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FROM THE EDITOR

     Who said that politics does not enter education?  In a very controversial recent 
decision, Gov. Andrew Cuomo has aligned the state standardized testing program 
with teacher evaluations.  I am not going to comment on the pros or cons of this 
decision.  However, other leaders in the field of education have.  Comments and 
actions have gone so far as having the President of NYSUT, Karen E. Magee, 
make robo-calls to encourage parents to opt their children out of the state tests, 
claiming that children are being used as pawns in the governor’s quest to domi-
nate the field of education.  Additionally, in a recent editorial (NYSUT United, 
February, 2015) she  states “His (Cuomo’s) billionaire’s agenda put political 
retribution ahead of what’s good for students, parents, educators and our public 
schools and colleges.”  

     Other forms of media have also come out in support of parent opt-out letters for their children.  Is this 
the right way to go?  By the time that you read this message, the impact of the requests for opt-out will 
be more evident.  One thing is for sure – holding children who are not capable of the same work as their 
peers (certain types of handicapping conditions, i.e. linguistic and learning disabilities) to the same stan-
dards as their peers, is not in the best interests of any student.  We want all children to be successful in 
life, but is standardized testing the method to accomplish this?
     On another front, what is an organization?  Random House Webster’s College Dictionary defines an 
organization as a group of persons organized for some end or work; association.  With this in mind, mem-
bers of an organization should be willing to shoulder responsibility for the work that a particular organiza-
tion desires to accomplish.  It means to take an active part in the work of an organization, not to sit back 
and let others do the hard work while some of the membership comment about what is being done or not 
done.  Being active drives the organization to higher ideals and heights.  Become an ACTIVE member of 
the organizations to which you belong.  Contact your organizations’ leadership to find out how you can do 
this.
     The past school year has seen many changes to both public schools and institutions of higher learning.  
Change seems to be the constant equation in the lives of educators.  While we learn to adapt to changes, 
we continue to offer the best possible opportunities to students of all ages.  Let us always continue to do 
“what is best for our students”.  
     Finally, I would like to thank the contributing authors of this Professional Journal.  It seems that each 
edition is bigger and better than the previous one.  This is, certainly, one way of sharing our thoughts, 
words, and successful practices with others in the field of education in the New York Metropolitan Area.  
Encourage your colleagues to contribute to future issues.

John C. Jangl, Ed.D.
Editor
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A Message from the President
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     As President of the New York Academy of Public Education I want to thank all of the individuals who 
work tirelessly to improve the education of our students and to make our public education system the best 
in the nation.
     This year’s theme in education seems to be change: change in standards, change in structures, change 
in supports, change in systems, change in personnel, change in evaluations, change in funding and chang-
es in the method we think is the best way to educate our children.
     This past month, the Chancellor announced a reorganization of our system for supporting schools: Strong 
Schools, Strong Communities. She explained how these changes would provide clearer lines of accountability
and would enable our system to deliver supports that are better aligned to our Framework for Great 
Schools.
      Networks (school support providers) as we have come to know over the past few years, will no longer 
be supporting our schools as they once were intended to.  We will now have seven geographically-based 
Borough Field Support Centers that will provide school support and Superintendents acting as both our 
advocate and primary line of support. 
     These are just some of the changes that will take place in July of this year.  The changes to evaluations, 
standardized tests, funding for schools and how we help low performing schools are forthcoming. Will 
these new changes better support or hurt our children?  
     Public education today is a product of more than a century of reform and revision. As far back as 1912, 
when this organization began, there have been many changes to public education; some of these changes 
have been praised while others have been looked at as not in the best interest of all of our children. Hope-
fully these new changes will ultimately be praised and help all of our students.     
     Everyone agrees that we must increase the quality of education; the question is what the best way to do      
this is and how many more changes will we experience before we all come together to get it right for all of 
our children.
     As more is expected from teachers and administrators so is more expected from colleges and universi-
ties to graduate students who are better prepared for a career in education.  Higher education is seeing 
fewer students wanting to enter the field of education and the field of education is seeing more people 
talking about retirement.  My hope is that this trend does not continue and we do not get discouraged to do 
the work we all love to do, to continue to help the next generation receive the best education in the nation.  
On behalf of the New York Academy of Public Education and the members of the Board of Directors, I 
would like to thank Dr. John Jangl, the members of the Peer Review Committee and those who have au-
thored articles for their contribution to the publication of our Professional Journal. 

Respectfully,

Louis Pavone
President 
New York Academy of Public Education
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Letters to the Editor
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Dear Editor:
 
I would like to comment about the guest speakers the New York Academy of Public Educators has 
enlisted over the years and compliment the Academy for bringing individuals who serve to inspire us to 
continue the great work public educators in New York City and other areas do every day.  NYAPE is do-
ing a wonderful job in bringing dignitaries from around the country and from various constituencies to 
share their diverse perspectives on the academic, financial and political issues that are impacting educa-
tion in American schools today.  
 
Most recent and noteworthy invitees included former and current New York City Chancellor’s, Dr. 
Rudy Crew and Carmen Fariña.  From behind the criminal justice system bench came Judge Patricia M. 
Di Mango, who shared her personal call to action when she takes the opportunity to encourage youth 
offenders in her court room to turn their lives around through education.  Our fellow and distinguished 
leaders, Charles C. Cahn, Jr., Donald Conyers, Shael Polakow-Suransky and New York State Board 
of Regent, Chancellor Merryl H. Tisch, were amongst the many dynamic VIPs that have been called 
to contribute their expertise and knowledge with our NYAPE members.  These individuals, like others 
before them, have helped expand our world view through their exchange of ideas.  
 
In one way or another, guest speakers have similarly reminded us that in a progressive, ever-changing 
public education system that is continuously striving to stay competitive and offer a first-class, high 
quality, 21st Century education, all constituents collectively must work together to respond responsibly 
and thoughtfully to the challenges present and ahead, to improve our nation’s public education sys-
tem for children.  I look forward to NYAPE continuing to bring speakers that offer the same level of 
thought-provoking insights with their intellectual giftedness and wisdom. 

Sincerely,
Catalina Castillo, Ed.D.

CYBERBuLLYINg
I was reading in the local paper about two high school students being arrested and charged in a sex 
photo case. As a Cyber Bullying speaker at middle schools and high schools I have explained to stu-
dents that what you put up never goes away, and that it can hurt the person you are bullying and hurt 
you and your plans for life.
 
In the new world of Cyber Bullying, and Sexting, I believe there are a group of students out there that 
think that they will never get caught or if they do get caught they believe they will get off with a warn-
ing. The truth is these two individuals are being charged with third-degree criminal sexual conduct, a 
15 year felony.  One of the defendants is facing charges of sexual activity, a crime punishable by up to 
seven years in prison. Also if they are convicted they would likely be required to register as sex offend-
ers and have their names and photographs entered on the state’s online database.
 
This is the real deal, a story that should be shared with your children and your students. If you put bad 
things up on Twitter or Facebook and are distributing explicit photos of someone that is clearly under 
age you may find yourself being arrested and charged like these two high school students. Cyber Bully-
ing and Sexting is serious and in most cases against the law so don’t do it!

Richard Paul, Bully Prevention Speaker
www.richardpaul.com • 800-579-8051
 richard@richardpaul.com
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THE SLOW gAMIFICATION OF K-12 CLASSROOMS
 
Children are becoming acutely acquainted with mobile technology long before their K-12 classroom years. 
When they arrive at their first organized school experiences, they are often already savvy on basic computers 
and mobile devices. If their parents used this technology correctly, these kids have had at least some exposure to 
phonics and math through learning websites, downloads and other applications.

Research suggests that once these young learners enter a classroom, however, learning through tech “games” 
disappears. Families may still choose to buy the apps and use them at home but schools are slow to bring gami-
fication of education into their classrooms.

A report by the market research group Ambient Insight found that edtech in the forms of learning games is not 
making its way into classrooms. Instead of educators making learning game purchases, marketers target par-
ents because they are the ones who buy them. The North American edtech market is expected to grow over 15 
percent in the next half-decade but company leaders have candidly said that they will focus marketing efforts on 
parents, not schools. To paraphrase, targeting schools is simply a waste of time.

So why are games developed for young learners having such a difficult time entering classrooms?

The reasons are simple enough. Money is a factor and it impacts more than the purchase of the games or ap-
plications themselves. K-12 schools are still in the process of creating mobile technology policies and find-
ing the money in their budgets to fund these initiatives. There are also issues of slow internet speeds and low 
bandwidths that prevent too many students from flooding the network at once. If teachers do not have the right 
technology in their classrooms, they cannot purchase the games to enhance lessons.

Regulations are another issue when it comes to the quick implementation of learning technology, including 
games. There seems to be a distrust of games, and in some cases of technology in general, and their place in 
the classroom setting. By the time teachers can prove the worth of the games they want to use, another game is 
available with more bells and whistles. For-profit companies that develop these learning games have no hoops 
to jump through with parents but the same cannot be said of schools.

Does all of this really matter, though? Are kids still learning what they need to know without inundation of 
education games? While the general consensus seems to be that screen time “rots” the brains of little ones, 
researchers have actually found benefits for young minds. In her paper “Children’s Motivations for Video Game 
Play in the Context of Normal Development,” Cheryl Olson found that games, even non-educational ones, 
improve decision-making and encourage self-expression in children. If there is an educational feature, children 
absorb the knowledge while finely tuning motor and strategic skills.

It stands to reason then that children with access to gaming technology at home are at an advantage. If there was 
no educational gaming at home AND no educational gaming at school, it would be a different story. Instead, 
parents that can afford the vehicles for the technology and the games themselves are able to better prepare chil-
dren for the classroom and academic success – furthering a socio-economic achievement gap. Through educa-
tional technology that is readily available to consumers, the advantaged become more so and the disadvantaged 
fall farther behind.

For all students to benefit from edtech initiatives, schools need to find the funding for better technology suites 
and cut through red tape more quickly. Otherwise the educational opportunities presented through gaming will 
never be fully realized and the students will suffer.

Have you found ways to incorporate edtech, particularly when it comes to gaming, into your classroom?

Matthew Lynch, Ed.D.
Dean, School of Education, Psychology and Independent Studies  
Virginia Union University



AN ExCITINg TIME TO BE AN EDuCATOR

This is truly one of the most exciting periods in the world of education. Teachers are being evaluated by student 
performance which is not a novel idea; however, it was not as widespread as it appears to be since the large 
scale introduction of mayoral control. The highly political environment we find ourselves in today, has broad-
ened the scope of participants and the tenaciousness of their responses.  Donors, big businesses and entrepre-
neurs, have stepped into the ring with a very large footprint delivering huge sums of money in support of their 
positions. This movement of education for hire or for sale is also not a new idea. The considerable difference 
now is the magnitude of the business push into education. The age old understanding that public education is a 
state and therefore a local responsibility has begun to fray at its cognitive edges. Private industry has much to 
offer as partners with the schools. It should also be remembered that businesses engage in hostile takeovers. 
Teachers and school administrators are focused on instruction, student assessment, and professional evaluation. 
The depth and rigor of most of this work is making some valuable changes in practice. There are some dark 
clouds surrounding this intellectual light. It is known that among other factors, instruction is improved with ap-
propriate, consistent training by those that are skilled in the delivery of effective instruction, planning, mentor-
ing, and evaluation of practice to improve instruction. There is a measurable uptick in the number of people 
that are engaged in conversations about instructional practice and developing cognitively complex tasks for 
students. Of course there are several opinions with multiple vested interests. It appears that most parties have 
come to realize that instruction should at least be a part of their education policy platforms regardless of their 
secondary or primary motives.

Colleges are realizing that the arrival of under prepared students is also their responsibility. It is no longer 
acceptable to stock remedial class with students and leave them to their own devices as they struggle toward 
graduation in five years or more. This college responsibility can look like partnerships with school districts and 
increased training and recruitment of teachers. Programs in cultural responsive teaching are growing stronger 
as the colleges enhance the student teaching experience. There is greater experimentation with the laboratory or 
residency programs to support beginning teachers as they quickly gain their sea legs in classroom instruction. It 
is a good sign that early teacher isolation and abandonment is slowly losing ground in our schools.

Parents have begun to take their place and find their voice in large numbers. The tumultuous roll of the assess-
ments across the country have given parents the impetus to organize and exert their political power on issues 
that matter to them. Parents are gathering in coffee shops all of the country to talk about curriculum, testing, 
school choice, and funding for education.
 
The politics of education is on the front page of some publication nearly every day. Superintendents are un-
der investigation for alleged funding and assessment improprieties. Candidates are linking their campaigns to 
school improvement. Administrations are tethered to No Child Left Behind, Race to the Top, Teacher Evalua-
tion Frameworks, Common Core Curriculum, and PAARC Assessments. Parents are collecting their children 
and taking bus rides to state capitols across the nation to advocate for their interests.
 
Regardless of the position one holds on the issues surrounding education, the increased level of participation 
is remarkable. Educators are demonstrating their understanding that if you are not at the table, you will be on 
the menu. It becomes the responsibility of educators to take the wheel in this fast paced changing environment. 
The informed professional militancy of educators is taking on a new face. Yes at times the spotlight can be 
uncomfortable however, effective professionals continue to raise the level of performance across the board. It 
is refreshing to see educators stand on the grounds of their professional authority and make decisions that are in 
the best interest of students. 

Linda Kay Patterson, PhD
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The charter school movement in New York State is 
growing.  More and more charter schools are seen as 
an effective, viable option for parents and caregiv-
ers who wish to exercise voice and choice in their 
child’s education. But as more parents seek out a 
charter school education for their child, the debate 
on charters versus traditional public schools intensi-
fies.  As the charter sector seeks to raise the cap on 
the number of charter schools allowed to open in the 
state, to increase fair funding and ask for facilities 
relief, it is important to understand why charters are 
having a positive impact on education in New York. 
As a former New York City public school teacher 
who worked for the Department of Education for 
over 25 years before leaving to lead a charter school, 
I have worked in both the charter and the traditional 
public school sector. I have seen first hand the ben-
efits of operating within the charter school model.

When looking at the benefits of the charter school 
model, it is important to separate fact from fiction in 
terms of charter schools. Several myths about char-
ter schools that persist include:
•  Charter schools are private schools that take 
money away from public schools
•  Charter schools receive more funding than tradi-
tional public schools and or are for profit institutions
•  Charter schools are able to screen their students
•  Charter schools do not serve students with special needs
•  Charter school students don’t outperform students 
in traditional public schools.
•  There is less accountability and oversight in char-
ter schools than traditional public schools
•  Charter school co-locations cause overcrowding 
in traditional public schools and unfair disparities in 
facilities.

Myth Number One: Charter schools are private 
schools that take money away from public schools
This is simply false. Charter schools are choice 
public schools. They were created to provide par-

ents and caregivers another public school option to 
meet their child’s specific needs. Charter schools do 
not charge tuition. In New York State charter schools 
are independently run and are given greater flexibility 
in how they operate in return for greater accountability 
for their student’s academic performance. Charters are 
granted in New York State by the State University of 
New York (SUNY) or the New York State Education 
Department (NYSED) and the school’s charter estab-
lishes a performance contract between the school and 
the state. 
    
So why do so many people, including some politi-
cians, think charter schools are private institutions? 
It is difficult to know for sure, but it may have to do 
with the way charters are permitted to operate. Their 
greater flexibility in curriculum focus, design of the 
school day, structure of the school year, hiring practices 
and discipline are more aligned to private schools than 
traditional public schools. It may also have to do with 
the messaging of charter school opponents. They state 
that charter schools are not public schools because they 
believe charter schools do not serve all student popula-
tions, such as students with disabilities, which is pa-
tently false. They state that charter schools are private 
corporations that are exempt from state oversight-also 
untrue. Why do opponents of charter schools make 
these false claims?  It may be because many who op-
pose the charter school movement want the public to 
believe charter schools are not public schools in order 
to serve their own agenda, in an attempt to preserve the 
status quo.

What is daunting in this debate is that many of the poli-
ticians who make and pass laws that regulate charter 
schools are often the same people who seem confused 
about charters being not for profit, public schools. It is 
clear that an important job of the charter school move-
ment is educating the public- stakeholders and politi-
cians alike- about exactly what charter schools are and 
what they are not
. 

Separating Fact from Fiction: A True Comparison of
Traditional Public Schools and Charter Schools

Lisa Parquette Silva
Headmaster, The New American Academy Charter School
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Myth Number Two: Charter schools receive more 
funding than traditional public schools and or are for 
profit institutions.

Many people believe that charter schools are for 
profit organizations or that charter schools charge 
tuition. This is false. In fact charter schools are 
funded by state law in proportion to district school 
spending. Every single New York charter school is 
organized as a 501(c)(3) non-profit organization. 
There are no exceptions and charters are not granted 
to for-profit companies. IAdditionally, when the 
New York State Legislature revised the state Charter 
Schools Act in May 2010, it authorized 260 addi-
tional charter school charters. The law included a 
new stipulation, however: none of the new charters 
may be used for a school that would contract with a 
for-profit management firm. Only six charters, under 
the pre-2010 law, remain to be granted to schools 
contracting with for-profit management firms. Once 
those charters are granted, for-profit managers will 
not be able to open or expand in New York.II

  
Another common misperception is that charter 
schools receive more funding than traditional public 
schools. To answer this question in 2010 New York 
City’s non-partisan Independent Budget Office 
(IBO) did a detailed comparison of the resources 
available for general education in terms of what 
charter schools receive versus what DOE schools 
spend, per pupil, per year. In-kind services were 
assigned a dollar value and were factored in. The 
IBO’s conclusion was charter schools receive less: 
$305 less per pupil if they are housed in a district 
building, and $3,017 less per pupil if they aren’t.III

 
So this begs the question, if charter schools are not 
given more funding than traditional public schools, 
why do they often seem better equipped, with more 
technology, furniture and facilities? This may have 
to do with the rules and regulations in terms of how 
charter schools use their funds. In traditional pub-
lic schools such as schools within the Department 
of Education (DOE) in New YorkCity, schools are 
required to spend their money according to strict 
guidelines. They are required to purchase most 
items from a list of specific vendors who are re-
quired to have a contract with the DOE, or to use 
the FAMIS (Financial Accounting and Management 
Information System).  In order to do business with 
the DOE vendors respond to a Request for Pro-

posals (RFP). In the RFP process price is not the sole 
determinant for selection. Vendors are required to have 
a vendor number and items must be authorized through 
a purchase orderIV. All of this is time consuming as well 
as limiting for the schools. In addition whatever funds 
allocated to a DOE school that are not spent by the end 
of the school’s fiscal year reverts back to the DOE. 

In contrast charter schools have greater autonomy over 
how their money is spent. While there is oversight from 
the state and the school’s Board of Directors and charter 
schools are required to have explicit protocols in place 
for purchasing, they are not limited to a specific group 
of vendors. Charters can solicit bids and search for and 
purchase the best items at the best price. When charter 
schools are able to save money by implementing sound 
fiscal procedures, they get to keep it. This incentivizes 
sound business practices.

Myth Number Three: Charter schools are able to 
screen their students

 Many people believe that charter schools are allowed 
to screen or pre-assess candidates for admission, weed-
ing out those they deem undesirable. This is untrue. 
The fact is it is against New York state law to screen 
students for admission. Parents who wish for their child 
to attend a charter school must complete an applica-
tion, and charter schools must make their applications 
available in the languages spoken in the communities 
they have been chartered to serve. In addition, the State 
Commissioner of Education must issue regulations to 
ensure admission lotteries are transparent, equitable, 
well publicized, and open to the public.V

  
New York State law provides strict and clear require-
ments for charter school admissions. In the New York 
State Charter School Act of 1998, article 56, section 
2854 entitled General Requirements, Section 2-Admis-
sions; Enrollment, it is stated that charters cannot dis-
criminate against any student or employee on the basis 
of ethnicity gender or disability. The law also makes 
clear that students cannot be discriminated against on 
the basis of an intellectual disability. Charters are also 
required to demonstrate a good faith effort to attract and 
retain Students with Disabilities (SWD’s), English Lan-
guage Learners (ELL’s) and students eligible for free 
or reduced lunch in equal or greater numbers than the 
district they are chartered to serve.  VISimply put charter 
schools must enroll any child who is qualified under 
state law to attend a public school and whom comply 
with the school’s admission process.
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So how do charters get their students and how do 
they insure their population is representative of 
the communities they serve? Charter schools must 
recruit students from the district they are chartered 
to serve. Charter schools are required to include a 
recruitment and outreach plan in their charter ap-
plication. For most charters this means community 
outreach to insure that the families of the students 
they hope to serve are aware of the existence of 
the charter, the curriculum focus of the school and 
how to apply for the lottery. Many charter schools 
serving elementary school students visit daycares 
and preschools within their communities. Charter 
schools also host open houses and school tours for 
prospective families. Many charter schools employ 
direct mailings to families of potential students. In 
New York City the Department of Education works 
together with charter schools and a company called 
Vanguard Direct. This graphic communication com-
pany produces and distributes mailers to families. It 
is important to note that student/parent information 
is never released to the charter school directly.  VIIIt 
is also important to note that charter schools pay 
companies like Vanguard Direct for their services 
out of their existing budgets- schools are not given 
additional funds for student recruitment. Another 
powerful form of recruitment is word of mouth- par-
ents and caregivers of students currently attending 
strong charter schools will often recommend that 
school to their family and friends.

Myth Number Four: Charter schools do not serve 
students with special needs.

It is a commonly held belief that charter schools do 
not serve special needs populations, such as Students 
with Disabilities (SWD’s) or English Language 
Learners (ELL’s). While it is true that charter schools 
tend to enroll a smaller percentage of students with 
Individualized Education Plans or IEP’s, 13.1% of 
students enrolled in elementary charter schools in 
New York City during the 2012/2013 school year 
were students with IEP’s and 18.1% of students 
enrolled in charter schools in New York City for the 
same school year had IEP’s, slightly higher than the 
city wide average. What’s important to note is that 
while the percentage of students with IEP’s has been 
slightly lower than the citywide 
average, the percentage of these students achieving 
proficiency in math and ELA is higher than their 
counterparts citywide. In fact in New York City 

Charter schools during the 2012/2013 academic year, 
34% of SWD’s with the self contained designation 
achieved proficiency in Math, compared to only 18% 
citywide. In ELA double the amount of students in New 
York City charters attained proficiency, compare d to 
their counterparts citywide.  SWDs who attend char-
ter schools also move into less restrictive settings at a 
higher rate than their counterparts citywide  VIIIand ELL 
students who attend New York City charter schools 
become proficient in English at a faster rate than ELL 
students in traditional public schools.  IXData from New 
York City’s non-partisan Independent Budget Office 
(IBO) shows that more special needs students are stay-
ing in charter schools than in traditional public schools 
(TPS).  In fact 53% of charter students classified as 
having a disability in kindergarten will remain at the 
charter compared to 49% that will remain in the TPS.X

 
If charter schools are in fact effective at serving stu-
dents with special needs, such as SWD’s, why do they 
have a lower percentage of these students than tradi-
tional public schools? A civic report published by the 
Manhattan Institute for Policy Research determined that 
while the gap in special education enrollment exists pri-
marily because students with disabilities are less likely 
to apply to charter schools in kindergarten than are reg-
ular enrollment students, the results do not suggest that 
charter schools are refusing to admit or are pushing out 
students with special needs. In fact, more students with 
previously identified disabilities enter charter schools 
than exit them as they progress through elementary 
grade levels. The 20 percent growth in the gap is driven 
by greater proportions of general education students 
entering charter schools between kindergarten and third 
grade, which has the effect of reducing the total propor-
tion of students with special needs compared to the total 
number of students. In other words, the gap increases 
because the number of regular enrollment students in 
charter schools goes up as new students enroll, not 
because the number of students with disabilities goes 
down.XI 

Myth Number Five: Charter school students don’t 
outperform students in traditional public schools.

