate rose to 68 percent. Then, in 2004, Ohio switched to
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Above, Georgianne Czerniak,
a literacy support teacher (left),
discusses lesson planning with

a second-grade teacher in a Read-
ing Academy school who recently
started using literacy centers in

her classroom. Left, a second-grader
in a Reading Academy school works
on his fluency. His teacher just
modeled fluent reading of a passage
for him; now he is rereading the
passage while his teacher provides
support and feedback. Photographs
© Lori King.

a third-grade reading guarantee.
Reading Academy literacy support
teachers rewrote the summer cur-
riculum to accommodate younger
children; 64 percent passed. In
2005, the passing rate rose to 80
percent. This past summer, 73
percent of students passed, with 31 percent scoring at the
basic level, 25 percent rated proficient, and 16 percent scor-
ing accelerated or advanced.

“I've heard principals say they must be cheating when they
hear that 73 percent passed,” says Ralph Schade, Toledo’s act-
ing director of curriculum and, until August, an elementary
school principal who coordinated the summer program. “I
say, just sit in on the training. It is very intense and targeted.
The proof is in the results.”

By the summer of 2006, the buzz about summer school
had spread. It drew some proficient students whose parents
wanted them to keep studying and even attracted students
from charter schools, which do not provide anything like this
instruction. In addition, the district decided to encourage
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second-graders who were having difficulty to participate.

Elaine Burton, an elementary school principal, praises the
summer school. “I've noticed that my second-graders have a
better understanding going into third grade because they
were given strategies to help them understand,” Burton says.
“The Syllasearch helps them learn how to look at vocabulary
words. That’s a skill they can carry into fourth, fifth, and
sixth grades. If I had any say, all classroom teachers would be
able to have this training to enhance their reading [instruc-
tion] skills.”

o what happened to third-grader Bryonna McAlis-

ter, who had broken down in tears when told she

had failed the spring reading test? Summer school

provided just what she needed. She says proudly

that when she took the test in July, “My teacher said
I got the second-highest score. The teacher was very nice. She
taught us easier ways to read.” Her score rose from 351, at
the limited level, to 408, proficient.

Her mother, Yvonne McAlister, said that after this sum-
mer, “She’s reading a lot better. She always did her home-
work, but from second to third grade is a big
step. They go from 10 spelling words to 20;
the books go from small paperbacks to one-
inch books, and it scares the kids.” She
said Bryonna was very emotional last
spring when she found out she hadn’t
passed the reading test. “It was sad. I
don't like to see my baby cry. But
the first day of summer [school]
this year she was happy.”

Now, in fourth grade, Bryon-
na is getting As and Bs. Her
mother said, “She had a big
smile on her face when she
brought me her progress report.
She is more confident. She didn’t miss a day [last summer].
She just wanted to come to school.”

Ten-year-old Julio Sifuentes, another fourth-grader,
soared from 382, limited, to 417, beyond proficient to
accelerated, as a result of summer school. “I was having trou-
ble reading. There were a lot of hard words I had to sound
out, but in summer school they helped me,” he says. “Now
my reading is good. I got an A on it. I read any kind of
books—Guoosebumps books, 1 like them, and one of my
favorite books is Charlottes Web.”

Julio comes from a family with three older brothers, two of
whom are married. His parents, immigrants from Mexico,
have difficulty with English and he often acts as translator
both at home and in school for his principal.

When he’s there, Julio’s brother Hector helps him with
reading. “I have two little sons of my own, and a lot of times
on our visits to my mother’s home I'd see he wasn't compre-
hending well,” Hector Sifuentes says. “He would get really
annoyed because he felt he wasn't smart enough. I saw his
report card and he was struggling, but after summer school
it’s like day and night in reading and English.”
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“You don't say I want an engine
but not the tires because I have
another set of tires in the garage.
The more at-risk the student
population, the more necessity
there is to give the teachers all
the tools.”

—Former Chief Academic Officer
Craig Cotner

Reading Academy Ideas Go Districtwide

Improving instructional strategies only goes so far. Teachers
need books and other materials in order to effectively teach
their classes, but, as the Reading Academy got under way,
Toledo was still stuck with its ineffective reading program. It
was time for the district to adopt a reading program that was
rooted in scientific research.

