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ABSTRACT

The findings in this study will add to the body of research regauidiproving
workplace support for urban educators. One of the major issues in public education
today is that of teacher induction. In this study, the researcher exploredjtthro
first-hand accounts of early service educators, the perceived effect, snaerm
performance in the classroom, readiness to teach, and relationship with ibg distr
the new-teacher induction process on teachers who have either remainegednmplo
or left the urban district in question.

The research focused on how the new-teacher induction program shaped
teacher growth according to those who participated in it. This included determining
how the induction program shaped teachers in their pedagogy, culture, and personal
level of comfort in the profession and district. The research also determined wha
differences, if any, existed between the responses of those who left to alitr
those who stayed.

The method of study was qualitative inquiry. The researcher asked for the
storiesof early career teachers and assessed the relative vidwbservances of these
instructors regarding their experiences with a specific induction program.

Teachers were not sure that the induction program in questiaffeated their
teaching pedagogy. Culturally, the teachers were sure that the progizad them
better understand children of poverty and those who grow up in an urbaonemst.
The teachers universally expressed frustration at not being able to getaxnlish

their individual schools. There was a slight difference in answers between those who



had left and those who stayed. Subjects thought the induction process needed much
revamping to meet its goals. The induction program is, in thegoposed to help ease
the transition from college or the business world to the classroom but, instead, it
increases the level of tension and stress at the beginning of the teacher's Alre
respondents expressed some frustration, and even confusion, about certain
expectations that did not match between building and district, or that were nlyt clear
spelled out to them.

The researcher recommended that the district improve its communication
between district and buildings through several steps, that it should implement a more
specific and useful mentor program, and that it should work to tailor the induction

process to the needs of a varied group of teachers.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Introduction and Rationale

Nationally, education is facing a crisis. About a third of new teachers do not
stay in the profession past the three year mark. Half leave before frgeayea
complete. In urban districts, the attrition rate is over half (Prince, 2008s 2804).

One may ask why this is important. Urban districts face denable hurdles in
reaching students on a daily basis. Among these hurdles, includingyptnaersience,
lack of consistent adult presence in the home, and the influence of drugs and alcohol,
the consistent presence of teachers in the school is the onentitiecgr be controlled.
It also has added importance because teachers may be the only consistanepries
some students’ lives (Louis and Kruse, 1995).

Studies across America in the last ten years have shown that highly qualified,
effective teachers who are consistently in contact with low-socio-econardenss
make those students achieve better on standardized performanceensir(Mmadero,
2005). The first three to five years of a teacher’s career are crititted idevelopment
of effective teachers (Briton, Ganser and Wong, 2005). Writing for the National
Commission on Teaching and America’s future, Hammond saw a correlation etwee
attrition rates and student achievement. The attrition rate in our nation’s schools,

especially those in urban areas, indicates a decreased oppodunitydn students to



experience an effective teacher (Hammond, 2002). What factors help urban schools
retain qualified early career educators? The American public ednsstem has

dealt with the issue of staffing its urban schools and avoiding trarb&egirnover for

more than two generations. The situation has intensified dbe tationwide teacher
shortage and the impending departure of the baby boomer generation from the
workforce in general and education in particular, where many of the leading edge
(those born in the immediate post World War Il years) are alreadgdefi problem

that used to be relegated to inner- city school districts now is a problem fot almos
everyone, which has added to the problem in the most hard-to-staff districts. Add to
this the fact that national studies now have shown that the public perceivess¢ache

be grossly underpaid for the job they perform, and one can see the trouble schools
might have staffing and keeping good teachers (Berry, 2004). Americaosppens

of urban schools have for some time been rather negative. They are seen as places that
are full of poor teachers, poor students, and myriad other problems that people do not
want to face. In addition, the definition wfban school$ias had to be expanded as
minority populations have migrated outward into the older, inner-ring bslwflarge

and medium sized cities across the country (Costigan, 2005). There are now more
school districts that face “urban” challenges, and more school districaréh@cing

the dilemma of how to retain teachers while demanding high qualityrafamity in

the face of mandates made by No Child Left Behind. These issues have only added to
the loss of teachers in higher poverty and higher minority school district. Iy thigor

nation will be faced with the replacement of over 1.7 million teachers by 2012, a



situation heretofore not faced by domestic public education instity&tassbury and
Zimmerman, 2002)

This statistic is daunting enough. However, the case is compoundeel fagt
that the problems that face urban districts are even more dire than those thaedr
by other districts. Teacher attrition is high nationwide, agallove information attests.
However, attrition in urban districts is even higher, with teachers often uss® the
districts as training grounds and leaving in a few years for what thegipe to be
easier jobs. The 50% attrition rate among early career (firgtlioyéar) teachers in
urban districts shows just how hard it is to find continuity in urban schools (Berry,
2004). Studies, such as the excellent one completed by Darling-Hammond for the
Journal of Teacher Education in 2000, often do not combine educational outcomes
with teacher attrition; Darling-Hammonds’ study and others read for background f
this dissertation, focus on teacher preparation and student success. Tddibhiensat
considered a separate issue. This seems to leave a need for more stetiesi®irs
the urban setting to find out what is happening to teachers who are being recruited to
fill the needs discussed above. Specifically, studies need to be conducted to help
answer the question of why teachers decide to stay or leave urban schools and how
effective specific urban districts are in combating the attrition theatbst them
consistency and continuity in implementing and perpetuating programs aatives.
More specifically, the question needs to be answered as to hoteaevers are trained
or inducted into urban education systems and if this induction process influences

teachers to stay longer than previous approaches.



While things such as work environment, identification with students and
parents, sense of community with other teachers, and administrative hiadhense
come into play in attempting to plumb the reasons why teachedede stay or leave
the urban setting, some researchers and a few school districts like Phiadeive
begun to look at university teacher preparation programs and district induction
programs for new teachers as key to preparing teachers for the urbanasetting
involving them in the school community as well as employed in the profession in the
key early years of teaching (Bradley & Loadman, 2005). Thisge@ally important in
urban schools, due to their need for prepared teachers to walk into the classroom and
their constant battles with keeping good teachers instead of lbsimgtd other school
districts.

One major problem for schools trying to figure out the puzzle of teacher
induction and retention is how teachers perceive being asked to mold thenrgelves
what the district they enter wants from a new teacher while often bslieg o act as
change agents for struggling schools (Beach and Pearson, 1998). Tickle (2000)
addressed the conundrum of teacher induction in two different studies, addressing
teacher induction as “an unsolved problem.” Not the least of the pre@liekle points
out is that newly qualified teachers are asked to entetaltiqractices, traditions, and
circumstances in which behaviors are prescribed and performances asselesed w
expecting and being expected to participate as reformers in search afrsotati

endemic institutional problems” (p.7). The frustration for many new teachers i



understandable. Though the research here is almost a decade old, it illustrates a
problem that still begs a solution.

As the challenges our nation’s schools face have become more apparent, the
realization has spawned many studies on how educators are prepé#ned:fassroom,
and a change in the way classroom teachers are prepared to entestiaayfas
“real” teachers. According to recent studies done by several chsesrincluding
Ayalon (2004), observation time at most major universities can now reach the 70-80
hour range, and student teaching in many university programs is approaching a
complete semester. While few can question that our universities ar@tatgio
prepare students for the realities of teaching, therelia slikconnect between what is
being done at our universities and what schools do with new teachers. Britton, Ganser
and Wong (2005) defined teacher induction as a highly organized and comprehensive
form of staff development, involving many people and components, which typically
continues as a sustained process for the first two to five years of a l®aaheer.
Mentoring is often a component of the induction process. However, in Britton, Ganser
and Wong's study of five countries’ approach to induction, again and again it is
stressed that the kind of mentors chosen for new teacherd iv vita relative success
of the program as measured by teacher retention and the satisfactionstegobet in
their first years of teaching. Britton et al. also reported$matzerland, New Zealand,
Japan, France, and even China spend more time preparing and expect more
professionalism from their teachers than does the United Statesséndbuntries,

teachers are not only are revered, but they work with a spirit of collaboration a



openness that is fostered by their school systems. Much money and time is spent for
training outside the classroom. Young teachers assume a lesser téactemgearly

in their career so that they may learn from experiencedgeacBritton et al. go on to
make the comparison that, in the United States, studies have seen little to no positive
effect from mentor programs in schools that spend as lit§éma year per teachem
teacher induction. Therefore, it seems prudent to this researcher to study-lifee rea
experience of a group of teachers who are currently in theyesitg of employment in

an urban setting to better understand how school supports contribute, if at all, to their
retention.

Another aspect that must be considered is the influx of alternatively aertifie
teachers into the urban setting, often fueled by the urgent need of urban distiiicts to f
high need areas such as math and science. This has made it imperativadts tistr
give much more in-depth training in basic teaching techniques to their newrgsgache
assuming many of them do not possess traditional university school of education
backgrounds. This is an issue that should not be taken lightly. Teachers are entering
classrooms with a bare minimum of preparation. Should their induction process be the
same as that of teachers entering with a full college or university emtupatigram
successfully behind them (Gonzalez, Gellert, Henry, Fleshman, and Meaghg?, 2008

Induction programs in all types of school districts differ substantially.

However, it is especially apparent in the urban setting, where mistakes wmpsiss
training young teachers may mean losing yet another valuable assatelee need

to retain as many good teachers as possible, much more care seems to be given b



districts to introducing policies and procedures of the school to new teachers while
basically ignoring the real-life nuts and bolts issues that teachers maightefore
entering the classroom (Costigan, 2005).

The need for further study regarding teacher induction techniques and their
effect on teacher satisfaction and attrition is becoming more apparennallstio
almost 10% of new teachers leave before their first yesaweis completed. Almost half
of all new teachers leave the profession within their first five yeaes{& & Smith,
2006). Add to that the fact that many teachers see urban educatidraaing ground
or a means to get student loans paid off (treating it, in effect, as a stintHeabe
Corps or another “good act”) and one can see the daunting taskimhigetaachers in
the urban school setting. Questions urban districts must ask include “What exactly
we doing with our new teachers? How do our young educators perceive our induction
process? And finally, what should school districts do to make the process bear more
fruit in the form of teachers who decide to stay in the same districts for years?”

Many school districts have, in the last decade, revamped thdesgpproach
teacher induction. Recognizing, at long last, the inherent partnerships that could exis
for them, schools have begun to actively recruit those who student teach in their
buildings, and urban universities have begun to place emphasis on training students to
be ready for the challenges of urban settings (Waddell, 2005). @stmets have gone
so far as to actively recruit students while they are still in high schooktaattban
universities and come back to teach in the high school from which they graduated.

However, the literature that exists studying these partnershipstiedirand the



challenges of keeping a school-university partnership operatamigestithy level are so
daunting that more study of the subject seems appropriate to gawsgetkss of such
programs.

Once the new teacher enters the school, the question remains of how districts
go about ensuring their transition is as easy as possible ddehetrs are overwhelmed
with the day-to-day realities of the job itself and its enormous responeg)ikind are
also faced with the many meetings required of new teachers. Portfolinsyme
meetings, observations, all of which are designed to help teacherstandehe needs
of the district and the profession, pile up to make a seemingly impossible mountain to
climb for a new educator. The young instructor often cannot see the value in the
induction because the activities often are not explained welldbtaiesal job needs of
teachers (Waddell 2005). The very real threats made by No Child Left Behingt and b
state and local mandates backing federal laws, in tandem with low paytiend lit
recognition, make it easy to see why teachers leave for suburban distliess/eothe
profession altogether. As one young teacher said when discussing this shaghe “
you tell them that we need more about how to survive and less about how to fill out a
requisition for a stapler.” As humorous as this comment might have been intended, it
reinforces the disconnect some school districts have withtiwiahew teachers want
and need, and what they provide those new teachers upon entry into their district.

Many studies have been conducted in recent years looking into ways that

colleges of education can better prepare pre-service teaoh#s field. Some of the



traits that these colleges have identified in teachers whotleavield in their first five
years include:

1. A lack of understanding of the larger social context of education—i.e., the

reasons why education is so much of a “hot button” topic.
2. No supervised experience in a high-needs environment
3. Little or no reflective inquiry process that is facilitated by someoneddain
this specific area.

Some colleges have made concerted efforts to address these issues, arngdsa doi
have helped pre-service teachers in urban areas to better understand thefiatd t
entering and the places in which they decide to teach. Yet, it seems moréonseds
done to helmewteachers assimilate, adjust, and grow into the positions they secure
(Couvier, Brandon, & Prasow, 2008). Too often, the hectic schedule of the gehool
leads the school district to frontload all meetings and induction preeeohio a three-
to four-day marathon, then throw the new teacher to the wolves on the first day of
school. In the Winter 2009 Journal of Staff Development, Wiebke and Bbudirate
that even now early career staff development can range framfoamal buddy system
with just a few meetings before school starts, to the full “comprehensiveimmuct
including meetings, structured mentoring, portfolio building, common plan time, and
standards based evaluation to give a more true determination of whethersteagher
progressing successfully. While many districts are triange there to guide the young
teacher through the first years of the profession, there seems, too often, to be a

difference in the way these programs are perceived by those who desigm amein



and the teachers who are being subjected to them. This is an important areathat see
to merit further study.