One argument for stopping the growth of charter 
schools in New York City is that they do not achieve 
better academic results than traditional public schools. 
But recent data seems to show just the opposite. In a 
report generated by CREDO, the Center for Research 
on Education Outcomes at Stanford University, they 
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analyzed the academic performance in New York 
City charter schools compared to traditional public 
schools (TPS) and found that a substantial share of 
New York City charter schools appear to outpace 
TPS in how well they support academic learning 
gains in their students in both reading and math. 
About 22 percent of New York City charters out-
paced the learning impacts of TPS in reading, and 
63 percent did so in math. Additionally in math, 
three-quarters of charter schools have positive aca-
demic growth and in reading, the proportion is over 
44 percent. XII

So what accounts for this improved academic 
performance? Charter schools cannot screen their 
students and students are enrolled by lottery, so why 
the increase in student achievement? It may have to 
do with how charter schools are run. Free from dis-
trict or DOE mandates, charter schools have greater 
autonomy in the educational programs they imple-
ment and teachers can be more innovative. They can 
design curriculums that meet the needs of the spe-
cific learners they serve. Charter schools also have 
greater flexibility in how they use their instructional 
time. This includes the ability to extend the school 
day and/or the school year. Charter schools are also 
very effective at creating strong school cultures 
that have high expectations for all stakeholders- 
students, teachers and parents alike. This leads to 
greater accountability for all. Charter schools are of-
ten able to provide more structured and disciplined 
learning environments. Because charter schools are 
independent they create their own discipline codes 
and can impose greater accountability from both 
students and caregivers as a result. Many charter 
schools employ parent contracts where parents have 
greater accountability for their child’s behavior and 
schoolwork. 

Myth Number Six: There is less accountability and 
oversight in charter schools than traditional public 
schools.

While it is true that charter schools in New York 
City are not burdened with the bureaucratic systems 
of traditional DOE schools, they are accountable 
for academic results and for upholding the prom-
ises made in their charters. They must demonstrate 
performance in the areas of academic achievement, 
financial management, and organizational stability. 
If a charter school does not meet performance goals, 
it may be closed.

  New York State law is very clear on this issue. In the 
New York State Charter School Act of 1998, article 56, 
section 2854 entitled general requirements states that all 
charter schools in New York City are subject to audits 
of the comptroller of the city school district of the city 
of New York.  and an independent audit is required at 
least once annually. This section also states that charter 
schools are required to design an educational program 
that meets or exceeds the student performance standards 
adopted by the Board of Regents.XIII  This Act also 
makes clear consequences for not being in compliance. 
In article 56, section 2855 entitled causes for revoca-
tion or termination charters may be closed if student 
academic achievement does not show improvement 
over the preceding three years, material violation of the 
approved charter, fiscal mismanagement or repeated 
failure to meet or exceed enrollment and retention tar-
gets of SWD’s, ELL’s and students eligible for free or 
reduced lunch. XIV 
 
Why does the perception that charter schools have 
less accountability persist? It may have to do with the 
perception that more autonomy translates into less ac-
countability.  Many see the charter sector’s ability to 
design their own instructional model without a great 
deal of bureaucratic oversight as a negative. But be-
cause charter schools define their educational vision and  
design their own programs and infrastructure, they are 
ultimately responsible for the success or failure of their 
schools- “the buck stops here”, so to speak. There is no 
district or superintendent to attribute mismanagement or 
poor performance to. In New York State charter schools 
are subject to renewal every five years. Charter schools 
that fail to meet their goals and learning targets in New 
York State can be closed after five years, or only be 
renewed for a shorter period of time. 

Myth Number Seven: Charter school co-locations 
cause overcrowding in traditional public schools and 
unfair disparities in facilities.

       Many believe that the co-location of charter 
schools has a negative impact on traditional public 
schools. It is important to note that school co-location is 
not reserved just for charters but is a common practice 
in many NYC public schools. While over 900 (58%) 
of all NYC public schools are co-located (district and 
charter), only 8% of co-located schools are actually 
charter schools. XV
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While it is a commonly held belief that such co-loca-
tions cause overcrowding, New York City’s own data 
disputes this. The data shows that school buildings 
with co-locations tend to be less crowded than single 
school buildings. While overcrowding is an impor-
tant issue, the co-location of traditional NYC public 
schools with charter schools is not its primary cause. 

There are also special rules for charter school co-lo-
cations. For example when a charter school is con-
sidered for co-location, additional plans and public 
hearings are required. Once a charter school moves 
in, a “Shared Space Committee” is formed with a 
principal, teacher and parent from each school in the 
building.  XVI This committee meets several times a 
year to discuss space issues within the co-located 
building and works to solve these problems in a way 
that is mutually agreeable for all stakeholders.
 
Another concern is that co-locations cause disparity 
in building resources. In fact New York City’s own 
data shows that charter schools tend to be located 
in the more crowded portions of a co-located build-
ing. In addition, if a co-located charter school makes 
building improvements of at least $5,000 in value, a 
matching amount is provided to each school in the 
same building.  XVIIWhat this means is that every 
time a charter school spends a substantial amount 
of money to improve the building, the co-located 
school or schools directly benefit. 

The larger question is not how charter schools that 
are co-located with traditional public schools cause 
a negative impact, but rather why do they have to be 
co-located in the first place?

The answer is simple and unfair to charters. While 
charter schools are public schools, unlike traditional 
NYC district schools they do not receive public 

funding for facilities. This poses a severe challenge in 
the costly real estate market of New York City, so the 
NYC Department of Education allows charter schools 
to use space in under-utilized buildings. Charter schools 
in NYC who are not co-located are forced to pay rent. 
New York State charter schools in private facilities 
spent an estimated $118 million on rent and other facil-
ity costs during the 2013-14 school year. This cost was 
approximately $2,500 per charter school student in 
NYC for schools that had to pay rent.  XVIIIThis money 
could be used directly impact learning, to hire more 
teachers, provide more guidance counselors or technol-
ogy in classrooms, but instead this money is used to 
pay for facilities. 
    
As we can see the charter debate is complicated. What 
is clear is that in New York parents and caregivers want 
a viable, public education option for their children.  The 
numbers speak for themselves. Data shows that 98% of 
all New York City charter schools have a waitlist to get 
in. It is estimated that in the spring of 2014 there were 
70,700 applications for 21,000 charter school seats. XIX  
It has also been reported that 86% of New Yorkers want 
more school options. XX 
    
Charter schools do an effective job of serving their 
students. While they accept and enroll any child who 
is qualified under state law to attend a public school 
through a lottery process, these schools increase aca-
demic achievement for all their stakeholders-SWD’s, 
ELL’s and free or reduced lunch students alike. And 
this improved achievement is done with less money on 
average than traditional public schools. The flexibility 
the charter school model provides it’s schools in terms 
of the design and implementation of its vision, curricu-
lum and instruction lead to innovation that is a formula 
for student success. It is clear that charter schools need 
a place at the educational table in New York and more 
importantly they have earned it. 
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Introduction
Standards-based reforms figure prominently in cur-
rent debates on education. A number of scholars 
have argued that the standards-based movement, 
which began with No Child Left Behind and now 
includes Race to the Top and Common Core State 
Standards (CCSS), has significantly shaped the 
way teachers and students are learning and working 
together. Critics of the standards have highlighted 
the rigid curricula and the weight of the restrictive 
assessments as factors changing the way children are 
expected to learn. In their work on the narrowing of 
the curriculum in New York City schools, Crocco 
and Costigan (2007) assert:

As a result of the curricular and pedagogical imposi-
tions of scripted lessons, mandated curriculum, and 
narrowed options for pedagogy in many New York 
City middle and high schools, new teachers find 
their personal and professional identity development 
thwarted, creativity and autonomy undermined, and 
ability to forge relationships with students dimin-
ished. (p. 513)

While most of the literature either applauds or 
critiques standards-based reforms, Falk (2002) 
provides a nuanced understanding of the adoption 
of standards and describes the challenges as well 
as the benefits of standards. Falk recognizes that 
practices such as “mandated, standardized, lockstep 
curricula; increased testing, especially in the primary 
grades; tracking by “ability”; and retention and such 
standards-based initiatives are exacerbating inequali-
ties between students from different backgrounds 
and placing constraints on educators that undermine 
effective teaching” (p. 611). However, her research 
has also revealed that working with standards has 
motivated teachers to think and clarify their purpos-
es, be deliberate about their learning objectives, and 
use diverse goals for learning:

Examining and assessing students’ work in relation 
to standards has helped teachers, students, and stu-

dents’ families to understand what students know and 
can do as well as how to support students’ further learn-
ing. As a result of standards based work, many educa-
tors and students have had opportunities for reflection 
and collaboration that they have never experienced before. 
(p. 133)
 
As these reforms have made their way into the daily 
life of classrooms, teachers have responded in varied 
ways. Though there is some literature that explores how 
teachers have found ways to adopt the standards while 
teaching against the grain and remaining committed to 
values of inquiry-based teaching and culturally respon-
sive pedagogy (Sleeter & Combleth, 2011), little is 
known about how educators have responded to stan-
dards-based reforms in bilingual education classrooms. 
When it comes to putting the new common standards 
into classroom practice, dual-language teachers must 
prepare and adapt their instructional strategies to teach 
the more rigorous common standards in language arts 
and mathematics not only in English, but in a second 
language. So what does the common core look like in 
Spanish language arts, for example? Who is doing the 
kind of translation and modification that dual-language 
teachers need to bridge the language they are teaching 
in with the content standards? And where can dual-
language teachers find more resources to help them? 
(Maxwell, 2012)

According to Brisk and Proctor (2012), bilingual 
programs offer both affordances and challenges for 
the implementation of the Common Core. For ex-
ample, these authors argue that dual language instruc-
tion can facilitate the development of strong language 
and subject-area competence among students. García 
and Flores (2013) posit that the CCSS have failed to 
take into account the dynamic bilingual practices of 
emergent bilinguals and the multilingualism that char-
acterizes the U.S. student population. However, there 
is a dearth of empirical work on what is happening in 
bilingual classrooms as a result of the shift in standards. 
This paper reports on qualitative research findings in 
two bilingual classrooms in New York City elementary 
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public schools. It sheds light on bilingual teachers 
who are adopting the Common Core State Standards 
in their daily practice with linguistically diverse 
learners. 

Review of the Literature
The United States has witnessed important demo-
graphic shifts that have changed the social, cultural, 
and linguistic landscapes of schools across the 
country. Classrooms today are increasingly linguis-
tically and culturally diverse, and nowhere is this 
more evident than in New York City. According to 
the New York City Department of Education (NYC-
DOE), there are 176 languages spoken in New York 
City public schools, and almost 40 percent of public 
school students are of Latin American or Caribbean 
origin (NYCDOE, 2012). As a result of this increas-
ing linguistic diversity, the NYCDOE has recently 
invested in opening more dual language and tran-
sitional bilingual education programs (Schneider, 
2013). 
The field of bilingual education is undergoing a 
paradigmatic shift in the way bilingualism and lan-
guage learning are conceptualized (García, 2010). 
Bilingualism has long been considered the posses-
sion of two separate linguistic codes and repertoires, 
but scholars of bilingualism are moving away from 
a conceptualization of language as a bound system 
to an emphasis on how people use language. Simi-
larly, early theories of second language acquisition 
focused primarily on how individuals acquired sets 
of rules for grammar, syntax, and usage with little 
attention to the social and dialogical dimensions of 
language. Within this framework, language learners 
were seen as incomplete and deficient and the task 
of teachers was to address this deficiency by provid-
ing them with discrete knowledge of the English 
language. Given these shifts in the fields of bilingual 
education and TESOL, Ofelia García (2009) has 
argued for the use of the term “emergent bilinguals,” 
rather than the more prevalent label of English Lan-
guage Learners. 

Dynamic views of bilingualism challenge and depart 
from both subtractive and additive perspectives, 
as they promote the use of the home language as a 
foundational starting point for teaching and learn-
ing an additional language (Cummins, 2007; García, 

2009, 2010). A dynamic theory of bilingualism takes 
into consideration the range and complexity of language 
practices in bilingual communities. As noted by García, 
Flores, and Woodley (2012),

The language practices of today’s bilinguals do not 
respond to an additive or subtractive model of bilin-
gualism. In today’s flows, language practices are mul-
tiple and ever adjusting to the multilingual multimodal 
terrain of the communicative act; that is, bilingualism is 
dynamic. (p. 50)

In this context, the concept of translanguaging (García, 
Flores, & Woodley, 2012) refers to the language prac-
tices of bilinguals as well as the pedagogical strategies 
that use the entire linguistic repertoire of bilingual 
students.
 
Many of New York City’s bilingual schools and pro-
grams have embraced more dynamic views of bilingual-
ism in their instructional approaches, and the success 
of these models vis-à-vis the academic achievement 
of emergent bilinguals has been well documented at 
the secondary level (Bartlett & García, 2011; García, 
Flores, & Woodley, 2012; García & Sylvan, 2011). 
However, very little is known about bilingual class-
rooms at the elementary level within the context of the 
standards-based reform movement. Our study aims to 
address this gap in the literature. 

Methods
Our guiding methodological paradigm for this study 
is undergirded by a sociocultural view of teaching and 
learning, which supports an understanding of language 
and literacy as socially situated practices (Vygotsky, 
1986; Street, 1995). Based on the study’s purpose, 
research questions, and the intended scope of its contri-
bution, this research is designed as a case study. Though 
there are several potential approaches to a case study, 
this study adheres to Dyson and Genishi’s (2005) work 
on ethnographic case studies, which use an interpreta-
tive framework that explores how “teaching and learn-
ing happen through social participation” (p. 29). The 
authors posit that a case is not found per se, but rather 
constructed by the eye of the researcher when they 
“angle their vision” (p. 14) and make decisions to build 
a case. This theoretical understanding calls for a meth-
odological approach that highlights the context in which 
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teachers are navigating new curricular mandates and 
the way in which they engage in meaning making 
processes with their students.

Data Collection and Analysis
Data was collected at two different school sites. Re-
searchers conducted in depth interviews with teach-
ers and principals, observed classrooms, and ana-
lyzed curricula and student artifacts. Data analysis 
was an iterative and ongoing process; throughout the 
research process, thematic memos were developed 
in order to reflect on the data and research processes. 
Researches transcribed field notes and interviews 
and distilled the data in shared analytic memos. 
Simultaneous collection of data and preliminary data 
analysis provides an effective and rigorous system of 
analysis, enabling the researcher to “focus and shape 
the study as it proceeds” through consistent reflec-
tion on the data and attention to what the data are 
saying (Glesne, 1999, p. 130). 

Procedural Ethics
All data gathered from participant resources was col-
lected with explicit permission from the participants 
and in full compliance with our university’s Insti-
tutional Review Board (IRB) and NYCDOE IRB 
guidelines.

Findings

Classroom 1: 
Kindergarten Dual Language Classroom
This section presents some of our findings from the 
first bilingual classroom site of our study. Classroom 
1 is a Kindergarten classroom in a dual language 
elementary school in Northern Manhattan.

 The school is in its second year, and it will continue 
to add a grade level for the next four years until it 
fully establishes K-5 programming. The majority of 
students come from Latino and Spanish-speaking 
households (81.2 percent); smaller percentages are 
White (15.9 percent), Asian (1.4 percent), and Black 
(1.4 percent). The school’s dual language program 
is based on a 50/50 model where all content and 
instruction is delivered in both English and Spanish. 
The school alternates English and Spanish days and 
Fridays are structured as half day English and half 

day Spanish. According to the school principal, there 
are four “cornerstones” that guide the school’s vision 
and mission: 1) bilingualism, biliteracy, and multicul-
tural understandings; 2) families as partners; 3) hands-
on inquiry and learning; and 4) university partnerships.

Analysis of interview and observation data yielded 
a number of insights into how the Common Core is 
impacting bilingual classrooms in New York City in 
terms of  pedagogical opportunities and challenges of 
the CCSS in bilingual classrooms, translanguaging as 
an important instructional strategy, and play and devel-
opmentally appropriate pedagogies for early childhood 
bilinguals.
 
Opportunities and challenges of the Common Core in 
bilingual classrooms. Proponents of the Common Core 
often tout rigor, high expectations, and accountability 
as the guiding principles for the standards and the key 
to ensuring the academic success of all students. This 
emphasis on high expectations for all students reso-
nated with our study participants at School 1. When de-
scribing the recent shift in standards, the principal and 
teacher both discussed their agreement with the notion 
that schools should work towards a common goal and 
establish high expectations for all students. 
When I read those Common Core standards, I think that 
they are driving us toward what we want kids to be able 
to do. If you sum them up I see them as they are help-
ing kids and teachers to bring more of an intellectual 
element to schools. (Interview with Principal, August 
2014)

However, both the principal and teacher at School 1 
also pointed to some challenges the standards present, 
especially for those working within the context of bilin-
gualism and biliteracy:

I think it’s great to have higher expectations for stu-
dents, but I think they are written more for a different 
population and definitely for monolingual classrooms. 
It gives these expectations for parents that sometimes 
don’t make as much sense when we are working with 
both languages. (Interview with Kindergarten Teacher, 
September 2014)

Indeed, one of the main challenges identified through 
interviews as well as through observations of classroom 
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practices was that the Common Core standards fail 
to take into account how children develop skills in 
their home and develop a second language within 
the context of a bilingual classroom. Language and 
content progression in two languages requires a 
different kind of approach and pacing as compared 
to a monolingual classroom. As such, this particular 
school has adopted the Teachers College Reading 
and Writing Project (TCRWP) as their ELA curricu-
lum and EngageNY as their math curriculum. Both 
curricula are aligned with the CCSS, but teachers 
are encouraged to work collaboratively to make the 
necessary modifications to cater to the needs and 
strengths of their students. Since both the TCRWP 
and EngageNY are only available in English, many 
of the materials require Spanish translation, but this 
is far from the only adaptation needed to effectively 
teach emergent bilingual children. The teacher must 
also take into consideration the varying language 
proficiency levels of both English and Spanish dom-
inant children, which sometimes requires extending 
or breaking up lessons into longer units, developing 
appropriate scaffolding for both languages, and pro-
viding enough time and space for students to devel-
op language and literacy skills in authentic ways. 

Translanguaging as a pedagogical strategy to access 
content and address Common Core standards. Dual 
language classrooms are often set up in ways that 
promote strict separation of languages. As previous-
ly mentioned, this particular school alternates days 
between English and Spanish as the main language 
of instruction. However, through observations of the 
Kindergarten classroom for this study, it was found 
that translanguaging was a pedagogical strategy 
used to address the Common Core standards and fa-
cilitate the access of content for emergent bilinguals. 
This often meant using both English and Spanish 
during a mini-lesson, creating bilingual word walls 
and charts, and allowing for the use of English and 
Spanish among the children, regardless of whether 
it was an “English Day” or a “Spanish Day.” The 
teacher’s primary concern was that all children be 
able to understand the learning goals and access the 
content, and she drew on all of her students’ lin-
guistic resources to do so. In the excerpt below, the 
teacher explains the learning objective for the day’s 
Writing Workshop lesson in Spanish. 

Teacher: Ok, chicos, hoy es un dia muy especial . . . y 
les voy a decir porque . . . vamos a escribir algo dife-
rente. Llevamos escribiendo de nuestro juguete fa-
vorito, llevamos escribiendo lo que nos gusta hacer . . . 
y hoy vamos a empezar a escribir nuestras historias . . . 
y lo voy a repetir en ingles. Friends this is really im-
portant so I’m going to say it in English too. Today is a 
special day. We’ve been writing about our favorite food, 
our favorite toy, and how we come to school . . . and 
today we start writing our very own stories, OK? And 
I’ll show you what that looks like, OK? I made a very 
special chart. (Observation, September 2014)

As the teacher began explaining the objective and 
learning goal in Spanish, she realized that her English 
dominant students may not have fully understood her; 
she thus proceeded to repeat her overview in English. 
This is but one of many examples in which the teacher 
purposefully and strategically used both languages 
to support access to content and the development of 
language and literacy skills in the primary language of 
instruction. 

Play and developmentally appropriate pedagogies for 
early childhood bilinguals.
 
Another important finding that emerged from research 
in Classroom 1 was the importance of play and devel-
opmentally appropriate pedagogies for emergent bilin-
guals during this early stage of development. This par-
ticular school has built into their daily schedule a period 
of open-ended play and “exploration” for all students. 
They call this period “Explorations,” and it is, accord-
ing to the principal, “a time when the language is driven 
by the kids.” The philosophy is that Explorations is a 
sacred part of the day when students are provided with 
the opportunity to use whatever language they want but 
language and inquiry goals are also integrated into that 
block of time. Thus, this structured time for open-ended 
play is very much tied to the goals of the CCSS. 
That period of time is very much Common Core skills 
and it really helps the socio-emotional learning of the 
kids because they [have] to figure out how to work to-
gether. There [is] also time for them to get to know each 
other and value each other. (Interview with Principal, 
August 2014)
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Data analysis of observations of “Explorations” sug-
gest that these opportunities provide for authentic 
settings for language development, as students are 
engaged in inquiry-based open-ended play in which 
they must draw on their bilingual linguistic reper-
toires to negotiate language and social relationships. 

Classroom 2:
 5th grade Dual Language Classroom
Classroom 2 is a 5th grade classroom in a Dual Lan-
guage K-8 Public School in Northern Manhattan. 
This school has dual language in every grade. The 
program operates as a self-contained model, that is, 
the same teacher works in both languages. The first 
four periods are in English; following recess, the 
last three periods are in Spanish. For 5th through 8th 
grade, they keep this configuration for three weeks, 
and then rotate to start Spanish in the morning. 
Lower grades alternate every week.
 
The school writes its own curriculum and teach-
ers use a pacing calendar along with Scope and 
Sequence guidelines. Every year, teachers come 
together in the month of May to revise their cur-
riculum. Adjustments are made, and new lessons 
are written out. This is a fulfilling task, according to 
Kathy, our focal 5th grade teacher in this study, but 
she also describes it as the most demanding part of 
being a dual language teacher: “Multiplica todo por 
dos. Eso es lo que tienes que hacer. Planear por dos, 
pensar por dos, leer por dos” [Multiply everything 
times two. Plan for two, think for two, read for two] 
(Interview, November 2014).
 
The yield from our data analysis shows how adapt-
ing a Common Core State Standard to a dual lan-
guage classroom requires expansion, not translation; 
thoughtful planning and collaboration; and emphasis 
on multilingualism and lesson development that 
targets two different language functions.

Expansion, not translation. Kathy has been teaching 
for eleven years in this school. She is familiar with 
varied curricula and takes into account the strengths 
of the different materials to write curricula and 
develop her lesson plans. For social studies, they 
have a text book, Social Studies - New York, but 
this is primarily used for social studies in English. 

Although they have the exact same text book in Span-
ish, for social studies in Spanish she likes to add exter-
nal resources that include literature, history, and poetry 
from Latin America. The work she does is not a neat 
translation between English and Spanish, but a complex 
process of pedagogical translation based on the content 
she deems authentically aligned to the goal. In this case, 
students are addressing the standard and going beyond 
to establish meaningful connections to anchor standards 
across two languages.
 
In depth planning and collaboration. In order to stay on 
track with the school’s pacing calendar in both lan-
guages and also give students enough room to linger 
on processes that are meaningful for them, there is 
frequent collaboration between teachers to be able to 
“pick up where the other left off, it doesn’t matter if it’s 
dance or music, we try to all be responsible for the goal, 
since it’s usually a school wide goal” (Personal com-
munication with Teacher, September 2014). Planning 
for standards in two languages requires that teachers 
are given shared guidelines and the principal plays an 
important role in circulating a common message across 
languages and disciplines. This thoughtful and collabor-
ative approach has created in School 2 a strong culture 
of critical engagement and community building.

