ED Z8B3 779

AUTHOR
TITLE

INSTITUTION
SPONS AGENCY

PUE DATE
NOTE

L |
t

UB TYPE

EDRS FRICE
DESCRIPTORS

ABSTRACT

DOCUMENT RESUME
SP 028 852

Huling-Austin, Leslie; Murphy, Sheila C.
Assessing the Impact of Teacher Induction Programs:
Implications for Program Development.
Texas Univ., Austin. Research and Development Center
for Teacher Education.
Office of Educational Research and Improvement (ED),
Washington, DC.
Apr 87 :
44p.; Paper presented at the Annual Meeting of the
American Educational Research Association
(Washington, DC, April 20-24, 1987). Collaborative
Study of Teacher Induction in Diverse Coiitexts.
Speeches/Conference Papers (150) -- Reports -
%ese?rch/Technical (143) —- Information Analyses

070

MF01/PC02 Plus Postage. 7
*Beginning Teachers; Elementary Secondary Education;
Inservice Teacher Education; *Program Development;
*Program Effectiveness; *Program Evaluation; Teacher
Attitudes; *Teacher Orientation

*Beginning Teacher Induction

This study on induction practices analyzed data

collected from collaborative research on more than 150 beginning
teachers in Colorado, Kentucky, Michigan, New Mexico, North Caroclina,
Oregon, Texas, and West Virginia. This paper documents and describes
the organization, structure and activities of eight inductioen
programs; identifies and discusses similarities and differences of
specific induction practices across sites; reports what beginning
teachers perceive to be *"e effects of these practices on their
teaching and professional development; identifies those areas related
to teacher induction that beginning teachers nominate as needing
additional attention; and examines and discusses the implications of
these findings for future program development. Background information
on the collaborative study and a list of the research questions used
in the study are presented. Following an analysis of the study
£indings, the paper concludes with a section discussing the program
development implications derived from the findings and proposing a
nevw mcdel for developing induction programs. Charts and references

are included.

(ap)

* Reproductions supplied by EDRS are the best that can be made

from the original document.



Assessing the Impact of Teacher Induction Programs:

Implications for Program Development |

) Leslie Huling-Austin
Southwest Texas Slate University

and

Sheila C. Hurph?
Seaitle, Washington

U.8. DEPARTMENT OF Emé;ATlﬁH
“PERMISS T EPRC CE THIS Office of Educational Research and Improvamr
MPAETEEB%zSA?.‘?':;;DEEEEEETEQHDA%%EEg EY EDUCATIONAL RESQURGES INFORMATION

CENTER (ERIC)

O Thiz documeni has been reproducad as

received from the person of organizalion
ariginating it . )
£1 Mingr charges have baen made o improve
_ ~ raproduction guality.

& ﬁ'nimsﬁlvmwnrE}ﬁminniélglemrrgihisgggu-
T L ou = ment do not necessarily represent official
TO THE ENUCATIONAL F‘E?QUBGES ment do nol recesas
INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC).”

~ Presented at the annual meeting of the
American Educational Research Association
wWashington, D. C.
April, 19687

Session 9.45

o
b
8o
'
©

5 BEST COPY AVAILABLE




Assessing the Impact of Teacher Inducticn Programs;

, o 12,3
Implications for Program Development 2

Leslie Huling-Austin

Associate Professor ,
Southwest Texas ﬂsmte University
and
_Sheila C. Murphy
Private Consultant
Seattle, Washington
The importance of beginning teacher induction is increasingly being
recognized and substantisl smounts of educational resources aie being
devoted to induction programs designed to assist and assess novice
teachers. For example, state mandated induction programs have been
implemented in 1] states, are being piloted in six more states, and are in
the planning in an additional 15 states (Hawk & Robard, 1987). Local
programs are also becoming inicreasingly more prevalent across the nation.

. Also, interest in teacher induction has become so great that several major

journals have devoted entire issues to the topic including Educatjonal
Leadership {November, 1985), Journa) of Teacher Education

(January-February, 1986), Kappa Delta Pi Record {July-August, 1986) and
Action in Teacher Education (Winter, 1987). The ERIC Clearinghouse for

beginning teachers under the titles of "Compnnents of Induction Programs,”
“Teacher Mentoring,” and "Current Developments in Teacher Induction
Progrems.”

1 . , , , ,
o Paper presented st the annual meeting of the American Educational Research Associatinn,
Yrashington, D.C., April 21,1987.

2 The authors wish to thank all of the parti.ipating researchers in the 27 sites across the
nation included in the Collaborstive Study of Teacher Induction in Diverse Contexts, with spacisl
appreciation for those from the eight sites included in the data anelysis for this paper.

- The research described herein was conducted under contract with the Office of Educational
Research and Improvement (OERI). The opinions expressed are those of the authors and do not
necessarily reflect the position or policy of the OERI, and no endorsement by the OERI should be
inferred.
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The Association of Teacher Educators, recognizing the growing
importance of the teacher induction iséue, launched a three-year National
This body in conjunction with its national and regional meetings has
sponsored o series of open hearings and presentations devoted to the
teacher induction {Braoks, 15G67).

In spite of the increased amount of activity related to teacher
induction nationwide, efforts to assess the impact of this particular
educational reform have bean few and limited. Grif{in (1985) in his review
of research on induction concluded that by and large thie bulk of research is
of & descriptive nature. A number of studies of this type contribute
positively to our understanding of the needs and concerns of beginning
techers (Bolam, Baker, McMahon, Davis & McCabbe, 1977; Grant and Zeichner, .
1981; Howey & Bents, 1979; Huling-Austin, Barnes & Smith, 1985; McCaleb,
1984; McDanold, 1980; Newberry, 1977, Ryan, 1970; Tisher, 1978; Zeichner,
1983; Veenman, 1984). Fewer studies have been conducted which investigate
the effects of specific induction interventions, and very little research has
been conducted to test the cumulative effects of specific induction
programs (McCaleb, 1985).