A teacher-majority committee that included all of the
Reading Academy literacy support teachers searched for new
research-based textbooks and unanimously chose the Har-
court Trophies series. “They sold us on a complete package,”
then-board President Silverman says. “We were persuaded
and voted millions of dollars to make it the centerpiece of our
curriculum reform. It’s probably the smartest thing we did as
a board. We concluded that to really change a public educa-
tion system, the first thing you needed to commit to was read-
ing. And you needed to commit to it 100 percent. If you
compromise on reading, trying to change other things doesn't
make sense.”

Racing a budget deadline in the spring of 2003, Silverman
pushed through an amendment to adopt the new textbooks.
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For example, many of the teachers
who participated in the university
cohort are now tutors and summer
school teachers. That leads to
really powerful instruction for

the district’s neediest students.

For financial reasons, the district started with kindergarten
and grades 1 and 2 and committed to adding one grade a year
up to grade 6 (they’re now up to grade 5). The exception was
in the schools identified for improvement, which got the
entire K-6 set of books right away.

The board made the expensive decision to buy every com-
ponent of the textbook package. Cotner likened it to buying
a car. “You don't say I want an engine but not the tires
because I have another set of tires in the garage. The more at-
risk the student population, the more necessity there is to
give the teachers all the tools. Our populations are very het-
erogeneous from a developmental standpoint, so making sure
teachers have all the materials and ongoing professional
development on how to use them is critical,” he says.

“The advantage of having one series for everyone is that we
have a very transient student body,” Czerniak says. “Now,
everybody in every school is using the same materials and has
access to the components that are most effective in getting
children to read.” (Actually, the faculty in one elementary
school chose to stick with its Direct Instruction program, and
two others decided to keep Success for All in the early grades
and then use the new district program as soon as children are
able to read at the second-grade level. Having schools use dif-
ferent programs is not ideal given the high level of student
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Second-graders in a Reading Academy school are engaged in
Paired Reading, an instructional strategy that improves fluency.
These students are taking turns reading a passage to each other
while their teacher monitors their reading. Photograph ©
Lori King.

mobility, but unlike the other programs that schools aban-
doned, these two are in line with the National Reading
Panel’s findings.)

The Reading Academy’s Lynn Taylor mentions another
plus: Previously, dedicated teachers used to supplement read-
ing series out of their own pockets, which not only routinely
shifted educational costs to them, but also created inequali-
ties among classrooms. “Now every teacher is given the same
things and it is so much that they don't have to add any-
thing,” she says. Of course, some teachers still purchase extras
with their own money—but these really are extras, not essen-
tial instructional materials.

Speaking of the new program, Czerniak says, “We finally
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have a reading program that meets the needs of all of our stu-
dents. Gone are the days when teachers have to go scroung-
ing for supplemental materials.” In addition, with one
program for the whole district, the Reading Academy teach-
ers are able to expand upon the professional development
offered by the program’s publisher.

To reach out to more students across the district, the Read-
ing Academy decided to seize the opportunity provided by the
supplemental educational services provision of the No Child
Left Behind Act. NCLB requires that tutoring (which in the
law’s jargon is called supplemental educational services, or
SES) be offered to students at Title I schools that are in their
second year or later of “school improvement” status, as long as
the youngsters qualify for a free or reduced-priced lunch.

The Reading Academy crew put together a 12-week-long
tutoring program called ACE (Achieving Content Excel-
lence) that the Toledo Public Schools offers each term. Tutor-
ing sessions last 90 minutes, two days a week, and they
deliver the same type of intensive intervention that is offered
in the summer school. ACE is now the largest of the 50-plus
providers of supplemental educational services, last year
drawing 264 of the 757 students participating citywide.

If you ask elementary school principal Romulus Durant,
there’s no comparison between ACE and the other providers.
“ACE is by far the best. It’s the most effective and it’s
research-based.” About 160 of his students are in ACE.

Durant is a principal who wants results and tracks the
progress of individual students on a large marker board in his
office. His 680 students fall into every category that must be
followed for determining adequate yearly progress under
NCLB, and 98 percent live in poverty.

He runs through the sales pitch he gives parents: ACE
tutors are all Toledo public school teachers who are specially
trained for this job. The Reading Academy provides them
with ongoing lesson plans. It’s impressive to see the time the
teachers put in and the student-to-student dialogue they
encourage. Besides, he adds, the students don't have to travel
because they are already in school, where the instruction
takes place.

Durant laughs when he talks about the providers that offer
gimmicks like free computers to draw in students. “I get calls
saying, ‘Mr. Durant, my computer isnt working,” and [ say,
‘I tried to tell you.” These are outdated computers that can’t
handle modern software. So I tell them, ‘For next year, you
may want to change to ACE.”