Emphasis on multilingualism. The curriculum is set 
up in a way that students address one standard in two 
languages, and the languages are set up as two distinct, 
separate units. There is a fairly strict level of language 
separation; Spanish or English are only spoken during 
that slot. While this isolates the language in some ways, 
it promotes multilingual practices in students as their 
academic repertoire doubles both in content and expo-
sure. Our field notes documented extensive multilingual 
practices amongst students, who felt comfortable going 
from one language to the other and whose teachers 
framed multilingualism as an asset.
 
Two language functions. Kathy, the 5th grade teacher, 
takes the standard and translates it into a discrete 
process in which the students are exposed to one con-
tent objective and two language functions. Making 
sure students are meeting academic language demands 
in both languages is a key part of the process, and it 
requires an acute grasp of pacing as they write their cur-
riculum. “Sometimes you think you will only need one 
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same lesson to be in Spanish and English to cover 
the content, but I sometimes need a reteach in one 
or the other language. It’s not only translation, it’s a 
different thought process” (Personal communication, 
September 2014).

A visible example of this reality emerges during any 
given math lesson. Math is taught before and after 
recess, which means that every day students get a 
period of math in Spanish and a period in English. 
We ran a language function frequency count for a 
math lesson that was taught in English and Spanish. 
The standard and content objective was the same for 
both periods, as was the math problem they were 
working on. Using students’ interventions as our 
corpus, we labeled each contribution according to 
the language function it represented. As outlined in 
Table 1, math in Spanish elicited a higher number 
of descriptive language functions whereas math in 
English prompted more frequent prediction and clas-
sification language functions. This preliminary trend 
illustrates how students make sense of the same sub-
ject in two languages not through vocabulary (direct 
translation) but through mathematical reasoning. Our 
observations revealed how students engaged with 
mathematical discourse in different ways. 

Table 1. Language Functions used by Fifth

graders in a Dual Language Classroom 
Concluding Thoughts
In their work with standards in dual language programs, 
the teachers in our study have found that literal transla-
tions of lessons from one language to another are an 
ineffective strategy to access content. As our data dem-
onstrate, teachers’ primary concern is that all children 
be able to understand the learning goals and access the 
content, and they draw on all of students’ linguistic re-
sources to do so. Language and content progressions in 
two languages require a different kind of approach and 
pacing as compared to a monolingual classroom. Teach-
ers spend time translating English materials into Span-
ish, but this is far from the only adaptation needed to 
effectively teach emergent bilingual children. Teachers 
must also take into consideration the varying language 
proficiency levels of both English and Spanish domi-
nant children, extend lessons into longer units, develop 
appropriate scaffolding for both languages, and provide 
enough time and space for students to develop language 
and literacy skills in authentic ways. 

Teachers in dual language programs seem to have high 
expectations. Our findings suggest that these are rigor-
ous environments in which students develop metalin-
guistic competencies and content knowledge that align 
well with Common Core standards. The challenge is 
being able to measure bilingual proficiencies and per-
formances in authentic ways, taking into consideration 
the bilingual classroom context. In New York State, 
encouraging work is being done around the Bilingual 
Common Core, though it remains to be seen how these 
will be used classrooms. This is an area in which further 
empirical research is needed. 

Language Function Math Period in Spanish 
Frequency Count 

Math Period in English 
Frequency Count 

Classification  7 
Comparison   
Definition   
Description 8  
Evaluation  3 
Explanation 2  
Hypothesis   
Inference 1  
Prediction  5 
Sequence 2  
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Self-acceptance
     “Have patience with all things but first with yourself.  Never confuse your mistakes with your value as
a human being.
     You’re a perfectly valuable, creative, worthwhile person simply because you exist.  And no amount of tri-
umphs or tribulations can ever change that.  Unconditional self-acceptance is the core of a peaceful mind.”
           
-            St. Francis de Sales



Abstract
The early childhood setting is increasingly the setting 
where many ELLs are exposed to English language 
for the first time.   For this reason, it is important 
to provide early childhood teachers working with 
young ELLs evidence-based recommendations to 
support their learning.  Language development con-
stitutes a universal developmental task of early child-
hood, and for young ELLs the demands of learning 
a second language are coupled with the demands of 
developing language skills.  In this article the stages 
of first and second language acquisition are reviewed 
in order to inform best practices in early childhood 
classrooms. This article includes special recommen-
dations for teachers of young ELLs, including infants 
and toddlers, to address the needs of ELLs through 
communication strategies, classroom environment, 
and curriculum.  The recommendations in the article 
are highly informative to the growing number of 
early childhood professionals working with ELLs.
 

 Working with English Language Learners in 
Early Childhood Settings:

Research-Based Recommendations for Teachers 
The United States is becoming an increasingly 
multilingual society, and the number of multilingual 
children in the public education system has doubled 
in the past 30 years.  Currently, twenty percent of 
all public school students are multilingual (Huerta 
& Jackson, 2010).  The percentage of English Lan-
guage Learners (ELLs) is largest among the young-
est students in public education, and in some parts of 
the country more than 50% of pre-kindergartners are 
ELLs (Espinosa, 2013).  Increasingly, the process of 
becoming bilingual takes place in an early childhood 
setting and for many children the early childhood 
classroom is their first exposure to English (McCabe, 
Bornstein, Guerra et al., 2013).  For this reason, ex-
ploring effective practices for early childhood ELLs 
should be considered central to the process of help-
ing young children become multilingual and to the 
process of fostering a positive adjustment to school 
for ELLs (Espinosa, 2013)
. 
Early childhood includes children from birth to 

eight years of age, and early childhood education 
includes multiple contexts.  Early childhood programs 
take place in center-based programs for children from 
infancy through kindergarten, within school systems, 
preschools, early intervention, and home-visitation 
programs.  Within each early childhood setting, ELL 
children can find themselves in three types of multi-
lingual environments: home language, bilingual, or 
second language (L2) environments (Tabors & López, 
2005; Tabors, 2008).  The home language environment 
uses mostly children’s home language, like Spanish-
language head start classrooms. In the bilingual en-
vironment some of the teachers speak the children’s 
home language, generally about half the children share 
a home language, and instruction takes place in the 
home language and in English.  In an L2 environment, 
only English is spoken.  A large number of children find 
themselves in L2 classrooms, and most recommenda-
tions in this article address their needs.
 
Language development is a universal task of early child-
hood, and early childhood represents a window of op-
portunity for the development of language skills (Tabors, 
2008).  Early childhood is a critical period in develop-
ment during which language acquisition is more sensitive 
to environmental influences or stimulations than during 
any other stage in life (Birdsong, 1999; Lenneberg, 1967; 
Krashen, Long, & Scarcella, 1982).  First language (L1) 
acquisition typically occurs during early childhood.  For 
young ELLs the demanding task of learning how to use 
an L1 in order to communicate is coupled with the task 
of learning a second language (L2). 

Language Development During Early Childhood

In this section, the process of L1 and L2 development 
will be discussed in order to better inform recommen-
dations for practice.  The process of language develop-
ment, especially learning two languages, is complex. 
Understanding this process provides a solid foundation  
for classroom teaching.

First Language Development During Early Childhood
Even though L2 learning is somewhat different from 
L1 acquisition, the lessons learned and the research 
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from L1 development during early childhood is 
informative when exploring best practices for the 
development of an L2 for two reasons.  First, L2 de-
velopment typically follows a similar pattern as L1 
(Tabors, 2008).  Second, skills in an L2 are highly 
dependent on the development of skills in the L1 
(McCabe et al., 2013).

Language development begins with the first sounds 
an infant produces.  Although infants cry as soon as 
they are born, the process of communication begins 
when babies begin to use crying as a signal to com-
municate needs.  At about two to four months of age 
babies begin to coo using all of the sounds available 
and engage in preverbal communication with their 
parents and other adults. These preverbal conver-
sations or “proto-conversations” involve the child 
learning how to use language in a social context and 
the process of “turn-taking” in conversation (Tamis-
LeMonda, Cristofaro, Rodriguez, & Bornstein, 
2006).  At about four to six months babies begin to 
babble, practicing the sounds that are common in the 
words of a particular language.  For example, five to 
eight month-old babies raised in an English speak-
ing environment are likely to produce syllables such 
as ba, ma, and da because these sounds are common 
in English words (Menn & Stoel-Gammon, 2005; 
Sachs, 2005).  At about 9 months of age, infants 
begin to understand the meaning of words, yet only 
at about 12 to 18 months do children produce their 
first words, which typically include names for im-
portant people and objects, functional words, such 
as up, and social words, such as bye-bye (Menn & 
Stoel-Gammon, 2005; Tamis-LeMonda et al., 2006).  
Adults play a key role in supporting language devel-
opment in children during the first years of life, and 
many adult behaviors facilitate children’s language 
acquisition.  One way in which adults help children 
understand and internalize language during the first 
year of life is through the use of gesture, as gesture 
facilitates the infant’s understanding of parental talk 
and intentions (Zukow-Goldring, 2006). 

During the second year of life children experience a 
vocabulary burst. During this time they gain be-
tween 200 to 500 words (Fernald, Pinto, Swingley, 
Weinberg, & McRoberts, 2001).  Once children 
acquire a significant number of words, children be-
gin to experiment with the grammatical rules of the 
language by combining, at first two words, and then 
later three words.  These first word combinations 

produced by children are called telegraphic speech, 
as children use only the minimal words necessary to 
get their point across (Karmiloff & Karmiloff-Smith, 
2001).   Some examples are “all gone” or “go bye 
bye.”  At this age adults facilitate language acquisition 
by using words in context and talking about present 
events and objects.  This helps children learn new 
words and provides children with meaningful context 
to remember vocabulary (Hirsh-Pasek, Golinkoff, 
Berk, & Singer, 2009).

By three years of age most children can put together 
multiword sentences.  Children begin to acquire more 
complicated forms of grammar during this period, 
and one distinctive accomplishment of this period is 
the ability to formulate narratives or discourse.  Chil-
dren begin to be able to re-tell events, ask questions 
and develop arguments (Fivush, Haden, & Reese, 
2006).  During this stage, adults support the ability 
to use complex narrative skills by engaging children 
in conversations related to objects and events that are 
of interest to the child.  Children whose parents talk 
to them about objects and events that are not interest-
ing to them develop more limited vocabularies than 
children of parents who do.  Similarly, adults support 
narrative skills by using questions relating to events 
and objects (Hirsh-Pasek et al., 2009).

After the age of three children learn the pragmatics 
of language and they learn to modify what they are 
saying depending on the social situation.  This pro-
cess is highly reliant on cultural norms that children 
take into account very early in development (Tabors, 
2008).  Children continue to expand their vocabularies 
and develop more complex forms of discourses well 
into adulthood, and people continue to gain vocabu-
lary throughout their lifespan, but by five years of age, 
the basic oral language skills are typically acquired 
(Tabors, 2008).
  
Sequential L2 Acquisition During Early Childhood
         Tabors (2008) conducted in-depth observa-
tions of young children sequentially acquiring English 
in an L2 early childhood setting in the U.S. Although 
there are individual differences, Tabors (2008) found 
that most children follow a developmental pattern and 
take about one year to navigate through the four stages 
of home language use, non-verbal, going public, and 
productive language use.  The four stages have several 
similarities to the process of acquiring an L1.
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The Home Language Use Stage
When young children are confronted with a situation 
in which people don’t speak the same language as they 
do, they have two options: they can continue speaking 
the only language they know or they can stop com-
municating.  Most children give the first option a try 
before they give up on communicating with peers who 
speak a different language.  During this stage most 
children will initiate conversation with peers and ask 
for adults’ help in their home language.  The length 
of this stage varies for different children, taking a few 
days or a few weeks.   In general, younger children 
persist in their efforts to communicate in their L1 lon-
ger than older children (Tabors, 2008).
 
The Non-verbal Stage
Unsuccessful attempts to communicate convince most 
children that they will not be understood if they use 
the home language, and most children stop their at-
tempts to communicate in the L2 setting.  This period 
could take a few weeks or even a few months; again, 
younger children take longer to emerge from this pe-
riod than older children (Tabors, 2008).

Many children use non-verbal forms of communica-
tion to interact with adults or other children.  How-
ever, non-verbal communication can only be used 
in limited situations like requesting help, attention 
getting, joking, and protesting.    There are some 
negative social consequences to the non-verbal period, 
also known as the silent period in L2 development 
(Krashen, 1981, 1982), and some researchers call this 
period the rejection period, because many children 
start feeling isolated and choose to be away from other 
children.  Many children begin to be ignored by other 
children, and in some cases they become socially in-
visible.  Frequently, non-verbal children are perceived 
as “babies” by their peers (Tabors, 2008). 

Yet, the non-verbal period plays a key role in L2 
development, and during this period children attempt 
to understand the language spoken by gathering data 
about the language.  This is similar to the process of 
developing L1; non-verbal infants spend time process-
ing language and begin to understand it months before 
they produce their first words.  During this period, 
most ELLs engage in spectating and rehearsing.  
Spectating refers to the child’s in-depth observation of 
how other children use language during play, without 
active participation.  This is different than by-standing 

behavior as children are often engaged in intense obser-
vations.  Rehearsing behavior refers to children repeat-
ing utterances or short sentences to themselves with no 
attempt to communicate with others.  The goal of this 
behavior is for children to practice the sounds typically 
used to speak the second language.  This is similar to the 
babbling during L1   acquisition in which infants practice 
the common sounds of their L1.  In one study, micro-
phones placed in an early childhood classroom were able 
to detect several occasions of children rehearsing sounds 
that were typically too quiet to be heard (Tabors, 2008).

The Going Public Stage
Once children have gathered enough information, they 
begin to go public and use their knowledge of their L2 in 
order to communicate. Most of these utterances consist 
of nouns and are very similar to the telegraphic speech 
toddlers use when developing their L1 (Tabors, 2008).  
In addition to telegraphic speech, children develop 
formulaic speech.  This strategy consists of using short 
formulas to get ideas across with a minimum amount of 
language based on a repertoire of expressions frequently 
used.  Some examples are “okay?” or “uh-oh” or “look-
it.”  Other expressions are used to gain knowledge like 
“what’s going on?” or “how you do this?”  In addition, 
children at this stage start using all-purpose phrases such 
as “I want” or “I do.” 
 
The Productive Language Use Stage
Once children acquire a variety of vocabulary words 
and useful phrases, children begin to produce their own 
sentences.  At this point children are not just repeating 
words and helpful structures but are also producing their 
own combinations.  Initially, these are all-purpose phras-
es combined with nouns or pronouns, such as “I do” + 
“ice cream” or “I want” + “play dough” (Tabors, 2008).   
However,  these combinations become progressively 
more tailored to the situation.  For example, a young 
child starts using the construction “how do you do this?” 
She then adds other words to the end of the sentence, 
such as “how do you do this little cooking” or “how 
do you do this in English?”  Then she learns the verb 
“make” so she says, “how do you make the puzzle?” Ta-
bors (2008) described this stage as “speak now and learn 
later,” not a process of gradually sorting out the rules, but 
rather getting the new skills out in conversations.
One important note is that children use all the skills they 
have at hand cumulatively.  In the course of one conver-
sation, a child at the productive language stage might 
produce new contractions while still relying on non-ver-
bal communication to describe words he has not mas-
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tered, and might use telegraphic speech for simpler 
tasks (Tabors, 2008).  This mixing of strategies from 
all stages makes it harder to assess a child’s progress 
in the second language.
 
Applications and Recommendations for Teachers
The description of the stages of L1 and L2 develop-
ment highlight the demanding task children face 
when they are required to learn an L2 in an L2 set-
ting (Tabors, 2008), and this background informs the 
recommendations for appropriate practices to facili-
tate this process for children.  The recommendations 
presented in this section include ways for teachers to 
address the needs of ELLs in early childhood class-
rooms by inviting families and their home languages 
into the classroom, by supportive classroom environ-
ments, by incorporating communication strategies 
to foster language development, and by planning 
effective strategies throughout the different areas in 
the early childhood curriculum.  In addition, spe-
cific recommendations are provided for teachers of 
infants and toddlers
.
Invite Families and their Languages into the Classroom
Not being able to communicate can create consider-
able levels of anxiety, and children cannot learn or 
develop properly if they feel stressed (Wolverton, 
2005).  For this reason it is imperative for teachers 
to build relationships with families and to reassure 
ELL’s parents and children from the start.  One way 
of reassuring children and families is by creating 
an environment in which language and culture are 
respected (Plutro, 2005). One suggestion is to collect 
information about children and their families before 
the school year begins.  Some helpful questions to 
ask parents at the beginning of the school year are: 
What name do you use for your child? How did you 
choose this name? Does the name have a special 
meaning?  (Tabor & López, 2005).  Teachers can put 
together a book with children’s pictures, their names 
and a small narrative for their name choice, or a few 
words describing the meaning of the name in both 
English and in the home language.  This can serve as 
a way of welcoming children, families, and languag-
es into the classroom and relieving their anxieties.  
Similarly, it is very important that teachers learn to 
pronounce the child’s name appropriately before the 
year starts, as this makes children feel more comfort-
able in the classroom.

Teachers can show respect for the home language and 
support ELLs by bringing the home language to the 
classroom as much as possible.  One example is to 
encourage children to speak their home language to 
peers who speak the same language, perhaps during 
small group activities and purposeful grouping.  Teach-
ers can ask parents to do an activity, sing songs or read 
books in their home language, asking parents to share 
their favorites.   Another way of bringing the home 
language to the classroom is by asking parents to write 
stories and develop books for the classroom libraries.  
One illustration of this strategy is the “New Main-
ers Book Project,” for which the Maine Humanities 
Council appointed a noted children’s author to compile 
many Sudanese fables, tales, and stories to be used with 
a large community of young Sudanese refugees (Sul-
livan, 2005; Mainehumanitiescouncil.org).  Teachers 
can also bring story-tellers from the community into the 
class to provide stories in children’s home languages 
(Tabors & López, 2005).  Other recommendations are 
to bring music to the class in the home language and to 
introduce new vocabulary words in English and in the 
home language of the children.  Teachers can rely on an 
available free web-based translation tool (e.g., Google 
translator) to access new vocabulary words in the home 
language, or to access home language songs.

Lastly, teachers play a key role in encouraging parents 
to use the home language in the home by communicat-
ing that children need to speak their home language in 
order to become bilingual, and that strong communica-
tion with family members is key to education success.
 

Create a Supportive Classroom Environment 
through Routines and Space

Not being able to communicate can create considerable 
levels of anxiety (Wolverton, 2005).  For this reason 
it is imperative for teachers to organize the classroom 
environment including routines and space to reduce 
anxiety (Lemov, 2010; Woolfolk, 2011).  Consistent 
routines are extremely important for all children, but 
especially for ELLs.  This helps children learn to know 
what to expect at different times in the day and navigate 
classrooms activities successfully (Tabors & López, 
2005; Weinstein & Novodvorsky, 2010).  Visual rep-
resentations of the schedule of the day further helps 
children develop an understanding of the sequence of 
activities.  Well-structured, carefully planned small 
group activities are helpful for ELLs.  Sometimes 
children benefit from buddy systems in which ELLs are 
paired with children who are proficient in English.
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Classrooms that are clearly organized are helpful for 
all young children and especially for ELLs.  Chil-
dren learn to expect to find certain toys, experiences, 
and situations in the same areas of the room and 
start mastering the use of classroom space.  Labeling 
classroom centers, furniture and toys is a great way 
to promote language and literacy skills.  One sug-
gestion is to invite parents to the classroom to label 
objects and centers in the classrooms with words in 
their native language (Sullivan, 2005).  This helps 
teachers refer to and use the home language in more 
consistent ways and helps children feel their home 
language is represented in their classrooms.  When 
more than two languages are used in the classroom, 
it is additionally helpful to color-code the labels in 
the various languages.  This draws children’s at-
tention to their home language and helps children 
identify letters or characters in the home alphabet 
(U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, 
2009). It is also important to set up the classroom 
with quiet spaces, which are especially helpful for 
children navigating the non-verbal period while giv-
ing a break to children coping with the demanding 
challenge of learning an L2 (Tabors & López, 2005).

Support English Learning through
Communication Strategies

In early childhood classrooms where most children 
share the same home language, it is important to 
have teachers who speak the home language.  In 
these cases, English can be introduced as a foreign 
language curriculum at a particular time of the day 
by English speaking teachers.  Similarly, in dual 
language classrooms instruction takes place in both 
languages so all children become bilingual.  How-
ever, many classrooms in the U.S. are multilingual, 
and most children speak several different home lan-
guages. As a result, teachers usually speak English 
in the classroom.  Similarly, in the U.S. more than 
350 languages are represented, so many teachers 
are placed in classrooms where they do not under-
stand the children’s home language.There are many 
techniques documented to support English learning 
in these situations.  One such technique is called 
buttressing, and consists of the teachers using lots of 
gestures and non-verbal cues to make sure they are 
being understood.  As noted earlier, this is a highly 
effective strategy parents use with infants during L1 
development.  Repetition and talking about the “here 
and now” such as “we are all eating a yummy snack 

right now” are highly effective approaches, because 
they facilitate comprehension and help and provide 
children with meaningful context to learn and remem-
ber vocabulary (Hirsh-Pasek et al., 2009).  Similarly, 
teachers report that presenting varied visual aids, such 
as pictures, photos, or puppets when introducing new 
concepts or during conversation is highly helpful for 
all young children and especially for ELLs, because it 
provides children with meaningful contextual associa-
tions. Providing running commentaries of what teachers 
are doing while they are doing it helps children develop 
vocabulary and understand situations. 

Teachers can use a technique called upping the ante in 
which teachers ask appropriate questions and encourage 
children who are ready to answer in English to begin 
using the language (Tabors & López, 2005).  This is 
similar to what was found effective when helping chil-
dren develop L1.  A variety of questions encourage chil-
dren to talk.  True questions are real questions for which 
teachers don’t have answers, and closed questions are 
questions with only one answer and for which teachers 
typically know the answer (what color is this?).  Choice 
questions allow for children to make choices regard-
ing activities or snacks; for example, “do you want to 
play with play dough or blocks?”(Wittmer & Petersen, 
2010).  All these types of questions are helpful as long 
as teachers allow sufficient time for children to formu-
late answers.  In addition, teachers should model the 
turn-taking nature of conversation, even when children 
are not ready to provide answers.

Teachers who want to foster language relationships with 
ELLs avoid simultaneous or sequential translations dur-
ing interactions (U.S. Department of Health and Human 
Services, 2009).  Instead, it is highly recommended for 
teachers to engage in direct communication with chil-
dren and to learn a few key phrases in the child’s home 
language.  Teachers report that when they learn to use 
phrases such as greetings, names for common activities, 
and words that redirect children from one activity to 
the next, children quickly learn what is expected. Using 
technology, such as a web-based translator tool, can be 
very helpful in such cases.

Similar to L1 development, it is effective for teachers 
to observe the children’s interests such as a toy or a 
play area and then select a conversation topic based on 
that because engaging children in conversations about 
objects that are interesting to them results in better lan-
guage and vocabulary gains (Hirsh-Pasek et al., 2009).  
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Using names of objects or people, rather than pro-
nouns, makes it easier for ELLs to understand the 
topic of a conversation.  Similarly, teachers should 
talk about topics in the present and continue to inter-
act and create conversation opportunities with ELLs 
often by accepting a non-verbal response, such as a 
nod or a smile as part of the conversation if children 
do not respond verbally (Hirschler, 2005).

Teachers of children who are beginning to speak 
in English should use the four “E”s: Encouraging, 
Expanding, Elaborating, and Extending.  Teachers 
should encourage children to communicate by listen-
ing, responding, and avoiding correcting mistakes.  
Similarly, teachers should expand on both the se-
mantics and syntax of the child’s words.  In addition, 
teachers should elaborate by making the quality of 
conversation more complex and extend utterances 
by adding new words or producing slightly longer 
sentences (Wittmer & Petersen, 2010).

