
First-year induction experiences of University of Arizona
secondary education graduates and the potential
role of the college in providing inductive support

Item Type text; Dissertation-Reproduction (electronic)

Authors Stowers, Patricia T.

Publisher The University of Arizona.

Rights Copyright © is held by the author. Digital access to this material
is made possible by the University Libraries, University of Arizona.
Further transmission, reproduction or presentation (such as
public display or performance) of protected items is prohibited
except with permission of the author.

Download date 26/05/2023 09:24:03

Link to Item http://hdl.handle.net/10150/289907

http://hdl.handle.net/10150/289907


FIRST-YEAR INDUCTION EXPERIENCES OF UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA 

SECONDARY EDUCATION GRADUATES AND THE POTENTIAL ROLE OF THE 

COLLEGE IN PROVIDING INDUCTIVE SUPPORT 

by 

Patricia Treweek Stowers 

A Dissertation Submitted to the Faculty of the 

DEPARTMENT OF TEACHING AND TEACHER EDUCATION 

In Partial Fulfillment of the Requirements 
For the Degree of 

DOCTOR OF EDUCATION 

In the Graduate College 

THE UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA 

2 0 0 3  



UMI Number: 3090012 

UMI 
UMI Microform 3090012 

Copyright 2003 by ProQuest Information and Learning Company. 

All rights reserved. This microform edition is protected against 

unauthorized copying under Title 17, United States Code. 

ProQuest Information and Learning Company 
300 North Zeeb Road 

P.O. Box 1346 
Ann Arbor, Ml 48106-1346 



n 

THE UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA ® 

GRADUATE COLLEGE 

As members of the Final Examination Committee, we certify that we have 

read the dissertation prepared by Patricia Treweek Stowers 

entitled First-Year Induction Experiences of University of Arizona 

Secondary Education Graduates and the Potential Role of 

the College in Providing Inductive Support 

and recommend that it be accepted as fulfilling the dissertation 

requirement for the Degree of Doctor of Education 

/ A. . UX I \\ 1 5 
Janice Streitmatter Date 

Dr. Wilbur S. Ames Date 

Dr. DYV Paul Robinson Date 

' "  '6 3 
Dr. X Robert Hendricks Date 

Date 

Final approval and acceptance of this dissertation is contingent upon 

the candidate's submission of the final copy of the dissertation to the 

Graduate College. 

I hereby certify that I have read this dissertation prepared under my 

direction and recommend that it be accepted as fulfilling the dissertation 

requirement. 

„ .  V  / / i '  f  ^  ?  
(^ssertation Director Date 

Dr. Janice Streitmatter 



3 

STATEMENT BY AUTHOR 

This dissertation has been submitted in partial fiilfillment of requirements for an 
advanced degree at The University of Arizona and is deposited in the University Library 
to be made available to borrowers under rules of the Library. 

Brief quotations from this dissertation are allowable without special permission, 
provided that accurate acknowledgment of source is made. Requests for permission for 
extended quotation from or reproduction of this manuscript in whole or in part may be 
granted by the head of the major department of the Dean of the Graduate College when in 
his or her judgment the proposed use of the material is in the interests of scholarship. In 
all other instances, however, permission must be obtained from the author. 

SIGNED: 



4 

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS 

I would like to thank the present and past members of my doctoral committee, 
Dr. Janice Streitmatter, Dr. Wilbur Ames, Dr. Paul Robinson, Dr. J. Robert Hendricks, 
Dr. Wade McLean, Dr. Paul Heckman, Dr. Don Clark and Dr. Sally Clark for their 
support and advice throughout this process. I would also like to acknowledge other 
University of Arizona faculty and staff who have offered me assistance including Dr. Jim 
Knight, Ms. Raquel Tucker, Ms. Pat Denomy, Ms. Jo Ann Hurley, Ms. Jean Breitlow and 
Ms. Sandy Garber. 

This dissertation was made possible by the 210 teachers who gave their valuable 
time to share their first-year teaching experiences with me. It is my hope that this study 
and others like it will help to improve the inductive support that is offered to beginning 
teachers because they deserve our respect and assistance, and the students they serve 
deserve outstanding teachers. 

Most importantly, I would like to thank my wonderful family — my parents who 
were my first teachers, my husband for all of the time, love and humor that he provided, 
and my children, Ben and Katie, for being so sweet and patient with their mom. They 
made sacrifices so that I could reach my goals, and this dissertation is dedicated to them. 



5 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

Page 

LIST OF TABLES 7 

ABSTRACT 8 

L INTRODUCTION 10 

Background Information 10 
Problem Statement 15 
Significance of the Study 17 
Purpose of the Study 19 
Definition of Terms 20 
Limitations of the Study 20 

2. REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 22 

The Shortage of Qualified Teachers 22 
Needs of Beginning Teachers 24 
Induction Programs 26 
National and State Trends in Beginning Teacher Induction 29 
University Involvement in Induction 31 
Impact of Collaborative Teacher Induction Programs 35 

3. METHODS AND PROCEDURES 38 

Research Design and Research Questions 38 
Subjects 39 
Instrument Used in Data Collection 39 

Section 1: General Information 40 
Section 2: First-Year Information 40 
Section 3: Perceptions of Preparedness and Effectiveness 41 
Section 4; Induction Experiences 43 
Section 5: Interest in University Assistance 45 