Spinning a Comprehensive Web of Supports
The Reading Academy reaches out to teachers and students
in many different ways—but it also seeks out ways to coordi-
nate its efforts for maximum impact. For example, many of
the teachers who participated in the university cohort are
now ACE tutors and summer school teachers. That leads to
powerful instruction for the district’s neediest students.

In a Reading Academy school classroom, a second-grade
teacher is doing an “echo read” of a poem with her 14 stu-
dents, an exercise designed to increase fluency. She reads a
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“All this stems from our vision
of teachers as professionals. In
Toledo, teachers are instructional
leaders. That’s the driving force
for me.”

—Francine Lawrence, President

Toledo Federation of Teachers

line aloud, modeling intonation and pacing, then the stu-
dents echo her in unison. They add two poems a week to a
looseleaf notebook she has provided; they will take it home
over the summer to be sure they have something to read to
practice their skills.

The students break into pairs and read a story aloud to one
another, again building fluency. Then they turn to a “word
ladder,” a phonics exercise that is used with the most profi-
cient second-graders. They start at the bottom of a page with
a word and, making changes to it on each rung, climb a lad-
der to the top in a process that makes them think about the
way words are put together.

This exercise, called “In the Doghouse,” starts with a dog
and a clue for the first word: a small round spot. “We are
going to make a new word that has three letters by changing
a letter in dog,” the teacher says.

The class asks, “Hog?”

“No.”

“Dig?”

“No. Change a G to a 7. What does that make?”

“Dot,” the class says in unison.

“Very good.” She moves up the ladder, asking the children
to change one letter to make a word that is short for Donald,
being sure that they capitalize it on their sheets. Then she

AMERICAN FEDERATION OF TEACHERS 23



stumps them by asking them to
change one letter in Don to make a
kind of fish.

“A dod?”

“A tod?”

“A nod?”

“A sod?”

“No,” she says. “It starts witha C.”

“Catfish?”

“No. I'll give it away,” she says.
“Cod. That was a tricky one. The
next clue is to form a four-letter
word meaning a secret way of
writing.”

“Code.”

“Oh my goodness. Who can
spell that for us?”

Moving up the ladder, code
becomes Coke, which becomes
cone and, in the last clue, mutates
into what a dog likes to chew on.
“Bone,” all the students yell.

Meanwhile in another class-
room, a special education teacher is working with a combined
class of 16 students who are in grades 4, 5, and 6, but who
read at kindergarten through second-grade levels. She’s focus-
ing on an instructional strategy called “Syllasearch,” used to
help students learn to hear the sounds of and break apart mul-
tisyllabic words—although to these students it appears to be
more of a game.

She uses cards that break up the syllables of the words bot-
tle, bottom, cattle, order, student, stupid, and indent. She calls
upon students to come to the front of the room and place
specific syllables into columns to indicate whether they are
the first or second syllable. She asks a student which letters
make the #u/ sound in bottle. She asks whether the letters are
already on the board to make the bor sound. They are,
because another student has already formed bottom.
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In both photographs, a special
education teacher in a Reading
Academy school uses a tech-
nique called “Syllasearch.” In
Syllasearch, students take words
apart and put them together
again by syllables. Syllasearch
helps students learn how to
decode multisyllabic words.
Photographs © Lori King.

By combining the classes,
she also is accomplishing
something beyond teaching
the students: She’s spread-
ing her knowledge of
instructional techniques to
the two other special edu-
cation teachers who are in
the classroom—one, whose
students read at kinder-
garten or first-grade level,
and another, whose stu-
dents read at second-grade
level. “These teachers aren't
familiar with the strategies |
am using, and I'm trying to
demonstrate them,” she
says.

Looking Ahead

The Toledo school system
is under stress, and
although there are signs of
resurgence, it's anyone’s guess what the future holds.

On the plus side, thanks to Reading Academy initiatives
and other efforts, the district as a whole moved up two
notches in August 2004 from “academic emergency,” the
lowest category in Ohio’s five-tier district rating system, to
“continuous improvement”—the first urban district in Ohio
to do so. Toledo remained in the continuous improvement
category in 2005 and 2006.*

“We are at or above the statewide average with our sum-
mer school scores, including the wealthiest districts,” union
President Lawrence says. “It’s a tribute to the research-based
professional development and the commitment of our
accomplished teachers to share what they have learned with
their colleagues. All this stems from our vision of teachers as
professionals. In Toledo, teachers are instructional leaders.