Address the Need of ELLs Throughout the Curriculum
Teachers can support the needs of ELLs in the early 
childhood classroom by carefully planning appropri-
ate curriculum.  Teachers can support young ELLs 
through the arts, literacy, and numeracy curriculum.

The Arts
The arts provide a learning opportunity for all chil-
dren, fostering creativity, analytical thinking, prob-
lem-solving, and literacy skills (Belden & Fessard, 
2001).  Body movements, gestures, music, mime, 
and puppets help ELLs describe ideas while they are 
learning to express themselves in the new language, 
and the open-ended nature of the arts can help chil-
dren relieve anxiety and transition from non-verbal 
activity into verbalizations.   Similarly, using varied 
sensory experiences helps create multiple imprints 
in a child’s memory.  Creative movement dissolves 
language barriers and provides a kinesthetic sensory 
imprint of new vocabulary.  When introducing new 
vocabulary such as the name of different animals, 
teachers can present children with the opportunity 
to create sounds, facial expressions, and movements 
that support the development of the vocabulary 
(Brown & Pleydell, 2005). 

Drama and dramatic play allow for the use of lan-
guage in a natural and spontaneous way as common 
toys and experiences lend themselves to in depth 

conversations that expand vocabulary (Hirschler, 2005).  
Music gives ELL children a great opportunity to expand 
their vocabulary while lowering their anxiety levels 
(Brown & Pleydell, 2005).  Teachers can play music in 
the children’s home language and music that celebrates 
the children’s tradition.  In addition, through music chil-
dren get exposed to a vast vocabulary related to different 
instruments, sounds, rhythms, and topics.

The use of visual aids is very important for the ELLs.  
Visual imagery and language are related, and words de-
rive meaning from the image associated with it (Birtsch, 
2010).  For this reason, encouraging ELLs to use pho-
tography to share ideas and build vocabulary can be 
beneficial.  Britsch (2010) recommends the use of digital 
photography to introduce children to vocabulary related 
to different areas in the school or center or to differenti-
ate activities.

Emerging Literacy Skills
Developing emerging literacy skills is a cornerstone of 
early childhood education and increasingly, teachers 
are expected to boost literacy instruction in the early 
childhood classroom (Espinosa, 2013).  Literacy can 
be problematic for young ELLs who are still establish-
ing their L1 and coping with developing a second lan-
guage.  Literacy instruction in early childhood should 
provide the opportunity for children to learn the alphabet 
letters of their home language as well as the English 
alphabet (Wolverton, 2005) and to develop book ap-
preciation, print awareness, and book knowledge in the 
home language, as these skills easily transfer to English.  
Huennekens and Xu (2010) studied the effects of shared 
reading in the home language between parent and child 
on children’s language skills. They gave parents the 
translated versions of the books being read in school dur-
ing specific weeks.  They found that when parents read 
the same books that were read in school in their home 
language, children participated more during story time 
and initiated more conversations with peers during play 
time.
  
Another strategy to help develop literacy skills in ELLs 
is the use of interactive writing instruction (Williams 
& Pilonieta, 2012).  Interactive writing instruction is 
an approach that teaches young children what it means 
to write and how to go about it.  The teacher typically 
begins with a shared activity such as story-telling and 
then leads a shared writing activity based on the story.  
For example, what was your favorite part of the story? 
Or what would you have done differently? What did you 
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like about the story?  It is important that teachers 
put the children’s words into print whether in the 
children’s L1 or in English.  When children express 
themselves in their home language, teachers can 
help build a similar sentence in English.  Through 
this strategy, children learn to see their thoughts in 
print and develop print awareness.  Children also 
become part of the decision process and develop a 
sense of agency, which gives ELLs motivation to 
write.  Lastly, all writing initiatives should be en-
couraged in both the home language and English 
(Williams & Pilonieta, 2012).

Early Numeracy Skills
Pre-math and numeracy skills are an area in which 
ELLs can excel. Research shows that home language 
is not as salient at predicting mathematics achieve-
ment in school as Socio Economic Status (Roberts 
& Bryant, 2011).  Numeracy skills learned in a home 
language easily transfer to English once children 
master the language.  It is important for teachers 
to introduce math concepts with an abundance of 
hands-on experiences, so children can internalize 
concepts and develop vocabulary (Wolverton, 2005). 

Special Recommendations for Teachers of
Infants and Toddlers

In addition to the recommendations provided above 
to all early childhood teachers, this article provides 
specific suggestions for infant and toddler teachers. 
Infants and toddlers are at a critical or sensitive peri-
od by learning how to use language for the first time 
and are going through the first stages of L1 acquisi-
tion. For this age group, the availability of an adult 
who can speak the home language at an early child-
hood center is fundamental to the development of 
language skills in order to provide language continu-
ity and help infants build their basic language skills 
(Wittmer & Petersen, 2010). Supporting skills in 
L1 is supporting language development as a whole, 
and skills learned in L1 can be transferred into L2 
(McCabe et al., 2013).  Abrupt interruptions of L1 
exposure can interfere with the process of language 
development (Tabors, 2008).  When teachers do not 
speak the home language, they need to make sure 
that the home language is heard in the classroom.  
One way teachers achieve this is by learning com-
forting and nurturing sentences in the infant’s L1, 
like saying “nenita/o te voy a cantar una canción” 
(baby girl/boy I will sing you a lullaby) to an in-
fant from a Spanish speaking home and by learning 

some key terms such as, you want?, you like?, you have, 
please, and thank you (Plutro, 2005).  Teachers can bring 
the home language into the classroom by playing music 
in the infant’s or toddler’s L1.  One suggestion that is 
especially helpful for infants and toddlers is to record 
family members singing the infant’s or toddler’s favorite 
songs or the songs they sing to sooth their children.
 
As with all infants and toddlers, it is important that 
teachers pay attention to the use of child-directed speech 
(Wittmer & Petersen, 2010).  This consists of certain 
speech patterns especially attractive to infants and tod-
dlers, such as using longer pauses between words and ut-
terances, repeating words frequently, elongating vowels 
in words (sooooooo?), and using diminutive words (dog-
gy).  In addition, teachers should provide for language 
development by frequent rephrasing, talking about what 
is immediately present, using questions to elicit speech, 
and labeling words and actions in context.  Furthermore, 
using a lot of self-talk, such as “I am cutting two blue 
circles” and parallel talk, such as “I see Jonah building a 
tower” is highly beneficial to infants and toddlers.  The 
Zero to Three National Center for Infants, Toddlers, and 
Families provides several resources on how to support 
language acquisition in infants and toddlers (zerotothree.org).

In addition, teachers must recognize that infants and tod-
dlers are coping with the developmental task of becom-
ing attached to caregivers and adults (Bowlby, 1988).  
Language, communication, and interactions all play a 
role in the development of attachments; through those 
experiences infants and toddlers learn to find the world 
as a safe and reliable place (Bowlby, 1988).  ELL infants 
and toddlers are more likely to acquire an L2 when a 
sensitive and caring adult provides nurturing and consis-
tent interactions.
 
CONCLuSION
The number of ELLs in early childhood classrooms 
has grown over the years and is expected to grow fur-
ther.  Increasingly, the early childhood setting is the first 
exposure of English for many ELLs. Early childhood 
constitutes a window of opportunity for the development 
of language skills and knowledge.  This article high-
lights several practical recommendations for teachers 
of young ELLs. They can help young children become 
multilingual and to foster a positive adjustment to school 
by designing supportive classroom environments and 
routines, incorporating the home language and appropri-
ate communication strategies into the class, and planning 
ELL-infused curriculum.
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Abstract
     The purpose of this study was to examine the 
relationship of K-12 school leadership candidates’ 
prior teachi ng experience, age, and quality of their 
preparation program internship with their scores 
on the New York State School Building and School 
District Leader licensure assessments.  Seventy-One 
graduates of a K-12 school leadership preparation 
program from a large public university were includ-
ed in this study.  A survey collected their prior class-
room teaching experience, age, internship usefulness 
rating, and scores on Parts I and II of the New York 
State School Building Leader (SBL) and Parts I and 
II of the School District Leader (SDL) licensure 
assessments.  The results of this study showed no 
statistically significant relationships between school 
leadership candidates’ prior teaching experience, 
age, internship usefulness rating and scores on the 
state licensure assessments.
Keywords:  school leadership readiness, teaching 
experience, age, internship, ISLLC Standards, New 
York State School Leadership Assessments

I.  Purpose
     In 2009, the New York State Education Depart-
ment instituted a series of licensure assessments, 
to ensure that graduates of the state’s K-12 school 
leadership preparation programs were ready to as-
sume educational leadership positions.  Parts I and 
II of the School Building Leader (SBL) and Parts I 
and II of the School District Leader (SDL) licensure 
assessments were based on the Interstate School 
Leader Licensure Consortium (ISLLC) Standards 
(Frey, 2008; New York State Education Department 
[NYSED], 2008a; NYSED, 2008b).  The ISLLC 
Standards emerged from several decades of research 
on the most effective methods for K-12 school 
leadership (Council of Chief State School Officers 
[CCSSO] 1996; CCSSO, 2008).  The six ISLLC 
Standards were based on transformational, instruc-
tional, managerial, contingent, moral, and participa-
tive leadership theories (Cornell, 2005; Leithwood, 
Jantzi, & Steinbach, 1999).  Prior studies found no 

statistically significant relationships among school lead-
ership program graduates’ preparedness in the ISLLC 
Standards and their scores on the New York State 
School Leadership licensure assessments (Markson & 
Inserra, 2013).
     Previous studies identified prior years of teaching 
experience or other age-related experiences to leader-
ship as being the most important variables that influ-
enced school leadership readiness (Browne-Ferrigno 
& Muth, 2006; Hughes, Johnson, & Madjidi, 1999; 
McArdle-Rausenberger, 2010).  Other studies found the 
quality of the school leadership candidates’ prepara-
tion program internship, not their coursework training, 
as central in determining their leadership preparedness 
(Binbin, Patterson, Chandler, & Tak Cheung, 2009).  
As a result, the purpose of this study was to investigate 
the relationships between prior years of school employ-
ment, age, internship usefulness rating, and scores on 
both parts of the SBL and SDL licensure assessments, 
among K-12 school leadership program graduates. 

II.  Theoretical Framework
      Gousha, Jones, and LoPresti’s (1986) study surveyed 
higher education institutions, throughout the United States, 
involved in K-12 school leadership preparation.  Prior 
school employment or occupational experience related to 
leadership was considered a highly important prerequi-
site for school leadership preparation and development.  
Similarly, another national study by the National Commis-
sion on Excellence in Educational Administration (1987) 
recommended that state education department policy mak-
ers should not issue licenses for school leaders without a 
minimum of three years of K-12 school experience.
     Sorranno and Schmitt (1991) found perceptions of 
principals concerning their pre-service school leadership 
preparation valuing coaching sports, managing school 
activities, school committee work, and union activity.  
Furthermore, principals that served longer as teachers were 
more likely to advance to the district-wide office.  Addi-
tionally, the principals in Hewitson’s (1995) study reported 
a higher degree of school leadership readiness based on 
their amount of prior years of classroom experience.

The Relationships Between K-12 School Leadership Candidates’ Teaching 
Experience, Age, Internship usefulness Rating, and Performance on the 
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     Leithwood, Jantzi, and Coffin (1995) analyzed 
school leadership preparation programs.  They found 
many conditions that affected leadership preparation 
besides the quality of the graduate program.  Some 
of the noteworthy factors they identified were family 
experiences and prior or current on-the-job training.  
According to Leitwood et al. (1995), theories on 
effective school leadership lost relevance unless stu-
dents had the opportunities to apply their knowledge 
to current or prior experiences.  Similarly, Bridges 
and Hallinger (1997) concluded that educational 
leadership preparation program students would be 
acquiring effective leadership theories out of con-
text, without the acquisition of related experiences.  
     The Hughes et al. (1999) study of 256 chief ad-
ministrators, randomly selected from 3,881 privates 
schools in California, identified age as a predictor 
for school leadership readiness as well as the gradu-
ation rate from school leadership preparation pro-
grams.  Out of the six strategies for preparing suc-
cessful school leaders in Bottoms, O’Neill, Fry, and 
Hills’ (2003) study of the Southern United States, 
four included experiential components.  Addition-
ally, Bottoms et al. (2003) suggested that teachers 
should be selected for school leadership preparation 
programs based on a proven track record of success-
ful teaching and improvement of their instructional 
practices.
     Levine’s (2005) study also valued experien-
tial requirements but from the faculty perspective.  
Levine was critical of school leadership preparation 
programs for being dominated by faculty that were 
lacking in experience as practicing K-12 school ad-
ministrators.  For occupational experiences, Orr and 
Barber’s (2006) study supported K-12 school leader-
ship preparation programs that partnered with local 
school districts.  They believed the partnerships 
were essential for a “means of designing and deliv-
ering leadership preparation that is more grounded 
in current calls for leadership qualities (as reflected 
by national standards) and provides more contextu-
ally relevant preparation content, better field experi-
ences, and more supportive learning-structures” (Orr 
& Barber, 2006, p. 733).   Their conclusions noted 
the candidates’ prior occupational experiences as 
influencing the efficacy of the partnership programs 
in their study. 
     K-12 school leadership preparation program 
graduates in Browne-Ferrigno and Muth’s (2006) 

study noted prior years of experience or opportunities 
to assume leadership functions in their schools as being 
highly important factors in determining their leader-
ship readiness.  All of the stakeholders in the Binbin 
et al. (2009) study were unanimous in their agreement 
on the importance of a successful internship in deter-
mining school leadership preparedness.  For a school 
leadership preparation program to be effective, Binbin 
et al. (2009) maintained that leadership candidates must 
engage in a quality internship where they would obtain 
an ample amount of real-world experiences.  Orr and 
Orphanos (2011) noted that critics of school leadership 
preparation programs usually cited the prior years of 
experience of the program candidates as influencing 
the results of their leadership readiness more than their 
program training.

III.  Data Sources
     The data for this study originated from a larger 
study, written by Craig Markson for a doctoral disserta-
tion at Dowling College (2013).  The setting for this 
study was a large public university in New York State 
and the participants were graduates of this university’s 
K-12 school leadership preparation program from May 
2009 through August 2012.  There were 71 participants 
included in the current study, based on their report-
ing of scores on the School Building Leader or School 
District licensure assessments.  Those who did not 
report scores on one or both of the examinations were 
excluded from the current study.

IV.  Method
     Each prospective participant was sent an anonymous 
survey, which gathered information on their age, prior 
years of teaching experience, school leadership prepa-
ration program internship usefulness rating, and test 
score results on the New York State School Leadership 
Assessments.  Four Pearson Product-Moment correla-
tion analyses, with 95 percent confidence intervals, 
were used to analyze the relationships between the 
variables.
 
V.  Results
     Table 1 illustrated the relationship between the 
participants’ prior teaching experience, age, and intern-
ship usefulness rating and their reported scores on Part 
I of the New York State School Building Leader (SBL) 
Assessment.
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    SBL Part 1 
Years of Teaching 

Experience Age 
Years of Teaching 
Experience r 0.085   
 r2 0.72%   
 p 0.495   
Age r -0.028 0.613**  
 r2 0.08% 37.58%  
 p 0.821 0  
Internship Rating r -0.067 0.032 -0.016 
 r2 0.45% 0.10% 0.03% 
  p 0.589 0.773 0.885 
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
	  

Table 1
Correlations for Years of Teaching Experience, Age, 
and Internship Rating with Scores on SBL Part I (N = 67)

The results illustrated in Table 1 showed that there 
were no statistically significant relationships be-
tween school leadership program graduates’ amount 
of prior teaching experience, age, rating of their in-
ternship experience and their scores on Part I of the 
SBL exam, p>.05.  Although not statistically signifi-
cant, age and internship usefulness ratings actually 
had inverse relationships with scores on SBL Part I.  
 Table 2 illustrated the relationship between 
the participants’ prior teaching experience, age, and 
internship usefulness rating and their reported scores 
on Part II of the New York State School Building 
Leader (SBL) Assessment.

Table 2
Correlations for Years of Teaching Experience, Age, 
and Internship Rating with Scores on SBL Part II  (N = 67)

The results illustrated in Table 2 showed that there 
were no statistically significant relationships be-
tween school leadership program graduates’ amount 
of prior teaching experience, age, rating of their 

internship experience and their scores on Part II of the 
SBL exam, p>.05.  Although not statistically signifi-
cant, the internship usefulness rating actually had an 
inverse relationship with scores on SBL Part II.
 Table 3 displayed the relationship between the 
participants’ prior teaching experience, age, and intern-
ship usefulness rating and their reported scores on Part 
I of the New York State School District Leader (SDL) 
Assessment.

Table 3
Correlations for Years of Teaching Experience, Age, 
and Internship Rating with Scores on SDL Part I (N = 71)

    

The results displayed in Table 3 showed that there were 
no statistically significant relationships between school 
leadership program graduates’ amount of prior teaching 
experience, age, rating of their internship experience 
and their scores on Part I of the SDL exam, p>.05.  
 Table 4 displayed the relationship between the 
participants’ prior teaching experience, age, and intern-
ship usefulness rating and their reported scores on Part 
II of the New York State School District Leader (SDL) 
Assessment.

Table 4
Correlations for Years of Teaching Experience, Age, 
and Internship Rating with Scores on SDL Part II  (N = 71)

    

 

    SBL Part 1 
Years of Teaching 

Experience Age 
Years of Teaching 
Experience r 0.085   
 r2 0.72%   
 p 0.495   
Age r -0.028 0.613**  
 r2 0.08% 37.58%  
 p 0.821 0  
Internship Rating r -0.067 0.032 -0.016 
 r2 0.45% 0.10% 0.03% 
  p 0.589 0.773 0.885 
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
	  

    SDL Part 1 
Years of Teaching 

Experience Age 
Years of Teaching 
Experience r 0.102   
 r2 1.04%   
 p 0.397   
Age r 0.167 0.613**  
 r2 2.79% 37.58%  
 p 0.163 0  
Internship Rating r 0.177 0.032 -0.016 
 r2 3.13% 0.10% 0.03% 
  p 0.14 0.773 0.885 
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).  
	  

    SDL Part 2 
Years of Teaching 

Experience Age 
Years of Teaching 
Experience r 0.061   
 r2 0.37%   
 p 0.611   
Age r -0.015 0.613**  
 r2 0.02% 37.58%  
 p 0.903 0  
Internship Rating r 0.17 0.032 -0.016 
 r2 2.89% 0.10% 0.03% 
  p 0.156 0.773 0.885 
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).  
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The results displayed in Table 4 showed that there 
were no statistically significant relationships be-
tween school leadership program graduates’ amount 
of prior teaching experience, age, rating of their 
internship experience and their scores on Part II of 
the SDL exam, p>.05.  Although not statistically 
significant, age actually had an inverse relationship 
with scores on SDL Part II.

VI.  Conclusions
     Prior research studies found classroom teaching 
experience, age, and the quality of the internship 
experiences to be important variables in influenc-
ing the leadership readiness of K-12 school leader-
ship candidates (Browne-Ferrigno & Muth, 2006; 
Hughes, Johnson, & Madjidi, 1999; McArdle-
Rausenberger, 2010).  The findings of this study 
suggested that none of these variables had statisti-
cally significant relationships with leadership readi-
ness, as measured by the New York State School 
Building and School District Leader Assessments.  
Given the amount of prior research that reinforced 
the importance of these variables for leadership 
readiness, these results were surprising.  Although 

not statistically significant, the presence of inverse 
relationships among some of these variables with the 
SDL and SBL Assessments was also surprising.  Com-
bined with the outcomes of earlier studies (Markson & 
Inserra, 2013; Markson & Inserra, 2014), an illusive 
question remains:  What variable or variables influ-
ence scores on the New York State School Building and 
School District Leader Assessments?
VII.  Implications of the Research
     If the results of this study remain consistent with 
future studies, then State Education Departments need 
to reexamine how they produce and implement school 
leadership licensure assessments.  In the case of the 
New York State Education Department, and its SBL and 
SDL Assessments, they had contracted with an overseas 
corporation that specializes in producing textbooks and 
is headquartered in London (Pearson Education Inc., 
2009; “PSO Profile | Pearson, Plc Common Stock - Ya-
hoo! Finance,” n.d.).  Perhaps future school leadership 
licensure assessments need to be more firmly grounded 
in research on effective K-12 school leadership prepara-
tion and better aligned to the curriculum of colleges and 
universities which deliver such programs.
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As a result of the Race to the Top initiative, teacher 
evaluation in New York State measures teacher ef-
fectiveness according to a multipronged metric that 
includes assessing student achievement over time.  
This evaluation process embeds how much value an 
individual teacher’s instruction provides toward the 
achievement of their students.  This “value-added” 
mechanism also embraces using locally developed 
assessments where no standardized test has been 
implemented.  The final component of this process 
examines teacher classroom effectiveness using a 
New York State approved evaluation rubric, such 
as the Danielson Framework for Teaching and eight 
others. Currently New York State law 3012c, the 
Annual Professional Performance Review (APPR), 
maintains teacher performance be evaluated an-
nually using growth on State assessments (worth 
20 points) along with growth on locally-selected 
measures of student achievement (worth another 
20 points) and by the application of a State ap-
proved rubric to assess teacher performance (worth 
60 points).1  Growth on State assessments has been 
defined as yearly growth based upon annual read-
ing and mathematics tests administered to all NYS 
students in grades 3-8.  Psychometricians have 
interpreted yearly achievement growth as how much 
“value” a teacher has added to a particular student’s 
learning as an outcome of one year’s rigorous in-
struction.  Statistical corrections have been applied 
for a number of intervening variables: attendance, 
poverty, prior achievement, demographics, English 
language facility, and  students with disabilities.2

Linda-Darling Hammond3 has described valued 
added growth as used in the APPR as “an unreliable 
effort at accountability because of the misconstrued 
application of gain in annual growth.”  It is unreli-
able to correct for these factors with a statistical for-
mula.  Perhaps a different look at teacher evaluation 
is needed so that evaluation takes into consideration 
how much learning takes place when teachers in a 
particular grade or department collaborate and work 
together to facilitate their students’ learning.  In a 
paper published in 2012, Drs. Darling-Hammond, 
Amrein-Beardsley, Haertel, and Rothstein4 rein-
forced that “popular modes of teacher evaluation 

were fraught with inaccuracies and inconsistencies.” 
She and her co-authors identified a number of approach-
es that better evaluated teacher effectiveness while at 
the same time helped to improve teacher practice.  The 
researchers suggested assessments, such as: perfor-
mance assessments for licensure and advanced certifica-
tion that are based on professional teaching standards, 
such as National Board Certification and beginning 
teacher performance assessments in States like Cali-
fornia and Connecticut and on-the-job evaluation tools 
that include structured observations, classroom artifacts, 
analysis of student learning, and frequent feedback 
based on professional standards5.
 
The second component of this evaluation process mea-
sures student growth using locally developed assess-
ments, operationalized as: Measures of Students’ Learn-
ing (MOSL) or Student Learning Objectives (SLOs). 
These assessments are unreliable as predictors of 
student success.  It is a contrived way of showing that 
teachers teach subject matter effectively by administer-
ing a pretest at the beginning of the school year contain-
ing questions that students’ cannot answer (because the 
students have not been taught the material) and then 
administering the same test as a post-test at the end of 
the year after they have completed their course of study.  
Unless students come from a different planet, of course 
there will be gains!  The use of MOSLs or SLOs must 
be removed from the evaluation process.  Look at the 
change in learning a cohort of teachers (grade or depart-
ment) might provide their students as a result of their 
collaborative effort to increase their students’ learn-
ing. This procedure should account for 40 points in the 
evaluation metric.