Procedures Used in Data Collection 46 
Data Analysis 49 

Research Question 1 49 
Research Question 2 50 
Research Question 3 51 
Research Question 4 51 
Research Question 5 51 
Research Question 6 52 



6 

TABLE OF CONTENTS - Continued 

Page 

4. RESULTS 53 

Characteristics of Respondents 53 
Details of Respondents' First-Year Teaching Assignment 56 
Research Question 1 61 
Research Question 2 66 
Research Question 3 78 
Research Question 4 84 
Research Question 5 89 
Research Question 6 93 

5. DISCUSSION 97 

Problem Statement 97 
Purpose of the Study 99 
Review of the Methodology 100 
Summary and Discussion 102 

Research Question 1 103 
Research Question 2 106 
Research Question 3 110 
Research Question 4 Ill 
Research Question 5 114 
Research Question 6 115 

Suggestions for Further Research 120 

APPENDIX A: STANDARDS FOR ARIZONA TEACHERS 122 

APPENDIX B: TEACHER SURVEY 132 

APPENDIX C; COVER LETTER 139 

REFERENCES 141 



7 

LIST OF TABLES 

Page 

TABLE 1, Age of Respondents 53 
TABLE 2, Race of Respondents 54 
TABLE 3, College Attended by Respondents 55 
TABLE 4, Subject Areas of College of Education Respondents 56 
TABLE 5, First-Year Employer 58 
TABLE 6, First-Year Teaching Conditions 59 
TABLE 7, Positive and Negative Aspects of Teaching Profession 65 
TABLE 8, ANOVA for Decision to Remain in Profession and Teaching 

Effectiveness/Induction Effectiveness 66 
TABLE 9, Perceptions of Preparedness 67 
TABLE 10, Preparedness Mean Scores by Secondary Program 68 
TABLE 11, ANOVA for Preparedness and Secondary Program 69 
TABLE 12, Tukey Post Hoc Comparisons of Preparedness and 

Secondary Program 70 
TABLE 13, ANOVA for Preparedness and Teach for Tucson Program 

Participation 72 
TABLE 14, Tukey Post Hoc Comparisons of Preparedness and Teach 

for Tucson Participation 73 
TABLE 15, Concerns ofRespondents Entering First Year of Teaching 75 
TABLE 16, Suggested Modifications of Pre-Service Program 77 
TABLE 17, Perceptions of Effectiveness as First-Year Teachers 79 
TABLE 18, Pearson Correlation of Preparedness and First-Year Teaching 

Effectiveness 80 
TABLE 19, Challenges Faced by Respondents in First Year of Teaching 83 
TABLE 20, Inductive Support Received 86 
TABLE 21, Requests for Additional First-Year Assistance 89 
TABLE 22, Perceptions of Induction Effectiveness 90 
TABLE 23, Perceptions of Induction Effectiveness by District Type 91 
TABLE 24, Pearson Correlation of Induction Effectiveness and First-Year 

Teaching Effectiveness 92 
TABLE 25, Requested University Support Services 95 



8 

ABSTRACT 

The purpose of this study was to collect from University of Arizona secondary 

education graduates information regarding first-year employment and retention, 

perceived professional preparedness, perceived effectiveness as first-year teachers, types 

and perceived effectiveness of district inductive support, and interest in receiving 

inductive support from the university in the first year of teaching. This information 

would shed light on the potential role of the university in providing inductive support to 

graduates. 

Eighty-three percent of respondents entered teaching, and 93% were still teaching 

at the time of the study. However, 35% either planned to leave or contemplated leaving 

the profession in the future. Many experienced challenging first-year assignments. For 

respondents in their first year of teaching, the decision to remain in teaching was linked 

to perceptions of teaching effectiveness and the effectiveness of induction received. 

Graduates felt "somewhat prepared" to teach upon graduation, except for master's 

program graduates who felt significantly better prepared. They felt "somewhat effective" 

as first-year teachers. There was a positive correlation between perceived preparedness 

and first-year teaching effectiveness. Respondents recommended modifications to pre-

service programs, including more coursework in classroom management and planning, 

extended time in schools, and increased relevance of coursework. 

The quality of district inductive support varied tremendously, with many 

receiving insufficient support, particularly from rural or charter schools. The most 

common support included administrative observations and orientations. Far fewer were 
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mentored, provided with professional training or support sessions, observed by staff 

development specialists, or given release time to observe others. Respondents felt their 

district induction was "not very effective." There was a positive correlation between 

perceived first-year teaching effectiveness and effectiveness of induction. 

Finally, 79% would have been interested in receiving assistance from the 

university during their first year, requesting training in classroom management, planning, 

and content-specific methods. They also recommended support sessions for new 

teachers, observations, and on-line support. It was concluded that the university could 

play a valuable role in providing inductive support to graduates. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

Background Information 

When we speak of teaching as a profession, we are placing it in the same category 

as other vocations which require advanced training and specialized study. It is a term that 

highlights the complex and intellectually challenging nature of the occupation and also 

implies that only qualified persons are allowed to assume full professional 

responsibilities. In most professions, advanced study is followed by a period of closely 

supervised internship during which the professional gradually assumes increasingly 

difficult professional duties. In teaching, however, this phase of professional 

development is often woefiilly inadequate. 