WINTER 2006/07



Thanks to Reading Academy
initiatives and other efforts,

the district as a whole moved
up two notches in August 2004
from “academic emergency,” to
“continuous improvement’ —
the first urban district in Ohio
to do so.

That’s the driving force for me. If teachers do not view them-
selves as the instructional experts, there isnt much hope for
public education.”

On the minus side are administrative instability and finan-
cial crisis. Superintendent Sanders left last spring to head
Cleveland’s system. Twelve top administrators then left as
well, most of them for Cleveland, including the chief aca-
demic, curriculum, financial, and business officers. Toledo’s
Interim Superintendent John Foley, who has a 13-month
term, is trying to fill the leadership vacuum, but most of his
appointees lack experience in running an urban school dis-
trict and had no opportunity to shadow the people whose
positions they were assuming.

Meanwhile, the board made drastic choices to meet a
seemingly never-ending deficit, which a newspaper account
predicts will rise to $109.8 million five years from now. The
deficit is fueled primarily by rising costs and enrollment
decline. Rust-Belt Toledo has lost tens of thousands of resi-
dents in recent times, many to the suburbs and their schools,
as well as to a host of aggressively marketed charter schools.
To help save $12 million, the district shuttered five schools
in June and laid off staff. Among them were 97 teachers who

*Here’s a related indication of change: As of August 2006, the number of
Toledo schools in the lowest category fell from 16 to 10, and three schools
are now on the list of “excellent” performers; 11 schools are rated effective,
the second highest category. The precise number of schools in the district
varies because of closings due to construction and consolidation, but
according to the system’s Web site as of November 2006, Toledo has 41 ele-
mentary schools, seven junior high schools, eight senior high schools, and
various specialized learning centers.
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almost immediately had to be summoned back for service—
a demoralizing approach to labor relations.

Parents who are considering withdrawing their children
from the public school system doubtlessly worry about the
impact that the district’s sketchy finances will have on educa-
tion. To increase revenue and bring stability, three members
of the fiercely divided board proposed a substantial new tax
levy, but failed to get the fourth vote needed to place it on the
November ballot. Much of the money that would have been
raised in the first year would have funded $11.7 million in
retroactive pay for teachers and other unionized school
employees, which has been due since December 2002.

Nevertheless, in January, the Reading Academy is expand-
ing its supplemental educational services operations into jun-
ior high schools that have been placed in school
improvement status. Czerniak says that discussions are
underway about whether or not to offer other support to
adolescent students as well. Over time, the number of junior
high school students who need support should diminish, as
students who've been through the Reading Academy pro-
gram in elementary school get older, but there will always be
a need to help some students, including those who move into
the district. The district could further reduce the need for
junior high remediation if it expanded the number of ele-
mentary Reading Academy schools. (Since many of those
ER&D-trained teachers remain in the system, the district
would not have to bear the full cost of starting an Academy
school from scratch.)

Marsha Berger, the district consultant who used to work
for the AFT, is optimistic about the strength being built
through the university cohort program. “If you have a criti-
cal mass in a school going through this university program
and getting coaching in how to implement strategies, this
will spread through the school. The Reading Academy has
managed to keep each new cohort of 25 to 30 teachers going,
and it’s as if they've been spreading apple seeds around the
district. This is the most powerful joint activity in an urban
school district that I have seen in all my years of unionism.”

The Toledo Federation of Teachers” Lawrence concurs. “I
hope the new leadership recognizes the significance of collab-
oration,” she says. “We are the leading urban district in Ohio
and we want that to continue. But only time will tell.”

Meanwhile, Lawrence finds that professional development
has been a valuable union-building tool. “The vibrancy of
this union stems from the traditional role we play in advocat-
ing for good working conditions for our teachers, but we also
have individuals in leadership positions who have come
through professional initiatives. We engage and empower our
membership and each becomes part of the fabric of the
union.”

Silverman, who did not seek re-election to the board
when his last term ended in 2005, no longer has to worry
about school politics, but agrees that professional develop-
ment and cooperation with the union are crucial to
the future of Toledo’s schools. He says, “Our teachers are
excited. It’s been an incredible success in a model of every-
body working together.” O
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The Teacher Experience

Recognize the Real Cause

The data show: It is not collective bargaining

By E Howard Nelson

ccording to data from the National Center for
Education Statistics, 19 percent of teachers in
the typical high-poverty school have three or
fewer years of experience, compared to 15 per-
cent in low-poverty schools and 16 percent in
medium-poverty schools. Like all averages, this one masks the
much more extreme experience gap that exists in some areas
(and the nonexisting one in other areas). Since new teachers
are, on average, less effective than experienced teachers, closing
this teacher experience gap is an important ingredient in clos-
ing the student achievement gap. But how do we best do it?