Hoping to retain as many new teachers as possible, the Kansas City Missouri
School District, along with the satellite school districts ofitiier-ring suburban areas
of Kansas City (Hickman Mills C-1, Center, and Park Hill), haxeked since the fall
of 2005 with the University of Missouri-Kansas City’s Institutelisban Education to
recruit, train, and keep good young teachers in the urban setting. While this program
employs many of the above-mentioned strategies, such as mentoring, ongoing
professional development, and real-world pre-teaching experiences, the school
districts and the university also have begun to work on follow-throcightees tokeep
the young teachers in touch with the reasons why they entered the professimn and t
continue their education beyond the university setting. While other universitibs, suc
as UCLA, Temple, and Rutgers, have implemented similar programs, UMKC has
added much more to theirs—increasing the school’s commitment toiegad many
as 140 prospective teachers in the program at one time; most of them from the urban
core themselves. This addresses the stated problem of studantyicity and urban
schools who go years without seeing teachers who resemble them, espacilly.
The results of this initiative are still unclear, but the stéjg&C and its partner school
districts have taken once they have recruited and hired new teacherirtesit

study. (Waddell, 2005).
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Purpose of the Study
In this study, the researcher explored the perceived effect, in terms of
performance in the classroom, readiness to teach, and relationship with ibg difstr
the new teacher induction process on teachers who have stayedhs lefian district

in question through first-hand accounts of early service educators.

Defining Question/Background to the Study

While there are many areas within the purview of teacher fizatuthat could
be studied, the questions this research project addressed are:

1. How did the new teacher induction program shape teacher growth according t
those who participated in it?

Sub Questions: How did the induction program shape teachers in these
areas: pedagogical, cultural, personal level of comfort in
the profession and district?

2. What differences exist between those who left the district and those who
stayed?

Within the scope of these questions the researcher pursued reasons how
elements of the program worked and did not work, as well as othersfatthe overall
work environment that may have helped or interfered with new teachers’ ability t
succeed in the district.

Often, teachers use urban districts as training grounds, knowing that the

perception is that, if they can survive there, they have the toibisve in the suburban
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schools that provide an “easier” working environment. Somehow, this bleeding must
be stopped, and thus the need to see what the subject district is doiap its k®ung

teachers.

Problem Statement

Many of the studies that have been done regarding urban teacher induction
programs and their effect on teacher retention have been equivocal alubed e to
which such programs influence teachers to stay in their schools. As mentioned above
programs in many large inner city districts have, in the pastised on other routes to
teacher retention, including bonuses and loan forgiveness. Those that use
developmental induction programs use widely varying models. While 80% of school
districts in recent studies have professed to some kind of inductiomprogot all are
designed the same, and the one studied in this case is quite ambitious. Taking into
account the recognition that some urban universities have received in the past decad
for trying “innovative” methods to prepare teachers for the ass, and the fact that
a large percentage of school districts, both urban and otherwise, have now put into
place mentoring, portfolio building, discussion groups and classes to help battle
attrition in their schools, a model is beginning to emerge that has been accepted in
education circles as an effective way for schools to induct teachers. This nedel ha
been studied, but there are not many definitive case studiesuthagport the effect of

a specific induction program on an urban teacher group through first-hand accounts.

12



Significance of the Study

Focusing on the way the induction program works according to itsipartts,
this researcher wished to add to the knowledge base regarding comprehensive
induction and mentoring programs in urban schools.

By adding to the overall knowledge base regarding comprehensive induction
programs and their perceived effect on teacher retention, the researchehhbpes t
urban districts can make educated decisions regarding the way in which thety indu
new teachers. That there is a tie between continuity of staff and school ssiccess
undoubted, and this remains a major problem for urban schools. This heseavald

like to help in some small way to remedy this situation.

Researcher’s Perspective

It was this researcher’s expectation that most teachers who weveeived
for this project would voice some concern as to the overall positive effect of the
induction program on their first years in the classroom. Areas of concern were
expected to be in the real-world connection of their trainingjrine commitment and
availability of mentor teachers and administrators assigned to &ssistthe time
given to them by the district to address the daily grind of teaching, and the lack of
positive feedback given to new teachers, to give them a reason to wish to stay. Thes
perceptions are drawn directly from eighteen years of public school serwiaged
settings and in various school positions, from classroom teacher to program

coordinator to administrator.
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CHAPTER 2
REVIEW OF RELEVANT LITERATURE

The following literature review examines the relationship between the
approach of urban public school systems to new teacher induction anetirtion of
early career educators. Using the research questions to be exipigretiapter serves
as a baseline of knowledge regarding the use of different induction strateggies
recruitment through retention of young veteran teachers in the urban setting. The
chapter highlights problems that have existed for quite some time in urban teacher
retention and explores different metropolitan school systems, not only in the United
States but worldwide, describing what induction processes they have used and what
levels of success they have experienced. Many of the leading researdurrsaton
have touched on this subject. While this is by no means an exhaustivmtachere is
much to be learned from their findings.

Nothing could highlight the need for good teachers who wish to stay and
provide some degree of stability in the urban setting more than a quote from Ng’s

(2003) article on teacher shortages in the urban environment:

The Great City School Districts, representing many of ttgeel urban schools

in the United States, satisfied their need to staff classrooms with ay\ariet
means. According to the report, ‘sixty percent of responding districts allow
individuals to teach under emergency permits, 60% use long term substitutes,
37.5% hire teachers with certification waivers, and 35% of districts re@gniz
internship programs or permits (p. 381).

Ng (2003) quotes 1998 poll data supporting the public’s perception of

improving quality teaching as the highest priority in improving stugerformance in

14



urban districts. This belief is belied by the lack of monetary support thateis tp
districts by state funding formulas that penalize urban districts thairgepioorly on
standardized tests. However, it speaks to the importance of finding out what makes
guality urban educators, or any younger teacher, stay on the job in the cumeaie.cli
There is an obvious gap between the stated need for quality teachtrs tadd that a
large percentage of teachers who lack basic certification are beaagitio the
classroom.

These highly qualified teachers must be a calming influence on what has
become a tumultuous area of society. Ng (2005) stated the importance of finding
equality for all citizens in our country, and the importance ofevdociety recognizing
their complicity in allowing inequality in education and other parts of soaety t
become so obvious. One key step in this process would seem to be recruiting and
keeping good teachers in the urban setting.

Large urban districts such as Philadelphia, Baltimore, New York, and Boston
have had to deal with this issue for decades. Decaying inner-city districts ssBth a
Louis and Detroit, have experienced declines in teacher tenure as well. Neild and
Useem (2005) studied a three-year project aimed at producing better redaehion
in the Philadelphia public schools. At the time, the districtfacisig a partial takeover
mandated by the state, in which private contractors were assuming cdddodf the
district’s worst performing schools. Facing these circumstances, thetdia
desperation, reached out to its business partners to help devise foodels to better

recruit and induct teachers. At the time, only 73% of first-year teachersirestesa
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their initial year in the district. Even after implementing radical gkann the way
teachers were brought into the district and trained during their earlyesémaig, just

91% of first year teachers remained through their entire first yeald(Bind Useem,
2005). While this is an improvement, it still begs the question of how urban districts
can find recruits who fit the needed profile of those who are willing to, and will most
likely, stay in the district to provide stability where ihseded and, having found them,
induct these teachers in a way that causes them to wisly foestatheir first few years

in the classroom.

In the Philadelphia study, the district CEO, brought in to coorelitiet outside
efforts to improve many of the low-performing schools in the district, encouraged
thinking outside the box in recruiting, training, and trying to retain teadhacgg a
deadline of 2006 for having all teachers in the district fit the definition of “highly
gualified,” the district CEO Paul Valla saw what looked like an impossible tass
than half of teaches hired by the district stayed on the job three years. Mdionpos
were staffed with people under emergency certificates or withouficagrtn at all.

The district implemented a multi-pronged approach to meet théNyeisd and Useem,
2005). Vallas implemented the following strategies:
1. The district recruited heavily from among students who lived in the area,
marketing through billboards, radio, and a revamped website.
2. The district began to offer signing bonuses of $4500 to new hirdsteaithers

getting the whole amount if they stayed three years.
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3. Making some respected teachers into “teacher ambassadors,” givingrtieem
off to recruit at job fairs and colleges.

4. Reimbursing for the praxis exam for anyone who wished to becortifesden
high-needs areas (including elementary teachers who wished to obtain middle
school certification).

Six alternative certification programs, including teacher apprentje b
inexperienced candidates, were designed to cut down on the failure rate among
incoming young teachers. The district worked with the universities in the area,
including Temple, to identify candidates that might fit the district’s needdd(Aied
Useem, 2005).

Studies as early as 1988 lauded the successes of school-university partnerships
in helping new teachers in urban environments to stay connectedsthti®. Articles
such as these made clear the usefulness of recruiting students earlgersipes-
teachers (even extending to Future Teacher clubs in high school) and training them
what schools feel is necessary to be successful in their environment. Recruiting
students back to their high school to teach was one goal of such projects (Case, Shive,
Ingebretson, & Spiegel 1988).

Buckley, Schneider and Shang (2005) addressed the importance ofgiguti
what is wrong with the education profession that causes teachesseat such a high
rate. Among the factors given in the article were the following:

1. Low pay

2. ldealism (the craft does not meet the idealist’s vision of teaching)
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3. Quality of pre-service preparation
4. Lack of administrative support
5. Constant pressure and threats from federal, state, and local esesia¢cially
No Child Left Behind
6. Poor student behavior
7. Working conditions such as buildings and grounds and cleanliness of facilities
8. Budgetary issues such as using own money to buy classroom supplies
Bradley and Loadman (2005) addressed the fact that there is a major teacher
shortage in urban and rural schools. Boles and Troen (2005) stated, “Too often,
teaching is described as a dead-end job with low status, uncompetitive salaries, and
poor working conditions” (p. 6). Add to this the prospect of workin siudents who
struggle to meet basic state standards, and the idea thagaakert one may be judged
on one’s students’ performance on those standards, and the recipe fantciumsbver
is in place.
The truth of the matter is teachers are asked to do, on a dsigy Wwhat almost
no one in a business setting would be able to do. They educate, on average, 125
students a day, have less than five hours of preparation time a weéla\e little time
to truly collaborate with their peers over common assessments, classrd@ndiril
practice, or objectives (Bradley and Loadman, 2005).
In the five-country study reported on by Britton et al. (2005), each country’s
method of induction (most have a national model) was detailed, but what also struck

home in reading the report was the way in which teacheeswi@rved in each country.
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In Switzerland “teachers are assumed to be lifetime learners.’halmg8ai, teachers
learn early “to engage in joint work to support their teachingp@nsional learning.” In
Japan, “teaching is regarded as a high-status occupation, a dignified profession.” |
addition, all these countries consider young teachers to still be developing as
professionals. In France, the novice has to pass highly rigorous exams, botid oral a
written, to teach at the secondary level. Even then, they are considered to be
stagiaire—someone who is undertaking a stage of development. Each new teacher,
while teaching, must continue to take specific teacher education coursestiéer
discuss and critique each other’s work with the guidance of a védacrer. This does
not compare favorably with the way we induct teachers in America.

The aforementioned factors regarding the lack of a coherent approach to
training in America all relate to the issue of teacheam@bn in that they work to drive
teachers out of the classroom. Studies have found that men, especially, who are
graduate degreed and meet the standard of “highly qualified” stated in NCLB
legislation are capable of out-earning their teacher pay by almost dowbiaave to
the private sector (Buckley et al., 2005). This alone causestmahyn the profession
before they enter it.

It would seem that the profession finds itself in a dire circants at this point.
However, there is something that education possesses that most other professions do
not. Public Agenda (2000) found in a blind survey that 86% of new tegdh@rgears
of service) saw themselves as “destined” to teach. This belief thaingas a

“calling” makes recruiting to a seemingly impossible position possible. edMerythe
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task of keeping teachers interested in the face of the realities of thempasiitill a
problem to be addressed. The drop-off from idealistic new teactisiltosioned third
year teacher to exiting the profession is as precipitous as it is real. Thiemtiesn
becomeshow does a district keep its qualified young teachers not only connected to
the profession but to the district into which they were hired?

Berry (2006) writes that it has been three-quarters of a century siti@nWi
Waller wrote about the lack of support for America’s teachers during theiafiwe
years. He decries the fact that little has been done to ualiyeaddress the issue—that
like most of our education policies, we have, to our detriment, reheabe local level.
This has led to a hodge-podge of under-funded induction programs. Most are not
monitored for quality, and most give results one would expect from such programs.

Addressing these issues is difficult to impossible for some school digtricts
today’s climate. Other writers, however, see the issue as moreahigssed.
Working conditions, pre-service preparation, and perceived lack of support can all be
improved without districts having to allocate much more of their budget to teacher
issues. Brown (2003) cites the use of mentoring programs as cutting tienatite
for new teachers by up to half. These mentoring programs, Brosgnagoto say, have
been hijacked recently by federal accountability standards but, whegmaperly, they
focus on real-life classroom experiences, mentoring programs fromrvétenaw
teachers, and shared dialogue between these groups to help everyggnedetstand
best practice. Having an outlet like this helps to reassure tsableg are not the only

ones experiencing certain “problems” and that these issues can be ovencatier |
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words, new teachers are not operating in a vacuum, nor are they operating under the
gun of perceived threats if they don’t meet certain standards.

Survey results of “Generation Y” teachers (defined for this study as thase bor
between 1978 and 1986) publishedAmerican Teachef2008) show that this
generation of instructors realizes that pay is not the biggest issue theyhiarce
entering the profession. When they list their biggest wishes, the most impbirigst t
to them are more and better training to be innovative and flexible in the classroom,
more supportive administrators, and more time to complete their job well.

Tillman, (2003),n a qualitative study of a mentoring triad published in Theory
into Practice, finds that mentoring programs connecting early servdeeteado more
veteran educators can positively affect the chances of teachers notiogly be
competent and staying in the profession, but also of staying istibelsn which they
teach.