Zeichner (1982) points out thet attempts to influence the performance
of beginning teachers should recognize the importance of the conditions of
the yrorkplace and recomimends viewing induction as a reciprocal process
between individuels and institutions. Only a few siudies have begun to 1ook
at the influencs of context on the teacher induction process (Stiegelbauer,
1986; Murphu & Huling-Austin, 1967). Hﬁr;iie the exact nature of the influence

of context on the tsacher induction process is not fully understood,

b
. 4*&‘



key driving question for current inducticn research and program evaluation
is "What induction practices work best under what conditions?"
(Huling-Austin, 1987). '

As a first step toward audressing this question, a collaborative study
and Development Center for Teacher Education at the University of Texas at
Austin and 27 reseerch sites across the nation. During the 1985-86 school
year, site reseerchers, using a study design snd data coilection procedures
and instruments developed through a collaborative process, collected data in
their settings and contributed it to a national data base compiled at the
Center. Included in the totai study were more than 500 beginning teachers
assigned to more than 350 schools located in more than 100 school districts
across the country. For this paper, data were analyzed from more than 150
geographically dispersed across the U.S. were primarily selected because
they represent diverse types of induction programs.

Objectives of This Paper

This paper addresses the following objectives:

1) to document and describe the organization, structure and
activities of eight diverse induction programs,

2) todentify and discuss similarities and differences of specific
induction practices across sites, _

3) toreport 'what beginning teachers perceive to be the effects af
these practices on their teaching and their professional development,

4) to identify those areas related to teacher induction which
beginning teachers nominate as needing additional attention, and

! 5) to examine and discuss the implications of these findings for

future progrem development.
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Background-of tthe Collaborative Study
The Coltmbarst: . “‘udy of Teacher Induction in Diverse Contexts
grew from the te=cher ‘nc.sctior research conducted at the Research and
Development. Center for Teacher Education at The University of Texas at

Austin. The Tescrer Inductisn Study (TIS), a policy into practice study of

1983-84 scilagw weor (Hotiman, Griffin, Edwards, Paulissen, O'Neal & Barnes,
1965). Center ¢i+... chem launched the Model Teacher Induction Project
(MTIP), & sty to design, implement and test a first-yeer teacher project
based on induction practices suggested by research (Huling-Austin, Putman
and Galvez-Hjornevik,-1986). The MTIP was field tested during the 1984-85
school year in a suburban district iear Austin with a small sampie of
beginning middie school teachers.

The MTIP Satellite Network. In conjunction with the MTIP, the Center

across the nation working in the area of teacher induction to serve in an
advisory capacity to the MTIP and to begin to develop a working network to
foster teacher inductions programs, practices and research. This group was
known as the MTIP Satellite Network.

Approximately 30 institutions representing school districts,
universities, state departments of education, regional education service
agencies and professional organizations were selected to participate in the
orignial MTIP Satellite Network. Representatives of these institutions took
pert in network conferences held in Austin in November, 1984, and April
1985 (Huling-Austin, Putman, Edwards & Galvez-Hjornevik, 1985). Network
members also participated in a number of other activities such as
presenting sessions 8t various national meetings and working in conjunction

with the Assaciation of Teacher Educators’ National Commision on the
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Teacher Induction Process. At the April network conference, participants
decided to conduct e collaboretive research project during the 1985-86
school year. Network members believed that such a project would be
worthwhile because if would 1) provide the cpportunity for a national
teacher induction study to be cenducted in a large number of diverse
settings with a large sample of firgt-year teachers, and 2) provide
particioants with the opportunity to conduct research individually and in
collaboration with their colleagues and in conjunction with & national R&D
Center.

ign. During the summer, the study wes designed by by a

team consisting of Center staff members and five representatives of the
network. Three major considerations guided the study design. First, the
study design should take full adventege of the unique opportuni ty to collect
data fror: a variety of sites end a large number of first-year teachers.
Second, ihe data collection had to be menageabls for site researchers, both
those participating only in this study and those participating in the study as
one portion of their total research endeavor. Third, the research questions
needed to focus across sites as well as provide sufficient single-site
infarmation to be of value to the individual researcher. The study was
designed sc that sach participating researcher wouid have a self-contained
study of his/her own site plus contribute to the study’s national dato base
which was compiled at the Center. The research questions developed for the
study ere shown in Figure 1.

Twenty-seven institutions representing 18 states participated in the

national data base.
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Figure 1
Induction Network Collaborational Research Project
Research Questions (June 7, 1985)

A. Individual Sites

1. What are FYT's [first year teachers] perceptions of students,
themselves as teachers, the school system in which they are teaching and the
teaching profession? (What are their perceptions of their teaching
practices?)*

2. HWhat needs/concerns do FYT's have? How do they change over time?

3. How do FYT's perceive induction programs to influence their
teaching practices?

4. What is the retention rate of FYT's who participated in induction
programs?

5. How are ST's [support teachers] selected, trained, evaluated and
compensated? What are the roles of ST's? (What is the nature [process,
cantent, effects] of the ST/FYT interactions?)*

B. Across Sites

6. MWhat are the similarities and differences between induction
programs conducted in various settings? What factors account for these
differences?

7. In what ways do assistance interventions delivered to FYT's vary
across settings, and for what reasons?

8. How does the training, selection, role, evaluation and compensation
of ST's vary across sites?

9., What influence does context have on needs/concerns of FYT's?

*Questions in parentheses are 1ikely only applicable in sites where the

researcher interviews FYT's.
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Figure 2 is a graphic disp]ag of the data collection design. Because of the
diverse needs of and additional demands on Network members, two levels of
data collection were designed into the study. All participating researchers
were required to collect "core” data through the completion of forms and
questionnaires. In addition, site researchers were encouraged to participate
in more intensive data collection through interviewing a select number of
first-year teachers. (A1l eight of the sites included in the analysis for this
paper participated in the extended data collection.) Site researchers could
also choose to collect additional data in their own site in conjunction with
the colleborative study effort. Figure 3 is a map which indicates the 27
participating sites and shows the eight sites included in the data analysis
for this paper.

Data Sources. The data sources used in the collaborative study and

analyzed for this paper included:

1) personal and professional background information on participating
beginning teachers,

2) cistrict demographic information,

3} detailed naerrative descriptions of each teacher induction program,

4) on-going logs compiled by site researchers about induction
practices and activities conducted throughout the year,

5) transcribed interviews with beginning teachers conducted at the
beginning, middle and end of the school year,

6) an end-of-year questionnaire completed by beginning teachers
program in which they participated.