In support of this approach, Steele and Boudett high-
lighted the value of using data collaboratively to drive 
instructional change.6 The researchers reinforced that 
data collaboratively gathered supported improving their 
craft.  Moreover, teachers’ shared sense of responsi-
bility to one another in collaborative work provided 
internal accountability so that teachers’ instruction 
became part of a larger effort to maximize students’ 
learning.  Finally, Steele and Boudett reported that 
teachers’ collaborative analyses of student work con-
tributed to organizational learning by providing insight 
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into students’ understanding.  Wayman, Midgley and 
Stringfield7 reported that data use was most effective 
when teachers had access to usable data and worked 
collaboratively to calibrate expectations, review evi-
dence of student learning and participate in instruc-
tional decision making.
  
Lee and Smith8 reported that teachers’ collective 
responsibility for student achievement was associ-
ated with higher student achievement gains.  Steele 
and Boudett9 concluded that when teachers collabo-
rated, schools used achievement data to improve 
instruction effectively with subsequent gains in 
student achievement.  In conclusion, if improved 
teaching and learning is accelerated when teachers 
collaborate to improve their craft, then it follows 
that evaluation of teachers should take place as they 
work collaboratively to accomplish this goal. 
 
There is something inherently wrong with a teacher 
evaluation process that negates the power of teach-
ers working together collaboratively.  The value-
added procedure used to measure individual student 
achievement would be magnified if it had been the 
result of a collaborative process.  Why negate this 
finding and measure individual teacher performance 
by a flawed value-added formula for individual 
teachers?   When research scientists work in their 
labs to develop or to refine new ideas, they regularly 
consult and collaborate with their peers to substan-
tiate their efforts.  Their individual accomplish-
ments are the result of a plethora of collaborations.  
Think about what might have happened to scientific 
discoveries or inventions if they were based upon 
a value-added statistic; Thomas Edison’s light bulb 
might never have been invented because of the num-
ber of failed attempts at discovery of an appropriate 
filament.

Employing a teacher evaluation strategy that in-
cludes looking at the improvement in student 
achievement (in reading and mathematics) as a 
result of a grade or department collaborative effort 
would definitely contribute toward their children’s 
academic advancement.  This process would employ 
measuring yearly achievement
gains for a particular cohort of students, i.e. grade 
or subject area, using State assessments in ELA and 
Mathematics, grades 3-8 and NYS Regents in 
English, Mathematics, History (Global and/or 
American), and Science, e.g. Environmental Sci-
ence, or locally developed assessments where no 

State assessments are available.
  
Here’s how this might work.  Calculate the mean 
achievement score on an assessment (State or local) 
across a particular grade/department for all teachers 
working collaboratively.  Define this achievement score 
as Leveraged Learning Growth Score.  A value-added 
score could be determined by looking at the standard 
deviation above or below the mean change in score.   

 

Reiterating, if students’ achieve best when their teach-
ers collaborate, then it seems logical that achievement 
should be measured by the value a cohort of teachers 
provide as a result of instructing their students.  For 
example, teachers collaboratively raising their students’ 
scores by 2 standard deviations above the mean would 
receive the maximum number of points, 40 points. 
Teachers collaboratively raising their students’ scores 
by 1 standard deviation above the mean would receive 
20 points.  Teachers collaboratively raising their stu-
dents’ scores by less than 1 standard deviation above 
the mean would receive 10 points. Teachers working 
collaboratively and not causing positive change or 
resulting in negative change in their students’ achieve-
ment scores would receive 0 points.

In a 2003 study by Huffman and Kalnin,10 the research-
ers suggest that collaborative inquiry not only positively 
influenced teachers but also helped them engage in a 
continuous improvement process that allowed them to 
take more ownership over local data and expand their role 
in their school’s decision-making process.  Moreover, 
the authors found that if collaboration was enhanced, 
individual teacher’s professional growth would likewise 
be enhanced.  Collaboration increased their knowledge 
of teaching, altered their philosophy, and their improved 
teaching abilities. However, the researchers were not able 
to find a significant correlation with student achievement. 
David Kirp11 in looking at the Union City, New Jersey 
school system reported that as a result of widespread col-
laborative efforts, students scored comparably with their 
suburban districts on the State achievement tests in read-
ing, writing, and mathematics.

 Standard Deviation +- Mean  Correlated Value Value-added 
Score 

Highly significant positive change >2 SD above M 40 
Significant change >1 SD above M 30 
Minimal positive change <1 SD above M 20 
No change   0 
Minimal negative change <1 SD below M 0 
Significant negative change <1 SD below M 0 
Highly significant negative change <2 SD below M 0 
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The last component in the APPR evaluation proce-
dure includes observing classroom effectiveness of 
teachers using a State approved evaluation rubric and 
is valued up to 60 points. A trained observer looks at 
how skills and abilities of teachers contribute toward 
learning of students. The popular teacher assessment 
rubric, Danielson Framework for Teaching12 tracks 
teacher classroom performance by four domains, 
planning and preparation, classroom environment, 
instruction, and professional responsibilities. We 
know that each component of the four domains con-
tributes toward students’ achievement through Dan-
ielson’s work in validating the components.13 Table 
1 provides a translation to show how Danielson’s 
Framework for Teaching domains can be viewed in a 
collaborative manner by examining each component 
as the resultant of collaborative action.  A majority 
of the points for calculating teacher effectiveness (at 
least 31 of the 60) are accrued based on classroom 
observations by a trained observer.  By restructuring 
how a trained observer approaches teachers’ obser-
vations, performance could be evaluated with expec-
tations for a cohort of teachers, so that performance 
expectations might be compared by deviations above 
or below the mean. (See Tables 2, 3, 4, and 5).  Post 
observation conferences might take on a discussion 
of how teacher collaboration effected cohort perfor-
mance and as compared to the rest of the school’s 
performance.  Teachers would receive credit for col-
laborative accomplishments in each of the domains.
 
Tables 2, 3, 4 and 5 exhibit the relationship of col-
laborative scored components and school-wide 
scored components.  Scoring the rubrics would use a 
1-4 scale, with 1=undeveloped, 2=developing, 3=ef-
fective, 4=highly effective.  We can then calculate a 
mean for the collaborative cohort as well as a mean 
for the entire school.  Then we can examine the vari-
ance from the mean (positive or negative) for the 
cohort vs. the school.

The Gates Foundation14 launched a major initiative 
to find additional tools that are validated against 
student achievement gains and that can be used in 
teacher evaluation at the local level. The Measures 
of Effective Teaching (MET) Project15 validated 
the use of a number of teacher evaluation rubrics.  
The major findings included: 1. All five observation 
instruments identified by the study were positively 
associated with student achievement gains (including 
Danielson’s Framework for Teaching).  2. Reliably 

characterizing a teacher’s practice requires averaging 
scores over multiple observations.  3. Combining ob-
servation scores with evidence of student achievement 
gains and student feedback improved predictive power 
and reliability.  4. In contrast to teaching experience 
and graduate degrees, the combined measure identified 
teachers with larger gains on the state tests.  5. Teach-
ers with strong performance on the combined measure 
also performed well on other student outcomes.15 Their 
students showed larger performance gains on tests of 
conceptual understanding in mathematics and a literacy 
test requiring short-answer responses.  Likewise, their 
students reported higher levels of effort and greater 
enjoyment in class. By validating the use of an observa-
tion instrument for student achievement, the MET study 
confirmed the relationship of good teaching with stu-
dent achievement.
 
Miller, Goddard, Goddard, Larsen and Jacob16 tested 
the relationship between the instructional leadership of 
principals and teacher collaboration around instruction 
to determine whether these measures were statistically 
related and whether, together, they were associated with 
academic achievement in elementary schools.  The 
researchers found a significant direct effect of instruction-
al leadership on teacher collaboration and a significant 
direct effect of collaboration on student achievement. 
Also, the indirect effect of leadership on student achieve-
ment through teacher collaboration was significant.

Beaty-O’Ferrall and Johnson17 described a model of 
teaching and learning that focused on an intensive 
collaboration between members of a high school math-
ematics department and a university faculty member, 
who collaborated to raise student test scores and build 
solidarity as a team. The authors described the commit-
ment developed in which all team members worked to 
ensure improved student learning and create rich mod-
els for teaching, learning, and collaboration.

Goddard, Goddard, and Tschannen-Moran 18 reviewed 
the literature and empirically tested the relationship 
between a theoretically driven measure of teacher col-
laboration for school improvement and student achieve-
ment. The data for this study were drawn from a large 
urban school district where the researchers surveyed 47 
elementary schools with 452 teachers and 2,536 fourth-
grade students. Results of data analyses indicated that 
fourth-grade students had higher achievement in math-
ematics and reading when they attended schools char-
acterized by higher levels of teacher collaboration for 
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school improvement. The researchers recommended 
improving student achievement by providing teach-
ers with opportunities to collaborate on issues 
related to curriculum, instruction, and professional 
development. 

Conclusion:
Teacher evaluation as a metric of teacher effective-
ness needs revision by creating APPR 2.0.  Up to 40 
points of this rubric would be applied for collabora-
tive work tied to student achievement on State or 
local assessments. Up to 60 points would be applied 
to collaborative work related to teaching practice, 
including teachers’ preparation and planning, class-
room environment, instruction, and professional re-
sponsibilities (see appendix).  A proposed effective-
ness range approximates the currently used rubric 
for determining teacher effectiveness.

APPR 2.0

 

However, there is one assumption NOT discussed in 
the issue of collaborative rating.  That assumption is 
that teachers want to collaborate and share success-
ful practice with their peers.  When teachers neither 
want to collaborate nor want to improve their prac-
tice, collaborative rating will not be successful.  This 
discussion must be separated from initiating teacher 
collaboration for raising student achievement and is 
not addressed in this paper.

Bill Gates19 stated in the NY Times of February 25, 
2012: “Developing a systematic way to help teachers 
get better is the most powerful idea in education today. 

The surest way to tweak it is to twist it into a capri-
cious exercise in public shaming.  Let’s focus on 
creating a personnel system that truly helps teachers 
improve.”

  

Why do we have an APPR teacher evaluation system 
which is a “gotcha” system rather than a system that 
facilitates collaborative teacher development while 
concomitantly focusing on students’ achievement?  If 
schools are tied to achievement data as an impetus to 
discuss instructional goals, then it seems apparent from 
what we have just looked at, the real power of data will 
be unlocked when teachers grapple collaboratively with 
information from a wide range of sources.  Teachers 
and schools that utilize data collaboratively facilitate a 
climate in which improvement can take root and flour-
ish without fear of an oppressive evaluation system. 
These teachers and schools will demonstrate the most 
effective and dramatic positive changes in student 
achievement.

Appendix
Table 1.  The Collaborative Nature of the Four Domains 
of the Danielson

 
 

Area of Evaluation Value Score 
Collaborative Assessment Score 40  
Rubric Based Score    

Preparation and Planning Score 15  
Classroom Environment Score 15  

Instruction Score 15  
Professional Responsibilities Score 15  

Total 100  
Proposed Effectiveness Ranges:   

90>100=Highly effective   
70>90=Effective   

60>70=Developing   
<60=Ineffective   

	  

	  

Domain Components of Each Domain Question for Collaborative Consideration 
Do teachers work collaboratively to… 

Planning & 
Preparation 

Knowledge of content and pedagogy …share knowledge about content & pedagogy? 

 Knowledge of students …share knowledge about students? 

 Setting Instructional objectives …set instructional objectives? 

 Knowledge of resources …identify resources for instruction? 

 Designing coherent instruction … design coherent instruction? 

 Designing student assessments …design effective student assessments? 

Classroom 
Environment 

Creating an environment of respect & 
rapport 

…create a classroom climate of respect? 

 Establishing a culture for learning …establish a culture for learning? 

 Managing classroom procedures ...manage classroom procedures? 

 Managing student behavior …manage students’ behavior? 

 Organizing physical space …organize physical spaces? 

Instruction Communicating with students …communicate with students? 

 Using questioning & discussion 
techniques 

…use engaging questions & discussion techniques? 

 Engaging students in learning …engage students in learning? 

 Using assessment in instruction …use meaningful assessments in instruction? 

 Demonstrating flexibility …demonstrate flexibility in classrooms & instruction? 

Classroom 
Environment 

Reflecting on teaching …reflect on teaching practice? 

 Maintaining accurate records …effectively establish systems to maintain student 
information? 

 Communicating with families …effectively communicate with families? 

 Participating in a professional community …participate in professional learning communities? 

 Growing & developing professionally …develop professionally? 

 Showing professionalism …demonstrate professionalism? 
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Table 2.  22
Sub-Components for Domain 1Preparation and Planning

Table 3.  22
Sub-Components for Domain 2 Classroom Environment

Table 4.  22
Sub-Components for Domain 3 Instruction
 

Table 5.  22
Sub-Components for Domain 4 Professional Responsibilities
 
 

 

Category Understandings Collaborative 
Score 

School 
Score 

Creating an 
environment of 
respect and rapport 

Teacher interaction with 
students 

# # 

 Student interactions with 
other students 

# # 

Establishing a culture 
for learning 

Importance of the content # # 

 Expectations for learning and 
achievement 

# # 

 Student pride in work # # 
Managing classroom 
procedures 

Management of instructional 
groups  

# # 

 Management of transitions # # 
 Management of materials and 

supplies 
# # 

 Performance of non-
instructional duties 

# # 

 Supervision of volunteers and 
paraprofessionals 

# # 

Managing student 
behavior 

Expectations  # # 

 Monitoring of student 
behavior 

# # 

 Response to student 
misbehavior 

# # 

Organizing physical 
space 

Safety and accessibility  # # 

 Arrangement of furniture and 
use of physical resources 

# # 

Mean Values  Collaborative 
Mean 

School 
Mean 

	  

Category Understandings Collaborative 
Score 

School 
Score 

Communicating with 
students 

Expectations for learning # # 

 Directions and 
procedures 

# # 

 Explanations of content # # 
 Use of oral and written 

language 
# # 

Using questioning and 
discussion techniques 

Quality of questions # # 

 Discussion techniques # # 
 Student participation # # 
Engaging students in 
learning 

Activities and 
assignments  

# # 

 Grouping of students # # 
 Instructional materials 

and resources 
# # 

 Structure and pacing # # 
Using assessment in 
instruction 

Assessment criteria # # 

 Monitoring of student 
learning 

# # 

 Feedback to students # # 
 Student self-assessment 

and monitoring of 
progress 

# # 

Demonstrating flexibility 
and responsiveness 

Lesson adjustment # # 

 Response to students # # 
 Persistence # # 
Mean Values  Collaborative 

Mean 
School 
Mean 

	  

Category Understandings Collaborative 
Score 

School 
Score 

Reflecting on teaching Accuracy # # 

 Use in future teaching # # 
Maintaining accurate 
records 

Student completion of 
assignments 

# # 

 Student progress in 
learning 

# # 

 Non-instructional records # # 
Communicating with 
families 

Information about the 
instructional program  

# # 

 Information about 
individual students 

# # 

 Engagement of families in 
the instructional program 

# # 

Participating in a 
professional community 

Relationships with 
colleagues  

# # 

 Involvement in a culture of 
professional inquiry 

# # 

 Service to the school # # 
 Participation in school and 

district projects 
# # 

Growing and developing 
professionally 

Enhancement of content 
knowledge and 
pedagogical skill 

# # 

 Receptivity to feedback 
from colleagues 

# # 

 Service to the profession # # 
Showing 
professionalism 

Integrity and ethical 
conduct  

# # 

 Service to students # # 
 Advocacy # # 
 Decision-making # # 
 Compliance with school 

and district regulations 
# # 

Mean Values  Collaborative 
Mean 

School 
Mean 

	  

Category Understandings Collaborative 
Score 

School 
Score 

Knowledge of content 
& pedagogy 

Knowledge of prerequisite 
relationships 

# # 

 Knowledge of content-related 
pedagogy 

# # 

 Knowledge of content & 
structure of the discipline 

# # 

Knowledge of 
students 

Knowledge of child and 
adolescent development 

# # 

 Knowledge of the learning 
process 

# # 

 Knowledge of students’ skills, 
knowledge, & language 
proficiency 

# # 

 Knowledge of students’ interests 
& cultural heritage 

# # 

 Knowledge of students’ special 
needs 

# # 

Setting instructional 
outcomes 

Value, sequence, and alignment # # 

 Clarity # # 
 Balance # # 
 Suitability for diverse learners # # 
Knowledge of 
resources 

Resources for classroom use # # 

 Resources to extend content 
knowledge & pedagogy 

# # 

 Resources for students # # 
Designing coherent 
instruction 

Learning activities # # 

 Instructional materials & 
resources 

# # 

 Instructional groups # # 
 Lesson & unit structure # # 
Designing student 
assessments 

Congruence with instructional 
outcomes 

# # 

 Criteria & standards # # 
 Design of formative 

assessments 
# # 

 Use for planning # # 
Mean Values  Collaborative 

Mean 
School 
Mean 
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Introduction

Today, school principals and other leaders face 
mounting accountability demands in a climate of ur-
gency; therefore, some may end up simply replacing 
structures and strategies with others instead of plan-
ning carefully to accomplish goals and ensure actual 
progress. Following a discussion of the importance 
of effecting sustainable results in one school in-
stead of quick-fix solutions, this article recommends 
improvement strategies that may be effective in all 
schools. When schools articulate and implement a 
Theory of Action to guide school improvement, ev-
eryone can understand their role in the process. The 
alignment of priorities and strategies is more likely 
to raise student achievement than is a disjointed, 
piecemeal approach. Further, schools can provide 
better opportunities for student and adult learning 
when their efforts are supported by teachers, stu-
dents, families and district policymakers.

Research on the characteristics of effective schools, 
and testimony from educators across the nation 
make evident the importance of school leadership 
as the catalyst for school success as the engine that 
drives student achievement gains (Marzano, Waters, 
& McNulty, 2005).  Further research and anecdotal 
evidence indicates  that school reform aimed at 
raising student achievement to meet standards will 
produce better and more lasting results if a princi-
pal sets a clear mission and goals, establishes the 
urgency of implementing this mission, supports 
and develops staff, and builds a solid organization 
(Leithwood, Seashore, Anderson & Wahlstrom, 
2004; Blythe & Gardner, 1990).  Often, effective 
principals provide opportunities for teacher leaders 
to emerge by distributing responsibility for student 
learning and by sharing a commitment to the mis-
sion of raising student achievement. Additionally, 
the implementation of school improvement strate-
gies has shown us that the quality of the interaction 
between a teacher and a student has a significant 
impact on student achievement and other positive 
outcomes (Hamre & Pianta, 2005; Sanders, Wright, 
& Horn, 1997; Bryk & Schneider, 2002). In fact, 
research suggests that the quality of children’s early 
relationships with their teachers during the first 
several years of school is vital in shaping children’s 
academic success over time (Silver, Measelle, Arm-
strong, Essex, 2005).

An important and often overlooked strategy is the 
engagement of parents, business leaders, and other 
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community members as they can also contribute to a 
positive school climate, as well as provide material and 
human resources that may be lacking. Studies indicate 
that the degree and nature of parent involvement in-
fluences students’ academic success, including at the 
middle and high school levels when parent involvement 
often tapers (Catsambis, 2002). When families are more 
involved in their children’s education, children earn 
better grades, attend school more regularly, complete 
more homework, and demonstrate more positive atti-
tudes and behaviors. This leads to their graduating from 
high school at higher rates, and supports their efforts to 
more likely to enroll in higher education than students 
with less-involved families. These benefits of family 
involvement apply across all income and demographic 
groups and from preschool through high school.

This article will discuss the importance of Principal 
Leadership, Teacher Effectiveness, Student Engage-
ment and  Family and Community Involvement in 
the development of a successful strategy to improve 
schools; in short: We Believe  People Change Schools.
Stephen Covey (1989) suggests that “efficient manage-
ment without effective leadership is like straightening 
deck chairs on the Titanic.”  In essence, one action is 
futile without the other and would certainly lend itself 
to a possible formula for disaster. Once educational 
leaders distinguish between leading and managing, 
implementing the necessary requisites for creating 
effective and schools that are accountable begins to 
emerge.   New accountability measures accompanied 
by changes teacher and principal evaluation processes 
require that school leaders who had been success-
ful managers to evolve as instructional leaders. These 
changes are required to meet the demands of the new 
standards driven by the Common Core to assure student 
achievement remains at the forefront of the mission 
and vision of schools.  Highly effective principals have 
since evolved from organizational operations managers 
to instructional leaders who have acknowledged that 
increases in student achievement must be their primary 
goal (Cotton, 2003).
 
As we know, there is no silver bullet but an effective 
practice for schools and districts that are academically 
failing during this era of standards-based assessments.  
It becomes incumbent upon educators to foster a new 
sense of belonging among both staff and students where 
everyone feels some degree of value and connection to 
the school.   As a new culture of a welcoming person-
alized school community surfaces, administrators and 

People Change Schools: School Success in the Era of Accountability
By JoAnn Cardillo, Ed.D., Anthony P. Cavanna, Ed.D. and Karen Johnson, Ed.D.
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staff can begin the arduous task of unweaving the 
proverbial webs of non-effective past practice and 
begin to build a culture where academic prowess is 
unconditionally expected. Changing the culture of a 
school must be step one before all else and assumed 
by all stakeholders.  Working together is essential 
in order to address the increasingly diverse and 
sometimes daunting needs of students. If we work 
together, both when it is easy and when it is difficult, 
we can meet these needs (Karten, 2009).

Deal and Peterson share “for some time, the role of 
stories in organizations has been marginalized by a 
pervasive fascination with logic and numbers (Deal 
& Peterson,2009).   Often we get lost in searching 
through familiar data or seeking answers when we 
know instinctively what should be done to change 
schools to serve students and families in ways they 
can see themselves possibly having a positive expe-
rience. Such an example of a creating cultural shift 
to include teachers, staff and students would be to 
share the story of a small urban high school program 
set in a large urban center located in New Jersey. As 
part of the superintendent’s plan for reforming high 
schools, one large traditional school was trans-
formed into three small schools each theme based.   
One of these newly created small schools – The 
School of Government and Public Administration 
is currently on the campus of Eastside High School 
in Paterson, New Jersey and is by design  small, 
nurturing, personalized and manageable. Educators, 
students, families and community stakeholders ral-
lied around this shift in practice and the change in 
the culture as it was offered as the vehicle for in-
creasing academic performance on standards-based 
assessments, and as the way to increase student 
attendance rates, graduation rates, and to provide 
students with the college and career readiness skills 
necessary to prepare for post-secondary experiences. 
Vis a vis decades of traditional program delivery 
only supported maintaining original school hav-
ing the dubious distinction to be characterized as a 
low performing institution with minimal academic 
success on state assessments and dismal graduation 
rates; indeed standardized scores on state assess-
ments were ranked at the bottom of the state. As 
with many urban schools, meeting state benchmarks 
was a somber challenge for the school to attain. 
School leaders knew that only by purposefully 
working toward creating a culture where students 
and staff felt important, and to some level invaluable 
members of the organization, could an increase in 
academic achievement become a reality and student 
achievement goals be realized by  the school staff 
and students..  “Knitting the elements of culture into 
an artistic tapestry is like creating a work from the 
letters of the alphabet or stringing words together to 
create a sentence (Deal &Peterson,2009).
School and district administrators decided that if 

principals were truly to become instructional leaders 
then they needed to focus full time on instructional 
issues.  They developed a model for separating school 
operations and strategically assigning that role to 
administrative/operational principal.  Then, the instruc-
tional principal and leadership team could prioritize the 
academic focus on increasing student achievement as 
measured by performance on state assessments, gradu-
ation rates and attendance data.   Working together to 
develop a strategic plan of action that included pro-
fessional development for all staff and programming 
for academic interventions built into the daily school 
routine faculty embraced the mission and vision of 
student success.   “Purpose and mission do many things 
for schools. …..they define what actions ought to occur; 
they motivate staff and students by signaling what is 
important and what will be rewarded….”( Deal &Peter-
son ,.2009).   Next steps included supporting teachers 
and calibrating expectations with all instructional ad-
ministrators and teacher leaders.  Providing immediate 
and effective feedback to teachers proved to be the most 
valuable tool for reform.