Other studies support the notion that mentoring programs should be aalinteg
part of teacher induction and should even be considered a part of pre-service teaching,
up to and including a teacher’s first year in the classroom (Thompson & Grossman,
2004). In their findings, the authors state that not only does the program they studied
help to qualify teachers for service, but also helps in recratidgetaining teachers as
well. This would seem to agree with the results of the aforementioned study in
Philadelphia during the same time frame.

Of course, not all researchers agree that this is the case. Teachareost

already a very high portion of any district’s budget, and budgetomg to give time to
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mentoring programs, hours off for induction and mentor level teachers, and dealing
with the added stress of scheduling more students into available sections isipeohibit
to some. Bradley and Loadman (2005) state that the main reasons teacharghstay
school system, especially large urban school systems, is “intrinsic.”wbhisl seem
to be obvious, since the teachers who have decided to stay have done so in spite of the
fact that many of the things the above studies recommend are not happening in many
districts.

However, it would be a mistake to think that teachers can, as a whole, find the
“inner strength” to stay on in a situation that appears to be getting maceltiear
after year. There are many examples that show that lack of induction or tedequa
preparation can sink a career before it begins. Berry (2006) discussealshaf tri
teachers who enter the profession with little or no training. These altetpative
certificated teachers often have no idea what their first days or months on th# job w
look like and are left practically defenseless in attempting to gain comhtiwio
classroom. In his profile of Elias Walsh, a teacher in the Tiesdhmerica program, a
program that forgives student loans in exchange for two years of servicéin hig
poverty areas, Berry shows the very real danger of unprepared teacheyotaki
full-time teaching positions in challenging areas. The teacher had nbddet®
address situations in which only a quarter of his students were present on a gjven da
or in which all of his students were “out of control.” His experience could be summed
up in one response to a question from the interviewer. “There have been so many bad

days...| feel so hurt and tired | don't want to come back the next morning.”(Berry,
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2006, p. 34). Can we truly expect to improve teacher retention when our main way of
recruiting them is to find college graduates and promise to pay their lodos joft
two years’ service?

Berry (2006) concludes that to fix this problem, more has to be done to listen
both to the voices of our young teachers and to the expert tead¢tessruggle to find
time and resources with which to mentor them. The idea that a teacher camédx for
from a cookie cutter mold—that they can robotically deliver a good lesson and get
results from students—is far from correct. Despite the cost, the public, accturding
statistics quoted by Berry, believes in a quality education for their chileiven,if it
means higher taxes. However, the process has become so politically cherged t
information rarely gets out.

Cost alone, taking into account that schools are funded by tax money, often
keeps districts from implementing as much teacher training as they miglpieirfect
setting. The Philadelphia case again makes a good example. Neild and(R8@ég&m
twice mention the exorbitant cost of continuing the program, estigiidiat the teacher
internship program alone costs $93,000 per participant over a two year period.

Still other studies of young urban educators have sought to re-envision the role
of the urban educator to facilitate retention. Seeing that many universitiggls to
create the kind of experience that pre-service teachers will see ieltheClorcoran,
Walker and White (1988) conducted a survey of over 400 urban teachers in their
second to sixth years of teaching in Detroit Public Schools. What they found was that

urban teachers are more likely to stay if given a real-life preaegeagsignment, and
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that more teachers would stay in the profession if their expegiin their first years of
teaching concentrated on giving them the background knowledge to realize that thei
job extends far beyond the classroom to a variety of professional roles. This would
seem to support the notion that most pre-service teachers hope for an assignment in
student teaching and even in their observation hours that is much the same as they
might encounter in their first full-time teaching assignmé&etting to know the lay of
the land before one enters the real world of teaching would appear to be of service not
only to the teacher but also to the district in which the teacher is placedistiet
would get to evaluate the pre-service teacher based on his/her performanaeea
similar to the one in which he/she would be working, and if they hired this teacher, to
know to what areas of strength and weakness the early service professioima trai
should be tailored. This has led several districts to offer tuition reimbursentent a
signing bonuses to student teachers they recruit who then decateg¢dawork in the
same district.

Some have sought to connect specific personality attributes ahéhtgatyles
to effectiveness in the urban environment. However, recent studies have shown little
correlation between personality and success in urban schools (Sachs, 2004)s It seem
there is much more connection between the way teachers are prepared to teach and
their effectiveness than there is in the innate personality aspects abéneteacher.
The Sachs and Kay study used a set of defined factors gleaned from questionnaires
then used the responses to see if they could classify teachers as ones who would be

successful in the urban environment. Even though their findings did not verify some
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previous research that had hinted at a correlation between personality and teache
success in urban schools, this idea continues to persist in some circles. This is not to
minimize the importance of building relationships with students, especially in urban
settings, as a key to teacher success. However, it does dowhpldga that one has to
have shared experiences with their students, or look like their students, to be
successful.

Teacher retention is important due to several factors, the most important being
that teachers, according to most recent studies, are the lynch pin to studemst succes
(Berry, 2004). No other factor should approach this one when schools decide how to
allocate precious funds.

To underscore the importance of urban teacher induction as a means for
retention, Hunter (2003) an effort in a large urban school district to curb teacher
attrition through what was considered “non-traditional” methods. Hunter deseribe
program that specifically tailors itself to individual teacher needs asepvéce and
new teachers are inducted into the culture of the school district and encouraged to put
their stamp on thproduct the students they teach. Such programs, while becoming
more common in the past four years, have still not become the norm, and they widely
vary even within the same metro areas.

While these seem like new issues to many teachers who began thes caree
the 1990s or later, those with a longer history might remember that mentoring
programs were in vogue in the 1980s, and have waxed and waned with the rising and

sinking of education funding and the rise of accountability as the main focus of
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education. Those programs that are flourishing now, however, seerthtoodees that
focus on reflective practice, and give mature teachers the€baconnect with young
colleagues in a meaningful way (Brown, 2003).

One way urban centers have long tried to lure teachers to stay with them is by
offering cash incentives in the form of loan forgiveness or sign-on bonuses taseache
willing to teach for a period of time in the urban center. The logic behind these
programs is that if someone comes, and if the incentive is large enough, thepynay st
long enough to learn to love it. Large cities such, as Boston, Baltimore, Washingt
D.C., and more recently, Philadelphia have, in the past several years, imptemente
programs that include signing bonuses and retention bonuses to teachers willing to
work in an urban setting. In the early 199altimore introduced a program that was
innovative for the time. The program used a multi-pronged approach to teacher
retention focusing on recruitment, induction, mentoring, and use of continuing
professional portfolios to keep teachers connected to the school (Tillman, 2003).
However, there has been mixed success in these programs. Thg bmmiis program
has shown little to no success at keeping teachers after their allottad timehis
seems to support the idea that teachers must be recruited with more in mind than a
one-time financial incentive. The system in place in Baltimore has its shiasales,
such as a perception among some teachers that the professional portfolios have been
evaluated punitively by administrators unhappy with them over other things. Still, the
Baltimore system seems to have more positive aspects, suemtsing and portfolio

building, that would influence teachers to more readily form an emotional and
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psychological bond to the school than the simple application of a bonus, and in the
study this system was considered by the authors a qualified success.

Berry (2004) states that the problem of teacher retention has far surpassed that
of recruitment and preparation as the nation’s number one educational obstacle. The
problem is worst in hard-to-staff schools—those serving urban poor or rural poor
students. In Berry’s view, even though far more than the 100,000 new geachelly
needed are produced by universities and alternative certification pogramally,
the profession remains highly localized, with teachers preferring to teachvimere
they grew up or near where they went to college. In addition, hard-to-staff scb@ols s
more alternative certifications and fewer teachers who are withistay. Up to 50%
attrition within five years leaves students facing a revolving door of urteahers
throughout their career. Combine this with the fact that manyguoglerty students are
from one-parent families and have less pre-school training, and there iwdittder
that there exists an achievement gap in our country.

As stated previously, an important reason to study teacher induction is that so
many alternatively certificated people are entering the profession. Nob L&

Behind does not stress a teaching degree as a measure of a highly qualifiedecandida
The law defines a highly qualified individual as someone who has high verbal ability
and some understanding of the subject matter. It would seem that these “highly
qualified” individuals might be less likely to be successful innuestired programs of
induction to teaching than would someone with a more formal education background

(Berry, 2004).
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This chapter reviewed the literature regarding urban school distriesift
to better prepare early career educators for success angdahleiio keep continuity in
their teaching staffs. One way that schools have tried to retain teacbgrssing
multi-faceted induction programs, employing such things as mentor teackt@ngage
strategic planning sessions for first and second year teachers, pagrtolios
combinations of these things. Another has been by offering largencaslives in the
form of loan forgiveness or signing bonuses. Still another has been school/universit
partnerships in areas where these are easily formed. Some districtadthve
combinations of the aforementioned solutions. The induction programs hasosee
success in keeping teachers connected in their early career, as have the
school/university partnerships in identifying pre-service teachers wtieefrhold of
the successful urban educator. However, the incentive programs have shown little
return on their investment. The literature seems to need the addition of somie specif
case studies of programs that are working within the most logical paibdess,
combining a school/university partnership and more traditional induction process to
mold teachers who fit the vision of the district.

In addition, the literature identifies major problems that teaghgrast studies
have perceived in their districts. One problem was caused bgdtehat new teachers
are often brought into urban districts as change agents, but are asked immexdiately t
conform to a strict code of teaching set forth by theidigtrey have been brought in to

help change. This is something of a catch-22. Another perceived problem among
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teachers studied was that of alternatively certificated teacharg toyget up to speed
on best practice while learning how to be a master teacher at the same time
The need exists for a qualitative study of working early career teasther
have entered into and worked at least one year in an urban teacher induction program.
The need also exists to better understand their perceptions of such a progjitsn a
effect on their day-to-day teaching experiences and, most iamplgrttheir decision to

remain in education.
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CHAPTER 3

METHODS

Research Questions
1. How did the new teacher induction program shape teacher growth accaording t
those who participated in it?

Sub Questions: How did the induction program shape teachers in these
areas: pedagogical, cultural, personal level of comfort in
the profession and district?

2. What differences exist between those who left the districttaos® who stayed

in the way they answer the questions posed to them by the interviewer?

Study Design and Participants
Study District
Triangle Hills School District, an urban school district on the border of a
medium-sized Midwestern city and its inner-ring suburbs, has experienced much
change in its history. The district’'s promotional materials sum it up best:

The district began its life as a working mill serving farmers in the
region in the 1800’s. The area’s tie with western expansion can be seen
by the number of streets and schools that have been named after the
westward trails that once ran through the district...President Harry S.
Truman served on the board of education early in the district’s

life... The community was an early suburban area 50 years ago.
Following the floods of 1951, tract houses began to spring up in the
area, causing the district to grow rapidly...the tornado of 1957, despite
wiping out much of the surrounding neighborhood and the district’s
only high school, did little to slow the growth. The district peaketen t
late 1970’s with three middle schools and two high schools, and a total
student population of over 11,000 students....in the last thirty years,
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more families have moved from the city’s core to the community. This
led to some flight from the area, and by the early 1990’s only 6800
students remained in the district...since then the district has stabilized,
though the problems of transience, high poverty and low business
output in the area continue to be challenges. There is hope that the
revitalization of the area around the closed-down local mall will bring
new hope and new monies to the school district.

At this point, the district is considered urban. By way of definition, this
researcher offers the guidelines followed when placing preesete@achers in the field
for their “urban” experience by the State Universities of New York:

1. The school has a relatively high rate of poverty (as measured by Free and
Reduced Lunch data)

2. The school has a relatively high proportion of students of color

3. The school has a relatively high proportion of students who are difaitglish
Proficient.

4. The school has been designated as "High Need"

While not all schools will meet all four criteria, if a school meets two or more
they very well could be considered an urban school. (Leventhal &
Brooks-Gunn, 2000

The Triangle Hills School District suffers from the urban problem of teache
turnover and difficulty recruiting new teachers, especially in need aueasas math.
The district hires approximately 100 new teachers each year and has dvibis
the last ten years. Almost half the teachers who are hirdteldistrict each year leave
before their fifth year in the district. This statistic has not changéuhuglh the
percentage of people staying more than two years has increased, acootickng

district’'s human resources department.
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Study Design

The design chosen for this study was a qualitative inquiry redseanject. The
study was an effort to examine certain aspects of a school’s teacherndystem
using qualitative methods. This researcher chose to use qualitative inquiry due to the
nature of the research questions presented. The questions asked were not easily
measured quantifiably. The researcher asked fasttreesof early career teachers and
assessed the relative views and observances of these instructors geth@idin
experiences with a specific induction program. It seemed that directlyaireg the
new teachers and their beliefs and feelings about an induction program would further
the understanding of where urban schools are succeeding or péasitdyour young
teachers in the eyes of an extremely important audience, namébatters
themselves. In addition, insight was gleaned as to why those who chose to remain did
so, and what can be done to solidify the core staff in our urban schools through better
on-the-job preparation and support. In short, urban schools lose far too many teachers,
whether because the schools are perceived as training grounds or becdasérgf a
of failure on the part of the young teachers who leave the dligthie researcher hoped
to find answers in the responses of the subjects who chose to stay as to what elements
of the induction program and what view of the profession influenced thesmtin in
their current position.