Limitations of the Study
The limitations of this study are many. However, before elsborating

on these, it is important to point out that this study in itself was an



Figure 2
Data Collection Schedule
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Figure 3

Participating Study Sites

Key: ® indicates participating sites
@ indicates sites included in data analysis for this paper

experiment--a test of whether a group of educators from across the nation,

year-long study which had as its only reward the professional satisfaction
of being invoived in such a joint endeavor. The study was unique in that
never before had a collaborative teacher induction study involving this many
sites across the nation been conducted. Because the study was only a very
small piece of a total scope of work being undertaken by the Pesearch and
Developiment Center for Teacher Education, very few Center resources were
available to support the effort. Because of these constraints, it was
necessary to establish the “rules” for the study as such: "The Center would

gend out data collection packets at the appropriate points during the year.
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It was the responsibility of each site researcher to collect the data and
submit it to the Center by the agreed upon deadline. No follow-up reminders
or phone calls would be mede; no attempt would be made to “run dewn"
incomplete data.”

complete data sets. The sites selected for inclusion in this paper were

among the most complete in the data set but even so, small pertions of data

there was incomplete deta; all data submitted were analyzed.

A second limitation of the study is that there is extreme variation in
the number of teachers included in the study in the various sites. The study
was designed to allow as many people as possible to participate by allowing
them to determine their sample size based on their local situation and

resources. This variation in across-site sample size prohibits, for all

| 'sites. A third limitation is that as authors of this paper, we did not
perséﬁalig collect any of this data so we do not have the benefit of
“knowing” the sites or using our best clinical judgment to interpret the date.
Undoubtedly, the biggest obstacle to overcome related to this study is
the fact that the Research and Development Center for Teacher Education
closed in August, 1986, after losing its long-standing federal funding.
Originally, the study was designed to have a year of data analysis and
reporting to be coordinated and supperted by R&DCTE. Without this
structure and support, only minimal data analyses are occuring and much
less will be reported out from the study than was orginally planned.
Finally, as a result of the Center’'s closing, we as authors have been faced
with still another obstacle of being more than 2,000 miles apart, operating

out of Austin, Texas and Seattle, washington--an experience which has
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taught us new ways of collaborating and the importance of planning aheadl

Even with all of the limitations and the unexpected difficulties
associated with this study, we believe it vwas a successful "experiment” and
is an important study. With the above limitations acknowledged, let us
proceed on to our findings without further ado.

Findings

In this section, findings are reported as they relate to the objectives
of this paper. Findings are organized into four sections: Description of
Programs and Participants, Similarities and Differences in Program
Practices, Perceived Effects of Practices on Beginning Teachers, and Areas
in Need of Additional Attention. In each section, the data sources used are
identified and the data analysis methods used are explained. F silowing the
development implications derived from these findings are discussed and a
new model for developing induction programs is proposed.

Description of Prog
included in the analysis for this paper represent the states of Colorado,

The induction programs

rams and Participants.

Kentucky, Michigan, New Mexico, North Caroline, Oregon, Texas, and West
Virginia. These sites were selected because they represent substantislly
different types of induction programs, they are geographically dispersed
across the United States, and the data submitted in these sites were among
program derived from the narrative program descriptions and logs of
induction practices and activities follow:
Colorado--The Colorado program was sponsored by a school
district of 77,000 students located in a suburban area outside of
Denver. For eight years prior to the 1985-86 school year, the
district had provided some support to new teachers through the
district’s staff academy. Elementary teachers received a half-day

of “getting started™ help prior to the opening of school provided by
department chairpersons, team leaders, and other designated
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persons. During the first few months of school, new teachers
attended three full-day inservices to familiarize them with the
district's curriculum guides, planning and management of
curriculum, and instructional strategies. Additional inservice
related to the curriculum were available during their second
semester and second year for new teachers who choose to
participate. Secondary teachers received support in content areas
through department chairpersons, curriculum specialists and
building principals. New features added to the program during the
1965-60 school year included a welcome breakfast hosted by the
district and the teacher's assaciation and optional classroom
management inservices for ney teachers held on three different
Saturdays. Also, for the first time in 1985-86,in one area of the
district new teachers were assigned support teachers who have
received ﬁppmximatalg 15 hours of training in consultative skills
for working with new teachers. These support teachers had one
day of release time to work with the new teachers and were
compensated for after-school time spent working with the new
teachers. In the remainder of the district, principals were alloted
one-half day release time per new teacher in order to either ,
release the new teacher or bring in an experienced teacher to work
with the new teacher.

Kentucky--This program was a collaborative endeavor of a school
distﬁ;t%gnmumen 30,331) and a unirve;rsit% and was based on the
state’'s mandated program, The Kentucky Beginning Teacher
Internship Program, which was in its first year of impiementation.
The program vas designed to provide supervision, assistance and
assessment of first-year teachers and out-of-state teachers with
less than five years of experience. New teachers entered as intern
swith a one year certificate of eligibility. Upon successful
completion of the internship, the beginning teacher was granted
provisional certification for four more years. A beginning teacher
committee composed of the principal, a resource teacher, and a
teacher educator was assigned to work with the intern. Each of
these commitiee members observed the intern and met as a
commitiee at least three times throughout the year. The
committee decided whether or not to recommend the intern for
provisional certification. The major provider of assistance to the
intern was the resource teacher who is required to spend at least
70 hours working with the intern, at least 20 of which was spent
in the intern’s classroom. The Florida Performance Measurement
System was the instrument used by the committee to evaluate the
performance of beginning teachers.

Michigan~--In this site a university faculty member collected data
from three first-year teachers who were employed in a school
district o7 approximately 14,000 students. There was no induction
program provided and the teachers received no formal support.

New Mexico--This cooperative program involved a large school
district of 77,150 students and a university. The program vas
dgsignsd to offer systematic support to all beginning elementray
teachers. A personnel exchenge arrangement placeds 27 University
graduate interns as first—?egr elementary teachers and releassd 9
veteran teachers to work full-time as clincial support teachers
for the graduate interns and other beginning teachers at no

12 14



additional cost to the school district. The interns were fully
certified first-year teachers who are working on master's
degrees in teaching. Through the program they received one-year
teaching experience and exposure in the district, a fellowship
from the university, tuition waivers for two summers and two
semesters, and credit towards their degree. The clincial support
teachers provided consultative and nonevaluative support on
specific issues of concern to first-year teachers. This support
included in-classroom teaching demonstrations, materials
collection, emotional and instructional support, and in-service
workshops. The support tecchers served approximately 180
beginning teachers in 73 elementary schools. University
workshops and courses were offered to all graduate interns. Other
beginning teachers were also encouraged to participate in
workshops that address particular needs of first-year teachers.
Uni valjsi%gfcredit was offered for the workshops each semester for
a nominal fee.