The policy debate around this problem has often been
characterized by assumptions rather than evidence, with the
premier assumption being that the seniority provisions in
collective bargaining contracts are to blame for high-poverty
schools’ difficulty in retaining more experienced teachers.
The reasoning behind this assumption goes as follows: Col-
lectively bargained contracts allow teachers to use their sen-
iority to claim vacant jobs, and experienced teachers use
those seniority rights to transfer to more middle-class schools
within the district. (For examples of the critics’ claims, see
box p. 31.)

But in fact, these assumptions, and the recommendations
that flow from them, are not informed by data on the actual
transfer activity of teachers within and berween school dis-
tricts, including the characteristics of teachers who transfer,
what types of schools they leave, and where they move. Most
of the research on teacher transfers consists of case studies of
contract language in a handful of districts with collective bar-
gaining. Some find that seniority plays a role in transfers,
some don't. But the fact is, neither case studies nor reviews of

(Continued on page 28)
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Gap: What Is the Remedy?

Cultivate the Right Solution

It is attracting experienced teachers to high-poverty schools
and strengthening teacher retention

Schools in the South Bronx section of New York City have strug-
gled for years with low student achievement. Tén years ago, fueled
by the discovery that only 17 percent of a local schools students
were meeting city and state reading standards, parents and com-
munity members decided to take action. They began by focusing
on the problems in that one school, but eventually—afier many
years of struggling with the school system—decided that better
organization, broader support, and a more ambitious agenda
were the way forward. Along with several local organizations, in
2002 they formed a partnership that is now known as the Com-
munity Collaborative to Improve Bronx Schools, or CCB.*

CCB fixed as its first target the high teacher turnover rate in
10 low-performing schools. The turnover kept the schools’ staff in
constant churn, left too many children learning from brand new
teachers, and meant the schools had too few teachers with the wis-
dom gained from long experience. CCB worked with NYU's
Institute for Education and Social Policy (which is now part of
the Community Involvement Program of the Annenberg Institute
for School Reform at Brown University), the citys Department of
Education, and the local teachers’ union, the United Federation
of Teachers (UFT), to devise a solution. The proposal that
emerged from these discussions was the Lead Teacher Project
(LTP), designed to attract experienced teachers from around the
city—and provide such extraordinary support for the new teach-
ers and such a terrific professional environment for all teachers,
that school staff would want to stay.

The LTP is now two years old. A new two-year evaluation
describes the program and documents its positive effects—on
instruction, retention, and what ultimately matters, student
achievement. Here’s the story, drawn from the evaluation con-
ducted by the Academy for Educational Development.

—EDITORS

(Article begins on page 32)
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(Continued from page 26)
a limited number of contracts can determine whether collec-
tive bargaining is generally to blame for the teacher turnover
problem or whether this popular claim is a myth.

To determine if this claim is true, researchers need to com-
pare the effects of teacher transfers on high-poverty schools
in states where there is extensive collective bargaining and in
high-poverty schools in states where there is no collective bar-
gaining. This is the research that I have undertaken and that
is highlighted in this article. For purposes of space, I'm going
to limit my comparisons to those involving urban schools.
(My full study” also examines non-urban schools.)

My research draws on the 1999-2000 Schools and Staffing
Survey and the related 2000-2001 Teacher Follow-Up Sur-
vey, nationally representative surveys conducted by the U.S.
Department of Education’s National Center for Education
Statistics. 1 approached this research expecting to find that
collective bargaining was less linked to transfer activity and to
relative levels of inexperience in high-poverty schools than
union critics had claimed. In fact, I was surprised to see that,
if anything, the evidence indicates that collective bargaining is
associated with lower transfer rates out of urban high-poverty
schools. Perhaps more importantly, in urban districts with a
collective bargaining agreement, high-poverty schools are no
more likely than low-poverty schools to replace transferring
teachers with first-year teachers. In stark contrast, in urban
districts without a collective bargaining agreement, high-
poverty schools hire first-year teachers at three times the rate
of low-poverty schools.