One semester of student teaching constitutes the extent of the internship in most 

pre-service programs. To add to the problem, the early years of employment in the 

profession are rarely viewed as an extension of internship (commonly referred to as a 

period of "induction"). Instead of a gradual assumption of professional responsibilities, 

school districts generally assign new teachers professional duties that are equal to those 

of experienced teachers, often with the expectation that the new teacher will be proficient 

in handling those duties without additional assistance or training fi^om the district. This 

inadequate period of professional induction — the lack of a clearly supervised and 

supported phased entry to the teaching profession — has had numerous adverse 

consequences on the profession, impacting both the novice teachers and the students they 

serve. 
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The first consequence is evident in the staggering statistics on teacher attrition. It 

appears that the challenges faced by teachers during the first years of teaching often 

impact their decision to stay in the profession. Though the statistics vary somewhat, a 

dramatically high percentage of new teachers leave the profession after only a few years. 

The National Center for Education Statistics (U.S. Department of Education, 2000) 

reported that 20.7% of all new teachers leave within their first three years of teaching. In 

fact, another study (Basinger, 2000) found that 9.3% quit even before completing their 

first year of teaching. 

For those teachers who do choose to stay in the profession, an inadequate 

induction phase can negatively impact both their short- and long-term professional 

development. Teaching requires a great deal of expertise acquired through years of 

practice and ongoing professional development. Effective teachers need a deep 

understanding of their subject matter, child development and psychology, instruction and 

assessment strategies, curriculum resources and technologies, classroom management and 

discipline, and how to meet the needs of various learners. This is a tall order for any 

teacher, let alone a beginner in a school environment that is typically not designed for or 

conducive to the professional development of novices. Most beginning teachers start 

their careers in disadvantaged schools and are given demanding teaching loads and 

numerous extra duties (Darling-Hammond, 1998). Studies by Lortie and Britzman (as 

cited in Rogers & Babinski, 1999) also revealed that teachers generally carry out their 

duties in isolation, in a culture that discourages a beginner from admitting difficulty or 

seeking assistance. Without an induction program to offer assistance, many new teachers 



are left to develop coping strategies in order to survive the stress. Those strategies may 

solve the short-term problem but are not effective long-range methods of instruction. In 

fact, McDonald (as cited in Huling-Austin, Odell, Ishler, Kay, & Edelfelt, 1989) warned 

that, barring intervention, these coping strategies can crystallize into a permanent 

teaching style, preventing long-term professional development. 

Most significantly, it is students who are the ultimate victims of inadequate 

teacher induction. Numerous studies (as cited in Darling-Hammond & Young, 2002) 

have concluded that teacher quality significantly influences student learning. A study of 

more than 1,000 school districts nationwide indicated that every dollar spent on more 

highly qualified teachers produced greater improvements in student achievement than any 

other use of school resources (National Commission on Teaching and America's Future 

[NCTAF], 1996). Therefore, in the ever increasing national debate about our students' 

low test scores and lack of readiness to meet the requirements of the technological age, it 

is appropriate that a portion of that debate has focused on the quality of our teaching 

force. NCTAF released its recommendations on how to improve the nation's schools, 

and their first recommendation was to set high standards for teachers as well as students 

— standards that must be met during initial teacher education, beginning teacher 

licensing, and advanced certification. 

High standards, however, are only effective if they are coupled with programs that 

prepare teachers to attain them. As Sparks and Hirsh (1999) stated, "If states want 

teachers to radically change their results to get all students achieving, they must give 

teachers the tools, support, and training to radically change their practice" (p. 2). 
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The Commission's (NCTAF, 1996) second recommendation had addressed this 

issue by stating that the nation's colleges and school districts needed to redesign teacher 

preparation and professional development programs. Notably, they included a specific 

request for programs that supported the professional development of beginning teachers 

during the induction phase. This recommendation and numerous other calls for 

beginning teacher induction have prompted efforts across the country to create induction 

programs for new teachers. The purpose of induction is to recognize that beginning 

teachers have a unique set of needs and require support that is tailored to their stage of 

professional development. These programs go beyond providing emotional support for 

new teachers; they are designed to promote the professional development of new teachers 

and serve as one phase in the continuum of development that should span a professional 

teacher's career from pre-service through retirement. Although there are many 

variations, most induction programs that have been developed nationwide tend to have 

five recurring goals: (1) improving teacher performance, (2) increasing teacher retention 

rates, (3) promoting the personal and professional well-being of beginning teachers, (4) 

satisfying mandated induction requirements, and (5) transmitting the culture of the school 

system to new teachers (Huling-Austin et al., 1989). The induction programs often 

include orientation meetings, in-service training, assignment of a mentor teacher, release 

time to observe other teachers, and the opportunity to be observed and coached (Serpell 

&Bozeman, 1999). 

Promising research findings on the effectiveness of these programs include a 1996 

report by the National Commission on Teaching and America's Future which indicated 
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that induction programs (particularly those that include mentoring) produce teachers who 

tend to focus sooner on student learning, are more effective in their early years, and are 

less likely to leave the profession (Weiss & Weiss, 1999). 

The fact remains, however, that induction programs are not yet the norm across 

the nation. There are too many beginning teachers who still receive no inductive support 

at all, and the programs that do exist vary dramatically in scope and quality. Most 

induction programs are managed and funded by school districts, which often lack 

requisite money, initiative, or expertise (Basinger, 2000; Williams & Williamson, 1996). 