Significant Progress was made in the following areas 
during the 2010-11, 2011-12, 2012-13 and 2013-14 
schools years:
•  Graduation rate increased 26.7% to 88.6% from 
2010-11 to 2012-13 (Final statistics for 2013-2014 are 
forthcoming)
•  The Number of Students passing the State High 
School Proficiency Exam scores increased by 52.3% in 
Language Arts Literacy 
•  n 2012-13 and 2013-14, 100% of Special Needs Stu-
dents passed the State High School Proficiency Exam in 
Language Arts Literacy
•   In 2012-13, 100% of Limited English Proficiency 
passed the State High School Proficiency Exam in Lan-
guage Arts Literacy
•  Number of Students passing the State High School 
Proficiency Exam scores increased by 47.1% in Math-
ematics 
•  In 2012-13, 100% of Limited English Proficiency 
passed the State High School Proficiency Exam in Lan-
guage Arts Literacy
•  State Assessment Charts:
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Celebrating student successes also emerged as an im-
portant recurrent norm and one which was embraced 
by students, staff, parents and they community.   As 
students were celebrated by their peers for academic 
successes, this rite of passage became the norm in the 
school culture; one of affirmation and acclaim.  Stu-
dents along with their teachers renewed their com-
mitment to academic success.   As the self-esteem 
increased among students, the significance to learning 
and performing at high levels on district benchmarks 
and state assessments quickly became the norm.  Lock-

ers were decorated with encouraging adages and 
pictures of students studying diligently were hung 
proudly throughout the school. The school culture 
was welcoming, friendly and it became what it is 
today, a place where all individuals feel they are 
part of a caring community which is committed to 
all students and their academic success.  
This story concludes with the obvious.  It is people 
who changed this school. Building capacity for 
school success in an era of accountability should 
not be viewed as a challenge; instead it should be 
viewed as the norm.  If accountability measures 
continue to increase demands on educators, the 
norm will be working together as a unified staff to 
raise the bar.  It will be the people in and around 
the school who will bring about the needed change 
to assure we are on par with the rest of the country 
and the world in providing equity of educational 
opportunity for all students.  It will take commit-
ment from educational leaders to stay focused, align 
priorities and stay on course as we support teachers 
in developing schools that provide personalized, 
individualized and effective curriculum which leads 
to academic success.   People Change Schools by 
aligning school cultures through collaborative mod-
els that focus teacher practice on every student’s 
academic success. 

Dr. Anthony P. Cavanna is an Assistant Superintendent (formerly Deputy Superintendent for the New York 
City Department of Education), Dr. Cardillo is an Executive Director for Principal Coaching and Dr. John-
son is a Principal.  All presently are employed by the Paterson, New Jersey Public Schools.

	  	  

	  

The Secret to Happiness
Forget.
Forgive.
Apologize.
Admit errors.
Avoid mistakes.
Listen to advice.
Keep your temper.
Shoulder the blame.
Make the best of things.
Maintain high standards.
Think first and act accordingly.
Put the needs of others before your own.
Seem like a tall order? Then try slipping as many of these “secrets to happiness” into your day as possible.  You’ll soon 
be rewarded with a more positive outlook on life.
            Good Stuff
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The job of school principal is rapidly transform-
ing and for those who do not accept the new reality 
and seek methods to embrace the change, there are 
potentially dire consequences. The smorgasbord 
of responsibilities of a principal is constantly be-
ing added to and with each new responsibility 
placed upon a principal’s table; we move further 
and further from contact with students and teachers. 
The mantra of exemplary leaders is you can’t do it 
alone – and for good reason. You simply cannot get 
extraordinary things done by yourself. Collabora-
tion is the master skill that enables teams, partner-
ships, and other alliances to function effectively. 
“Collaboration can be sustained only when leaders 
promote a sense of mutual reliance – the feeling that 
we are all in this together” (Kouzes & Posner, 2002, 
p.265). Covey references the importance of synergy. 
He defines synergy as the state in which the whole 
is more than the sum of the parts. Collaboration and 
communication with various stakeholders are es-
sential when acting as an educational leader. When 
you involve people in the decision-making, policies, 
and procedures that guide your building, they feel 
a sense of ownership. Applying synergy into your 
leadership style empowers your staff and the sum 
always equals something greater than any singular 
piece.

There is no stronger evidence of this time erosion 
than in the area of professional development. The 
all-important emphasis on improving pedagogical 
practices can have less time devoted to it due to an 
overwhelming and increasing array of responsibili-
ties for a principal. Your development and use of 
collegial power to support and fortify your efforts in 
school will be the key to success.

Collegial Power
Peter Northouse, in his book Leadership, Theory 
and Practice (2013), points out the many perspec-
tives used to define leadership but finally settles on 
the definition of leadership as a process whereby 
an individual influences a group of individuals to 
achieve a common goal. Kouzes and Posner (2012) 
wrote, “Leadership is a relationship between those 
who aspire to lead and those who choose to follow. 

It’s the quality of this relationship that matters most...” 
(p.87) and it is that influence upon others as they self-
select whom to follow that supports the efforts of an 
administrator to achieve greatness within their school. 
Within the context of a school system where school 
leaders, most notably principals, have an increasing 
array of job responsibilities, is it any wonder that these 
new layers of responsibility are starting to become the 
proverbial straw on the camel’s back? 

From Instructional Leader to Instructional Manager
Very little will be removed from the table of respon-
sibility set before every school administrator. One 
place where the drain of time, based upon increased 
responsibility, is being felt is in the area of professional 
development for teachers, which is often directed by 
the school administrator. How can a principal maintain 
a highly effective professional development program 
and still address the multitude of responsibilities that, 
at times, can stand in the way of that goal? While the 
building principal should never fully abdicate his or her 
instructional leadership responsibility; a smart leader 
realizes that creating an ethos and practice where teach-
ers take on the mantel of instructional leaders serves 
everyone well. My suggestion is that a principal alter 
his or her perspective and practice and transform their 
role from instructional leader to instructional manager 
and, subsequently, share responsibilities with highly 
qualified teachers.
 
By becoming an inclusive leader, one who understands 
and recognizes that the best academic gains toward 
improving instruction are made within the walls of 
classrooms. The timely and productive use of highly 
talented teachers allows the principal to commit to a 
more productive use of their time. 

How do principals influence others and commence ac-
tion in this changing environment? The huge shift from 
instructional leader to instructional manager will take 
courage! William Treasurer, in his book Courageous 
Leadership (2009), outlines the importance of courage 
within a leader. He, in fact, points out that a courageous 
leader has a strong belief system and pursues goals with 
values and passion for the good of the students. It will 
take courage to admit and/or assume the positon of be-

You give a Little to get a Lot
By Don Sternberg, Ed.D.
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ing an instructional manager and not the instruction-
al leader. But as the reservoir of our time is drained 
based upon a myriad of directions that require our 
attention, this becomes an adjustment well worth the 
effort. 

Compassion and Inspiration
For this shift to be successful, a leader must be able 
to inspire leadership roles in others. It is the job of a 
principal to be both compass and inspiration. What 
principals must do today is find emerging leaders 
within their faculty who can and will embrace the 
role of instructional leader; either within their grade 
level and/or department. Today’s principal should 
muster his or her courage and recognize faculty 
leaders (they are already in your cohort of teachers 
but, in many cases, they are dormant) as curricula 
specialists and who will perform many of the in-
structional leadership functions that at one time were 
solely within the prevue of principal. Absent this 
passing of the pedagogical-based touch, the building 
principal will find it increasingly more difficult to 
find time to serve as the sole guide of professional 
development.

I have always been confident and comfortable in 
knowing that many curricula development functions, 
once exclusively housed under my tent, are being 
successfully handled by highly effective teachers 
with a passion for creating and including into class-
rooms vibrant and exciting curricula for students. 
Who best but classroom teachers to engage in these 
efforts and make these decisions?
  
As time commitments become more compressed by 
the anvil-like pressures that tend to drift adminis-
trators further and further away from professional 
development efforts, it is imperative that our mind-
set should not be that we can still deliver what we 
use to, but rather how do we get the same results 
by using our time and professional resources more 
effectively.  In essence, we are not giving away our 
power or authority; we are adjusting responsibili-
ties and moving areas of certain responsibilities to 
highly qualified teachers who are close enough to the 
process to create the best results.

Principals must have the courage to realize that they 
do not have all the time in the world and an app has 
yet to be developed that creates a twenty-five hour 
day. However, there are highly capable colleagues 
within our schools who can accomplish a component 

of our job better than we can. It is a strong leader who 
realizes delegation is sometimes their most powerful 
action tool.

Emergent Leaders 
Leaders need to know, according to Kouzes and Pos-
ner (2012), how to model the behavior that they want 
their followers to do, how to create a vision and inspire 
others to realize that vision, how to challenge processes 
rather than remaining stagnant, how to enable others 
to do things; and how to encourage others to do their 
best. There are emergent leaders within every faculty. 
The foundational question becomes; how can a build-
ing principal harness and utilize the talents of teachers 
and create a cohesive cadre of change agents who drive 
professional development; such as the infusion of Com-
mon Core modules into the mainframe of our teach-
ing. In an article by Pamela Mendels focusing on the 
Wallace Foundation in New York City, she highlights 
cultivating leadership in others and its subsequent im-
portance for the ethos and productivity of a school.

This process of letting go by the principal instills confi-
dence, trust, and respect to each and every teacher im-
bedded within the change process. The principal must 
develop an institution that embraces change on the 
level that it is not something new, but rather something 
regularly performed within the school to improve and 
benefit students. Who better than pivotal and knowl-
edgeable teachers to make this occur?

In addition, the claw-back of time gained by the prin-
cipal and the trust and respect that will be reciprocated 
between an administrator and the teacher become 
enormous. By encouraging staff members to analyze 
pedagogical issues within the school, determine what 
needs improvement and lead in the development of the 
improvement they will be more likely to fully partici-
pate in the steps to improve. When staff has a vested 
interest in the process, they will certainly do everything 
possible to get the job done because they own the pro-
cess. There are two separate but nevertheless equally 
as beneficial outcomes. The first focuses on helping 
individual teachers reach their potential and the second 
focuses on student acquisition of knowledge and ability.

This leads to the concept that as the time a building 
leader has becomes more constrained a leader must first 
and foremost focus on the ethos he/she builds in their 
school. They must build an atmosphere where individu-
als feel they are a part of the bigger picture and com-
mitted to each other and the school. The educational 
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leader and the teachers must see that they are better 
as a team than they are as outstanding individuals. 
When teachers are supported in improving their 
craft, feel their expertise is valued and serve as in-
structional leaders, the culture of the school and the 
movement forward allow the principal to lead from 
the middle and not necessarily always from the top 
down.

Assessment of the Paradigm Shift
The proof that this shift has produced the desired 
results will come from many sources, not the least 
of which will be student academic achievement. 
When teachers improve, students improve, and 
certainly it is possible to measure that quantitatively 
via longitudinal data analysis of both state and local 
assessments. A less formal way that we can mea-
sure improvement and growth is through anecdotal 
evidence of student, parent, and teacher satisfaction 
with the curriculum and programs offered. When it 
is evident that people enjoy coming to work - either 
because they tell you they enjoy it, they smile all 
day, they volunteer for extra-curricular projects, 
or they are first to volunteer for what they see as 
another opportunity to improve -- the overall suc-
cess of the school will inevitably grow too. Teach-
ers become more intrinsically involved by their 
own leadership and sense of investment. Principals 
must never fear asking teachers what they think will 

make them better teachers and, subsequently, taking a 
leadership role in making that happen.

Leadership is a principle-based process of working 
together that produces trust, integrity, and breakthrough 
results by building true consensus, ownership and align-
ment in all aspects of the organization (Marshall, 1995). 
W. Bennis (2004) attributed the success of a leader to 
his or her ability to not only relate to people, but also to 
engage people so that they are motivated. 

A Drop in Relationship to an Ocean
It is extremely important that teachers in today’s 
schools have enough pride in what they do and genu-
inely care about their students to strive for professional 
growth and improvement. Kouzes and Posner (2012) 
state that leaders “mobilize others to want to struggle 
for shared aspirations” (p. 30), which is why leadership 
is a relationship and a time strapped leader needs to 
cultivate those relationships. It is the courageous prin-
cipal that allows and encourages this type of teacher 
investment by stepping to the side and recognizing and 
allowing highly skilled teachers to step forward.

Nothing sums up the give a little and get a lot concept 
better than Japanese writer and philosopher Ryunosuke 
Satoro was quoted by saying, “Individually, we are one 
drop. Together, we are an ocean.”

References
Covey, Stephen, R. Principal-Centered Leadership. Fireside Publishers, 1992. 
Kouzes, James M. & Posner, Barry Z. The leadership challenge – 4th Edition. 2012. Jossey-Bass, San Francisco.
Marshall, E. W. (1995). The collaborative workplace. Management Review, 84 (6) 13-18.
Mendels, P. http://www.wallacefoundation.org/knowledge-center/school-leadership/effective-principal-leader-
ship/Documents/The-Effective-Principal.pdf
Northhouse, P. (2013). Leadership, Theory and Practice (2013),
Treasurer, William, (2009). Courageous Leadership. Wiley, San Francisco, CA. 
Warren Bennis. (2004). New Zealand Management, 51 (5) 3-5.

 

Don Sternberg, Ed.D. (sternb66@optonline.net; Professional Portfolio: http://sternb66.wix.com/portfolio#) is 
currently principal of the Ivy League School (Smithtown, New York) and recently retired from the position of 
principal of the Wantagh Elementary School (Wantagh, New York) after 32 years. During his tenure in Wantagh, 
his school was recognized as a New York State Blue Ribbon School of Excellence and for its “Overall Excel-
lence” by the United Stated Department of Education. Dr. Sternberg was the New York State Elementary School 
Principal of the Year in 2009 and is a National Distinguished Principal. He is an adjunct Lecturer at the State 
University of New York at Stony Brook, teaching educational administration classes. His book, The Principal: 
Traversing the Hire-Wire with No Net Below: 79 Places Where the High-Wire Can Be Greasy, is available 
through Amazon.com. 



Research has shown that out of school variables 
strongly affect how students perform on state 
standardized assessments (Maylone, 2002; Sackey, 
2014; Tienken and Olrich, 2013; Turnaimian, 2012).  
If out of school variables are affecting how stu-
dents are achieving on their state assessments, what 
can be done about these out of school variables in 
order to positively impact student achievement and 
how can these assessments still be used as the sole 
measure of the performance of schools, students, 
districts and states?
  
Review of the Research
Multiple recent research studies have shown a 
strong correlation between out of school variables 
and student performance on standardized assess-
ments (Jones, 2008; Maylone, 2002; Sackey, 2014; 
Tienken and Olrich, 2013; Turnaimian, 2012).  
Thorough analysis of this correlation has been done 
throughout the states of Michigan, New Jersey, and 
Connecticut.  Most recently, a comprehensive analy-
sis in Connecticut has strengthened the evidence 
that a vast majority of test scores can be predicted 
based solely on out of school variables (Sackey, 2014). 

In the Connecticut study, the three main variables 
that accounted for 67% of the variance in the 2010 
third grade CMT math test scores were the percent-
age of the population twenty-five and older without 
a high school diploma; the percentage of people 
with children under eighteen making $35,000 or 
less; and the percentage of people in the popula-
tion twenty-five or older with a Bachelors degree 
(Sackey, 2014).  The same study also showed that 
the three main variables that impacted third grade 
students’ English Language Arts (ELA) scores in 
Connecticut and accounted for 72% of the variance 
were the percentage of the population twenty-five 
and older without a high school diploma, percent-
age of the people in the population living below the 

poverty level with children under eighteen, and the per-
centage of the population that is married with children 
under eighteen (Sackey, 2014)
.
In the Connecticut study, the percentage of people 
twenty-five and older without a high school diploma 
had the strongest impact on how third grade students 
in the state performed on their 2010 CMTs in math 
and ELA (Sackey, 2014).  In this study, the percentage 
of people twenty-five and older without a high school 
diploma accounted for the majority of the 67% variance 
in the 2010 CMT math and the majority of the 72% 
variance in the 2010 CMT ELA scores (Sackey, 2014).  
Due to this very strong correlation, the focus variable 
of this paper will be on the percentage of parents in the 
population without a high school diploma.  This vari-
able was chosen because it accounted for the largest 
portion of the variance in the test scores.  The focus 
will be on this specific variable because the combina-
tion of the two remaining variables only explained a 
small percentage of the variance. 
 
Other research concurs that a parent’s educational at-
tainment has a strong relationship to how their children 
performed on standardized assessments (Sackey, 2014; 
Tienken & Orlich,  2013; Turnamian, 2012).  Halsey, 
Health, & Ridge (1980) discuss their research on the 
cultural transmission theory, which shows that, even 
internationally, there is still the relationship between 
a parent’s educational level (cultural capital) and how 
their children perform on standardized and international 
assessements.
  
Research conducted by Donahue, Voelkl, Campbell & 
Mazzeo (1999) showed that on the NAEP assessment, 
a parent’s level of educational attainment was directly 
connected to how students performed on the NAEP 
assessment.  The children of parents who had a high 
education level tended to do better on the NAEP assess-
ments than children of parents who did not graduate 
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high school (Donahue, Voelkl, Campbell, & Mazzeo, 
1999).  A similar study conducted by Grigg, Daane, 
Jin and Campbell (2003) also showed a positive re-
lationship between a parent’s educational attainment 
and their students’ success on the NAEP assessment.  
The study also showed that the higher a parent’s 
education level, the higher the percentage of students 
who scored basic, proficient or higher on the NAEP 
(Grigg, Daane, Jin, & Campbell, 2003).  Across the 
board, the research continues to show the strong 
relationship between a parent’s educational level and 
how students perform on state assessments (Jones, 
2008; Maylone, 2002; Sackey, 2014; Tienken, 2013; 
Tienken and Olrich, 2013; Turnaimian, 2012). 
   
What Can Be Done About These Out Of
School Variables?
We know that out of school variables, such as a 
parent’s educational attainment, poverty level and 
marital status, can account for as much 72% of the 
variance in the district test scores (Sackey, 2014).  
Just by simply knowing the percentage of these out 
of school variables within a specific community, can 
tell us how students in that community will perform 
on their state assessments.  What can school lead-
ers, district leaders and communities do to assist 
with improving these variables?  What can be done 
to proactively address these out of school variables?  
What can schools and communities do to address 
the issues that research shows is impacting their 
children’s achievement, as measured by their perfor-
mance on state standardized assessments?

 Due to the strong correlation between student 
achievement on standardized tests and parents’ 
level of educational attainment, addressing this out 
of school variable will be the focus of this section.  
What can be done to help parents who may not 
have had the opportunity to finish high school and 
are therefore not high school graduates?  There are 
a few things that all parents can do to assist their 
children and improve their performance regardless 
of the parent’s education level or background.  The 
first thing that parents can do is to get involved in 
their children’s education and schooling.  Research 
shows that the more involved parents are with their 
children’s education both in school and at home, 

the better their children perform in school (Aronson, 
1996; Cotton & Wikelund, 1989; Christenson, Rounds, 
& Gorney, 1992; Columbo, 1995; Tracy, 1995).  De-
velopmental psychologist Urie Bronfenbrenner (1979) 
agreed that a parent’s involvement is critical to a good 
education.
    
Schools can find more creative ways of getting parents 
into the building, like career day, or having parents 
volunteer for various school functions, including lunch 
duty or stuffing informational envelopes, etc. any-
thing that can help bring them into the building.  The 
school can create many additional opportunities in their 
partnership with their Parent Teacher Organizations.  
Schools can also invite parents to be a part of com-
mittees, such as the school governance councils and 
school climate committees, where parents work proac-
tively with school staff in order to improve the school 
climate and culture for their children (Aronson, 1996; 
Comer & Haynes, 1991; Sackey, 2014).  Parents can be 
welcomed into school for basic orientation and train-
ing programs that research shows maximizes the effect 
of the parent’s involvement in school and with their 
children at home (Cotton & Wikelund, 1989).  Parents 
want to do what is in their children’s best interest and 
sometimes they need help in figuring out the best ways 
to support their children at school and at home, and 
these trainings and orientations are a good way to assist 
them (Cotton & Wikelund, 1989). 
 
Teachers can also assist in helping parents by com-
municating more with them with regard to how they 
can specifically help their children at home or in 
school.  Teachers should be asking parents questions 
with regards to how they are currently supporting 
their children at home (Drummond & Stipek, 2004).  
Teachers can also keep parents informed through the 
use of classroom newsletters, teacher websites, class 
Facebook groups, phone calls, etc (Drummond & 
Stipek, 2004).  These communication mediums can 
have specific information, such as suggestions for how 
parents can help children with homework, or different 
ways parents can support their children (Drummond & 
Stipek, 2004).
  
Communities can also provide support for parents 
to finally complete their high school education.  The 
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benefits of this outweigh the costs.  Research shows 
that dropping out of school costs a great deal to both 
society and the individual dropping out of school 
(Tyler & Lofstrom, 2009).  The cost to society 
includes lower tax revenues, greater public spend-
ing on public assistance and health care and higher 
crime rates (Tyler & Lofstrom, 2009; p. 87).  Tyler 
and Magnus (2009) explain that women and men 
who drop out of high school earn 35% to 30% 
respectively, lower than their counterparts who were 
graduated from high school.  This continues the 
trend of poverty for those who do not graduate from 
high school.  There are options on how to address 
parents who were not able to complete high school 
for various reasons.  Programs such as the General 
Education Development (GED), community-based 
organizations that provide classes for parents to take 
their GED, Second-Chance programs, or alterna-
tive high schools that allow adults to work toward 
their high school diplomas are all viable options for 
parents who did not complete their high school di-
plomas (Tyler & Lofstrom, 2009).  Parents can also 
sign up for programs such as the National External 
Diploma Program (NEDP) which allows them to 
demonstrate their high school level skills through 
their real-life experiences (Green, 1996).

Encouraging parental involvement in schools, 
teachers connecting with and empowering parents 
as key players in their child’s education and provid-
ing opportunities for parents to further their educa-
tion, are all steps schools and communities can take 
to hopefully decrease the negative impact of low 
parental education on student achievement. 

Reflections on the use of Standardized Assessments  
Now to the proverbial elephant in the room.  Al-
though this article has suggested ways of address-
ing the out of school variable of parents who do not 
have a high school diploma, it has not yet addressed 
the impact of this variable on test scores.  If out of 
school factors are accounting for as little as 67% 
and as much as 72% of the variance in ELA and 
math scores respectively, how can these assessments 
be used as the sole measure of student achievement 
(Sackey, 2014)?  Isn’t it time that we, as an enlight-
ened educational community, speak out for shift-

ing to multiple means of assessment, in order to more 
adequately monitor student achievement?  Currently, 
in the United States, standardized test scores have been 
the main means that federal, state, local, and district 
officials measure student achievement (Koretz, 2000; 
Stuart, 2010).  These state assessments are also being 
used to evaluate the performance of teachers, princi-
pals, schools and districts and either reward or give 
consequences based on their students’ performance on 
these assessments (Laitsch, 2006; Stecher & Barron, 
2001; Yeh, 2005).
  
The Eight Year Study was a well known and respected 
study that began in 1930 by the Progressive Educa-
tion Association, in order to find alternative ways of 
assessing student achievement (Aikin, 1942).  Aikin 
explained that a student needed to be assessed based on 
recommendation from school administration and staff 
describing a student’s strength and weakness, record of 
school life etc. as well as report card grades and stan-
dardized assessments.  Standardized assessments were 
only one of numerous measures of student achieve-
ment.  I strongly recommend that we, as educational 
leaders and educators, work together to both better 
address these out of school variables and shift our 
evaluations and assessment of students, staff, schools, 
and districts from solely standardized assessments to 
multiple means of assessment.