X X X

Let’s start by looking at urban teachers’ mobility rates
according to whether or not their schools are high or low
poverty and whether or not they have collective bargaining.
Figure 1 reveals two important findings. First, low-poverty
urban schools have much lower percentages of teachers trans-
ferring or leaving the profession than high-poverty urban
schools. Second, teachers in urban schools (regardless of their
poverty level) in states without collective bargaining are much
more likely to transfer and slightly more likely to leave teach-
ing than teachers in states with extensive collective bargaining.

So we can clearly see that both high poverty and the lack
of collective bargaining are associated with more teachers
transferring and more teachers leaving the profession.

The vacancies created in these high-poverty urban schools
force administrators to spend considerable time searching for
new staff and place extra stress on the teachers who often
have to temporarily fill the gaps and integrate new colleagues
into schoolwide instructional strategies. But, the impact
that the vacancies have on student achievement is at least par-
tially mediated by those who fill those vacancies. On aver-
age—and regardless of how good they may eventually
become—first-year teachers are the least effective, so its

FE Howard Nelson is a senior researcher in the Office of the
President at the American Federation of Teachers.
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Figure 1: Without collective bargaining, teachers
are much more likely to transfer and slightly
more likely to leave teaching.
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Figure 2: Without collective bargaining,
high-poverty urban schools hire dramatically
more first-year teachers than low-poverty
urban schools.
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*My full results, as well as an explanation of my methodology, are available
at www.aft.org/topics/teacher-quality/downloads/Teacher_Transfer_

Rates.pdf.
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If anything, the evidence indicates
that collective bargaining is associ-
ated with lower transfer rates out

of urban high-poverty schools.

important that all schools fill their vacancies with a mix of
new and more experienced teachers; high-poverty schools
should not be saddled with a disproportionate share of these
new teachers. On this score, high-poverty urban schools
without collective bargaining are at a severe disadvantage. As
Figure 2 shows, collective bargaining is associated with both
high- and low-poverty urban schools hiring roughly the same
low percentage of first-year teachers. But in areas without col-
lective bargaining, high-poverty schools hire three times as
many first-year teachers as low-poverty schools.

Who Stays? Who Goes?

So, it appears that collective bargaining is not to blame for
teachers transferring out of high-poverty urban schools.
Indeed, collective bargaining seems to help keep teachers in
such schools. But, is it keeping the “right” teachers? With the
dataset I used, I was able to examine teachers’ years of expe-
rience and whether or not they were certified. In Figure 3, it’s
clear that among high-poverty urban schools, those with col-
lective bargaining are holding on to slightly more experi-
enced teachers and are losing slightly less experienced
teachers than high-poverty urban schools without collective
bargaining.

Likewise, in Figure 4, the evidence suggests that collective
bargaining is not associated with the flight of qualified teach-
ers from high-poverty urban schools. In states with extensive
collective bargaining, 75 percent of the teachers who trans-
ferred from high-poverty urban schools were certified, com-
pared to 81 percent of the teachers who transferred from such
schools in states without collective bargaining.

If Collective Bargaining Is Not to Blame,
What Is?

As Figure 1 made clear, there is greater teacher mobility
in high-poverty than in low-poverty urban schools. But it
doesnt seem that transfer provisions in collective bargaining
contracts are to blame because teacher mobility is much high-
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Figure 3: With collective bargaining, high-
poverty urban schools hold on to slightly
more experienced teachers, and lose slightly
less experienced ones.
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Figure 4: With collective bargaining, high-
poverty urban schools hold on to virtually
the same percentage of certified teachers,
and fewer of those who transfer are certified.
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er without collective bargaining. So what is to blame? Teach-
ers who transfer cite a lack of administrative support, dissatis-
faction with workplace conditions, and an opportunity to
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As in virtually all occupations,
teachers who are unhappy can
leave teaching altogether; they
can transfer elsewhere in the
same district; or they can move
to a different district. And they
can do so whether or not there
is collective bargaining.

teach a preferred grade or subject level. In fact, Figure 5
shows that these are the top three reasons cited by both all
teachers who transferred and those who transferred out of a
high-poverty urban school. The only difference is in their rel-
ative emphasis, with all teachers ranking an opportunity to
teach a preferred grade or subject level as the number one rea-
son, and teachers from high-poverty urban schools saying
problems with support and conditions tie for first.

n contrast to the assumptions often made, the evidence
indicates that collective bargaining is associated with
1) lower transfer rates out of urban high-poverty
schools, and 2) a more equitable distribution of first-
year teachers among schools of different poverty levels.
Unfortunately, all the attention on, as well as assumptions
about, collective bargaining have prevented policymakers
from focusing on the real problem: attracting and retaining

teachers who are prepared to teach successfully in high-
poverty urban schools.