The National Staff Development Council (as cited in Sparks & Hirsh, 1999) reported that 

the average school district allocated only 1% of its budget to improving the abilities of its 

staff 

It has been advocated that this situation could be improved if teacher education 

colleges, working on their own or in tandem with school districts, played a more active 

role in providing follow-up inductive support to their graduates. In fact, as part of its 

recommendation for the reinvention of teacher preparation and professional development, 

the National Commission on Teaching and America's Future (1996) suggested that 

professional development could transcend school boundaries and include collaborations 

between schools and universities. It is argued that an education college's responsibility 

to its graduates should extend beyond graduation, that it is uniquely positioned to assist in 

its graduates' induction into the profession, and that it has a duty to ensure that its 

graduates are adequately prepared to meet the standards of effective teaching (Brindley, 

Fleege, & Graves, 2000). 
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Numerous teacher education institutions have developed programs to offer 

inductive support to graduates. The support may be provided by the colleges directly to 

the beginning teachers without district involvement, or colleges may work collaboratively 

with districts to design and implement induction programs. The types of college 

assistance to graduates and/or school districts commonly include providing consultants, 

training mentors, leading workshops or seminars, observing and coaching beginning 

teachers, or serving on teacher support teams (Kramer, 1994). However, of the existing 

induction programs nationwide, only one-third involve college partnerships, meaning that 

this potential resource for inductive support remains largely unexplored (Basinger, 2000). 

Problem Statement 

Although formal statistics on teacher attrition are not tracked by the State of 

Arizona, it appears that the state faces the same concerns about teacher quality and 

teacher retention as the rest of the nation. A study completed by the Morrison Institute 

for Public Policy (2003) determined that, although there is no overall teacher shortage 

statewide, there are current and projected teacher shortfalls in some rural Arizona 

counties and fast-growing exurban areas, as well as in particular content areas such as 

special education and special language training. Potential teachers in Arizona are leaving 

the profession even before beginning a career, with an estimated 10% of education 

graduates from the state's accredited teacher colleges choosing not to take the 

certification exam. Arizona is also losing many of the teachers who do enter the 

profession. There are an estimated 11,000 inactive certified teachers living in the state, a 



number that equals one-fifth the size of Arizona's active teaching force of 51,740 in the 

2001-2002 school year (Morrison Institute, 2003). Finding a way to keep these teachers 

in the profession is critical. 

It appears from the national literature review that one key to developing and 

maintaining a cadre of effective classroom teachers is to focus on supporting them during 

their crucial early years in the profession. The national research (Huling-Austin & 

Murphy, 1987; Serpell, 2000; Weiss & Weiss, 1999) indicated that induction programs 

are needed, are growing in number, and are effective, but more needs to be learned about 

the specific first-year induction experiences and perceptions of new teachers in the State 

of Arizona. 

There is no Arizona state law mandating induction programs for beginning 

teachers. Consequently, it is left to the districts to determine whether they will provide 

inductive support and, if so, to what extent and in what form. Teacher education colleges 

statewide are similarly allowed to design their own unique pre-service programs of study 

and to determine whether they want to offer follow-up inductive support to their 

graduates. It is safe to assume, therefore, that not all beginning teachers across the state 

are inducted into the profession in the same manner. In fact, a study conducted by the 

Arizona K-12 Center (2002) determined that there were significant differences between 

the induction programs offered by school districts statewide, with 30.5% of the districts 

providing no induction whatsoever and only 17.3% offering what the Center defined as 

thorough and comprehensive induction services. Therefore, it seems that the extent to 



which new teachers in Arizona receive any formal induction is likely a fiinction of the 

school district in which they are hired. 

The State of Arizona recently addressed the issue of teacher quality by joining in 

the national movement of developing standards for its teachers. The Standards for 

Arizona Teachers (see Appendix A), which were approved in 1997 by the Arizona Board 

of Education (Arizona Department of Education [ADE], 1998), offer a description of 

what the state considers to be an effective teacher and provide criteria for professional 

competence that teachers should be able to demonstrate to teach in Arizona. However, 

standards are only effective if teachers are adequately prepared to attain them. It 

becomes incumbent upon teacher education institutions to ensure that their graduates 

have the necessary pre-service preparation to meet the performance criteria for initial 

teacher certification. It also becomes the responsibility of school districts, and perhaps 

teacher education colleges as well, to provide inductive support that is aligned to those 

standards and to assess whether teachers are meeting the standards in practice. The 

degree to which those standards have been incorporated into state teacher education 

programs and district induction efforts in Arizona is not yet clear. 

Significance of the Study 

The individuals who create and implement educational policies and programs in 

this state, such as the State Department of Education, teacher educators, and school 

district personnel, need a clear understanding of the experiences and perceptions of first-
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year teachers in the State of Arizona. This study is targeted to provide information to one 

policy-making group, teacher educators at the University of Arizona. 

Teacher education colleges in the State of Arizona play a significant role in 

ensuring a quality state teaching force. It is their responsibility to prepare teachers for the 

profession adequately and, some would argue, to join with the rest of the educational 

community in assisting their graduates' successful induction into the profession. To do 

that effectively, colleges need information about what happens to their students after 

graduation. 

