
Taking Measure Of The Unmeasurable  

Okay; I know that as a nation we are seldom expected to do a lot of deep thinking.  
	
 But – I’ll take a chance; maybe point something out. 

Knowing that even after the expense and effort of earning a college degree, you would 
face long years of nearly impossible work at relatively low pay.  Knowing that the government’s 
interest in supporting public school budgets, buildings and materials was, especially in modern 
days, minimal to nonexistent.  Knowing that you would be subjected to an ongoing countrywide 
derision – a derision predictably centered around a belittling, lazy-teachers-summers-off line of 
commentary.  

Even with all of this, you still chose teaching?  	

And then, because you wanted to, you were one of the relative few who, on purpose and 

by choice, also pursued work inside low-income, diversely-complicated and profoundly 
challenging schools?  

And – after your first five years, you didn’t, as did over half your peers:
Quit?  
Huh.
How, exactly, was this not finding the best?
The argument that low-income schools suffered simply due to a lack in attracting “the 

brightest and best,” a years-old strain of logic which, in days of a remunerative reform, could be 
shined up and energetically presented to the public as truth, conveniently bypassed an important 
point.  What did attract, inspire, and help retain the kind of teacher most likely to not only 
survive, but thrive, inside lowest-income and most often culturally-diverse schools was, in point 
of fact, never likely to be magically addressed through an advocacy for minimalist, teacher-
factory descriptors – that type of descriptor most often applied to a cyclically rotating run of 
recruits:

Young, bright and energetic.  
Although useful, these character traits?  
Were never going to be enough.  Even should the applicants selected?
Happen to be exceptionally vivacious.
Or even perky as hell.
What would be required was a complimentary set of qualities much more essential – 

although, as attributes, almost impossible to measure (and thus judiciously ignored by 
relationship-disregarding, emotions-get-in-the-way, bottom-line, market-competitive leaders).  
Essentially necessary traits, such as:  

A heartfelt personal conviction. 
A dedication for making a committed long-term difference.  
The courage for building honest relationships and becoming emotionally involved.  
The instinct to not only support, but nurture and protect, every child.
The individually cultivated aspiration not to impose and control, but to serve, aid, 

underscore and elevate.  The innate ability to realize the value of, and hold a protective regard 
for, the non-standardized diversity of cultures.  The atypical intelligence required to not only 
recognize, but to actively and intentionally avoid, attempts at a fanatical categorization, labeling 
and segregating – and to, much more effectively?  

Enjoy, promote and celebrate. 



The genuine interest in working with, and taking pleasure from, students despite issues of 
language; despite debilitating problems of transience and poverty; despite an unpredictable 
attendance and special needs; despite, even, a belligerently disrespectful behavior.  And, most 
importantly in harshly punishing years ever more dedicated to the immovable “compassion” of a 
statistical liability:

The independently developed and honestly practiced empathy demanded, in days of a 
“value-added” test-score punishment where both employment and pay had become increasingly 
intertwined with the arbitrary collection of data rather than with any true-life student reality – to 
not only seek out? 

But to take on even those most problematic, most dangerous students.  
Those students most likely to generate their now legally objectionable, and harshly 

teacher penalized, “unacceptable” test scores. 