As in virtually all occupations, teachers who are unhappy
with their circumstances have options. They can leave teach-
ing altogether; they can seek a voluntary transfer from a dif-
ficult situation in one school for a better situation elsewhere
in the same district; or they can move to a different district,
which for many urban teachers can mean switching to a
district with a less challenging student population and/or
higher salaries and greater school and parental resources. And
they can do so whether or not there is collective bargaining.
Despite the positive impact of collective bargaining on reduc-
ing teacher mobility, we can also see in the data presented
here that teachers in poor, urban schools exercise this option
to move to other occupations, other schools, or other districts
more often than teachers in schools with little poverty. Why?
For the reasons just listed. Teaching in a high-poverty, urban
school is very challenging work even under the best of cir-
cumstances. If the school is not well run and decently
resourced, the teaching challenge is often overwhelming. If
we want a stable, strong teaching force in these schools, we
need incentives to attract teachers to these schools and retain
them. The primary incentive is teaching conditions that
make it possible for teachers to achieve their primary goal—
success with their students. We should focus on improving
school and neighborhood safety, establishing and maintain-
ing orderly schools, providing teachers—especially new
teachers—with professional and administrative support, giv-
ing teachers reasonable workloads and class sizes, ensuring
that all classrooms are well stocked with the appropriate
instructional materials, and keeping school facilities in good
repair. But, in addition, as in other industries, if we want to
attract qualified employees to more difficult, challenging
jobs, we need to use market incentives as well, including

higher pay. O
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Figure 5: Collective bargaining doesn’t impact teachers’ decision to transfer—but
seeking more supportive administrators and better assignments and conditions does.
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Claims That Bargaining Is the Culprit
Are Based on Assumptions, Anecdotes,

and a Handful of Case Studies

t has become popular to claim that

where there is an experience gap,

the fault is collective bargaining.
But a look at these claims demon-
strates that they are not based on seri-
ous evidence and, as “Recognize the
Real Cause” (see page 26) shows, the
actual data refute the claims. A leading
proponent of the claim that collective
bargaining agreements are to blame
for teachers transferring out of high-
poverty urban schools is the Hoover
Institution’s Terry Moe. For example,
in a recent essay, he asserts that “hard
evidence or no, there are compelling
reasons for thinking that transfer rights
should have profoundly negative
effects on the schools.... transfer rights
give senior teachers much more lati-
tude in choosing where to teach, and
they can be expected to use it to leave
... schools filled with disadvantaged
kids.... In districts with transfer rules,
then, disadvantaged schools should
find themselves burdened with even
more inexperienced teachers than they
otherwise would.™

Based on anecdotal evidence, but

calling it “easy to see,” Paul Hill, the
director of the Center on Reinventing
Public Education, describes a scenario
in which senior teachers, on their own
or at the behest of a principal, have
first claim on vacant jobs that become
available, preventing principals from
making their own hires.> Further, he
claims that when senior teachers are
displaced by school closings or enroll-
ment shifts, they invoke seniority to
dislocate less senior teachers, who in
turn “bump” even less experienced
teachers. Hill argues that this cycle of
displacement is especially harmful in
urban districts because new teachers
cannot be hired until the rounds of
displacements end. According to Hill,
seniority rights mean that principals in
even the most attractive schools in a
district must oversee staffs they do not
hire and cannot fire. Like Moe, Hill
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asserts that teachers always prefer to
work in more attractive schools and
neighborhoods, and that they use their
seniority to pick those jobs. Moreover,
they claim, after one or two years at

a “bottom-of-the-barrel school,” rela-
tively new teachers use their seniority
to move to slightly more attractive
schools in the district.

Similarly, Marguerite Roza, Larry
Miller, and Paul Hill, in a paper they
wrote for the Center on Reinventing
Public Education, argue that “it has
long been acknowledged that teacher
preferences dictate the assignment
of teachers across schools within a
district because teacher preferences
are usually honored according to
seniority, frequently backed up by
labor contracts.™

Roza, Miller, and Hill also argue that
the most experienced (and highest-
paid) teachers are assigned to schools
with the fewest teaching challenges,
while the “greenest” (and lowest-paid)
teachers are generally assigned to strug-
gling schools. (They cite as evidence of
these patterns average salary differen-
tials of about $2,000 per teacher, or
$80 per pupil for a class of 25 students,
between low-poverty and high-poverty
schools within a school district. This
amount approximates the difference
between a teacher with 13.7 years of
experience and one with 15.4 years of
experience, which is the difference in
experience between teachers, on aver-
age, in high- and low-poverty schools
according to the 1999-2000 Schools
and Staffing Survey.)