It would be beneficial to know whether graduates feel adequately prepared upon 

entering the profession to face the challenges of the first year and whether they feel 

successful at meeting their professional responsibilities during that year. It is also 

important to gain a deeper understanding of the conditions faced by Arizona teachers 

during the first year, such as the professional loads they are given, whether they receive 

inductive support from their school districts, what types of support they receive, whether 

they perceive that support to be effective in furthering their professional development, 

and whether they would want continuing support from the university during that first 

year. Finally, it is critical to determine the percentage of graduates who choose to leave 

the profession after only a few years and whether their reasons for doing so are impacted 

by their first-year experiences. 

The type of data that were collected in this study could be used by the College of 

Education (COE) to better assess the effectiveness of its pre-service programs and to 

tailor those programs to address the first-year challenges typically faced by its graduates. 
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The data may also shed light on whether there is a role for the College of Education to 

play in providing follow-up inductive support to its students after graduation. 

Purpose of the Study 

The present descriptive study was designed to explore the induction experiences 

of a select group of first-year teachers and their perceptions of those experiences. The 

teachers participating in the study graduated from secondary education programs at the 

University of Arizona between May 2000 and May 2002. 

The specific purposes of the research study were 

1. To collect information from graduates of secondary education programs at the 

University of Arizona regarding first-year employment and retention in the 

teaching profession. 

2. To identify the perceptions of graduates of secondary education programs at 

the University of Arizona regarding their preparedness for and effectiveness 

during the first year of teaching. 

3. To identify the types and perceived effectiveness of the inductive support that 

University of Arizona secondary education graduates received from their 

respective school districts during the first year of teaching. 

4. To identify the perceived interest of secondary education graduates in 

receiving inductive support from the University of Arizona during their first 

year of teaching. 



Definition of Terms 

The following are definitions for terms commonly used in this study: 

Induction: "A formal program of systematic and sustained assistance provided 

to beginning teachers by professionals specifically assigned that responsibility" (Serpell 

& Bozeman, 1999, p. 3). 

Mentoring: "The process through which beginning teachers become more 

proficient in their profession as a result of structured and planned experiences with a 

veteran teacher" (Serpell & Bozeman, 1999, p. 6). 

Attrition: The percentage of teachers who leave the profession. 

Limitations of the Study 

This study focused on a select sample of first-year teachers. It was limited to 

those teachers who graduated from secondary education programs at the University of 

Arizona between May 2000 and May 2002. The sample size was ftirther limited by the 

fact that the contact information for some of the graduates was out of date, making it 

impossible to deliver surveys to them. Additionally, some of the graduates receiving 

surveys chose not to respond, preventing their potentially unique perspectives from being 

included in the findings. Finally, for the graduates who did respond, the information was 

self-reported and should be considered accordingly. 

Given this winnowing of the sample, it is inappropriate to generalize the findings 

to the entire population of first-year teachers in the State of Arizona. It is even 

inappropriate to generalize the findings to all University of Arizona secondary education 



graduates. The research is simply meant to offer an initial picture of the experiences of 

some first-year teachers, to illuminate other research that could be conducted, and to 

allow for a preliminary examination of induction policies and practices in the State of 

Arizona. Specifically, the research could be used by the College of Education to assess 

its pre-service preparation program and investigate its potential role in providing 

inductive support to graduates. 
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CHAPTER! 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

The Shortage of Qualified Teachers 

There is one undeniable fact in education — our schools are in need of qualified 

teachers. That is true now more than ever because of a combination of demographic and 

political factors. First, student enrollment is nearing the peak of a 20-year upward trend. 

Second, more than one-third of the current teaching force is at retirement age. Finally, 

state legislatures across the nation are mandating smaller class sizes. As a result, schools 

will need to hire two million new teachers in the next decade (RNT.org, 2002). 

Unfortunately, attracting new teachers has proven to be difficult. Although 

colleges of education graduate a sufficient number of teachers each year to fill all 

teaching vacancies, 30% of those graduates never seek teaching positions (Invest in New 

Teachers, 2001). This leaves schools scrambling to find qualified teachers, and the 

situation is particularly grave in core subject areas. A recently released study by the U.S. 

Department of Education revealed that 24.2% of English and social studies classes were 

taught by teachers who lacked a college major or minor in the subject. Only 50% of 

physical sciences teachers had studied or practiced their subject in a concentrated way, 

and only 40% of math teachers had math as an area of study in college (Schools to Alert 

Parents on Teachers, 2002). 

School districts in the State of Arizona have experienced similar shortages of 

qualified teachers. The Morrison Institute for Public Policy (2003) found that districts in 



certain rural regions of the state have had to employ a significant number of emergency 

certified teachers. Fifteen percent of the teachers in Santa Cruz County, 14.2% in Yuma 

County, and 11.8% in Apache County are teaching with emergency certificates. Even 

Maricopa County has pockets of high need in some urban districts, as well as in its fast-

growing exurban districts. Special education teachers and teachers with special language 

training, particularly in Spanish, are in especially short supply. Plus, an estimated 10% of 

education graduates fi^om the state's accredited colleges do not seek to enter the 

profession upon graduation (Morrison Institute, 2003). 

Given those statistics, it becomes clear that schools across the nation and in the 

state need, at the very least, to retain the teachers they have. However, that has proven to 

be an equally difficult task. A variety of national studies have reported that nearly 10% 

of teachers never complete their first year of teaching, nearly 21% leave within three 

years, and in urban schools nearly 50% leave within five years (Basinger, 2000; Invest in 

New Teachers, 2001; U.S. Department of Education, 2000). Perhaps the most troubling 

statistic is that the most academically capable individuals, as measured by standardized 

test scores, are the most likely to leave (U.S. Department of Education, 2000). 