North Carolina--This cooperative program involveg a large school
district of 72,000 students and a university and was based on the
state’s mandated program, The Initial Certit icatign!aualiui.;
Assurance Program which was in its second year of operation. In
the program, each be?i nning teacher had a support team that
included the principal, the assistant principal for instruction, and
a mentor teacher. Prior to the beginning of the year, mentor
teachers received a half-day of initial training 1n working with
the adult learner, conferencing skills, and evaluation techniques.
in addition, mentor teachers continued to receive training
throughout the school year. First-year teachers began their year
with a three-day orientation and were also required to participate
in 45 hours of training in effective teaching, classraoom
management and curriculum content. Throughout the year,
first-year teachers were observed by and conferenced with their
support teams. Additional inservice wasavailable for first-year
teachers who were identified to have a specific need.

Oregon--in this effort a university faculty member worked with
three small school districts (each under 4,000 students) and
collected data from first-year teachers. Two of the districts had
no formal induction program. The largest district (enroliment
3,859) had had an induclion program for four l_,.ilears, The program
was a part of a package on recruitment, selection, induction and
maintenance of staff. The general focus of the program was on

communicating the school and district norms and on assistinanew
hires. Program features included new staff orientation, weeﬁl%
“survival” conferences between the new teacher and the support
teacher, and new teacher seminars for college credit on teaching
strategies, peer support coaching, etc. A professional growth plan
was required for all teachers and participanis evalualed the
indgctitcm program both informally and through a formal written
evaluation. ’

Texas--This progrem was conducted by a mid-size school district
of approximately 11,000 students. The district had assigned two
master teachers to work full-time with first-year teachers and

other new hires. Prior to the opening of school, first-year ,
teachers received two extra days of orientation and inservice and
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they were visited individually by, a representative from the
personnel office during the first two months of school. They were
also assigned a "buddy teacher” by their principal. Throughout the
year, a supervisory staff of ten central office consultants
provided assistance to new teachers upon request by the teacher
or principal. This assistance included model teacking, resource
information, materials acquisition, and formal and informal
evaluations. The personnel department also offered advanced
academic training for credit for teachers who choose to
participate. )

west Virginia--This program was a cooperative venture involving
8 mid-size school district of 7,220 students and a regional )
educational service agency. The induction program provided
assistance and training over a three-year period and was aimed at
teachers new to the professsion and those new to the system. The
first year focused primarily on oreintation to the system and
school coupled with support for the new teacher and included:
advise, counsel and instruction by a mentor who was a content
supervisor; orientation to the system, the school, and
instructional content; conferencing with principal; and visitation
by central office specialists. The second and third years, clinical
in nature, are based on effective teaching/schools research,
classroom management techniques, and information about the
system. A sequence of seminars are conducted throughout the
three year training period.

Figure 4 summarizes many of the demographic and operational
features of these programs. The information represented in this figure was
reported by each site in a "District/System Descriptive Information” form.
As the figure indicates, the 10 districts located in the 8 states range in size
from 915 to more than 77,000 students {(mean size = 29,662). The districts
tend to cluster is size into four categories:

<5,000--the three Oregon districts;

5,000 ~ 15,000--Michigan, Texas and West Virginis;

30,000--Kentucky; and

70,000+-- Colorado, New Mexico and North Carolina.

All community types are represented in the ten sites. Three of the
sites are located in mid-size cities, three in suburban areas, and two in

large cities. The other two are classified as “rural” and “rural/suburban.”
socis-economic status. This figure ranged from a low of S& to a high of 668,

14 16



L=y |

Figure 4

Derographic and Prageam Information on Participating Districts

Developeent Plan
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with the average being 26%. The range of new teachers hired by each of the
districts was 3 to 61. A similar range was found in the humber of new
teachers from whom data were collected. In one district, only two teachers
participated in the study, while in the North Carclina district, S8 teachers
participated in data collection.

Seven of the 10 sites had formal teacher iﬁdﬁctian programs in
operation. Only the Kentucky and North Carolina programs wers
state~-mendated. Four of the ten programs were collaborative, and the other
six were operated indepandently by ]ﬁtai scheool systems. The Kentucky, New
Mexico and North Carolina programs were sponsored by school districts and
universities, while the West Virginia program involved a school district and

a regional education service agency. Therefore, considering the intent,

following four cetegories:
State-Mandated Programs--Kentucky and North Carolina
Collaboratively Operated Prograrns--New Mexico and West
Virginia
Local District Operated Programs--Celorado, Oregon Site 2, and
Texas
No Formal Pragram--Michigan and Oregon Sites 1 and 3
Figure 5 shows demographic information on the first-year teachers
enrolled in each of the induction programs described sbove. The 168
first-year teachers from these eight sites are very similar demogrephicatly
to the total sample of 576 teachers included in the overall collaborative
study. As Figure 4 indicates, approximately thre¢-fourths of the teachers are
female and 60% are under the age of 25 indicating that they have probably
entered the teaching profession directly from their college program. Thirty

percent of the first-year teachers are older than 25 and probably have had
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some other job experiences.
In five of the eight sites all of the first-year teachers sre Anglo.

sample, while Hispanic first-year teachers are represented only in Colorado
and New Mexico. However, in New Mexico, more than one-third of the

first-year teachers are Hispanic. The fact that five of the eight sites report

to attract more minority candidates into the teaching profession.

Teachers of all different grade levels are represented in the total
sample. Six of the eight sites have both elernentary and secondery first-year
teachers included; Michigan includes onily secondary teachers and New Mexico
includes only elementary teachers. All of the teachers included are college
gradustes with ninety percent having bachelors degrees and ten percent
having advanced degrees.

Progrem Practices. Twa data sources

are particularly useful in comparing program practices. First is the partion
of the District Demographic Questionnaire related to program features (see
Figure 4, page 15). In regard to program features, the support teacher was

the most commonly found required component, while the individual

no formal induction programs in operation, provided an orientation program
and in-service/staff development for beginning teachers.

A second detaiied source of information about how specific program
practices varied across sites was a section of the End-of-Year Questionnaire
on which first-year teachers reported the types of assistance they received

from support teachers. In the final interview, first-year teachers were
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asked who had been the most helpful to them during the year. In the sites

that had 8 formal support teacher assigned to first-year teachers, the

provided the most help. When there was no formal support teacher, first-year
teachers most often reported that they relied most heavily on "the teacher
across the hall” or other teachers who teach the same subject or grade level.
Mentioned much less frequently were administrators, department heads,
spouses and friends.