The sample was chosen using the employment rolls of a large urban district in
the inner ring of suburban development around a medium-sized Midwestern city. The

Human Resources department provided the researcher with the employmeat rolls f
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the district’s teachers with five or less years of experience. Franothdhe
researcher selected close to an equal number of participants from eacfoof the
secondary buildings in the district. Twenty-two subjects were approached about
interviewing. The researcher scheduled and followed through with interviews, and
when twenty interviews were completed, the other two subjects (ot neen) were
notified that they would not be needed. The subjects fell into the following categories:
There were 13 men and 7 women. Twelve subjects were white, whdestlack and
2 Hispanic. Thirteen subjects were traditionally certificated while 7 were
non-traditionally certificated. Nine of the subjects had left or were lgatm district,
while 11 were staying. One person decided to stay aftertéreiews were conducted.
One of the subjects who was planning on staying had problems with his cestificat
renewal and did not return. The split between those staying andathodead left was
done to approach possible differences in perception of the distript@gichm by those
who had left the district. The subjects were fairly evenly spread in erperi@ith
four being first-year teachers, five second-year teachers, three dlairdeachers, five
fourth-year teachers, and three having finished their fifth yeahitegac

Teachers who were asked to resign or were terminated were not asked to
participate due to possible bias in their responses resultinghivanthey felt they had
been treated by the district. After selecting these eds;abmy were asked to become
subject respondents in an in-depth interview focusing on early career jmodéss
development, their thoughts on their future, and their beliefs regarding what might

make them stay or leave the district in the future, or what made them leavetdhe da
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gleaned from the interviews were categorized to show results relevhetriesearch
guestions asked, such as how strongly the program had affected respondents, either
positively or negatively, in their early career. The study focused atdhesof the
teachers interviewed, and anecdotal evidence is reported and usiettdhe feelings
of the greater number of new-veteran teachers based on the overall reaction of a
representative sampling of twenty early career teachéms.cdreer induction program
in question is a well defined, written curriculum program administered by @&form
teacher who has been in the district for thirty-five years, with the helproua of
mentor teachers and attended by all first- to fourth-year teachéues danstrict (the
fourth year is considered “voluntary” but attendance is encouraged). iStzere
differentiated curriculum for first- and second- through fourth-year edwscatbe

areas of focus are ones that have been deemed important in early urban educator
preparation and are common in many programs, but little saslipden done to gauge
their effectiveness at this level.

This study most closely resembles another qualitative study conducted in
2004-05 with public school teachers in Portugal and reported on in the 2006 Research
on Teacher Induction portion of the Teacher Education Yearbook (Dangel, 2006).
While that study was more wide ranging, this one deals specificaliyuian public
education in the United States, and may have direct implications on how some local
districts view their induction processes.

It was assumed that the experiences of secondary teachers in the unbgn set

just as in other school settings, would be different from those of early childhood and
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elementary teachers. Since there has been one in-depth study completed with
elementary teachers in the largest school district of the same Medwegy, it was
appropriate that a study focusing on secondary teachers whodartteeprofile would
do well to further our understanding of why young urban teachers stay or leave thei
initial placement.

There was no attempt at deception on the part of the researcher. Participants
were informed before the interviews that they were paats#lect interview group for
a University approved dissertation research project. Informed consent \aamedbt
prior to the start of the interviews.

In addition, this researcher has worked in the secondary setting during his
career, as a teacher, as a coordinator, and as a principal. It wagiiragertne
research project that subjects be at ease during the interview prooedsrito elicit
more genuine and open responses. Because of the professional background of said
researcher, this was more easily accomplished with secondary teatieeedore, the
subject pool consisted entirely of secondary (middle and high school level)aducat
Qualitative Analysis

All group responses were audio taped. Tapes were transcribed waak €bto
paper for each interview. Horizontalization was completed first, whereiseymtif
statements or thoughts were identified from the transcriptstédearcher highlighted
these statements using a yellow marker. These statements were timeredrgdo

common themes. If a majority of the twenty teachers respondesimlar or identical
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manner, these responses were highlighted with a blue marker. These commnes them
are discussed in the Findings section of this study.

In qualitative research, dependability can be a challenge. One waylitatiaci
accurate understanding by interview subjects is to use verbal prompts Stethnas
more,” or “do | understand you correctly...is that correct?” These approaehnes w
used sparingly as checkpoints to increased dependability. The reseanchered
acutely aware of the context of individual experience and prommexlibjects only to
restate or confirm their own ideas. The researcher never provided example
statements to subjects as that might decrease the validity of the.résukgluce bias
on the part of the researcher, two outside sources with qualitative resgazdleree
were used to check the major themes found. The outside sources are both public
educators with more than ten years’ teaching experience who have wotked wi
gualitative research at the masters level. If they disagreedheittesearch findings,
the researcher rechecked the transcripts to verify thelddtas way, themes that were
not commonly stated were reduced and eliminated from the sthdyouitside sources
used agreed with each other one hundred percent of the time on common themes, and
both outside sources agreed with the researcher one hundred percent of the time on

common themes in the research.

Interview Questions for Selected Teachers
Interviews were conducted in approximately 45-minute blocks at the teachers’
school or residence. They were recorded and transcribed for heefimdings section

of the dissertation. The questions used were chosen because they provided the
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researcher with the best insight into the mindset of the tesachthe study, both those
who chose to stay, and those who chose to leave the district. Thetsengusdso were
framed to help best answer the researcher’s questions regardinditigsfekthese
teachers about the program and its effect on them as eamy advan instructors. The
guestions were:

1. What were the main expectations and performance events you were asked to
complete during your induction classes?

2. Did you feel supported by the induction program in your first years teaching?
Please elaborate.

3. What kinds of feedback are/were you given by the leaders of your induction
program? Your mentor? Your administrator? Is/Was the feedback primarily
positive or negative? Give one or two examples.

4. What are some things that the district does well in training new teactters a
getting them familiar with the district/the classroom/therking environment?

5. What are some things that are done poorly in the district’s training and
induction of new teachers or that the district could improve upon in your
opinion? Be as specific as possible.

6. Were the expectations of a first year teacher clearlyespelt to you when you
began the program? Do you feel those expectations are fair? Why or why not?

7. Do you feel you were able to make positive changes in the culture arou?d

Were you asked to conform to a pre-set standard of teaching? If so, did this in
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any way keep you from achieving your goals? Was it helpful in achieving

them?

8. Identify a specific part of the induction program that you felt helped you as a
teacher.

9. How did this program affect your daily life as a teacher?

10.What changes did you make in your classroom because of this program?

There were also questions designed for teachers who have left the district.
They included the following.

1. Were there any specific parts of the induction program you felt did not add to
your growth as a new teacher?

2. Please name some factors that led you to pursue another job outslis¢riti®

3. Please explain where you are teaching now in as much detail as possible.

4. What specifically led you to leave Triangle Hills School District?

5. Would you consider your experience at Triangle Hills to be positive?ePleas
explain.

Facing the challenges that many landlocked older districts face, the school
district has decided to focus on what it can control. In 2003, thectils®igan to give an
intensified four-year program of induction to its newest teachers. Alriexped
teachers (more than three years teaching) who are new to the distreaired to
attend one year of the new teacher training, and to have a mentor from theirgouildi
assist them in acclimating to the district. All new teasher those with less than three

years experience, are required to attend at least three yearshefr teaining. This
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allows for a focused induction into the culture and climate ofdhed district, and for
the district to assert some influence on the young teachers’ way of approéhehing
job.

Examples of the district’s approach to the mentor/new teadaéipreship as it
relates to induction are spelled out below. Since the first year teacheeg@red to
do the most, the description has focused on them. Second through fourth year teachers
have similar but decreasing responsibilities.

The mentor/mentee relationship is well spelled out for those who take time to
read the manual provided by the district. Titles of chapters include suchatem
Providing Direct Assistance: Mentors Can Directly Assist Their Protégés B
followed by a laundry list of things that mentors can and should do to help young
teachers be successful. There is also a year-at-a-glance checkbstchers in their
first three to four years in the district to help keep teachers movingdamals the
school district defines for new teachers. There are both constant and vgoelsle
Recently, the focus has been on professional learning, continuing education, best
practice, classroom discipline, and lesson planning.

Teachers new to the Triangle Hills School District are given a binder wit
approximately 200 pages of material included. Much of the early part of the manual
concentrates on mentor/mentee relationships and the role of the mentor in the new
teacher induction process. The mentor is to act as confidant, teacher, observer, and
example to the new teacher. The new teachers are expected to fill oatfa log

observations, including both the new teacher observing the mentor and the mentor

39



observing the new teacher. Mentors are supposed to meet with their menteags dis
these observations.
The induction program manual covers ten chapters. These chapters include:

1. Anintroduction to the program that contains definitions of roles, a glarte
at the year ahead, worksheets to fill out for mentor/mentee and a checklist of
accomplished tasks

2. A section on expectations and activities for the year in mord,detavell as a
defined school calendar with important dates for the new teacher. This section
defines the dates for first, second, third, and fourth “strand” temdbach year
the expectations of each strand and how many times they meet decreases.

3. An entire chapter detailing Missouri certification requirements, Psfiesl
Development Plans, and a log to use for in-service time.

4. A chapter devoted to Harry Wong’s “First Days of School,” highlighting the
importance of procedure, order, and routine in the classroom.

5. A chapter devoted to positive instructional environment

6. A chapter on the physical classroom environment and materials that should be
available to or provided for learners.

7. A chapter on discipline in the classroom. This chapter is extremely short and
focuses on building relationships with students to avoid discipline situations
and in cases where discipline is necessary, doing it with dignity.

8. A chapter on instructional strategies. This chapter is full osbeet “tips” that

obviously are gleaned from current “best practice” gurus.
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9. A full chapter on assessments tied to curriculum. This chapter covers the

district approved curriculum for each subject, the lesson plan format,

definitions of many education-specific terms, and a section on keeping parents

happy through better communication of expectations and consequences.
10.The final chapter covers substitutes and how to prepare for them and report

back what happened while the new teacher was gone.

Scattered in amongst the timelines, timesheets, forms, aretjores are many

pages of quotes from philosophers of education and of life. These include Samuel

Johnson, Horace Mann, Harry Wong, the Dalai Lama, and Socrates, to hame a few.

All first year teachers are required to attend meetings once a month at a
different district building. These meetings are structuredaichté&oest practice” to first
year teachers that is being used in the district at the time and thati©atpar
district's CSIP plan. Recent topics have included backward lessonipy, data based
teaching, pre and post testing, writing across the curriculum, and intradegaitme
collaboration. In addition to their monthly meetings, the first year teaaheisubject
to up to two walk-throughs by the district coordinator and collaborating teacher
reviewers from a local university partnership. While these walk-throaighsot part
of their Performance Based Teacher Evaluation (PBTE) process, thdoernsaa
discussion or a review sheet for every walk-through.

The first year teacher is responsible for creating a professionadlortith
twenty definite sections that match the district’'s PBTE etada tool. This portfolio is

designed to give the teacher the background knowledge of how thegrmening on
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district criteria such as classroom management and profesderebpment. It is also
used by the building administrators to help evaluate the teacher’s progress.

All first year participants are also required to attend twdkaloops outside the
district. In the past these have centered on urban education tadp&'s,(Barly literacy
training), Kagen (cooperative learning structures), and BIST (behatgovention).

All first year teachers are assigned a building mentor and the mentomente
relationship is supposed to help them grow accustomed to their building’s culture
faster. Mentors are supposed to periodically check on their mentee, sit in @s,class
discuss their feelings with them, and provide support that miglenodssible through
the building administration.

The person responsible for reorganizing and introducing new methodology to
the induction program for the district is a former speech and drama teacher who was
extremely well thought of by most of her peers over the course of hertgacheer.

She has held various duties since permanently leaving the classroom eighggears
including working as an instructional coach and a curriculum specialisheAdistrict
Professional Development Coordinator, she convened a committee to decide what the
most important aspects of the first years of teaching were and what nedsed t
addressed with new teachers to maximize the chances of saseesk as increase the
chances of teacher retention. The list that the committee cahpdeded very much

the same things as the chapters covered by the new teacher manuadifgritteln

the last year, the district has expanded the coordinator’s duties to includefthose

writing some grants for the district, including a smaller leagrommunities grant that
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took over two months and many committee meetings to complete. According to the
coordinator, this has “taken away from” her time to work on the induction program.

According to the coordinator, and released with her approval, the following
information has been gleaned from the new induction program:

1. Triangle Hills School District has gone from a retention rate whichfaras
below the state and national average to above the state and natioagédue
first year to second year retention.

2. The district has seen an improvement from far below state and national
averages to at the state and national averages for second and thirdglear te
retention.

3. The district has searo improvement in fourth or fifth year teacher retention,
and the district continues to skew far below state and nationalgasein fourth
and fifth year teacher retention.

According to the coordinator and several superintendents in the district, the
primary focus of the district’'s new teacher induction is to ease the trarfsitinoew
teachers, both those who come directly from traditional college or universifgset
and those who come from alternative certification programs, to the culture and set of
challenges that exist in the district.

The district’'s human resources department provided this researcher with
statistical information regarding the district’s retention of newtteesc This

information is included in the Table 1.
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Table 1

Five Year Study of New Teacher Attrition in Triangle Hills School District

03-04 Hires 04-05 Hires 05-06 Hires 06-07 Hires 07-08 Hires

# of Teachers 588 587 611 630 651
# of New 65 86 102 120 107
Hires

Left After 1 18 23 31 24 18
Y ear

L eft After 2 7 14 19 27 0
Years

Left After 3 8 11 15 2 0
Years

Left After 4 8 2 1 0 0
Years

As can be seen in the above table, the district has increased new hires by 65%
even if the last, slightly lower year’s new hires are uskd.&ktrition rate has improved
on a percentage basis when looking at first and second yearrte&tile what stands
out is the sheer number of teachers the district has lost from each ingyoupgof
new hires. If one looks at the district’'s new teacher inductiam &asvestment, this has
to call into question whether that investment is paying off. FO2@0&-06 hiring class,
the latest year for which we have complete four year information, 66 of 10Rireswy
that year left the district by the end of 2008-09. When over 60% of new hires leave
before they have put in five years in the district, it does not appear that tiet ist
achieving a successful retention rate.