After only a few years in the profession, just as novice teachers are reaching a 

point of relative proficiency in their practice, too many of them are choosing to leave the 

profession, and this exodus results in teaching vacancies that are generally filled by first-

year teachers, beginning the cycle anew. The cycle of attrition impacts more than just 

teachers, it also impacts students because, as Huling-Austin (as cited in Basinger, 2000, 

p. A-19) warned, "If you have this revolving door of novice teachers, then the instruction 



is not going to be the same quality as if you had a fourth- or fifth-year teacher in that 

classroom." Numerous studies (as cited in Darling-Hammond & Youngs, 2002) have 

repeatedly demonstrated that student learning is dependent upon quality instruction. 

All of these factors have led the National Commission on Teaching and 

America's Future (2003) to conclude the following in their latest report: 

The conventional wisdom is that we lack enough good teachers. But, the 
conventional wisdom is wrong. The real school staffing problem is teacher 
retention. Our inability to support high quality teaching in many of our schools is 
not driven by too few teachers entering the profession, but by too many leaving it 
for other jobs. (p. 6) 

Needs of Beginning Teachers 

Clearly, the early years in the profession are a critical time for teachers. They are 

in a vulnerable stage as they transition out of the structured and protected experience of 

student teaching into the complex and unknown context of a new classroom and new 

school (Hoffman, Edwards, O'Neal, Barnes, & Paulissen, 1986). Schools are not 

generally nurturing environments for new teachers. They tend to be isolating, 

competitive environments where new teachers fear to admit confusion and seek advice 

(McEwan, 1996; Rogers & Babinski, 1999). As a result, new teachers are left with a 

variety of unanswered questions and unmet needs. 

Numerous researchers have attempted to delineate the needs of first-year teachers. 

O'Dell (1986) found that new teachers generally required (1) information about the 

procedures, guidelines, or expectations of the school district; (2) assistance with 

resources/materials, instruction, and classroom management; and (3) emotional support. 



Huling-Austin and Murphy (1987) determined that beginning teachers needed additional 

assistance with (1) discipline; (2) finding time to plan, grade papers, and do required 

record-keeping; (3) motivating difficult students; and (4) dealing with individual student 

needs and differences. Finally, Veenman (1984) reported that new teachers are 

concerned about (1) classroom discipline/management, (2) motivating students, (3) 

dealing with individual student differences, (4) assessing student work, (5) relations with 

parents, (6) organizing class work, (7) insufficient materials and supplies, (8) dealing 

with problems of students, (9) heavy teaching loads and insufficient preparation time, 

(10) relations with colleagues, and (11) the effective use of different teaching methods. 

If new teachers are left on their own to tackle these issues, two results can occur. 

First, those teachers may choose to leave the profession out of finstration. In the 1984 

study cited above, Veenman found that the more problems beginning teachers face, the 

more likely they are to leave the profession. In 1996, the National Commission on 

Teaching and America's Future (as cited in Horn, Sterling, & Subhan, 2002) determined 

that there were five common problems which possibly caused teachers to leave the 

profession, including (1) having to deal with difficult students, (2) being inundated with 

extracurricular duties, (3) teaching outside of their fields of expertise, (4) getting little 

support from administrators, and (5) being isolated from colleagues. A study of Arizona 

teachers who had left the profession, conducted by the Morrison Institute (2003), found 

that in addition to attrition for retirement and personal reasons, 16% left because of 

disillusionment and stress, 6% because of frustration with administration and 

bureaucracy, and 3% because of lack of support and respect. In fact, many of those 
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teachers indicated they would return to the profession if more support were provided to 

new teachers. 

The second negative result is that new teachers who have to face first-year 

challenges on their own may develop coping strategies for dealing with the problems, 

strategies that may prove detrimental to their long-term professional development 

(Huling-Austin et al., 1989). As Freiberg (2002) cautioned, 

Through trial and error, new teachers develop a repertoire of teaching strategies. 
This haphazard process of strategy development may take several years — by 
which time many struggling, unprepared new teachers have already left the 
classroom. In addition, most of the national curriculum standards expect teachers 
to create active learning environments that stimulate higher-level student thinking 
— yet few teachers have experienced instruction in such settings. Without high-
quality preparation to ready them for the challenges of the classroom, new 
teachers will either teach as they have been taught, or, given current teacher 
attrition trends, they won't teach at all. If we are to keep quality teachers, those 
newest to the profession must be given the support system of pedagogical 
knowledge that they need to succeed in the classroom, (pp. 56-57) 

Induction Programs 

The logic expressed in the previous quote is the rationale supporting the national 

movement to create strong induction programs for new teachers. In the mid-1980s, both 

the Holmes Group and the Carnegie Task Force on Teaching as a Profession called for 

the development of induction programs for beginning teachers (Huling-Austin et al., 

1989). In addition to the economic argument that such programs reduce teacher attrition, 

education reformers have asserted that effective induction programs also produce higher-

quality teachers and increased student learning. 
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The programs that are being advocated would more closely mirror the processes 

by which other professions transition novices into professional duties, such as providing a 

supervised setting that promotes early professional growth (Weasmer & Woods, 2000). 