On the End-of-Year Questionnaire, f irst-year teachers were provided a
list of 14 areas and asked to check those in which they had received
assistance from their support teachers. (Some of the first-year teachers
who did not have a formal support teacher responded to the item in terms of
someone they considered to be their informal support teacher; others left the
item blank.) Figure 6 indicates those areas in which first-year teachers
received help from their support teachers. It is interesting to note, that in
slmost all sites, support teachers provided some assistance in almost every
area. This findings substantiates the very diversified role of the support
teacher and makes clear the number of areas in which the first-year teacher
would have to fend for himself/herself when no support teacher is available.
As Figure 6 indicates, the type of assistance most consistently mentioned
was “someone to talk to/listen to,” followed by "locating materials™ and
“help with clerical work related to district policies and procedures.” Other
areas most frequently :n:;nénticngd were “lesson planning,” “cléssrnum
arganization,” and "discipline.”

After indicating with a checkmark those areas in which they had

received assistance from the support teacher, first-year teachers were

help. Figure 7 indicates those areas in which first-year teachers indicated
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Figure &

Areas in Which First-Year Teachers Received Assistance
From Support Teachers

A Y T R R ™
(Re1S) | (Ne19) | (W2 | (Ns52) | (WsS0) | (Me3) | (We) | (Ke3)
Answering questions about clerical work related to 1.5 1.5 H/A 1 2.5 2 Ly | 45
district/systen policies and procedures (33) (79) (63) (72) (100} | (83) (67)
Becoming familiar with subject matter 15 | 0.5 MA 135 | 128 8.5
(20) | (1) (@ | (@) (50)
(lassroom organization 1.5 5 N/A 5 4 5 1
(20) | (84) (84) | (68) (67 | (%)
Dealing with students' individual differences | 125 | 106 | WA | o | 7e 0.5 | 1
(13) (14) (42) (52) (50) (33)
Estabﬁsﬁiﬁg realistic expectations for student 74 .. 5 N/ g 95 b 9.5 11
work and behavior (20) | (84) () | (@) | (3) | 60 | (3)
Grading and evaluation of student progress s lws w0 | u | 51 4
(200 | (74) () | (0] (67) | (67)
How o conduct parent conferences 05 | 1| oW | s | s 0.5 | 435
(1) | (68) (54) | () (50) | (&)
Locating materials L5 1.5 H/A 2 2.5 4 5 4.5
(33 | (n) 8) | () | 61 | (61 | (57)
Motivating students BN RERE 25 | 45
(200 | (s4) (46) | (#4) (33) | (&)
Planning lessons (materi‘aIs', »}hat to ﬁea::hi how fo ,35_ 14 N/ 5 5.5 b § 4.5
teach it) @) | (83) () | (64 | 33) | (61 | (&0)
Relationships with other teachers sl ws | owh | ow | u | 2| W | u
(20) (74) (21) (24) | {100) (17) (33)
Snméa-ne to talk to/Tisten to _ 35 2.5 H/A' 1 1 2 5 1
@0 | (%) (92) | (e8) | (100) | (s7) | (100)
Stutent control/disclpline B L[] 9 [ ss | s | 4] u
(20) | (100) 2) | ) | o) | @) |3y
Time management (personal/professional) 14 2.5 MR | 135 1.5 12,5 4.5
(1 | (%) (23) | (82) (3) | (67)

KOTE:  Top nunber in each cell indicates the rank received t
mentioned (14), The bottom number in parentheses is

y the item ranging from most fraquently mentioned (1) to least frequently
the percentage of respondents who mentioned the item.
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Foure 7
Areas in Which First-Year Teachers Recelved the Most Assistance
From Support Tedchers

0| K| M| MM R T W
(N=15) | (Ne9) | (Ne2) | (NeB2) | (N=S0O) | (=3) | (N=6) | (N=3)
Answering questions about clerfcal work related to 3.5 N/A 1 4.5
d1str1§t/system policies and procedures (47) . (40) (17)
Eecnmlng fannhar with subject matter 2 | b | NIA 7 787577 10.5
(13) | (&) (8) (4)
Classroom organization | 05 | WA @ 10.5 ) 4
(21) (15) (4) (33)
Dealing with students' individual differences 2o owa | o4 | 71
(11) (1) | (12)
Estahhshing reahshc Expectatinns for student . 4 6 H/A _ __5.5 55 | | |
work and behavior (7} | (42) (8) | (18)
Grading and evaluation of studeat progress 6 N/A 8.5 1@;5 4.5 1
(42) 8 | (4 (an | (67
How to conduct parent conferences 12 /A b
(1) (12)
Locating materials ,-4- 2 Hjﬂ_ 1 2 5.5 ) _4_5_
___ (1| (s8) (46) | () )
Motivating students 3.5 /A 8
) () )
Planning Tessons (materdals, what to teach, how to 1 12 N/A 85 | 15 L5 | 4
teach it) (20) | (1) (8) | (20) (3) | ()
Relationships with other teachers 9.5, 7 H/; 1 16,5” )
(21) W
Semeone to talk to/listen to 14 H/A 1 2 1 L5 4
- ( @) | o8 | ||
Student control/discipline | w4 | s |l o
(%5) (18) | (&) () | (3
Tine management (personal/professicnal) 4 8 N/A ;4
(1), () | @)

HOTE: Top number in each cell indicates the rank received by the item ranging from most frequently mentioned (1) to least frequently

mentioned (14).

The bottom number in parentheses is the percentage of respondents who mentionad the item,
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that they received the most assistance from support teachers. Expectedly,
many areas show up on both lists, but there are some differences worth
notirg. For example, while "help with clerical work™ was frequently
mentionea, it was not among the areas in which first-year teachers overall
reported that they received the most help, except in the case of the two
state-mandated programs (NC and KY). This can possibly be explained in one

of two ways. F’irst,, it may be because state-mandated Qrﬂgrams have more

teachers in these programs have been better prepared to prﬁwde assistance
in this area. The areas of "establishing realistic expectations for student
work™ and "grading”, while not mentioned as frequently as some other areas,
appeared high on the "most help” list. The "most help” list also revealed that
five of the programs served a strong emotional support function as indicated
by the area "someone to talk to/listen to.”

Ergewag | Effects of Practices on
sources vrere particulariy helpful in identifying effects of induction

Beginning Teac

practices and programs as perceived by first-year teachers. One data source
was the End-of-Year Questionnaire; the other was a question on the final
interview which asked first-year teachers what changes they made as a
result of the assistance they received.