What is more, every year’'s data tell nearly the same story. In 2003-04, the
district hired 65 new teachers. At the end of the 2006-07 school year, 41 of those 65

new teachers had left the district. 2003-04 was the first year of thepedanew
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teacher orientation system, so if this is the baseline year, one would hope to see
improvement in retention in subsequent years. In 2004-05, 86 new teaehetsred.
Of those new hires, 50 left within four years. While the number of new hires has
increased and so has the number of new hires staying past four yepescémgage
leaving at or before their fifth year continued to stay at what could beipedcas an
unacceptable level.

Participants in the study were chosen from among teachéespublic schools
of Triangle Hills School District, a pseudonym for a medium sized school tlistac
medium sized Midwestern city. Participants were from the saneol district to help
minimize any variables that might affect their common expee. This can be kept to
a minimum by using teachers who all work for the same district and by using
respondents who meet the experience criteria, thus keeping their expeaences
common as possible. The district chosen has two middle schools andjtwazhools,
as well as a secondary alternative school, and serves a total student population of
around 7500, fluctuating due to a high degree of transience. It has a free and reduced
lunch rate of nearly 70%. Approximately 40% of the students comedirgie-parent
households and 75% of the district’'s students are African American. The staedardiz
test scores, graduation rate, and persistence to graduation of the studentssini¢he di
are below state and national averages. Discipline is an issue for mamgréeand
students often come to the classroom ill prepared to succeedracaltie All of these

factors easily fit the definition of “urban.” The interview process eaxlucted
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during the spring semester of the 2008-09 school year and findings were reported for

the fall/winter of 2009.

Instruments

The twenty teachers chosen, after signing a waiver, were intediesirey
tape recordings. These recordings were transcribed verbatim and ch&bkiga w
participants for validity. Participants were given the chance to adtliagyhey
wished at that time. These responses were kept in a locked cabinet duringatehrese
study. The responses were compared to find overall themes that help answer the
guestion of how early career teachers perceive the successes ard tdithe
induction program, as well as the equally important question of dtaicts can do to
improve their early service induction programs to better serve their nelaetsaThe
researcher analyzed all documents related to the early careeronducigram at
Triangle Hills. A comparison was then made between what the teacheveeingsl
said about the program and its effectiveness and what the curriculum of trenprog
says it will do.

When all the interviews were completed and transcribed, the researcher
compared individual responses to each question asked, searchingiococ@amswers,
categorizing them as to how they answered the specific research questamdK
that there was some pre-conceived idea of what the researcher expectedhe find, t
researcher made every effort to look only at what was said, and not to readiaito fac

expression or voice inflection.
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Once the subjects’ answers had been studied for their relationship to the study
guestions, the researcher attempted to find major themes inrtbeers. If a majority
of respondents answered a question in a very similar fashion, this might represent a
theme. If it in turn helped to answer a research question, this merited includieg in t
findings.

The findings are reported in the Research Findings section ofutis $here
must be a better understanding of perceived positives and negatives of induction
programs. While it is not the sole reason that teachers stay or leave tiog disgra
key component the district uses in trying to slow teacher attrition. The @quéstin
arises, is the program meeting its stated purpose? The goal of this studyhehs
find an answer to this question from the perspective of the teachers involved. When
analyzing what the subjects said in their answers to the interview questions, the
researcher went back to the basic research question. Did the subjectsthatiévey
were being served by this program in the best way possikite?d$ not meeting their
expectations in certain areas, then the answer to the reseastibryorist be at least a
qualified “no”.

The questions posed in the interviews related to the purpose of this study
directly. Each question is tied to the research question dealing with thetpmerad
early career teachers of the successes and failures of the inductiompirograking
them feel successful in the classroom and in the district. Early in the évtenthe
researcher hoped to put the subjects at ease by making them the experts régarding

induction program. Because this is a qualitative study, the questions posed focused
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more on the subjective experience of each interviewee, as well as asking tloek
objectively at what the district was trying to do. Their fegdi matter because they are
the sole arbiters of the success of the program. If the district does pdidggaly
employed, successful young teachers, they have not succeeded in retzunie

professionals.
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CHAPTER 4

FINDINGS

The results of this study reveal factors that led those who left the digtrict t
leave and how the district’s induction program either provided (or digrowtde) the
tools necessary to make these new teachers effective in the classroom.

In the interest of a more full understanding of the subjects involved in the
interviews, a short profile of each of the subjects interview@aciuded. The subjects
are identified by the numbers 1-20. Each teacher’s unique history can aid in the

interpretation of the results reported in this chapter.

Subject Data

As planned, twenty interviews were conducted. The subjects fell into the
following categories: There were 13 men and 7 women. Twelve ssiject white, 6
were black, and 2 were Hispanic. Thirteen subjects were traditiondilyeck and 7
were non-traditionally certified. Nine of the subjects had left or werergdkie
district, and 11 were staying. One person decided to stay after the intenaesvs w
conducted. One of the subjects who planned on staying had problems with his
certification renewal and returned only as a long-term sulydlais The subjects were
fairly evenly distributed by experience. Four were first-yeachers, five were
second-year teachers, three were third-year teachers, fiveomette-year teachers,

and three had finished their fifth year of teaching.
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Teacher Profiles

Subject 1

Subject 1 is a white male, 24 years old, and a first-year middle school math
teacher. He hales originally from southern lllinois. He purposely chose an urban
environment as his first teaching assignment because héffettaft make it here | can
teach anywhere successfully.” He had what he called a “challengsag,’ lyut overall
felt “successful.” Due to the health problems of a traveling teach&ab@asked to
assume her daily room assignments so she could be in one room all day. He worked in
five different classrooms, teaching a double blocked math class to low achievers. H
was getting married the following summer and, because of this, was redoiat
another city. As of our spring interview, he had two job possibilities, both of which
were in suburban, affluent school districts. Subject 1 was earnest, forthright, and
expressed the feeling that he was “called” to teach in an urban settipgahisie
spoke at length regarding every question, and was careful to be very positive about

almost every question.

Subject 2

Subject 2 is a 26 year old white male science teacher who is in his second year
teaching at the high school level. The subject is a wrestling coach, and whemihe beg
his career, approached his classroom job as something he had to do to get to his
passion, coaching. He admitted this freely in the interview, and said hisstirsivas
basically “a nightmare.” He was recommended for hire into the districisoprmer

wrestling coach from high school who is now athletic director at his school. He was
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placed under heavy surveillance due to lack of classroom contraishigefar, but has
made great strides during his second year. He is an alternativelicatatifteacher,

but is pursuing a master’s degree in his subject area. He intends to returranext ye

Subject 3

Subject 3 is an African-American male math instructor whaRigears old. He
is in his third year of teaching, but this is his first year in the builditegwas a
contractor in his previous career. He is alternatively certified. Iowswords,
Subject 3 “struggled” this year. He was very positive in our interview, buidsliesd
been told he would not be returning next school year. He hoped to be able to find

another teaching job, possibly at a city charter school for next year.

Subject 4

Subject 4 is a 27-year-old white female drama and speech instructor ht a hig
school. She is traditionally certified and has been teaching thdtret for three years.
While immensely popular with the students and staff, she has aekigjrof frustration
over perceived slights from the district and what she sees as a lack of coatrmanic
between district and building level decisions. When the interview was conducted she
had just found out that she was cut from the Theatre and Speech department and was
being reassigned to the English department, for which she is not fully certifisd. T
decision was due to budget cuts in the district and her lack efamthe job compared
to other teachers in her department. While she understood the decision, she was

anxious about what would happen to her competitive debate team. She has had a high
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degree of success recruiting for it and the school has risen in performance in debate

since she has been the teacher and coach. She is returning.

Subject 5

Subject 5 is a 24-year-old white male second-year teacher in the dis#rict at
middle school. Subject 5 is highly qualified, having completed his Master’s degree
before starting teaching. He is a graduate of what isderesi to be a leading teaching
university in the state. He hails originally from the area, and wanteduto tetre to
teach. The first job that was offered was in Triangle Hills, and he took it “knowing the
reputation of the district,” but considers himself one who takes challddges.a
person of few words, but was very thoughtful in his answers. Hels@sgecisive and
gave some of the most straightforward answers of any stihiects. He is planning to

return for his third year.

Subject 6

Subject 6 is a white female first-year Family and Consumer ScienceSFA
teacher at the high school level. She is 35 years old. She obtained alternative
certification after working for several years as a di@ti@at a major local hospital. Her
reason for the switch was so that she could “spend more titmenyikids.” While she
is trying to maintain a positive outlook, she can see the frustrations of classroom
teachers. She was restrained during the interview, but was forthright in iversns

She is planning return for a second year.

52



Subject 7

Subject 7 is a white male 25-year-old social studies teacher at a middle school
He is traditionally certified through a highly regarded teaeldeication program. He is
in his first year teaching. Subject 7 is a very personable and open person. He is not a
cheerleader for the program or his district, but has a distinctly positive outlook on
teaching and why he is in the profession. This tends to color his responses. He is
realistic, and sees the limitations of any induction program. His responses wstuld be

be described as hopeful about the future. He is leaving at the end of the year.

Subject 8

Subject 8 is an African-American female third-year science teacher wha beg
her teaching career at a charter school and moved afterdtgefar to a high school in
Triangle Hills. She is 27 years old. She teaches mostly AP level coursedland st
experiences frustration with the students and their “lack of willingness.tctrg is
positive about the program and about her experiences in the district. However, she
tends to feel that there are too many expectations placed on first yaaarseia the
district, and that there is little mentoring going on in the building where she .works

Subject 8 plans to stay in the district.

Subject 9

Subject 9 is an African-American male math teacher. 38 igars old. This is
his first teaching position. He is non-traditionally certifezhtworking on a traditional
certification. He comes originally from a business background, and has a’Maste

degree in Business Administration. He is still confused by many things about the
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day-to-day process of education as a business, though he does have a background as
both a volunteer and paid coach at the high-school level. He is a fooitege football

player, and carries much of the coach with him in his classroom dealings. He, like
Subject 8, feels the students are undisciplined mentally. He feels supported, but
describes himself as one who likes to learn things on his own. He had planned on

returning but, due to certification difficulties, was unable to.

Subject 10

Subject 10 is a white female first-year teacher in theictisvho did her student
teaching last year at the high school at which she is currently employeds She
teaching reading and English. Subject 10 expressed deep distresway the district
runs its induction program and how there is little tie-in to thedingl She felt like she
was serving two masters for much of her first year, and described her maioreasot
“frustration.” She is planning to return for a second year, but is keeping henopti

open beyond that.

Subject 11

Subject 11 is an African-American female second-year teacher wintés i
first year at the high school where she works. She began her career in the 2007-08
school year at a middle school in Triangle Hills. She is an English te&tdrer
expectation was that the high school would be easier in terneha¥ior management
than her first year. She is a popular teacher among the students, but her overall

frustration with the school outweighs any positive. At the end of the schodlyear
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made a sudden decision to leave for a position at an inner city charter acadeey whe

she felt she could do more good.

Subject 12

Subject 12 is a Latina (of Puerto Rican descent) female third-year high school
Spanish teacher. She is 27 years old. She is traditionally certificated. sStaedjtat
her entire three years in the same high school. She has decided to leave thatdistri
the end of the school year. Her frustrations do not lie with the stjdert her honesty
and openness in attacking the problems she feels exist in the sEd®the interview

process an easy one.

Subject 13

Subject 13 is a 24-year-old first year African-American male mathézat
the middle school level. He began his career as a long-term substitute, lginemas
the full teacher’s schedule after passing the praxis exam. He argedjfull teacher
status in October of the 2008-09 school year. He came to teaching from a business
background. A very popular teacher among the students and well respected for his
attempts to turn double-blocked pre-algebra students into math ashiexeecided to
leave the district and teaching at the end of the year to parsa@tion where he could

make more money.

Subject 14
Subject 14 is a 26-year-old white male social studies teacher who taught his
first two years in Triangle Hills at a high school. He ta# district prior to the 2008-09

school year for a position in a primarily white suburban school disBubject 14 was
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extremely popular with the students and the administration, andonwsslered a rising
star in the district. His decision to leave was charadrby some administrators as a
bad move on his part, but he was relaxed and seemed genuinely tolfaelrhade the

right decision to move. His only regret was leaving the studhentsd grown close to.

Subject 15

Subject 15 is a 26-year-old white male third-year math teacher at the high
school level. He spent his first year at Triangle Hills in a middle schookadevery
disappointed in his overall experience, and it came out clearly in his answerd. He lef
the district after being offered a position at the affluent suburban disaidborders

Triangle Hills.

Subject 16

Subject 16 is a 28-year-old Hispanic male social studies teacher and football
coach at the high school level. He is in his second year of teaching, both ateTriang|
Hills. He came to public education after working as a gradassistant at a Division Il
football program very near Kansas City. Subject 16 is natlitivaally certificated. He
is originally from the west coast, and has an easy rapport with the students in the
school. He works hard not to be characterized as a typical “jock.” His respuese
thoughtful, but measured. He is planning to return for another year,outéieviewed

outside the district each of the last two years.
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Subject 17

Subject 17 is a 27-year-old white male special education teacher and track
coach. He is traditionally certificated. He is in his thirdrjeaching and second year at
Triangle Hills, after spending one year at an inner-city high school in Ka&@isa
Subject 17 was closely guarded in his responses during the interview, fearing his
answers might be seen as disloyal to the district. When he relaxed, he began to give
more full and useful answers. He is planning on returning to Teafiidls next school

year.