Huling-Austin et al. (1989) criticized the existing state of teacher induction and called for 

a more professional approach in their book, Assisting the Beginning Teacher. They 

stated, 

The way in which teachers move from preparation in college to teaching in 
schools hinders the kind of gradual induction characteristic of most other 
professions. In them, beginners gradually assume job responsibilities over many 
months (or even a few years) and have ready access to experienced colleagues 
for help as problems arise. Other professions use clerkships, internships, 
residencies, test status, apprenticeships, and similar experiences to induct 
beginners. The novice works under the guidance and the experienced eye of 
seasoned practitioners. In the best circumstances this involves observation 
and analysis, review and advisement, testing and retrial, coaching and 
constructive assessment. The beginner has the chance to assume full professional 
responsibility gradually. The induction period bridges the gap between being 
a student in a professional school and being a functioning practitioner. It 
provides time to develop a self-concept as a professional, to be initiated into a 
professional culture, and to discover appropriate assignments, (pp. 6-7) 

The philosophy behind induction programs and their comprehensiveness has 

evolved over time. Whereas the early programs often focused on simply providing 

beginning teachers with emotional support and an orientation to the school/district, 

current educational experts are arguing that induction should be viewed in the overall 

context of professional development. Induction should be more than short-term support 

that is designed to ease teachers into the profession and help them cope. Feiman-Nemser 

(2001) suggested that strong induction programs should have a multi-year, integrated 

approach to new teacher development that is based on high standards for teachers. 
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Not all induction programs nationwide fit this comprehensive definition, but they 

do seem to have many common goals and characteristics. Huling-Austin et al. (1989) 

reported that the recurring goals appear to be improving teacher performance, increasing 

teacher retention rates, promoting the personal and professional well-being of beginning 

teachers, satisfying mandated induction requirements, and transmitting the culture of the 

school system to new teachers. In terms of design, Veenman (1984) found that induction 

programs commonly include printed materials about employment conditions and school 

regulations; orientation visits to the school before the beginning of the school year; 

release time, support meetings of new teachers, consultations with expert teachers, and 

the assignment of an expert teacher; conferences/workshops; reduction in teaching load; 

conferences with supervisors; opportunities to observe; and team teaching. 

In studying the effects of induction programs, numerous research studies have 

determined that such programs do, in fact, have an impact on teacher attrition and teacher 

quality. The National Commission on Teaching and America's Future (as cited in Weiss 

& Weiss, 1999) stated that mentored novice teachers tend to focus on student learning 

sooner and leave teaching the profession at a lower rate. Teachers who participated in 

induction programs reported that the programs had improved their teaching by providing 

them with new information, causing them to change their teaching practices, and spurring 

them to seek further training (Sparks & Hirsh, 1999). Huling-Austin and Murphy (1987) 

found that induction programs influenced how teachers perceived their own effectiveness 

and the desirability of the profession. Finally, according to a study by the National 

Center for Education Statistics (as cited in tc.edu/NCTAF, 2002), the attrition rate for 
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new teachers who participated in an induction program was 15% compared to the 26% 

attrition rate of teachers who experienced no induction. 

National and State Trends in Beginning Teacher Induction 

There have been positive results in the national movement to strengthen 

beginning teacher induction. Serpell and Bozeman (1999) reported that 27 states had 

some legislation regarding induction and that seven of those states both mandated and 

provided funding for induction programs. A national survey of full-time public school 

teachers showed that 56.4% of the teachers with fewer than three years of experience had 

participated in some type of first-year induction program (Serpell, 2000). Despite these 

strides, well-organized and properly funded induction programs still remain the exception 

rather than the rule for new teachers, with nearly one-quarter of teachers receiving no 

inductive support (U.S. Teachers' Participation, 1998). 

There is also great variance in the funding of induction programs from district to 

district and state to state. The National Staff Development Council (as cited in Sparks & 

Hirsh, 1999) recommends that school districts allot 10% of their school budget to raising 

the ability of staff, an amount that pales in comparison to the 40% that typical private 

sector companies spend, yet districts continue to devote less than 1% to such staff 

development activities. Many states have mandated induction programs, but funding 

levels vary dramatically. For example, the State of California allocated $17.5 million to 

induction while the states of Mississippi and New Hampshire allocated only $20,000 

(Weiss & Weiss, 1999). The burden still tends to fall on districts to find the money and 
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personnel for induction programs, and that is difficult given that district budgets are 

already stretched to the limit. 

Induction in the State of Arizona is a similarly mixed bag. Induction programs 

for beginning teachers are not mandated by the state legislature, so it is left to the districts 

to decide whether they want to create induction programs and the extent of the support 

they will provide. The Arizona K-12 Center (2002) conducted a study of school districts 

to develop a clearer picture of the induction support being offered statewide. Based upon 

a review of the national literature on induction, the Center identified nine components of 

successful induction programs: orientation, mentoring, adjustments of working conditions 

for new teachers, professional development services/workshops, release time, 

opportunities for collegial collaboration, new teacher assessment; program evaluation, 

and follow-up support in a teacher's second year and beyond. They surveyed Arizona 

districts to determine whether those districts provided five key induction components, 

namely orientation, mentoring, professional development, program evaluation, and 

follow-up. They found that only 17.3% of the state's districts offered four of those five 

components, 52.2% offered fewer than four of those components, and 30.5% offered no 

induction at all. They also found that the fonding for induction programs generally came 

from the districts' maintenance and operations budgets, career ladder money, or grants, 

which made the induction programs very susceptible to budget cuts (Horn et al., 2002). 
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University Involvement in Induction 