Conclusion
Research continues to show the impact of out of school 
variables on student achievement as measured by state 
test scores (Sackey, 2014; Turnamian, 2012).  Research 
has also shown that it is possible to predict test scores 
by simply knowing these out of school variables and 
nothing else about a school or district (Maylone, 2002; 
Sackey, 2014; Tienken and Olrich, 2013; Turnaimian, 
2012).  A parent’s educational attainment affects how 
their children will perform on state standardized tests, 
but there are proactive steps parents who have lower 
levels of schooling can take.  With this growing body 
of knowledge, educators and policy makers must find 
ways of truly assessing what students know and are 
able to do.  State standardized assessments play a criti-
cal role, but cannot and should not be used as the sole 
basis of measuring a student’s achievement.
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Abstract: Literature and previous discussions and re-
search on the topic of teacher absences have most often 
focused on the impact on student achievement and cost 
of teacher daily sick days and absences accumulate 
over the school year.  Given the demographics of cur-
rent teachers in the work force, schools can anticipate 
the need to manage long-term leaves. This paper is in-
tended to begin a discussion of best practices for mini-
mizing disruption to instruction and factors to consider 
when managing long-term leaves and the re-induction 
of returning teachers. 

On a daily basis professional list serves post advertise-
ments for long-term leave replacement teachers.  Teach-
ers are eligible for a range of medical and nonmedical 
leave options depending on local school district or city 
contracts. The Family and Medical Leave Act (FMLA) 
also entitles eligible teachers to take leave for a speci-
fied family reason or in the event of their own serious 
health condition. A FMLA leave can also be either a 
medical or non-medical, depending on the qualifying 
event. Leaves are usually associated with critical illness 
of the teacher or a family member, care of a newborn 
child, or military related. (Bogdan and Wolf 2009; New 
York City Department of Education 2015; United States 
Department of Labor, 2015)
.
As the last wave of baby boomers retires the age dis-
tribution of teachers in New York State will continue 
to shift. Data from New York State Education Depart-
ment reported for 2013-2014 indicated that 41% of 
NYS teachers are between under 26 - 40 years of age.  
It is therefore likely that long-term leaves for parent-
ing, family care, and military events can be expected. 
(NYSED/IRS 2014)

Studies have documented that teacher absences (sick 
days, and other reasons for absences) impact student 
performance. (Tingle L, Schoeneberger J, Wang C, 
Algozzine B, Kerr E., 2012; Herrmann and Rockoff, 
2009). If sporadic days off spread over a school year 
have been found to impact student performance it is 
reasonable to suggest that long-term absences that are 
not well managed could have similar if not greater im-
pact on student achievement.

Recruiting Quality Leave Replacements
Within the current climate of assessment driven 
accountability and value added Annual Professional 
Performance Review (APPR), long term substi-
tutes assume the demanding responsibilities for 
instruction, assessment, and management of data. 
Given that teachers returning from leave are in part 
measured on the performance of their students, and 
school ratings are also impacted by test results, find-
ing qualified leave replacement teachers is essential 
to minimize disruption to instruction. 

Discussions with school administrators within New 
York State suggest that one of the major challenges 
associated with leaves is recruiting and hiring quali-
fied certified teachers. This is especially difficult on 
the secondary school level. Recent retirees provide 
an excellent source for experienced candidates and 
therefore many school districts invite former teacher 
to fill leaves. Principals and Human Resource 
Managers also look to online application systems, 
traditional advertising, professional list servs, and 
central online clearinghouses such as OLASJOBS.
ORG, for the purpose of recruiting and hiring candi-
dates for both temporary and permanent positions. 
The New York State Online Application System for 
Educators (OLAS) is a service provided by Put-
nam/Northern Westchester BOCES that provides a 
single application process for candidates applying to 
participating school districts.  School districts who 
subscribe can access resumes, cover letters, tran-
scripts, and portfolios through a user-friendly search 
system. (OLASJOBS.ORG, 2015)

Planning for the Leave
Conversations with teachers returning from leave, 
school principals, and superintendents for human 
resources suggest that preparing for planned leaves 
varies widely among school districts. One of the 
more comprehensive approaches was described by 
a Long Island, N.Y. high school principal who has 
managed 24 leaves since 2011. He reported that the 
majority of teachers on leave take 12 weeks, al-
though some have taken up to two years.  With each 
leave, a certified replacement is hired who shadows 
for a week before the leave begins. The principal 
also sets up meetings between the two teachers to 
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ensure that the scope and sequence of the course is 
mapped out. Over the duration of the leave online 
communication facilitates communication between 
teachers regarding curriculum, student progress, 
and parent concerns.
Upon the return of the teacher, the leave teacher is 
made available to review student progress and to 
facilitate the reentry of the returning teacher.   Dis-
cussions with teachers on leave from other school 
districts affirm that facilitating ongoing dialog 
between teachers supports smooth transitions. 

Research on Successful School Practices applies
to Managing Leaves

(Bryk, Sebring, Allensworth, Luppescu, & Easton, 
2010) reported research from The University of 
Chicago’s Consortium on Chicago School Research 
that identified five organizational features associ-
ated with successful schools:

A coherent instructional guidance system, in which 
curriculum and assessment were coordinated within 
and across grades with meaningful teacher involve-
ment.
  
An effective system to improve professional capac-
ity by providing ongoing support and guidance for 
teachers, including opening teachers’ classroom 
work for examination by colleagues and external 
consultants.

Strong ties among school personnel, parents, and 
community service providers, with an integrated 
support network for students.

Student-centered learning climates that identified 
and responded to problems individual students were 
experiencing.

Leadership focused on cultivating teachers, par-
ents, and community members so that they became 
invested in sharing responsibility for the school’s 
improvement. (p. 3)

Engaging leave replacement teachers in the collab-
orative practices identified by Chicago Consortium 
can help to minimize disruption of instruction while 
teachers are on leave.

Re-induction of Teachers Returning from Leave
Teachers who return form leave face the challenges 
of reestablishing relationships within the school 
community and returning to work routines. While 
some teachers are returning from serious illnesses, 

others are new parents adjusting to the challenges of 
balancing work and childcare. (Times Educational 
Supplement, (5012), 20.)  Teachers returning from car-
ing for an ill family member may be managing that care 
from a distance while persons on military related leaves 
may be returning from active duty. 
The Pew Research Center survey of 1,853 veterans sug-
gests that six variables were associated with a dimin-
ished probability that a veteran had an easy re-entry. 
They were: having a traumatic experience; being seri-
ously injured; serving in the post-9/11 era; serving in a 
combat zone; serving with someone who was killed or 
injured; and, for post-9/11 veterans but not for those of 
other eras, being married while in the service.  (Morin, 
2011 p1)
School administrators and colleagues should antici-
pate the social emotional issues that may be present 
as teachers reestablish relationships with supervisors, 
students, parents and colleagues and return to the class-
room.
Engaging the assistance of support staff and under-
standing the personal circumstances of each case can 
facilitate smoother transitions.  
Some school districts have established day care fa-
cilities within the school district to support returning 
parents. Others have eased transition through part- time 
or flexible assignments.

It’s All About The Students
While teachers attempt to balance family and work re-
sponsibilities they are focused on the primary objective 
of assisting students with transitioning from the leave 
replacement to the permanent teachers.  Conversations 
with teachers recently returning to the classroom sug-
gest that returning teacher who reach out to parents, 
make an effort to get to know students, and minimize 
disruption to the classroom environment are likely to 
have fewer issues with students as they adjust to the 
change in teachers.  
When the previously discussed organizational features 
identified by The University of Chicago’s Consortium 
on Chicago School Research (Bryk, Sebring, Allen-
sworth, Luppescu, & Easton, 2010) are characteristic of 
schools, teachers returning to the classroom after an ex-
tended leave are provided ongoing support from school 
leaders. Colleagues share curriculum and classroom 
work as well as newly introduced methods and proce-
dures.  When learning climates are student- centered 
and conversations among leave teachers, parents, guid-
ance personnel, and returning teachers have focused on 
individual student problems and strengths, returning 
teachers are poised to resume instruction with minimal 
disruption.
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“Courage is contagious.  When a brave man takes a stand, the spines of others are stiffened.”
          
           Billy Graham



In a recent article by Vicki Phillips, director of Edu-
cation with the Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation, 
and Randi Weingarten, president of the American 
Federation of Teachers (AFT) titled “The Profession-
al Educator: Six Steps to Effective Teacher Develop-
ment and Evaluation,” the pair notes, “The aim of 
evaluation should be to improve teacher practice, not 
to sort or to shame.”  On this matter, we could not 
agree more; however, with regard to evaluation, the 
focus on student outcomes serves as a distraction. 
It is easy to get caught up in the tremendous task of 
sorting effective teachers from those who are less ef-
fective, but that is only a symptom – effective train-
ing programs that provide all teachers with practical 
opportunities for professional growth is the cure.  
Based on our experience working with administra-
tors and teachers with various expertise levels, we 
saw the value in not only differentiating professional 
development, but the importance of including the 
triad of learning walks, lesson study and examining 
students’ work on constant bases.

The Responsibility of the Administration
With a new teacher contract that allows for more 
teacher team work, administrators are finding myriad 
ways to program their buildings so that teacher 
teams can meet, but even after they have created 
these opportunities for teachers, they are still faced 
with the task of motivating pedagogues to partake 
for more than just compliance purposes.  One of the 
reasons for teachers’ bitter taste towards professional 
development is because so often it is not differen-
tiated, and the teacher team activities are usually 
compartmentalized.   The traditional workshop that 
includes a presenter facilitating icebreakers and 
sharing pedagogical practices is only one method of 
support—and to enter a teacher’s room and give rat-
ings aligned to the different Danielson components 
does even less to enhance’ their practice because 
it is exactly the opposite of what Weingarten and 
Phillips state.  It is through collaborative and differ-
entiated professional development that teachers will 
find support both from administrators, peers, and 
themselves prior to being observed, which will make 

these evaluations less punitive and seen for what they 
truly are—another support mechanism. But how does 
one create said differentiated, collaborative professional 
development?
  
Inquiry-based Teaching and Learning
Inquiry teams have long focused on looking at student 
work; groups of teachers use a protocol such as Atlas 
or Tuning to evaluate student artifacts to determine 
if the team’s selected strategy has impacted student 
gains.  Teachers complain that inquiry work is more 
work for them, not seeing that it is a form of profes-
sional development.  Moreover, there are too many 
instances in which educators claim that students didn’t 
‘get it’ based on flawed data—the assessment and/or 
lesson used to facilitate the strategy do not match the 
objectives, so students are not given adequate support 
to understand the strategy, let alone be assessed on their 
success with it.  Before concluding that a student did 
not master an objective, teachers should examine their 
lesson plans; and to improve their plans, they should 
intrinsically understand how planning impacts execu-
tion.  Therefore, lesson study, a practice widely used in 
Japan, should be part of the inquiry process.   Accord-
ing to Doig and Groves (2011), “To the casual observer, 
Japanese Lesson Study may seem like a simple idea.  
Teachers with a common focus meet and plan lessons 
together. These lessons may have a focus on building 
skills or understanding, and are known as “research 
lessons”, which are taught by one, and observed by not 
only all of the teachers who are doing the planning, but 
also by observers who, at one end of the spectrum, may 
come only from the teachers’ own school” (2011).  The 
authors go on to note that “Teacher professional devel-
opment is driven by the need to both extend and renew 
teacher practice, skills and beliefs. Stimuli for such 
needs may be curriculum change, new classroom tech-
nology, advances in pedagogy, or all of these. However, 
the underlying endeavor is to improve outcomes for 
students, whether they be focused on understandings, 
skills, attitudes, or engagement.” 
 
A quote from English poet John Gay that reads “Tell me 
and I forget, show me and I remember, involve me and I 

360 Degrees: A Common Sense Approach to Professional Development 
By: Sana Q. Nasser and Melissa Aviles-Ramos 
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understand,” is often referenced in regard to inquiry-
based learning because teachers need to collect 
performance data on themselves in order to reflect 
upon their work as a group and individually. This 
data collection should come from learning walks 
that are designed to assess teachers’ presentation and 
facilitation of the inquiry team’s chosen strategy; 
in fact a successful team will begin these learning 
walks before and after analyzing student work and 
conducting lesson study.  Whilst this PD triad is oc-
curring, whole-group PDs should be differentiated 
so that teachers who are rated effective and highly 
effective in 1E, 3B, 3C, and 3D are learning how to 
extend their thinking and planning workshops for 
their underperforming peers, and teachers who are 
rated ineffective and developing should be receiving 
more targeted support on pedagogical fundamentals 
in relation to the aforementioned components. 
 
So, what does this look like in a school? 
In a high school, the cabinet and lead teachers 
analyzed data and noted that the ELA scores went 
down drastically from the previous school year; and 
while all students struggled with multiple choice 
questions which assessed author’s purpose and text 
structure, disaggregated data showed that students 
with IEPs and ELLs scored the lowest on these types 
of questions.  The school’s focus for inquiry work 
hence became to improve students’ understanding 
of author’s purpose and text structure as evidenced 
by a 10% increase on the multiple choice questions 
on the NYS ELA Common Core Regents.  While 
conducting the early stages of inquiry work, such as 
establishing a baseline assessment and choosing a 
target population, the teachers were attending dif-
ferentiated workshops that centered on Danielson 
components 1E, 3B, 3C and 3D; administration then 
announced that in order to assess the PD’s success, 
they would conduct a learning walk—and on this 
walk, teams would determine if teachers were effec-
tively executing lessons that would enable students 
to use the inquiry team’s strategy to improve student 
performance.  When examining the teachers through 
this lens, teachers were asked to look at their col-
leagues using Danielson components 3B, 3C, and 

3D.  The learning walk teams were heterogeneous, as 
opposed to the original home-base groups which were 
homogenous, as the goal was for higher-performing 
teachers to work with struggling colleagues so that they 
can learn from each other during these walks.  After 
collecting low-inference data, the teachers share the 
data and look at the lesson plan using 1E.  To improve 
the lesson as a team, the group then worked together to 
utilize the lesson study approach by creating a lesson 
together and having one colleague execute it so that 
the team could go back to observe.  The teachers ana-
lyzed student work when reviewing the original lesson 
as well as when they created the lesson together; this 
analysis of student work both confirmed their observa-
tion data and informed their new, whole-group lesson 
design.  After the group’s group lesson was executed 
by one colleague, the teachers came together again 
to analyze the student work attached to it, as well as 
discuss the teacher’s performance in 3B, 3C, and 3D.  
As a result of this collaborative work, the students in 
the target population improved their performance on the 
interim assessment—a mirror-image of the ELA CCLS 
Regents—by 15%, which exceeded their initial goal.  
The team is eager for students to test in January as that 
is when they will receive their final results. 
 
Bringing it Full Circle
The type of work described allows for teachers to see 
how different types of professional development are all 
interdependent—inquiry should not be a Tuesday activ-
ity and learning walks shouldn’t be a once-a-month 
activity that has nothing to do with the inquiry work.  
If we continue to compartmentalize these types of PD 
rather than make one fluid plan that involves them all, 
teachers will continue to treat them as check-off items 
on a long compliance checklist.  Moreover, to treat all 
teachers’ wounds with the same dressing is counter-
productive; teachers all have very different needs and 
strengths, and to not differentiate and their PD based on 
data, as well as to not offer them meaningful opportuni-
ties to collaborate, is robbing them of the professional 
and scholarly opportunities that they are entitled to—
and that initially attracted them to the profession.   
Our belief is that teacher development is not any differ-
ent than teaching our students. By providing the three 
main anchors below, we will learn how to improve our 
craft and synthesize information, these are:



1. Clear and measureable objectives,
2. A strong plan that includes whole-group and indi-
vidualized instruction
3. A place for student and teacher data analysis
If we expect this level of instruction from our teach-
ers for the sake of student achievement, how can 

we not expect this of our administrators, coaches, and 
teacher leaders for the sake of improved teacher per-
formance?  Regardless of the changes in education, we 
must offer our teachers an opportunity to engage in col-
laborative professional development that will motivate 
them to improve themselves as professional scholars.  
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“If you want a thing bad enough to go out and fight for it, to work day and night for it, to give up your time, 
your peace, and your sleep for it . . . if all that you dream and scheme is about it, and life seems useless and 
worthless without it . . . if you gladly sweat for it and fret for it and plan for it and lose all your terror of the op-
position for it . . . if you simply go after that thing you want with all your capacity, strength and sagacity, faith, 
hope and confidence and stern pertinacity . . . if neither cold, poverty, famine nor gout, nor sickness nor pain, of 
body and brain, can keep you away from the thing that you want . . . if dogged and grim you beseech and beset 
it, with the help of God, you will get it!”
             -Les Brown



Initially, I applaud professionals who have not only 
been committed to ideals of educating children but 
who spend time as reflective practitioners improving 
their practice to meet and overcome challenges that 
have historically beset their students, families and 
communities. These are our “troops on the ground” 
who are able to experience firsthand how in some 
cases our most needy children achieve success and 
perform to their fullest potentials.
 
I have been fortunate enough to be an educator in 
the New York City Department of Education, which 
is touted as the largest school district in the United 
States during a time of reform.  I have seen efforts 
to address scholastic deficiencies in achievement, 
improve promotion and graduation rates, and create 
substantive academic rigor in schools throughout the 
NYCDOE.

However, some school systems may have the dubi-
ous distinction of not achieving and sustaining suc-
cess as a result of newly elected administrations and 
transactional strategies, which are ideally designed 
to take on the daunting tasks of improving student 
performance and teacher pedagogy but may con-
versely, create substandard practice and destructive 
educational policies.  This is needless to say a very 
long discussion with many valuable opinions howev-
er it is important to note that whatever the direction 
systemic changes ultimately affect students within 
the schools.
 
This article briefly analyzes a study conducted over a 
three year period regarding principal satisfaction on 
network support. At the turn of the century the envi-
ronment of autonomy and accountability was created 
as significant components to education reform in the 
New York City Department of Education to bolster 
graduation rates and student achievement.
In 2001, NYC public high school graduation rates 
dipped to 49% and accrued a dropout rate of over 
26% of the students who attended.  At the turn of the 
century (O’Day, Bitter, & Gomez, 2011), the term 

dropout factories  constantly identified not only the 
public school system, but the experience that young 
people would more than likely have, if they were not 
able to overcome the gauntlet of city politics and mar-
ginal teaching that permeated the classrooms of public 
schools in New York City (NYC). 

In 2002, Mayor Bloomberg took over the school system 
and appointed Joel Klein, a man who came from the world 
of law, as the Chancellor of the New York City School 
System. The need for mayoral takeover of the NYC public 
schools stemmed from chronically underperforming 
student academic achievement levels, endemic corrup-
tion, mismanagement, and a lack of any coherent district-
wide coordination (Wong, Sproul, & Kasok, 2008).  This 
decision was the beginning of many changes that marked 
education reform in New York City, which is known as the 
Children First Movement (Childress et al., 2010).  Mayor 
Bloomberg and Chancellor Klein implemented Children 
First in two phases.
 
The first phase of Children First included a restructuring 
of the NYC public schools in order to stabilize and coordi-
nate a disorganized system of schools (Wong et al., 2008). 

The 40 city-wide districts were consolidated into 10 
instructional divisions.  The NYC Board of Education 
was consolidated into the NYC Department of Educa-
tion (NYCDOE).  The NYCDOE took responsibil-
ity for the centralized oversight of the Children First 
reform (Wong et al., 2008). 
 
New York City school achievement data reflected that 
the most vulnerable segment of the population, Afri-
can American and Hispanic children, were in need of 
targeted support to address their academic, social, and 
emotional challenges. Creating significant accountabil-
ity at the school level resulted in the subsequent new 
empowerment reform movement that addressed past 
low graduation rates and high dropout rates in the New 
York City public schools.  This new reform effort was 
unlike any of the prior reform efforts in New York City.
Chancellor Klein rolled out phase two of the reform 

The Evolution of Education Reform in NYC – A  look at the
Empowerment School Organization (ESO)to the development of the 
Children First Network (CFN) structure and principal satisfaction 
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that consisted of three core principles of leader-
ship, empowerment, and accountability.  Leader-
ship- Those closest to the students should make key 
decisions about what will best help students succeed.  
The areas impacted were educational programs, 
choices of partners and supports and staffing includ-
ing more resources from central offices.

  Empowerment- Schools should be able to count on 
sufficient, fairer, and more transparent funding.  An-
nual spending increase for each school reflected up 
to nearly 60%, with central offices cut 350 million 
dollars. Also implementation of Fair Student Fund-
ing (FSF) was designed to meet individual student 
needs, and establishment of expanded partnerships 
with community based organizations.  Accountabil-
ity- Empowerment schools were held accountable 
for improved and sustained results. Central offices 
would provide fair and comprehensive evaluations 
of schools with timely and accurate data provided 
to principals and teachers. Publish clear reports to 
parents and the public with rewards to schools for 
success (Children First, 2008). * Foundations for 
Children First Networks (CFN).

In the early years of New York City education 
reform, low-performing schools were closed and 
reopened as manageable campuses hosting small 
schools with fewer students.  Principals were held 
accountable for their school’s success while given 
empowerment (freedom) to construct systems within 
their schools that supported academic rigor for 
improved and sustainable student success.  Regional 
bureaucracies were dismantled and School Sup-
port Organizations (SSOs) were created to provide 
support services to principals with goal setting, and 
strategies for improvement/professional develop-
ment (O’Day et al., 2010).

Chancellor Joel Klein introduced the concept of 
School Support Organizations to the New York City 
school system as a component of the Children First 
Initiative (CFI) in 2000.  The CFI agenda focused 
on regaining control of a chaotic and dysfunctional 
organization structure (Childress et al., 2010).  After 
a series of innovations, Chancellor Klein launched 
a pilot program in 2004 called the Autonomy Zone, 
which gave a selected group of schools autonomy 
from the traditional structure.  These schools were 
given control over their budget and decision-making 
authority, which previously was the responsibility of 

the central offices.  Schools that met their targets were 
left alone.  The schools that did not meet their targets 
entered into a consequence structure, which included 
the removal of their principals.

Chancellor Klein gave principals ultimate authority and 
the ability to self-affiliate, or they were given the choice 
to join an SSO that would best support their perceived 
instructional goals, leadership development, and overall 
school improvement (O’Day et al., 2010).  SSOs, re-
ferred to as networks, comprised 18 to 30 schools.  The 
structure of each of the networks varied from elemen-
tary, middle, and high schools.  Support for each one of 
the schools also varied and was differentiated based on 
need.  For example, an integrated team of instructors 
supported the SSO networks of self-affiliated schools 
and business staff selected by principals.
 
This structure enabled school leaders to exercise free-
dom and use their expertise to choose the approach 
or instructional philosophy and network affiliation 
that best meet the needs of the students in each school 
(Children First, 2008).  The success of the Autonomy 
Zone gave rise to 320 Empowerment Schools (ESOs).  
In 2007, the entire New York City Department of Edu-
cation was restructured, which moved away from the 
regional model.  This restructuring was built on three 
prongs- Empowerment School Organization which 
consisted of schools that decided to operate totally apart 
from the traditional supports by choosing a network 
leader and a team.  Learning Support Organizations, 
which consisted of schools connected to organizations 
that was similar to the old regional structure.  Partner-
ship Support Organizations consisted of schools con-
nected to external non-profit organizations.

As of spring 2010, all NYC public schools received 
their primary support from a team of about 15 staff 
members called a Children First Network (CFN).  Each 
CFN team provided expert support, technical assis-
tance, and quality control for a group of approximately 
25 schools:  they offered training and coaching for 
principals and teachers, shared instructional resources 
to meet each school needs, and helped schools across 
the network collaborate with each other.