Subject 18

Subject 18 is a 63-year-old white male social studies teaches third year of
teaching, all in Triangle Hills. He is alternatively deetd. He came to education from
a business management background, specifically running a chain of highly successf
local restaurants in a business partnership with his brothers. The partnansinijo r
financial trouble a few years ago, leading him to seek other work, and he believed he
was always called to teaching. This former paratrooper found qulediyeaching was
harder than he expected. The brother of one of the assistant prirogaialglanning to

return for his fourth year.

Subject 19

Subject 19 is a 36-year-old African-American male special educatidmeteac
and football coach. He is alternatively certified. He came to teachioggiha
background in college football coaching. This is his third year teaching angeiird

in Triangle Hills. He was open and gregarious in his interview, giving ansveost
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as quickly as the interviewer could ask them. He has strongly held beliefs about
schools, about the students, and about the program. He is planning to retschoek

year.

Subject 20

Subject 20 is a 24-year-old white female communication arts teacher at a
middle school. This is her first teaching job, and this was her first year, though she did
complete her student teaching in the same district. Originally from Michsdee
moved here to be with her fiance, who works for a local company. Sheonaidered
highly successful by her principal this year, and is moving tbitiffeschool where she
student-taught for the 2009-10 school year. She has an open natureogsdadking.

Hers was one of the longest interviews. Subject 20 plans totdemstone more year.

Overview of Findings

The interview process took place at different locations withi tlangle Hills
School District. As often as possible, the researcher visited the school siéetihde
subject worked. To put the subjects at ease, the researcher conducted many of the
interviews in the subjects’ classrooms. For those who had left the district, \hsits
were the most common place for the interviews.

All the interview questions were administered in the same araexdh subject.
There were five additional questions posed to the subjects who hadwefre leaving
the district. These questions focused on the subjects’ perceptions of the induction
program as it related to their overall experience in the district and a®aifatiteir

having chosen not to stay. The format used to analyze the data was narrative data
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analysis, due to the nature of the study and the interview trptssiribe analyzed. The
researcher re-read the interviews several times lookirtgéaredo emerge that fit the
research questions posed.

While the answers the twenty subjects gave were not uniform, there were
several themes that were constant across a majority of the respah$leatavere
helpful in answering the research questions. These responses arazsddgderms
of how they fit the research questions asked. These included:

The teachers did not believe that their personal pedagogy was changed
significantly by the experience of the prograrhe idea of the program having a
day-to-day positive affect on teachers in their classroom wamnwdiately obvious.
When questioned regarding their feelings about their personal pedagoggpibresee
of Subject 6 was representative of twelve of her fellow teachers:

Some of the classes, like the BEST or new teacher orientation through

UMKC helped. That helped because they were more classroom

specific. The one setback was that by the time we were able to get into

those it was already too late. It would have been more benefictakbef

we started as opposed to halfway through the year.

Despite feeling that a few meetings outside the district helped her, this
teacher is damning with faint praise. The last part of the qagtetbat despite
their benefit, the classes were too late in coming and should have been
introduced much sooner.

Subject 5 felt more strongly and stated very succinctly how he felt:

Just putting objectives on board because that’s what they want to see,

having a lesson plan out, and | guess communicating with parents. ...

They did a pretty good job of how to fill out paperwork; not the actual
teaching.
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This is relatively damning, and should create concern, as changing teachinigeto f
district’s desired model is one of the key components of the program.

When pressed, the subjects mentioned that they paid more attention to lesson
plans, and that they had gotten to know more about the overall district philosophy of
education. They mentioned learning more about procedures teachers shawidngse
the first weeks of school. However, none of them felt the program changed the basic
way they approached their work. A typical response was that given by Siject
third-year teacher who was alternatively certificated and who camesfiorspitality
management background. He was not the harshest critic of the program, but his
response was typical of most of the responses to this general line of questibeing. T
began by searching for something cogent to say and finally fell back on the common
experience of scrambling as a new instructor:

| suppose, on the whole, there were some gaps in some of the things.

You end up turning more to....first year teachers tend to hang together.

You end up getting more of your information from each other. What am

| going to do about lesson plans? Well, I'm going to do this...Bellwork.

You have to have bellwork they’re coming to check it. What are you

doing? Well I'm doing this...Oh, can | borrow that? Sure. We were so

overwhelmed we would share and loan each other our work because we

felt we were in jeopardy if we didn’t have it.

The response given by subject 18 was rambling, and he lost track of
what he was trying to say more than once. The researcher waited, and after

gathering himself the best response he could give was one in which he tried to

discuss the difficulties of expectations when the teacher is not completely sure
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what is being asked of them. The subject’s body language, stiff, looking at the
ceiling, putting hand to forehead, was telling.
Subject 1 answered a question regarding how the program affected his
teaching in the following manner:
| guess I'd have to answer the question that the district’s training was
lacking in specifics maybe? It was a lot like college maybe where a lot
of the situations we've talked about aren’t applicable to my siuat.
Subject 2 had this to say about his early training experience:
Maybe with a master teacher we could have sat down and hagdlyem
‘here’s what you should do your first week--here’s the first daw'll
have kids for a little bit, 30-40 minutes, half day the first day, get to
know them a little bit, some ice breakers'...I don’t know, that would
have helped me.
The subject appeared to have more to say and the interviewer asked
him to say anything else he felt he needed to:
No, I just wish we would have felt like it was more worthwhile. | guess
you can chalk it up to us all being pretty green and ready to get in our
rooms but we were bored, really.
Subject 5 had ambivalent feelings regarding any expectations
pedagogically that were placed on him:
| guess a lot of people say the portfolio. Even though they say no one’s
going to look at it. Besides that, nothing really except parent teacher
conferences were stressful. Other than that no major expectations.
This was the stated feeling of eighteen of the twenty teachers imed/fer

the study. The responses were repeated in different languagétbtite same feeling

by almost all of the subjects.
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Culturally, the teachers were more sure that the program helped them better
understand children of poverty and ones who grow up in an urban envirar@rent
two of the teachers who were interviewed grew up in an urban s&tngmon quotes
were based on the feedback they have received from admovstaad those who run
the program. Examples include Subject 9, who is a 33-year-old first-yehetedto
came to education through non-traditional certification. Even though he shares a
common racial background with his students, his middle class upbrimgidg him at
first feel alienated from them. He was looking for a way to better connddband
help through the induction program:

The only problems | encountered would be the behavior of my kids.

Nobody would just give me answers, but | don't like having the answer

given to me anyway. So they would say ‘this is how | did it, but you

have to do your own thing.” | had to think about different stratefas t

| could use to get control over that kid or make that kid actually work.

An example would be | had a student that just always caused problems,

doing no work. He didn’t want to do anything. | wanted him out of my

classroom....he was a problem child and would jack up the class. You
have to figure out how to handle that kid. After a month or two | was

able to figure out what makes him work and now he has an A in my

class.

The interviewer asked the subject if he felt the program hélpedvith

understanding his students better and he answered simply:

“Uh, yes.”

Alternatively, not every teacher felt like the challengedtiuglents posed was a
bad thing. Subject 5, a second year white male teacher from a nearby suburb, had a
slightly different and relatively uncommon view of his first yahility to connect with

urban youth. He was one of only three teachers to express similar feelings:
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I’'m the type that thrives in difficult situations. That's the way | was

brought up to deal with reality. It is what it is. You have to deal in any

way you can. You have times where you're like ‘I'm either going to go

insane or I'm going to deal with it and | choose to deal.’ Everyone

here’s kind of that strong personality and I think if you last a mpoth

can last ten years.

When Subject 13 was asked about his experience with the students of the
district and how the program may or may not have helped him he had this response:

It helped us to use positive instead of negative feedback. We have kind

of a hostile environment. Instead of us getting hostile back, it shosve

how to diffuse that. We learned how to take advantage of the sitt@tion

show they have to take responsibility.

Subject 16 felt that the district does well in teaching the cycle of poverty,
utilizing a commonly used text in their training:

First two weeks. | sat in on the Ruby Payne stuff, | don’t know ithies

only way to go, but it did help me build relationships and manage my

classroom.

Subject 17 felt similarly about his experience:

| think they tell us what to expect from our community. We are mostly

young, and we are mostly suburban, even the black teachers. | think

they're trying to help us with that part.

The teachers universally expressed frustration at not being able to get
accustomed to their individual schodiurteen of the interview subjects felt that they
did not get the chance to get into their buildings in a timely manner and, egpecial
during their two weeks of training before the beginning of school, they were made to
attend classes that were much less geared to the essential dailyeaaivitie school

and more esoteric in nature, which served to create more tension entering the school

year rather than less. Most expressed that they felt theyptlichow their colleagues in
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the building as well, and were not as well acquainted with their principalsistaad
principals as they thought they should be. Subject 5 illustrated this in an answer
regarding a situation that he was working through politicaltir Wwis department head:

| got hired originally...to run credit recovery but they didn’t have any
kids in it yet. So | sat for three weeks. Every once in a whilengipal
would come and go ‘you been sittin (sic) in on any classesHedy of
department wasn't even there when | got hired and | didn’t realize until
months later why | was getting the cold shoulder. | had no idea that the
reason | was getting that cold shoulder was because she didn't agree
with my hire or have anything to do with it... There was no relationship
built there.

Subject 7 had similar concerns. His response sums up most of the newer
teachers’ anxiety when first entering the district and about the focusiroéanky
training:

What they did poorly? The amount of time to be in our room and a
head’s up about the week of professional development was lackimg. Th
first day we were in our room | thought we’d have three days in our
room to get set up, so that first day | was going around and figuring out
things | needed...And that was our only day in the classroom. So | had
to come up on a Saturday for five hours just to get my room ready. So,
before school even started | was already exhausted. We need to make
things more clear and give more time in our schools.

Subject 10 had a similar response in her interview:

| felt like we were rushed through the entire first week and tvasm’t
time to be in our classrooms preparing. They said ‘Here’s what you
need to do, do this, do this, do this, the first two weeks.’ It just felt like
we didn’t have enough time to actually prepare for the school year
because we were being rushed off to here and there to learritahgst

| don’t even remember. | think it would have been more beneficial for
us to be in the classroom to actually be working on things that would
help us out during the school year.

Subject 20 felt almost exactly the same way in her response to the same

guestion:
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| think the first week was kind of annoying. The reason why iaumsse

you sat there all day and listen to all these people talk hypothetically,

kind of lecture, lecture, lecture, ‘this is what’s going to happen, this is

what’s going to happen’, and then you were given 3 hours to start on

your room before the rest of the teachers came in.

Subject 15, who had left the district, believed strongly that theféw days did
him little good. When asked what could have been done better, he had this to share:

They could help train new teachers how to teach. | had no education

background and bachelors in math--provisional certification. Knowing

my background | would think they’d want to help me. Instead | was

handed a curriculum and a brand new textbook, and they said good luck.

There was little difference in answers between those who had left and those
who stayedin examining the second research question, there was a difeteaugh
slighter than expected, in the way the teachers who had left or were leawiregexhs
the questions posed to them versus the way those teachers who planned to stay
answered the same questions. The expectation was that the teachers whaviege |
or had left would have a significantly more negative view of the process and of the
district, skewing their answerg/hile this was true in a few cases, it was not by any
means an overriding sentiment. On the whole, the staff seemed to appreciatthe eff
that was put out for them by the person who ran the program and by the district as a
whole, but thought the process needed much revamping to meet its/gbagsit is, in
theory, a program to help ease the transition from college or the business world to the
classroom, it, if not increasing the level of stress and tensidmodhing to decrease it

at the beginning of the teacher’s career. This can be seewdral respondents’ quotes

regarding whether they saw the program as a help to themladhming of a career.

65



There are several areas of concern. Of the teachers whanlgftour explicitly
expressed a negative opinion of Triangle Hills or of the induction process in their
responses. Reasons for leaving were typically focused on better workingarodi
proximity to home, or both.

Subject 6 gave the following reason for leaving the district:

| had never experienced an urban or an African American setting, but

it's not a setting in which | feel entirely comfortable. | feel thetas

also a lack of standards the students are held to.

Subject 12 was succinct in her reasons for leaving:

Money'’s a factor. | would also say some of the recent policy

additions...the way our administration has taken and ran with them and

made them into basically a monster.

An almostuniversal appreciation of the person who was in charge of running
the new-teacher orientation program was expressed both by the subjectsyetio sta
and by those who left. All but one of the respondents thought the person in charge did
as much as she could for them with little in the way of ressuespecially since she is
in charge of the entire district’'s new-teacher induction and has only hesseltaff.
None of the respondents blamed her for the lack of continuity between the induction
program and individual buildings. Only one respondent, Subject 15, expressed less
than positive feelings about the person coordinating the program, and his responses
could be categorized as ambivalent. The head of the program ieeg@deted and the
teachers appreciated her efforts, knowing she has an almost impossibiidaoh.in

comparison to the views expressed about building administration, the subjects’ views

of her were very positive.
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Subject responses showing this included Subject 1:

The coach [director] every time she came in she was gave us notes and
she was very positive.

Subject 2 agreed:

...once | got there and we were sitting around talking about what's
going on and Gloria [the director] would go through some different
things like | know we went through how to talk to parents during
conferences and that helped.

Subject 4 had very strong feelings regarding the director even though
she was very frustrated by the program:

It was almost a joke, but the one person who was in charge of us first
year teachers was someone who totally helped me and she mas!s
support because | could call her...