On the End-of-Year Questionnaire, first- geart chers were asked to

assistance | received was helpful.”, this would indicate that the teacher
believed the assistance had been extremely helpful. A "1” on the same item
would indicate that the teacher believed the assistance was not helpful. The
items clustered into two categories in that nine of the items were directly
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related to induction support while the other nine items related to genersl
"Reversed Items,” meaning that a low score rather than a high score was
desirable. Figure 8 indicates the mean responses of participants st each of

the eight sites.

noticeably less desirable responses than the other six sites. This would
obviously be expected on items related to induction sunport, but was also
true on items related to general satisfaction with teaching. It is interesting
to note, for example, that teachers in Michigan and Oregon question the
correctness of their decision to be a teacher (item #22) moreso than the
teachers in any of the other sites. It should also be noted that while the
Michigan and Oregon sites were noticeably different than the others, it
appears that the Oregon teachers were in 8 generally more supportive
environment than the Michigan teachers. While not conclusive, the data from
influence on how teachers perceive their own effectiveness and the
desirability of their profession.

they have made as a result of the assistance they have received through their
induction programs. Representative responses from each site are shown in
Figure 9. In general, teachers gave very specific examples of the changes
they made. It is interesting to note both the number and nature of the

changes mentioned. The list indicates that a substantial amount of change is



Figure 8
First-Year Teacher Responses to End-of-Year Questionnaire

T N R R A I N R T "
(N15) | (he20) | (We2) | (NeS2) [(NeSO) | (We3) | (es) | (Ne3)

Itens Related to Induction Support

4. The assistance I received was helpful, 3.80 410 1.00 4.8 4.5 1.1 4,75 4,00
16. My principal has been helpful and supportive o |

during the year. 3.9 4,00 2,50 3.85 4.16 2.00 3.50 5.00
1. My support teacher has been helpful and _

supportive during the year. .13 4.70 1.00 4.85 440 LB £.50 4,00
20. [ felt there was Someone I could go to for 7

assistance or just to talk to during the year, 420 1 A4 | 100 | 42 | 428 | 433 | 483 | 400
28. | feel the assistance I received through the _

First Year Teacher Assistance Program has 160 | 340 | WA L1241 | L0 LD | 43

improved my professional competencies as a

teacher.
3L, Teachers in general at this school were supportive. | 4,07 | 435 L0 F 368 1402 | o400 | 450 | 46

* Reversed Items

15. [ was apprehensive about receiving assistance from '
3.00 .88 | 2.4 | 11 1.3 2.67

others. .13 2.20
29. Relying so heavily on other teachers for their
. materials, ideas, at tines mde me feel unconfortable, | 277 | 2.05 | wa .18 | 180 | 287 00 | 2.8
<R 30. 1 felt ny support teacher forced his/her idess onme. | 133 | 135 | WA LIS | L3 | a6 | L1 | ue
Ttens Related to General Satisfaction with Teaching
el. 1 believe My students did their best, 3.60 340 | 300 4.2 .54 | 300 .17 4.00
23. 1 feel good about this school system. 38 1 350 | 350 | 42 400 | 400 | 433 | 4.

24, T an proud to be a nenber of the teaching profession, | 453 | 425 | 4.00 | 4.5 h64 | 433 | 483 | 5.00
25, My teaching preparation program prepared me for the

real world of teaching, .13 3.50 2.50 154 | 3.52 3.00 1.3 3.67
%. 1 believe conditions (salary, responsibilities,
public opinions, etc,) for teachers are good. 25 ) L5 LS | 205 | 268 | 300 | 267 | 2.6
21, My first year of teaching has been like I expected - _ |
it to be, , B 1O P P 7 2B X1
* Reversed Itens
18, I have felt alone/isolated during the year. 2.60 1.9 3.50 1.9 LE0 | 2.67 1.67 1.3
19. 1 have felt incompetent during the year. ) 1.8 3.50 2.00 16 | 2.3 1.00 1.00
22, 1 question the correctness of my decision to be a _ B o ) _ . )
teacher, 1.87 165 | 3.00 1.92 L6 | L33 2.1 1.00

*On Reversed [tems, a low score is desirable,

NOTE: Mean responses are reported on a scale of 1-5. Each respondent circled the number that best represented his/her opinion using & scale

3l

ranging from "Not at AT1" (1) to "Extremely” (5).




. B Figureg -
Changes First-Year Teachers Reported Meaking
As a Result of Assistance Received

In the end-of - year interview, first-year teachers were asked, "What changes have you made in
your teaching as a result of assistance you have received?” Representative responses are displayed
by site as follows:

Colorado (N=11)

I've lear ned to begin and end lessons better.

I switched how | review for exams.

I now state what we will do during the ciass and explain how much time we will spend. | also
emphasize major points more.

I've tried different techniques and strategies for disci pline.

I've gotten help with the curriculum such as how to integrate music,

Now I'm not s0 serious when I'm in front of the class.

Kentucky (N= 20)
I've changed little things like voice inflection and eye contact.
How to plan a unit and set up objectives. How to plan ahead rather than day-to-day.

I'm using different management techniques s a result of suggestions from my committee.
I'm more dedicated becsuse | see how dedicated my resource teacher is.
I've changed by expectstions of students.

Michigan (N=1) '
I’'m not sure what changes | have made, but my teaching has evolved over the year.

New Mexico (H=18)

I don’t use the text so much; | now know other ressurces to use. I'm integrating subjects more
such as English and social studies.

| focus more on individual needs. 1've cut down on the number of spelling words. I've tried
ideas from the seminars.

I've rearranged the classroom. My students keep journals.

I've changed the way | do resding groups.

| use manipulatives more often and more effectively.

North Carolina (N=3)
I've changed some of my techniques for dealing with disci pline. I've adapted to the disarray.
I've changed my pacing. | was going too fast, especially through the transitions.
I'm now more consistent with the children on disci pline.