Network teams helped schools recruit and hire teachers, 
assisted schools is effective fiscal efficacy, conducted 
all daily operations, used data and technology to sup-
port instruction, and cultivated partnerships with com-
munity-based organizations and cultural institutions. 
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In addition, networks helped schools deliver ef-
fective services to students with disabilities and to 
English-language learners.  Because the same team 
supported each school in all of these different areas, 
principals felt confident that every decision was stra-
tegically made, with the school’s instructional goals 
in mind.

Each principal, in consultation with the School 
Leadership Team (a group of teachers, school lead-
ers, and parents), selected the network team that he 
or she believed would best meet the needs and goals 
of the school. 

Some network teams supported groups of schools 
that shared a specific instructional philosophy or ap-
proach.  For example, cohort schools may have had 
academic themes, such as science and math, the-
ater arts, college readiness, or medicine, as a focus.  
Other networks supported mostly small schools, el-
ementary schools, schools with large populations of 
English-language learners, or other schools sharing 
common traits.  Schools could change networks as 
often as once a year (Our Structure for Supporting, 
n.d.).  However, the vast majority of New York City 
schools were affiliated with their network team for 
several years of partnership.

Instead of schools being required to work with a 
central office support staff, principals chose the SSO 
network team they believe best support their needs.  
The SSO structure and school affiliation were not 
bound geographically; ultimately, affording schools 
from different parts of New York City to align with 
schools and a network in ways that promoted the 
sharing of best practices (Our Structure for Support-
ing, n.d.).  
Network t
eams were designed to solve problems for schools 
and to ensure quality of services.  Principals evalu-
ated the services they received from their network 
teams each year, and network teams were held ac-
countable for both the principals’ satisfaction and the 
academic performance of the schools they support-
ed.  This structure allowed principals to spend more 
time working with teachers to improve instruction 
again with help from their network teams. 

The NYCDOE’s transition to a city-wide system of 
network support was also designed to create sig-
nificant cost savings, in order to reinvest the money 

directly into school budgets; since 2006, the cost of 
school support has decreased by 32% (Our Structure for 
Supporting, n.d.).

In this article, the name Excel is used as a pseudonym 
to identify one authentic school support network.  The 
origins, structure of the team and school cohort, team 
functions, and data is authentic to the network, other-
wise known as Excel. 
 
Schools supported by Excel were all in low socio-
economic or poverty areas in New York City located 
in the four boroughs of Manhattan, Bronx, Queens, 
and Brooklyn.  The schools are located in 11 different 
school districts. 
 
The demographic profile of the Excel network of 
schools, displayed in Table 1 shows that the entire net-
work of schools fell below the poverty level, entitling 
them to free lunches. 

	  

Student Characteristics N % 

English-Language Learners 2106 20.94% 

Students with Disabilities 1615   16.06% 

Title 1 10,057  100.00% 

Gender 

Female 

 

5237 

 

52.07% 

Male 4820 47.93% 

Race 

Black or African American 

 

2661 

 

26.46% 

American Indian or Alaskan Native 96 .9% 

Asian 231 2.30% 

Hispanic/Latino 6878   68.39% 

White 139 1.38% 

52



The CFN was an initiative within the NYCDOE that 
was designed to integrate operational and instruc-
tional staff and support schools within a network 
team.  This model increased the number of team 
members from 6 to 15.  The goal was to expand the 
philosophy of devolving as much decision-making 
power as possible to the school level:  principals, 
teachers, and school staff.  Similar to the former 
Empowerment network model, each CFN employed 
a small cross-functional team that was directly ac-
countable to principals to deliver customized service 
to the schools. The ultimate goal was to streamline 
operations and build capacity within schools so 
school-based staff could focus their time on instruc-
tion and accelerate student achievement (Children 
First Network, n.d.).

In 2010, the Excel network team that supported 21 
self-affiliated schools, helped to advance their aca-
demic, operational, organizational, leadership, and 
professional growth.  Cross-functional team mem-
bers who were collectively accountable to principals 
and peer team members facilitated the Excel ser-
vices. 

Aligned with the CFN framework and structure, Ex-
cel provided services that include payroll, human re-
sources, food and transportation, youth development, 
budget, special education, and instruction. The Excel 
network focused on whole school improvement, 
community outreach and inclusion, accountability, 
youth development and closing the achievement gap.

One of the functions of the networks was to provide 
professional development to teachers and school 
leaders.  Social scientist Donald Schön (1983) 
sought to provide an approach to the best epistemo-
logical practices based on careful examination of the 
activities of different practitioners. 

Schön argued that organizations and individuals 
must be flexible and should incorporate into their 
interests’ life-long learning, a concept known as 
organizational learning.  Teachers often acknowl-
edge that the professional development they receive 
is of limited usefulness to their daily work and to 
their professional growth (National Comprehensive 
Center for Teacher Quality, n.d.).

Effective professional development should support 
teachers with a range of experience, knowledge, 

and skills.  Differentiated support, based on teachers 
individual needs and learning styles is crucial.  Learn-
ing happens within teachers not to them (Tomlinson & 
McTighe, 2006). 
 
Teachers are unique in their pedagogy, experience, 
and content knowledge.  Therefore, learning should be 
differentiated to provide multiple options for taking in 
information, making sense of ideas, and sharing infor-
mation learned (Tomlinson & McTighe, 2006).

Network principal perceptions of satisfaction of the 
Excel network were measured by examining three 
functions of service delivery: operations, student 
achievement, and instruction/professional development. 
Although there is significant research on customer and 
employee satisfaction, there is a dearth of research on 
principal perception of satisfaction of school support.

The purpose of this article is to contribute to the under-
standing of School Support Organizations, otherwise 
known as SSO’s or networks that were created in New 
York City for the purpose of improving public schools 
by increasing student performance, enhancing gradua-
tion/promotion rates, improving teacher pedagogy, and 
improving school leadership.
 
This article examines whether reform in principal au-
tonomy lead to school improvement.  This article does 
not discuss the findings that  are evident in every case 
but does serve as an entry point for practitioner and 
researcher debate about the role of network efficacy in 
New York City education reform. 

As the nation has embraced the need to graduate every 
student  prepared for college and careers, many local 
and state leaders have implemented strategies to ad-
dress low performance and achievement gaps.  New 
York City reform caught the attention of advocates, 
policymakers, and educators around the world for the 
breadth of changes implemented by the Children First 
reform. 

School support can be shaped by portions of the Prin-
cipal Satisfaction Survey to determine type, intensity, 
and focus of network support provided to schools that 
address student achievement and graduation.  Admin-
istrative and pedagogical (instructional) needs can be 
determined and can help provide significant analysis for 
feedback.
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Trend data of principal satisfaction can inform the 
NYCDOE reform policy in the areas of how network 
support will look in the future, how principals and 
school communities will be provided support, and 
how a modified evaluation tool can be institutional-
ized to highlight specific areas of school needs.  This 
researcher studied network principals’ perceptions 
of satisfaction of network school support in three 
functional areas of instructional/professional devel-
opment, operations, and student achievement over a 
three-year period.  Turner and Krizek (2006), in their 
research on satisfaction, stated that customer satis-
faction is a serious matter with far reaching intra- 
and extra-organizational ramifications beyond the 
bottom line.  The methods of assessing satisfaction 
must be continually challenged, while moving away 
from the singular construct of cognitive or attitudinal 
modalities.  This means that satisfaction assessment 
must move away from the single meaning of satis-
faction and into multiple dimensions of service that 
members can draw from.

Methodology
This network case study was delimited to archival 
data extrapolated from the PSS from years 2009-
2010, 2010-2011, and 2011-2012 to align with last 
citywide organizational changes in the NYCDOE.  
Although the PSS was comprised of multiple sec-
tions the specific areas of focus on the PSS will 
be professional development/instruction, student 
achievement, and operations.  Ex-post facto data was 
extrapolated from the principal satisfaction survey 
for each school year from 2009- 2010, 2010-2011, 
and 2011-2012.  The yearly response rates for com-
pleted PSS submitted by the principals citywide and 
for the Excel network are presented in table 3.4.  The 
response rates ranged from 76% to 89% citywide 
over the three year period of 2009-2012, but the 
response rates in the Excel network remained rela-
tively constant – 82-83%.
 
The researcher collected archival Excel network 
data from annual surveys distributed citywide to all 
NYCDOE public schools from 2009-2012 school 
years.  The researcher extrapolated survey data 
germane to Excel network to analyze principals’ 
perception of satisfaction.  The Principal Satisfaction 
Survey was distributed by Department of Education 
twice annually in the fall and spring from 2007- 
2011 to all school principals to provide feedback 
regarding services provided by network and NYC-

DOE staff for the academic year. Because of principal 
recommendation the PSS was distributed in 2011-2012 
in the spring of 2012.

The Principal Satisfaction Survey is an anonymous 
survey, which is electronically distributed to all public 
school principals to determine levels of satisfaction in 
instructional and operational areas.  Neither network 
principals nor school information is revealed, however 
results were culled by network to determine network 
effectiveness in critical areas.  The NYCDOE used the 
information as criteria for improving service support to 
schools.  The advisory team PTT discussed in an infor-
mal conversation what sections were priorities to them 
in leading their school.  They cited the sections pertain-
ing to operations, student achievement, and professional 
development/instruction.  The New York City Depart-
ment of Education Office of Accountability designed and 
administered the PSS since 2007.  Although the PSS has 
been used, the researcher NYCDOE staff stated that the 
PSS was not tested for reliability.

The principal response data from the Principal Satisfac-
tion Survey, was extrapolated and analyzed in the areas 
of instructional professional development, operations, 
and student achievement. 
 
Implications of Findings 
The study found that principals were in fact satisfied 
with network school support services provided by the 
Excel network in the areas of instructional professional 
development, and student achievement for the school 
years 2009-2010, 2010-2011, and 2011-2012.  The study 
also found that Principals in the Excel network were 
very satisfied with support in operations for the school 
years 2009-2010, 2010-2011, and 2011-2012. Although 
principal satisfaction of network support in the studied 
areas was important, other implications were germane to 
the study
.  
New York City Department of Education is the largest 
school system in the United States. Since there is limited 
research on principal satisfaction of network support in 
the New York City Department of Education this study 
can serve as a guide for changes in other school systems 
and other networks. Principal satisfaction is significant 
in determining what is needed to address improvement 
of graduation rate of students who attend public schools.  
Results of this study can serve as data for analyzing how 
various groups of students such as at risk, racial and 
gender specific populations achieve with specific net-
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work supports provided to schools. Also, principals 
could identify what is needed for school success and 
improved administrative leadership of their schools.  
As a feedback tool the PSS data can inform central 
office administrators what elements are necessary to 
create a more improved feedback tool to assist prin-
cipals in reaching their goals for success. Finally, 
policy makers can improve the service structure to 
ensure that equal access to resources is available to 
maximize every child’s educational potential.
Turner and Krizek (2006) state the assessment and 
monitoring of customer satisfaction provides orga-
nizational members with valuable feedback about 
their company’s performance.  This feedback, in 
turn, provides managers and other organizational 
stakeholders with information that has the potential 
for helping them retain current customers as well 
as develop new customers.  Contemporary business 
practices such as initial contact point surveys, time 
lag surveys, feedback cards, and frequent-shopper 
monitoring programs are a few of the ways that 
organizations collect this feedback. 

Access to quality education throughout the nation 
must be provided to every child as a foundation to 
promising careers.  The education reform of 2002 in 
New York City was designed to address this social 
anomaly.  The Bloomberg administration of 2002 in 
New York City ushered in mayoral control over edu-
cation in order to eliminate de facto dropout facto-
ries.  That is, never in the history of New York City 
politics did the mayor control the enormous public 
school system. Chancellor Joel Klein dismantled a 
system that failed to evidence success in meeting the 
challenges of graduating children.  The shift from 
the complicated bureaucratic structure that em-
ployed thousands of administrators with divergent 
agendas to one that handed decision-making power 
and autonomy to school leaders was historic, non-
traditional, and unprecedented. 
 
Chancellor Joel Klein appointed Eric Nadelstern, a 
career educator, as Chief of Schools in the Depart-
ment of Education to steward the new reform and 
ultimately change the previous supervisory inef-
fective structure to a new effective service deliv-
ery structure.  This new structure that empowered 
principals to make decisions for their schools, also, 
held principals accountable for their schools suc-
cess.  Networks or SSOs were created by this new 
service structure to provide support to every public 

school in New York City.  Under the Bloomberg admin-
istration the concept of networks or SSOs was new and 
non-traditional with expectations to pioneer ways that 
essential services, which include the areas studied in 
this research, be provided to schools.

This study documented the impact and approval of one 
network on principal satisfaction to network schools 
during a three-year period of 2009-2012 as one aspect 
of network effectiveness to schools.  Both Klein and 
Nadelstern have since left the New York City Depart-
ment of Education. In 2013 with the election of a new 
mayor the question remains if the new administration 
will allow the network structure to continue to ex-
ist.  Eric Nadelstern (2012) expressed that his ideas of 
network development had not been totally realized and 
expressed his concerns that the New York City public 
schools will revert back to the old ineffective structure, 
“Another regret I continue to harbor is that networks 
were not given more autonomy on my watch.  I had 
hoped that, after a period of scale-up and capacity 
building, we could devise a way for networks, at least 
the most successful one, to spin off from the Depart-
ment of Education and function as independent educa-
tional management organizations.  In 2013, New York 
City will elect a new mayor.  . it’s not hard to envision 
how easily the city’s schools can be returned to a geo-
graphically organized system” (Nadelstern, 2012, p. 18).
McDonald (2013) stated that “we must hold our lead-
ers in education accountable by monitoring outcomes 
of schools and how decisions are being made.” Future 
studies should attempt to evaluate the impact of the 
new reform in education to enhance aspects that work.  
For example, future studies can assess whether satisfac-
tion of services lead to improved school goals.  Ques-
tions can be asked whether network service delivery en-
hances leadership goals.  Future studies can assess how 
leaders are being held accountable for school success.  
Future studies can assess how effective networks are 
in improving school leadership.  Lastly, future studies 
should explore where educational resources should be 
focused for comprehensive school improvement.

Limitations 
Firstly, this is a study of three school years of archival 
data extrapolated from the Principal Satisfaction Survey 
from years 2009-2010, 2010-2011, and 2011-2012 to 
align with last citywide reform in the NYCDOE.  The 
method of the study relied on inferential test (indepen-
dent-samples t-test) where the variables and research 
questions are looking to determine if differences exist 
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on continuously scaled variables (i.e., Likert-type 
scaled).  However in some categories there was a 
1-5 scale with 5 meaning, “I did not request ser-
vice,” which added inconsistencies to the PSS.   
Secondly, there is no way to identify individual 
principals in the data (to match/compare their scores 
across school years).  Independent-samples t-tests do 
not require matched data and solely look at overall 
mean differences across the school years; also, they 
are robust enough to deal with low sample sizes.
 
Thirdly, one network was studied out of more than 
60 that currently exist in the New York City Depart-
ment of Education as a direct result of the confi-
dentiality and anonymity of the PSS protocol other 
network data is not available to anyone not directly 
connected to network.  Fourth, regarding the PSS, 
there is no way to determine whether or not the PSS 
is a valid indicator of satisfaction since the survey 
questions were not consistent across each of the 
school years.  The lack of redundancy causes the 
surveys (and their constructs) to measure slightly 
different things (than originally developed) and/
or measures the appropriate construct(s) to a lesser 
degree than originally developed.  Further, the 
survey needs to be validated by a team of content 
experts (preferably, the author[s] of the survey and 
several other professionals in the field) whom have 
given their approval (statistically evaluated) that the 
constructs actually measure the targeted models/
constructs
.
Fifth, the major drawback to the study was that the 
participants were given different surveys each year.  
This results in a situation that makes inferential statis-
tics nearly implausible to run.  That is, the vast major-
ity of the data collected by each survey was basically 
useless as comparison data since most of the ques-
tions did not match (the only useful data that could be 
used to compare across school years were data that 
stemmed from the same survey questions).  Since not 
all survey items were used, the overall representa-
tion of each construct does not match that which was 
originally defined by the author(s) of the survey. 

Finally, responses from Excel network’s 17 prin-
cipals were studied.  A larger sample size (at least 
100+) would provide much more dependable results; 
that is, the likelihood that a duplicate study would 
find similar results increases as the sample size 
increases.  Additionally, a larger sample size makes 

it easier to determine that differences observed in the 
dependent variable (principal satisfaction) are actually 
due to the independent variable (school year), rather 
than some other factor (e.g., gender, age, etc.).  Thus, a 
larger sample size would provide a sounder, and more 
accurate, representation of the population in general.

Recommendations 
The most important recommendation can also be 
considered a limitation.  Make the PSS a valid tool to 
assess principal satisfaction.  To date although the PSS 
is used to evaluate levels of principal satisfaction for 
network support there is no evidence that the PSS con-
sistently measures satisfaction.  Also the PSS changed 
format and survey questions in the areas studied as well 
as other significant categories the overall representation 
of each construct does not match that which was origi-
nally defined by the author(s) of the survey.  Whenever 
the questions change different things are measured 
creating a lack of redundancy, which is needed for reli-
ability and validity.  Also, consistency over time can be 
useful factors for future studies.

Future studies should attempt to examine how principal 
satisfaction leads to innovative changes that support 
school improvement, greater administrative support, 
teacher or pedagogical enhancement, and improved stu-
dent outcomes.  Researchers should explore if principal 
satisfaction and principal goal attainment, to determine 
if there are any correlations to principal satisfaction and 
school success.  Finally researchers should explore how 
the network support teams evaluate the schools that 
comprise the networks to evaluate school leadership 
and determine how to best support schools in all signifi-
cant areas.

Summation 
The study’s independent variables were the school year 
2009-2012.  The dependent variable was satisfaction as 
measured by the PSS in the areas of instructional pro-
fessional development, operations and student achieve-
ment.  The research questions were answered through 
quantitative analysis of data collected through the Prin-
cipal Satisfaction Survey (PSS) of the Excel network.  
The PSS measured network principals’ perceptions of 
satisfaction with network support related to instruction 
development, operations, and student achievement.  
The sample studied was one network, which included 
17 principals.  The PSS was distributed electronically 
citywide.  Data were taken from archival PSS over a 
three-year period.  
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This study used the theoretical model of Herbert Si-
mon’s Means-ends chain theory that principals (mak-
ers) act in order to achieve desired outcomes or end 
states (Gutman, 1982; Reynolds & Gutman, 1988).  
Assessing the differences in principal satisfaction 
defines what type of school support best assists 
schools for improved performance, and what type of 
school support is most needed for school improve-
ment.  This study also investigated what is needed to 
improve graduation rates and identify tools principals 
need for their leadership development. 

The research questions were answered through quan-
titative analysis of data collected through the Princi-
pal Satisfaction Survey (PSS) of the Excel network.  
The PSS measured network principals’ perceptions 
of satisfaction with network support related to 
instruction development, operations, and student 
achievement.  The sample studied was one network, 
which included 17 principals.  The PSS was distrib-
uted electronically citywide.  Data were taken from 
archival PSS over a three-year period. 
 
Using Statistical Package for the Social Sciences 
(SPSS) to code and tabulate scores collected from 
the surveys and provide summarized values for 
Excel network principal responses where applicable 
including the mean, standard deviation, and central 
tendency added valuable insight.  Descriptive Sta-
tistics were used to examine anomalies in principal 
satisfaction ratings with network support across 
three major areas by School Year (2009-2011).  Data 
cleansing was conducted by to determine the pres-

ence of univariate outliers.  None were found.
As a result the researcher discovered that Excel princi-
pals reported that they were satisfied with the network 
support with regard instructional professional devel-
opment, and operations over a three-year period from 
2009-2012.  Also, this study documented that Excel 
principals were very satisfied with student achievement 
over a three-year period from 2009-2012 based on their 
student performance data.

Conclusion
Mayor Rudy Guilliani spent a major portion of his 
administration trying to decentralize the then Board of 
Education with no success.  However, Mayor Michael 
Bloomberg was successful at the beginning of his ten-
ure in converting a massive bureaucratic system into an 
innovative service structure that demonstrated potential 
in addressing failure in the public schools.  Although 
mayoral control is passed on to the new administration, 
the question still remains if the innovative network or 
SSO structure will remain as a part of the new mayor’s 
plans to support schools, communities, students, and 
their families. It was proven in this study that principals 
preferred support from networks in the areas of opera-
tions, academic achievement, and professional develop-
ment.  In this case study all of the schools improved, 
maintained good standing, and student performance 
improved overall for the time of their affiliation
. 
In the second year of the new DiBlasio administration 
his appointee Chancellor Carmen Farina has chosen to 
dismantle the network structure and revert to the former 
centralized district structure. The story continues.
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great Expectations
     On the first day of school, a teacher was glancing over the roll when she noticed a number after each stu-
dent’s name, such as 154, 136 or 142.
     “Wow! Look at these IQs,” she said to herself.  “What a terrific class.”  The teacher promptly determined to 
work harder with this class than with any class she ever had.
     Throughout the year, she came up with innovative lessons that she thought would challenge the students, 
because she didn’t want them to get bored with work that was too easy.
 Her plan worked!  The class outperformed all the other classes that she taught in the usual way.
     Then, during the last quarter of the year, she discovered what those numbers after the students’ names really 
were: their locker numbers.

             -Good Stuff



Everyday is Whensday
Today is an ideal time to adopt an “Everyday is Whensday” philosophy. By now you’ve probably noticed the 
unique spelling (or at the very least realized today’s date may not in fact be the weekday that falls between Tues-
day and Thursday.) 
I first shared this concept more than a year after I’d spent some time thinking about just how many of my own 
projects get delayed because of simple procrastination. I scribbled the concept in my journal, bought the do-
main name, and put it on my “when-I-have-a-chance-to-get-around-to-it-list.”
Whensday is that day you tell yourself (and everyone else) that you’re going do something. It’s the day you’ll 
accomplish those big dreams; when you’ll write your book, when you’ll take that long-desired vacation to Ire-
land, or when you’ll start your own business. But Whensday is also the day when you say you’re going to follow-
through on those smaller (and very attainable) dreams; when you’ll take a continuing education class, when you’ll 
sign-up for ballroom dance lessons, when you will clean the garage, when you’ll fix the toilet, when you’ll read 
more books, when you’ll learn to play the ukulele, etc.

Whensday is....
•  When you have more time 
•  When you have more money 
•  When you get a degree 
•  When you get a new job 
•  When you get a raise 
•  When you lose some weight 
•  When the economy is better 
•  When they fire that jerk of a boss 
•  When someone gives you a chance 
•  When the world isn’t conspiring against you 
•  When you get more experience 
•  When you have more freedom 
•  When you meet “the right people” 
•  When you don’t have so much housework 
•  When somebody gives you some help 

•  When someone gives you permission 
•  When your family understands you 
•  When you get motivated 
•  When you get famous 
•  When you get a promotion 
•  When you get out of debt 
•  When you save some money 
•  When you know you can’t fail 
•  When you are not so busy 
•  When you marry the right person 
•  When you get a divorce 
•  When you move to another city 
•  When you start your own business 
•  When your luck is better 
•  When you hit the lottery

 
I’ve got news for you, that perfect day when -- the stars are in alignment and all your lottery numbers hit, some 
Hollywood talent scout runs into you at Starbucks and thinks you’d be perfect in the next George Clooney movie, 
and Steve Jobs calls to ask you to run Apple for him while he’s away on vacation -- just ain’t gonna happen. 

Well, folks… Today is Whensday! 
You just need to decide that today is the day you’re going to start putting your goals into action. Today is when 
you’re going to write the first chapter of your novel, today is when you’re going call that dance studio and 
sign-up for their next available class, today is when you’re going to go down to the hardware store and by a 
new floaty-thing for your toilet tank. 

TODAY is Whensday. 

TOMORROW is Whensday.

EVERYDAY is Whensday.

This year is filled with 365 Whensdays. 

Reprinted with permission of Don Snyder, “Don the Idea Guy”.       
http://www.dontheideaguy.com
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