Sixteen subjects took time to recognize the busy schedules of their building
level administrators while questioning their dedication to helping yteahers grow.
Subject 7’s response was indicative of 19 subjects’ feelings:

One day the induction program leader came in and by the end ofythe da
| had a (observation report) sheet in my mailbox. Here in the building
sometimes we’ll have an observation or walkthrough and it’s like two
weeks later and | don’t even remember what | did that day. But to get it
back two hours later was really hard for her and | appreciated it.

Subject 10, a 24 year old white female with traditional credentiald a similar
reaction:

| feel like our coach (program director) for secondary teachers was
really good. You know, sending us things that would help us throughout
the year and everything like that. She’s been pretty helpful helping us
put together our portfolio, things like that. Providing us help whenever
we need it, she’s there when we need to talk to her. She sometimes
comes to our classes if we need feedback. But everyone else | haven't
felt like were a big or good part of the program.
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Subject 6 was very enthusiastic about most aspects of her brief teachimg caree
after changing jobs from the health care field, but her fgelabout this program were
very similar to the other respondents:

| really don’t (how much good it did) because | don’'t know what other

new teachers have to do but from what | know from the DESE mentor |

have through career and technical | haven't heard of anyone else who

has to do journals, required meetings, that kind of things. So in #lyat w

it's different but | also think other districts have the support we didn’t

have from the building.

All respondents expressed some frustration and even confusion over certain
expectationsThe district’s induction manual mentions “work product” several times.
Work product was consistently mentioned in the guides produced for thismpragch
was to be used in the induction program. The only “work product” that most teachers
could remember when questioned was their portfolio, a piece that 15 of the subjects
said was a waste of time. When asked what work product hexpasted to produce,
Subject 15, a teacher who completed his first year in Triangle Hills, thi¢hde
district, responded tersely:

| was told you had to handle discipline and manage the people in your

classroom. | was a first year teacher and | was handed a doubledblocke

algebra classroom for struggling students, never taught before, didn’t

know how it would work out, rather than be shown how to maximize a

situation, it was ‘this is how | want you to discipline students. Don’t

send them to the office because nothing will change’...l guess | had to

complete a portfolio and | had to go to monthly meetings.

Subject 14, another teacher who left the district after teaching theveofor t
years at the high school level, was perplexed by the question.

If | remember correctly there were...l actually don’t remember there

being clear expectations. It was more like suggestions methoetest
for teaching to the current trends they were trying to influence in their
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buildings. Whatever they were doing with the faculty was what they
were doing with us.

Subject 14 went on to discuss his feelings regarding the induction pragra
whole compared to the informal support he got from veteran teachers:

In terms of the induction program, one or two times | got observed and |
got paperwork like a formal observation back. From admin was usually
we had three scheduled two unscheduled and | received all five. It was
ten minutes at the most because they got called out to do something
different because they got called out to attend to a situation, you often
would have to go into that administrator’s office to ask for your own
feedback. Where | taught you developed a lot of close relationships at
least from my end some who were like me or even veterans who would
drop in to watch you or you them and some of the most credible
feedback | got was from them. They understood the situations we dealt
with. They had long term careers and could tell us what we needed.
Because of the turnover our veterans had a vested interest not only in
seeing us succeed but in making sure we could stand on our two feet and
not let things get crazy. They wanted that turnover trend to end.

Teachers who have remained and were still immersed indigegpn seemed to
have a clearer memory of the things that early service tesasteee specifically asked
to do, but because of their proximity to it, seemed more exasperated by the.proces
Subject 20, a first-year middle school instructor who began her career by student
teaching at one of the high schools, had this to say:

What's not good is that they have us do this portfolio and journa¢ent
and reading books and writing summaries on them, kind of a whole
bunch of pointless work. | understand the portfolio. | can look at my
portfolio and go ‘this is what | did’, but it doesn’t really have nieg to

me. The reason why is because I'd rather give in everything that I've
done--all my lesson plans, all my unit plans, all my assessments all in
one. But by chunking it up into 20 objectives, it just seems so redundant
and it just randomly gets put together where half the stuliftiseasame
thing. So giving them a full unit would sum that thing up in 2 minutes...
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Subject 6 had this to say about the sometimes vague nature yéérseaching

in Triangle Hills:

| think sometimes it would be easier if | had “you need to do taiset
curriculum or lesson plan to follow as you grow. Ours in FACS is very
vague. Some guidelines would have been better. But it's also been neat
to develop on our own.

Subject 18 felt the negativity was too much in the district from early on, and
that served to confuse teachers about what was right:

| think that first year teacher needs more support. Maybe restructure, a
pat on the back somehow. | understand that the administration is under
pressure because they’re getting pressured to do so many things. But
sometimes they tend to just tell you how terrible you are, only to have
them turn around and tell you how great you are. You get even as a firs
year teacher about midway through the year you get feeling bad that
they have to warn you or threaten you that you have to do things this
way instead of just saying here’s a new program we wanbydioard.
There’s too much negativism.

Subject 18 added the feeling that all nine of the teachers who were or are
currently filling coaching or sponsor positions shared:

The one thing | can say is that coaching here is not easy. It shidugdn’

easy really...but | feel that sometimes they forgot we had other added

responsibilities. The building needed one thing and the district needed

something different. It was really uncomfortable sometimes.

The second overarching question this researcher had going into the study was
whether there was a difference in perception between those who stayed and those who
left about the support they received from the program. The answers did not show a
clear pattern, but the responses of 15 subjects out of 20 interviewed was one of

ambivalence to the program the way it is run now, while all suggaate one expressed

understanding of the hard work put into the program by the person who runs it.
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There was a strongly expressed feeling by a majority of subjects that building
leadership is ineffective in implementing the program. There was little difeemmnc
this subject between those who have stayed and those who hake feftas major
differences in the way those who left the district responded to the questions versus
those who stayed, this researcher assumed that despite repeated assurances of
anonymity, those who stayed would be reluctant to be critical of the districyin a
meaningful way. This was not the case. Both groups had strong feelings ataint cert
aspects of the program and their building administrators’ ability to worktiét
new-teacher induction program to produce meaningful learning experiences for the
teachers while easing their entry into the profession and the distriete®iat 20
teachers interviewed had something negative to say regarding building adtams
in relation to the induction process. Eight of these responses camth&rsewho had
stayed, while eight came from those who had left.

It's a mixed bag. My mentor was not a good match. | teach on the

second floor and he teaches as far as he could away from me. And he

coached and he was a drama teacher and director and he did choir. It

was really close to impossible to get together unless wepseseparate

time to meet. But stuff always got in the way. He tried very hard and |

tried. But we had some great conversations....but it was really hit and

miss. He was one year in this district. He tried to help ni&asn’t like

he was dodging me but he didn’t have time.

This response from Subject 18 reveals a common theme. There seemed to be
little rhyme or reason at the building level in assigning mentor teachersoiming

educators. This would seem to be a key component to helping easaiigon to the

school environment and in helping newer teachers become part of the school culture,
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yet it sometimes seemed in the interviews as if the buildingrastrators gave it little

thought.
Subject 6 answered in the same vein when it came to mentor/mentee
relationships and the district’s expectations of early service teachers
What do they expect of us? That’s a good question. We have to have the
first fifteen criteria of the portfolio. So | guess that would show that
we’re continuing education, that we are doing pre and post tests
assessments, all those criteria. | feel pretty supported. Our instructional
coach has really good information and supports us. I'm sure everyone’s
said that. As far as in the building, the actual mentor program we’re
supposed to have, the buddy teacher or whatever, yeah, there’s really

none of that. But even amongst new teacher they really support each
other.

A common theme among a majority of the subjects was that the early service
teachers themselves were a more effective and more practicallgsutsepport
group for each other than the mentors they were assigned.

An indictment of building leadership came from Subject 15, who had left the
district after one year and who is now successfully teaching in a lafigenaf

suburban district:

When you asked me about my mentor, | didn’t have one. First three

months | was there the mentor | was supposed to have couldn’t do it

because of his athletic duties. | was kinda (sic) lost intth#ls, then it

was like ‘oh yeah, he needs someone to sign off on the paperwork, who

do we get?’ There wasn’t a mentor. It was my peers, my fditetwear

teachers.

Sensing that this instructor might have grown bitter through his experience in
the district, the researcher asked the next question, which was focused loer iHest
subject perceived the feedback he received to be positive or negative while in the

district. His answer was short and to the point, and added more credence to hls critic
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view of the district:*Positive. | was spoiled.” That someone who had been treated well

would still feel negatively about a major part of the induction @Ewgwas interesting.
Research Question Two asked what differences existed betweemtho$fiad

left the program and those who stayed. The overall answer wadlittlef. There was

no major difference apparent between the two groups. They were equstitgted by

their early days, and expressed equal amounts of admiration for the director of the

program.

Themes Found in the Study

The overall feeling that the researcher saw when analyfzéngesponses given
was that, while the program was not the main reason that teachers decided to stay or
leave, there remained a question as to whether it was accomplistpagpibse The
stated purpose of the program is to train teachers to be successful and tatad¢olim
the district. The program director also explicitly statedhengreliminary interview that
the program was designed to help cut down on teacher attrition. The teachers
interviewed for this study, many of whom are still in the paogrseemed to see it as, at
best, something from which they gleaned a little information but which did not
translate to the building level well. At worst, a few savsiauisance that had nothing
to do with their daily lives. While almost all subjects saw the program director
positive light, they all had trouble seeing how the program atfebtgr daily teaching
except in minor ways.

Overarching themes found in the study:

1. Subjects felt that there was little pedagogical change from the progra
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2. Subjects did feel a positive influence in their understanding of the culture in
which they worked.

3. Subjects did not believe it helped them acclimate to their building and, in fact,
thought it hampered their efforts to know their place of work before school
started.

4. There was a slight difference in tone between those who stayed and those who
left, but only slight. There was some degree of frustration and some degree of
acknowledgement of the program on both sides. Those who left were slightly
more dismissive of the program and district.

5. While not every respondent expressed frustration with every aspect of the
program, there was a feeling of frustration expressed by a vast majahigy
subjects in the expectations placed on new teachers by the program.

Subject 4, who was one of the more experienced teachers interviewed, was of
the opinion that the way in which things are introduced during the program should be
changed to meet the needs of incoming first-year teachers.

That first week where you come in with other first year teesctoe that

training and we were all first year teachers, we’ve never taugbitebef

so we spent five days learning about cooperative learning sésisegl

Kagan Strategies...Honestly | think things like that are more beneficial

now a few years down the road where you can start picking ideas that

work in your classroom, but coming in new no one knew what the

students were like or what your (sic) school was like. We were at the

other high school so we didn’t know what our classrooms were like or

what we’d be teaching, how many kids do | (sic) have in a class,

more...what would have been more beneficial would have been telling

us more about our specific job in our building and having us over here

with our administration so we weren'’t clueless for that week. That time
could be used so much better that that first five days....
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CHAPTER 5

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

As stated previously, one of the most profound issues public education faces is
the learning gap between students in low socio-economic and high socio-economic
school systems. One of the ways that poorer school districts can address this
achievement gap is by stressing continuity in teaching staffs. This has beessaddr
in recent years through engaging incoming teachers in structured prdgrenasct
them into the school community. Since statistics show that teachers do nohesach t
peak as instructors until between their fifth and eighth year teachingpitiary to
the best interest of school districts to train teachers only to see therheajieeist
years to another district. Unfortunately, the attrition ratedachers in urban schools is
over 50% in the first five years of teaching. Since poor urban students arg alread
greater risk of falling behind or dropping out, it is doubly important to keep good
teachers in the classroom. It also makes sense that contmaitgaching staff allows
for continuity of vision in districts and individual school buildings. Many of the
administrators who were preliminarily interviewed for this study exee$rustration
at beginning big initiatives and getting everyone in the disipdb speed only to see a
large percentage of teachers leave and new ones take their places. Thiesehews
do not possess a full understanding of what the district is trying to accomplish or how.
This led to a “two steps forward, one step back” feeling in thteici much of the time.

Finding One of the study was there was little pedagogical change inreache

due to the induction program. This finding would seem to mesh with the findings of
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Bradley and Loadman (2005) who stated that the money spent on teaciodion was
not well spent. This finding goes against other literature consulted fotubig s
including that of Berry (2004) who believed teachers were inherently worth sgendin
money on as they are invaluable resources.

Finding Two of the study was that teachers culturally felt more understanding
of their students as a result of the program. This finding was most closeliatesoc
with the findings of the American Teacher survey (2008) showing that newetsach
most wanted training that made them feel innovative and flexible on the job. Ng's
(2003, 2006, 2007) studies of the problems of urban schools discussed the need to keep
quality teachers in urban settings. This validates keeping this aspeetpsbtdram
intact in that it helps keep teachers connected to the students they teach.

Finding Three of the study was that teachers expressed frustaathe lack of
availability of their classrooms and schools to them in the day/svaeks leading up to
school starting. This again corresponds with the findings of the American Teacher
(2008) study. This study found teachers wishing for more tirpesigare for their year.
There is also evidence in the literature that teachers are being askethbre with
less time. Buckley, Schneider, and Shang (2005) discussed the importance of
understanding teacher frustration and what makes teachers leave tesipnofe
Bradley and Loadman (2005) addressed the need to understand the frusifdimnes
commitments that face new and experienced teachers. Boles and Troen (2805) sta
“Too often, teaching is described as a dead-end job with low status, uncompetitive

salaries, and poor working conditions” (p. 6).
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Finding Four dealt with the fact that there was only a slight difference in
responses between the teachers who stayed and those who left the district. This woul
validate Bradley and Loadman (2005) in their belief that teacher indyrograms do
not give a good enough return on investment to be continued. Buckley et al.4005)
addressed this issue in that teachers who leave education have a varasypmd fer
doing so, dealing with money, working conditions, etc. That therelésditference in
the statements of those who left or those who stayed may be an indicator that if the
district is using this program to keep teachers, it is not working.