Oregon (No final interviews avsilable)

Texas (N=6)
To use different techniques like going from the chalk board to the overhead in the same class.
I've changed the order in which we do homework. | changed how | deal with discipline.
I've become more organized 8s a result of the principal and vice- principal evaluations. | make
sure | vary my voice inflection.
I've changed my classroom management and started using a procedure for putting kids names on

the board. = =020 0@

West Yirginia (N=3) ,
I've changed my teaching style and how | desl with behavior problems as a result of my
principal’s evaluation. 1've tried some suggestions given in the seminars; | would not have
thought of them on my own.
I've changed my classroom management as a result of the seminar we had.
I'm trying to be more consistent with my discipline.
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Induction program. Also, most of the changes are of an instructional nature
and are of the type that directly influence the quality of instruction with
students.. While it is difficult to quantify, based on the changes reported it

teachers was improved as a result of their involvement in the induction

progrems.
tention. On the final interview, first-year

teachers were asked what they do best as & teacher and what they find most
difficult about teaching. Responses to the question about what they find
most difficult were analyzed in an attempt to identify areas in need of
additional attention. Representative responses from each of the sites are
shown in Figure 10. A number of areas in need of additional attention are
apparent including: discipline; finding the time to plan, grade papers, and do
required record-keeping; motivating difficult students; and dealing with
individual student needs and difierences. Some of these areas lend
themselves to being addressed through an induction program. For example,
beginning teachers could probably benefit from assistance targeted at
improved time management techniques and streamlined record-keeping
techniques. However, it is also important to realize that by and large these
areas of concern are not unique to beginning teachers. Rather they are much
the same concerns that would likely be nominated by any group of veteran
teachers as well. Rather than assuming that the induction program should
address these areas, it is probably more reasonable to conclude thst learning
to teach is a career-long process that cannot be mastered in one-year
regardiess of how comprehensive the induction program is. Instead, on-going
staff development programs should be designed to address these areas in the
first year but to also continue to focus on them throughout a teacher's

career.



~ Figure 10 ,
Areas of Difficulty Reported By
First-Year Teachers

In the end-of-year interview, first-year teachers were asked "what do you
have the most difficulty with in your teaching?" Representative responses
are displayed by site as follows:

Colorado (N=11) , N o ,
Discipline {mentioned bli] more than half of respondents)
Not having enough time to prepare ,
Classroom management, especially with the afternoon group
Being fair and consistent , o
The curriculum sometimes does not match the kids; its over their heads

Kentucky (N=20) ,
Keeping students motivated
Discipline {mentioned by 6 respondents} ,
Dealing with the individual differences of students , ,
The paperwork; communicating with parents; all the after-school work
Dealing with students who have a bad attitude ) .
Not having enough time to plan; not going home until after 6 p.m.

Michigan (N=1) o .y , o
Entorcing discipline and not being a "soft touch” for all of the excuses
kids come up with )

New Mexico (N=18) ,
Talking with parents; classroom control

Classroom management and discipline (mentioned by several teachers)
Qealingwi th my own frustration when kids aren't cooperative
Not getting enough help from psrents

Putting up with politics and other teachers who are very competitive

North Carolina (N=3) , ,
Dealing with all the demands of the career development program; it's
one paper right after another; one meeting right after another
Grading all the papers; dealing with the overtime , o ,
“Teaching is not that difficult, its preparing to teach that is difficult.”
Motivating students that do not care and have problems in the home

Oregon (No final interviews available)

Texas (N=6) . , . ,
Having time to deal with individual students, especially those with
_behavior problems . ,

Trying to maintain enthusiasm and motivation late in the afternoon; ,
. fitting in al the "essential elements”; taking work home every night
Telling a child that he will be retained and will have to repeat the grade
Having time to really listen to what the children are trying to tell you

West Yirginia (N=3) - 7 o
Finding different ways for dealing with children who are difficult ,
Sta%in’g “overprepared” so that faster students will have something to do
All the paperwork is difficult and has been a surprise to me. )
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Implications of These Findings for Induction Program Development

The findings from this study lend themselves to a number of specific
implications for program development and have led the authors to
conceputalize a model for program development. First we will discuss these
implications and will conclude by proposing a model to guide the
development of induction prsgrams.

Implications, Deta from this study indicate that the existence of an
induction program influences hoy teachers perceive their own effectiveness
end the desirebility of the teaching profession. Further, first-year teachers
reported making a large number of changes in their classroom teaching as a
result of the assistance they received through their induction programs (See
Figure 9, page 25). Therefore, the first implication from these f indings for
program development is that it is in the school district's best interest to
have an induction program. It can be hypothesized that the very existence of
an induction progrem helps teachers realize that they are not expected to be
“polished professionals™ their first day on the job and that it is acceptable,
and even desirable, to seek help with their teaching. This hypothesis is
supported by the End-0f-Year Questionnaire data which indicate that the
least desirable responses related to assistance received and general
satisfaction with teaching were reported by teachers in those sites with no
formal induction programs. To state it another way, it appears that the very
existence of an induction progrem can meke a difference in how first-year

teachers perceive their own teaching and the teaching profession.

First-yeer teachers who were assigned designated support teachers

consistently reported that those persons were who they relied upon most
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heavily for assistance. When there was not & designated support teacher,
first-year teachers either "worked it out on their own" or relied on “the
teacher across the hall” or some other receptive teacher at the school.

The data related te the function of support teachers (Figures 6 and 7)
indicated that in almost all instances the support teacher fulfilled s very
diversified role involving at least 14 distinct functions. First-year teachers
reported that they received the most help from support teachers in the areas
of: locating materials, student discipline, lesson planning, grading,
establishing realistic expectations for student work and behavior, and having
someone to talk to/listen. A couple of implications for program development
related to support teachers can be derived. The first is that support

teachers shou'd receive training in how to fulfill the role of support teacher,

as interfering. Because data indicate that the role of the support teacher is
quite substantiel, a second implication is that they should be compensated
for their work with beginning teachers. Districts should reward support
teachers either monetarily, by providing release time, or through other forms
of professional recognition.

The final set of implications for program development relate to how
district's view their teacher induction programs and the expectations they
hold for them. The induction program should be considered as the entry piece

of a larger, on-going staff development program for teachers. Learning to

program will ever be powerful enough to transform beginning teachers into

polished professionals at the conclusion of one year. In planning an induction



and learning to manage ail of the planning, grading, paperwork and
recorcing-keeping demands inherent in teaching (especially if the induction
program itself requires additional clerical werk as is often the case in
state-mandated programs). The induction program should also include help in
8 variety of other sreas such as student discipline, lesson planning, grading, .
and dealing with parents, to name a few, but it should not be assumed that
these issues can be dealt with once and for all during the first year.

It is also important that districts have reslistic expectations for
their induction programs (Huling-Austin, 1986). It is very difficult for
induction programs to be powerful enough to overcome the difficulties
beginning teachers experience when placed in an extremely difficult teaching
context. A variety of factors can contribute to a difficult context such as
being assigned classes comprised predominantly of low-achieving students
who are unmotivated to learn, or having an extremely high student-teacher
ratios, a large number of preparations, or demanding extra-curricular
responsibilities. It is common for first-year teachers to be placed in
difficult teaching assignments because teachers with more senori ty are
often given the more desirable assignments. Also, beginning teachers are
often "misassigned” and asked to teach subjects for which they are not
certified. It is estimated that more than 12% of all newly hired teachers are
not certified in the field to which they are assigned (Roth, 1966). Praogram
developers must keep in mind that the induction support program should not
be expected to overcome the influence of misassignments and overloads.