Andrew Leigh and Sara Mead, in a
report published by the Progressive
Policy Institute, relied in part on a
paper by Roza and Hill to claim that
seniority-based collective bargaining
provisions encourage senior teachers to
choose placements in less challenging
schools, rather than letting administra-
tors assign them where their skills are
most needed.*

After studying two
large school districts,
the Harvard Civil
Rights Project claims -
that teacher distribu-
tion is determined by seniority rules,
teacher preferences, and principal dis-
cretion.” Citing Eric Hanushek, a sen-
ior fellow at the Hoover Institution,
and others® in a study of Texas—a
state which prohibits collective bar-
gaining—the Project concludes there
is evidence that teachers favor higher-
achieving, non-minority, non-low-
income students, a preference which
extends across districts (i.e., teachers
prefer suburban over urban districts),
as well as to schools within a district,
resulting in teachers moving to more
middle-class schools when the oppor-
tunity arises.

The New Teacher Project’s reviews’
of teacher transfers have been cited by
some as showing that seniority provi-
sions in collectively bargained agree-
ments contribute to disparities in staff
qualifications among high- and low-
poverty schools—even though TNTP
reviewed just a handful of unnamed dis-
tricts and TNTP itself did not reach
such a conclusion. For example, in a
Brookings Institution report, Robert
Gordon, Thomas Kane, and Douglas
Staiger cite TNTP as a source for this
statement: “Understandably, once teach-
ers accumulate sufficient seniority, they
frequently exercise contractual rights
and transfer into wealthier schools.™

—FEH.N.

Endnotes

"Terry Moe (2006). “Union Powers and the Educa-
tion of Children” in Collective Bargaining in Edu-
cation (eds. Jane Hanaway and Andrew
Rotherham), Harvard Education Press, p. 238.

*Paul Hill (2006). “The Cost of Collective Bargain-
ing Agreements and Related District Policies” in
Collective Bargaining in Education (eds. Jane
Hanaway and Andrew Rotherham), Harvard
Education Press.
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Cultivate the Right Solution
(Continued from page 27)

By Lynn W. Gregory, Nancy Nevarez, and
Alexandra T. Weinbaum

he Lead Teacher Project (LTP) is a unique

partnership of CCB, the New York City

Department of Education (DOE) and its

Region 1 Superintendency, and the local

teachers’ union, the United Federation of
Teachers (UFT).

In the 2004-2005 school year, 36 lead teachers provided
support to approximately 124 teachers in 10 schools—
eight elementary schools, one middle school, and one K-8
school. In the 2005-2006 school year, 37 lead teachers pro-
vided support to approximately 93 teachers in 11 schools—
the original 10 plus another middle school. Although lead
teachers are more frequently asked to work with new or less
experienced teachers, they also work with experienced
teachers.

The initial LTP design called for assigning two lead
teachers to one classroom, allowing each to work half-time
providing professional development to other teachers and
half-time teaching in his or her own classroom, which could
serve as a lab for trying out instructional strategies and a
place for others to observe expert teaching. This worked
well in elementary schools; however, in the middle schools
(where teachers specialize instead of teaching all subjects),
lead teachers were not paired with one another, but instead
were each paired with a regular teacher who taught the same
subject. Since the lead teacher was still only teaching half-
time, this was a workable model.

In exchange for the extra work lead teachers take on, they
are paid an extra $10,000. This is just as much a part of
CCB'’s teacher retention strategy as the support for inexpe-
rienced and struggling teachers. By offering a leadership
role to teachers, the LTP aims to keep expert teachers in
South Bronx classrooms.

To oversee the LTP and ensure smooth implementation,
a Lead Teacher Coordinating Committee was established,
which consisted of CCB parent and community group rep-
resentatives, representatives from the UFT, principals of the
LTP schools, and regional administrators. Representatives
from the UFT’s Teacher Center took the lead in developing
the process and criteria for one of the committee’s primary
tasks: helping schools select lead teachers. The committee
reviewed resumes, conducted i