Finding Five was that there was little cooperation between bgikha district
in the teacher induction process. This would seem to be in the same vein as studies by
Buckley et al. (2005), Bradley and Loadman (2005), and Britton et al. (2005), who
found that U.S. schools lack coherent approaches to induction, leading teachers to
believe they are not appreciated.

The final finding of the study, Finding Six, was that building leadership is
ineffective in implementing the district’'s program. This agrees with rgedFive and
Three that show the implementation of the program and cooperation are lacking
between building and district. This finding agrees clearly wetr(2006) and Brown
(2003). Berry decries the fact that little has been done to universally addresssighe
of teacher induction—that like most of our education policies, we have, to our
detriment, relied on the local level. This has led to a hodge-podge of under-funded
induction programs. Most are not monitored for quality, and most give results one

would expect from such programs. Brown cites the use of mentoring programs as
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cutting the attrition rate for new teachers by up to half. These mentoringmpsgra
Brown goes on to say, have been hijacked recently by federal agbibiymstandards,
leading to a degrading of their quality.

If the problem of teacher turnover is to be attacked, and the results achieved
used as a tool to attack the broader problem of student achievement in urban schools,
there must be an understanding of how the teachers involved in the program perceive
their situation. There must be a better understanding of perceived positives and
negatives in any program aimed at their development. While it is not the sua rea
that teachers stay or leave the district, induction is a kepaoemt the district uses in
trying to slow teacher attrition. The question then arises, is the progratingnese
stated purpose? The goal of this study was to help find an answes qouiéistion from
the perspective of the teachers involved. This chapter and the recommendations
included in it are the final component in this attempt.

The findings in this study add to the body of research on improving workplace
support for urban educators. A study by the U.S. Department of Education (2008)
identified the preparation and retention of quality teachers as key components
improving student achievement. The Department of Education repoinaluded key
components to improving teaching. These included creating a supportive working
environment for incoming teachers. Similar recommendations can be found in the
literature surrounding teacher retention for the last twenty years riiHabg1987;

Nieto, 2009)
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This study describes one district’s attempt to help its teachers becorae m
acclimated to the district and to reach a comfort level more quickly. Asl $tetere,
the district developed this program with the help of earlyssagducators. The district
Professional Development Coordinator convened a committee to adtad¢éhe most
important aspects of the first years of teaching were and what needeaddressed
with new teachers to maximize the chances of success, as well asertbeeahances
of teacher retention. The list that committee compiled includedh timgcsame material
as the chapters covered by the new teacher manual for thet Ngtrile the subjects in
the study varied in their responses from feeling there was little to no value in the
program for them to feeling that it helped them tremendously, this study in no way
advocates an abandonment of teacher induction. Instead, it is important to note the
feelings of the teachers who are the target of the program. From this\gkeaa a
direction that this program and others like it need to go to capture as many ofythe ear

career teachers participating in it as they can.

Recommendation One:
Integration of District and Building Induction Programs

Research question one asked how the induction program at Triangle Hills
shaped teacher growth according to the teachers involved in the study. Many of the
teachers interviewed for this study expressed frustration at the lack wfutgnt
between the district’s induction philosophy and the way things were handled
practically at the building level. Most of the subjects did not express fedfiagghe

district’s program was worthless or that it could not be effective, but they didssxpr
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feelings that there was a lack of communication and integration betweethehat
expectations were from the district and from their individual buildings.

Often the expectations of teachers at the building level as to their daily
procedures in class (lesson planning, objectives, student work, etc.) were ict confli
with those being expressed by the induction program. The building administrators
might expect teachers to be ready in the first week foll avélk-through of their room
during a class, while the district program insisted the teashidfgough eight hours a
day of meetings that did not have anything to do with curriculurpexifics of how to
set up their classrooms. In other words, there was a quite severe disconnect betwee
what the teachers felt was important and what was being presented to tham at
moment. This inhibits growth, professional learning, and comfort.

If the program is to reach its stated goal, it must legnatted into the daily lives
of the young teachers. It cannot be viewed as “tacked on” by the participaists or i
value will be diminished in the eyes of those who patrticipate in it. This can be
accomplished through better communication of the goals of the program and the value
it brings to buildings from the district to the building administrations, and by more
integration of the new teacher induction process into the daily lives of nelvetsac

In this researcher’s opinion, this can be accomplished in the followamgen:

1. The building administrators must be brought up to speed on the exqrexctdt
new teachers by the district. This can be accomplished througlea sf short
meetings or even by having the administrators participate in a round table

discussion of the expectations and the need for any changes.
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2. Teachers should participate in their early district inductioorily a portion of
each day, then return to their buildings to receive the remaintieiofraining
on building specific matters. This would serve to introduce thermeessltheir
building leadership and serve to make the process more meaningful to them.
3. The importance of the program director’s role should be made more clear to
building administrators. If they are fully aware of the fact that the dirésin
charge of and is responsible for the training and success of new teachers, then
the process should be much easier for them to understand at their level. They
become facilitators for the director, and can be asked to do specific things in

their building that they may not feel responsible for or that tie=yg to do now.

Recommendation Two:
Improved Coordination Between Induction and Building Mentor Program.

Question One asks how the teacher program affects teacheh gnatve areas
of pedagogy, cultural awareness, and comfort in the building. One of the areas the
induction program stresses is that of the mentor relationship and how it is key in
connecting new teachers to the building. A common theme in many ofihieaeher
interviews was an inadequate mentor relationship. All teachers are todreedssi
mentor in the building in which they work when they begin their career in the distric
Several teachers, as stated earlier, felt that they were not giverta that matched
their needs. One subject pointed out that he taught social studieisi anod coach, but
he was given a Physical Education instructor and basketball coach as a mentor. One

teacher and his mentor worked on opposite sides of the building from each other and
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only saw each other in staff meetings. Still another new teacher waseabaig
second-year teacher as a mentor. This relationship is important and could be an
informal “buddy” relationship, but a second-year teacher has no business ngeatori
first-year teacher while the second year teacher is still leatméngpes of teaching.
These are problems that are created by either a lack of attention to theimopartt
mentors on the part of the building administration or a lack of time to adequately pa
new teachers with suitable mentors; however, the district induction program should
have oversight of this and make sure it does not happen. One of the major factors in
keeping teachers from leaving a district is the forming of relationshipan&heor
relationship is one of the first that a young teacher can make in a schoot.dig#ili
trained, suitable mentors with a background or teaching area similar to thatraw
teachers would seem to be a necessity.

The first area of improvement in gaining adequate mentor relationships is to
match up teaching areas and times of day that are avadaddet person. Second is to
more fully evaluate who is interested in becoming a mentor teacher and evaamt
as a potential mentor. Finally, prospective mentors could be assessed using a
personality inventory in which interests and background are taken into account. The
literature on the subject, including studies done by Brown (2003), Sachs (2006) and
Berry (2004) shows that mentor relationships can be key to successful eaely car
adjustments for teachers. This lends credence to the ideaaihi@tring is an important

enough aspect of induction to continue to fund it.
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Recommendation Three:
The District Should Tailor the Induction Program to the Needs of
Different New Teachers.

One of the research questions posed was the differences betweenhbodsel
stayed and those who had left in the way they approached the questions posed. Once
the interviews were underway, it became apparent that the nteravéhe teacher, the
more they felt neglected by the program. “New teacher” is a vagueatetmn the
district, encompasses teachers who are in their first three to fosrofdaaching.

When statistics bear out that the district loses many teaichiéesr fourth or fifth year,

a support system to continue helping teachers who might be considered to be
transitioning from new to “young veteran” status would seem to make sense. In this
case, using the fourth and fifth year teachers as expelts metv teacher program and
asking them to share their experiences with new teachers might help to keep them
connected and add to the feeling that they are important contributors in the process
This would not have to be in addition to the things that are being atked teachers.
Fifth year teachers are not a part of the program at this poin¢ould be made to feel
incredibly important to its success by being asked to continue in a limited and quite
possibly paid way to be a part of it. Who else is closer to the experience of the new
teachers than those who have just gone through the process and successfully survived
it?

Also, there are many teachers hired every year, by urban and non-urban
schools alike, who are entering the profession “cold” with alternativeicatiiin and

no practical idea of what to expect. Four of the alternativetificated teachers talked
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of being “lost” the first few weeks and simply “surviving.” Hhielt some of the things
that they were being presented as new teachers were over their headsabpeiod
portfolio element, which was something they were not concerned with in comparison
to simply understanding what was expected of them as a teacher.

On the other hand, all of the subjects who had gone through traditional
education training expressed some degree of frustration over being askqubat™re
things that they had done during their college teacher education prograrmdt see
reasonable to separate these two groups and have leaders who share some common
experiences with these new teachers. Teachers who are in the “young"\stteya
and have come from alternative backgrounds could help the transition of new teachers
from the same backgrounds by sharing their experiencessehpes or mentors in the

program.

Recommendation Four:
Refocusing on what is Important to New Teachers

This recommendation stems from answers given focusing on Research
Question One, and specifically the sub-question dealing with the overalldiatyili
and comfort of the new teachers with their buildings. Despédéct that the program
was started to help new teachers, it was stated repeatedly by thessthigiethey felt
very overwhelmed their first year in the district. If traghe case, the program needs to
adjust itself to help these teachers and take the pressure off them.

New teachers are almost always overwhelmed, and ofter#uis to stress for

students as well as the teacher. The subjects in this study asked for morédnelp. T
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should be given mentors who know their subject and who know classroom
management. They, then, should be given adequate time to meet with, share
experiences with, and to observe each other.

The district should re-examine the way they handle the first days of teacher
training before school starts. These days could be used to helpawheits ready their
classrooms, to give them practice scenarios to help with atassnanagement, and to
help them prepare their first-quarter lesson plans. These were all tadiset study
subjects felt were ultimately important and that they would be judged on.driksa
were in a classroom setting learning procedures at the district leves iififimmation
has to be given before school starts, it could be presented a week earliethi&hile
recommendation would be costly to the district, it is more costly, not only in training
funds but also in lost experience, to keep doing what has not been overly successful.

At a relatively small cost in the overall budget of the district, new teachers
could be brought in at the same time on a half day basis at the district and a half day
basis at the building level to learn the overall culture of the district and thkeiimiguii
They could meet mentor teachers, who could be expected as a part of their stipend to
attend and get to know their mentees early on.

Much of what is considered to be district level information could be given to
teachers later in the program while the early information was focused my gett
know the profile of the district’s students, the experience of the districtbees and

the day to day work the teachers can expect to perform without overwhelming them.
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Urban schools struggle to retain teachers. Teachers choose to leave for many
reasons, from working conditions to pay, from proximity to home to feelings of
helplessness. Urban districts like Triangle Hills have invested large sumsig to
stem this flow. In studying a representative group which is immersegrimgeam
designed to help retain them, a mixed message is received from the tetlobgrs
believe that the district, especially the person in charge of the prograuts, twdnelp
them. They do not believe the buildings, which are overwhelmed with the day-to-day
business of trying to teach their population, are as involved with the process as they
should be. They feel that the program sometimes focuses on things that are not as
important to them as teachers as are some things that are not covered auahdg t
upon.

This researcher strongly recommends that the district take into catgder
the things the teachers reported honestly in their assessment. If the ligteistto
capture a higher percentage of teachers for their career, itss@adst be sensitive to

the feelings and perceptions of their most costly resource—teachers.

Recommendations for Further Study
While this study is limited in its scope, it seems to invite a broader study of
young educators who have participated in induction programs like this one. A case
study of larger proportions might give a truer picture of the feelings afg/teachers
about these programs.
A comparative analysis of district retention in districts that have thpss tf

programs versus those who do little or no induction could also be productherelis
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little difference in retention rates, then what is the benefit of the pr&ghaghiction
would have to be rethought and redesigned to better meet the needsgfeaminers.
Also, this study could be replicated with a representative group of elementary
teachers, as this group’s daily work experience and outlook is ofterdifferent from
that of middle- or high-school teachers.
Finally, a similar study focusing on teacher pre-service training woutatie
interesting and valuable. Focusing on one school district, a researcherauigat |
how a representative group of young teachers broke down in regard to their teache
preparation. This group could be interviewed upon entering the professiogaamaia
the end of their first year to see where they perceived the strengths dmesses of
their teacher preparation program at the college level to be.chuéy be compared to
a control group of alternatively certified teachers. Just as disteotaever be
satisfied with how they induct teachers until they keep a large majotitysé hired,
higher education cannot be satisfied until it sees a significaghehretention rate of
traditionally trained “professional” educators in comparison to tixdsealternatively
enter the profession.
Public education is under scrutiny from all quarters. Even though nsbstidi
are inadequately funded, teachers are under constant pressure to improve s&hdardi
test scores at all costs, and working conditions are poor in mostssbaols, districts
and administrators are asked to hold onto good teachers and convince more to com
their schools. This is an Olympian task. Further study is criecfaild the best ways to

hire and keep good instructors. This study is but one smallrstegatiprocess. The last
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three years have given this researcher great insight into how hig golleagues
think. As a whole, they believe strongly in what they have chosen to do. That belief
must be reinforced by listening to them and responding to their.id@dsesearcher’s

hope is that, in some small way, he has contributed to this important area ofrresearc
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