A Model to Guide the Development of
Teacher Induction Programs
In developing & teacher induction program a number of factors need to

be considered in addition to what the literature clearly suggests are the
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the teaching context, and the induction support program. Because these three
factors interact, it is not enough to consider each factor in isolation rather
all three factors must be considered in combination. If one accepts this
premise, induction then is a function of the beginning teacher, the context,

and the support program, and the interactions of each with the other. The

Induction Success = f(Beginning Teacher x Context x Support Program)

To elaborate on this, a beginning teacher with no previous experiences
in an inner-city school setting will need a different type of induction
support than one who perhaps grew up in this type of setting and/or did
student teaching in such a school. Using this model, it is also possible to see
how any one factor can prevent successful induction. For example, if the

beginning teacher has an extremely weak background and is not well-suited

teacher regardless of the teaching context or the induction support program

provided. Another situation, more frequently encountered, is when the

difficult teaching situation, the support program has little chance of
overcoming the negative influence of context.

The mode! proposed does suggest an individualized approach to
induction, but this is not to suggest that it is necessary to design a totally

different induction program for each beginning teacher. Rather program

beginning teachers with like backgrounds operating in similar settings. This
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appreach will be more effective than providing all teachers with exactly the
same induction progrem, regardiess of their background or the teaching
setting. Also, program developers will go a long way toward promoting
successful induction by using their influence to see that first-year teachers
are not placed in contexts that prevint them from succeeding. In spite of the

fact that veteran teachers may feel they are entitled to the more desirable

teachers with the least experience in the most difficult assignments.

Beyond this, program developers slso need to communicate to persons in

hiring decisions and to choose candidates who have specific personal and
professional characteristics that make it more likely that they will succeed
in the specific setting in which the opening exists.
Summary
This paper reports findings from a national Collaborative Study of
Teacher Induction in Diverse Contexts coordinated by the Research and

study. Data from ten districts in eight states (Colorado, Kentucky, Michigan,
New Mexico, North Cerolina, Oregon, Texas and West Virginia) were analyzed
and discussed in this paper.

Findings were organized into four sections: Description of Programs
and Participants, Similarities and Differences in Progrem Practices,
Perceived Effects of Practices on Beginning Teachers, and Areas in Need of
Additional Attention. The programs operated in districts ranging in size
from 915 to more than 77,000 (mean size = 29,662).

Seven of the 10 sites had formal teacher induction progrems in

operation. Only the Kentucky and North Carolina progrems were
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state-mandated. Four of the ten programs were collaborative, and the other
six were operated independently by local school systems. The Kentucky, New
Mexico and North Carolina programs were sponsored by school districts and

universities, while the West Virginia program involved a school district and

In regard to program features, the support teacher was the most
commonly found required component, while the individual professional
development plan was the least commonly found program feature. Hslf of the
sites had support teams and half did not. All of the sites, with the exception
provided en orientation program and in-service/staff development for
beginning teachers.

First-year teachers reporied receiving help from their support
teachers in 14 different areas. Areas most frequently mentioned included
"someone to talk to/listen to,” followed by “locating materials™ and “help
with clerical work related to district policies and procedures.” Other areas
most frequently mentioned were “lesson planning,” “classroom organization,”
and “discipline.”

On an End-0f-Year Questionnaire, first-year teachers were asked to
react to a series of 18 statements related to the induction support they had
sites that had no formal induction program in operation were noticeably less
desirable than the other sites. The questionnaire data indicate that the
existence o7 an induction program has an influence on how teachers perceive
- their own effectiveness and the desirability of their profession. In the
end-of-year interviews, first-year teachers gave very specific examples of
the changes they had made as & result of the assistance they had received.
Their responses indicated that they attributed a substantial amount of
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change to the assistance they received through the induction program. Also,
most of the changes were of an instructional nature and were the type that
directly influenced classroom teaching.

First-year teachers also indicated in the end-of-yesr interviews, the
areas of teaching in which they were experiencing difficulty. These areas
were analyzed in an attempt to identify those areas in need of additional
attention. The areas nominated most frequently included: discipline;
finding the time to plan, grade papers, and do required record-keeping;
motivating difficult students; and dealing with individual student needs and
differences. while, some of these areas lend themselves to being addressed
through an induction program, others are concerns that are not unique to
beginning teachers. Rather than assuming that the induction pregram should
address these areas, it is probably more reasonable to conclude that learning
to teach is a career-long process that cannot be mastered in one-year
regardless of how comprehensive the induction program is. instead, on-going
staff development programs should be designed to address these arees in the
first year but to also continue to work on them throughout a teacher's career.

A number of implications for program development were derived from
these findings. These implications include:

1) It is in the district's best interest to implement an induction
program. It appears that even 8 modest induction program can make a
difference in how first-year teachers perceive their own teaching and the

2) The assignment of a support teacher for the first-year teacher may
well be the most powerful and cost-effective induction practice available to
program developers.

3) Support teachers should receive training in how to provide

assistance in a variety of areas and in how to work with another adult in a
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supportive manner.
4) Support teachers should be compensated for participation in
5) Districts should view their teacher induction programs as the entry

piece to a larger, on-going staff development program for teachers and

for all during the first year of teaching.

6) Districts should have realistic expectations for their teacher
induction programs and realize that learning to teach is not a one-year
produce polished professionals at the end of one year of teaching.

7) Districts should avoid placing first-year teachers in difficuit
teaching situations and settings that will prevent them from succeeding.

The following mode! for program development is proposed:
Induction Success = f{Beginning Teacher x Context x Support Program)

The induction process is influenced by the personal and professional
characteristics of the beginning teacher, the teaching context, the induction
support program, and the interactions of each with the other. For example, a
beginning teacher with no previous experiences in a specific type of school
setting will need a different type of induction support than one who perhaps
grew up in this type of setting and/or did student teaching in such a school.
Rather than providing all beginning teachers with exactly the same induction
program, regardless of their background or the teaching setting,

the support program should be designed to provide assistance that is
context-specific and besed on the individual needs of the beginning teacher

at the time he/she is experiencing these needs.
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