Because of this situation, some education reformers believe it is time for teacher 

education institutions to play a greater role in supporting beginning teachers. It is 

generally the case that teacher education institutions cease formal support for and 

communication with their students upon graduation. However, many believe that teacher 

education programs should assume more responsibility for their graduates' future 

professional development. Ellen Moir, director of teacher education and founder of The 

Santa Cruz New Teacher Project at The University of California, Santa Cruz, argued that 

"We owe it to our graduates to ease their transition into the profession and to help them 

become exemplary teachers . .. That work should be the joint responsibility of schools 

and universities" (Basinger, 2000, p. A-18). 

The first type of university program is rather limited in scope; these are programs 

that are designed by universities solely to provide a network of support for their teacher 

education graduates. They involve no formal partnerships with any particular school 

districts. One such program was started by three teacher education professors at a 

Chicago-area university. The professors discovered that their graduates were receiving 

no formal induction support fi^om any of the employing school districts, so they decided 

to conduct monthly meetings for those first-year teachers. During the meetings, the 

teachers had the opportunity to discuss their classroom struggles, release pressure, and 

get encouragement (Williams & Williamson, 1996). 

The University of South Florida takes service to its teacher education graduates a 

step farther with an Internet web-site and mentoring by university personnel. The web



site posts professional events, graduate course information, and research summaries, as 

well as offering chat rooms. The web-site allows the university to assist graduates who 

no longer live and work locally. Their mentoring programs provide university professors 

and graduate assistants as mentors to first-year teachers, with the ultimate goal of training 

these teachers to mentor others in the fiiture (Brindley et al., 2000). 

In addition to these relatively self-contained university programs, there is a 

second category of university-driven induction support that involves close collaborations 

with local school districts. These are university programs that coordinate induction 

support with district personnel to meet the needs of beginning teachers. The oldest such 

program in the nation is centered at The University of Wisconsin, Whitewater (Serpell, 

2000). Teacher educators work with the school districts to provide each new teacher with 

an Induction Support Team that includes a central administrator, mentor teacher, and 

university consultant. The new teacher and support team develop a Personal 

Development Plan tailored to the teacher's individual strengths and needs in the areas of 

planning, management, instruction, subject presentation, communication, and assessment. 

The university provides on-site mentoring to beginning teachers, monthly seminars for 

program participants, training sessions and tuition-free graduate courses for mentors. 

The costs of the program are shared by the university and the districts (Varah, Theune, & 

Parker, 1986). 

A third category includes induction programs that are collaborative in nature but 

were initiated by the school districts rather than the universities. These programs are 

specifically designed to meet the needs of the districts. Such is the case with the 



Mattoon, Illinois Beginning Teacher Mentoring Program. The district was concerned 

about their 37.1% attrition rate for teachers within their first three years of employment. 

They teamed with Eastern Illinois University to provide school-based mentors, an 

orientation, and periodic seminars for beginning teachers. The district employed retired 

teachers as observers and coaches, and offered release time for mentors and beginning 

teachers. The university led the seminars, assisted with the training of mentors, and 

provided a program coordinator (David, 2000). 

The Peer Assistance and Review Program is another induction program that was 

created at the district level, but was run in collaboration with a university. The district 

administration and teachers' union of the Columbus Public Schools developed a 

mentoring and assessment program that released experienced teachers for three years to 

act as mentors to beginning teachers. These consultants made weekly observations and 

conducted post-conferences, collecting data upon which interim and final evaluations 

were based. Because consultants in this program serve as both mentors and evaluators, 

they received on-going training. Ohio State University provided the materials and 

personnel for the training. They also worked with the consultants to conduct research on 

the program. Finally, the university offered courses taught by professors and consultants 

for which beginning teachers could earn graduate credit (Stedman & Stroot, 1998). 

A fourth category of collaborative induction includes those programs that were 

driven by state mandates. State legislatures have become increasingly active in 

attempting to ensure teacher quality. In the late 1990s, Alabama began a statewide 

assurance program designed to guarantee the quality of graduates of its teacher education 
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institutions. At Jacksonville State University, this mandate translated into the creation of 

the PRIME Program, the Process for Remediating Identified Marginal Education 

Candidates. The program carefully tracked its students throughout their pre-service 

preparation and into their early years of teaching, providing extensive remedial support 

for (or counseling out of education) those candidates who exhibited characteristics 

associated with failure in the profession. The university gave follow-up support to first-

and second-year teachers in the form of one-to-one counseling, on-site observations and 

consultation, advisement on teaching materials and curriculum development, tuition-free 

coursework, and reimbursement for the cost of substitute teachers to enable new 

classroom teachers to work with college faculty members (Easterbrooks, Harper, & 

Owens, 2000). 

The largest state-mandated induction program, the Beginning Teacher Support 

and Assessment (BTSA) Program, was created by the California legislature in 1992. The 

state's goal was to "enhance teacher professionalism by ensuring that all beginning 

teachers participate in a comprehensive system of support and assessment" (Yopp & 

Young, 1999, p. 25). The state is currently funding 30 local programs that assist 80% of 

its beginning teachers, with plans to continue to expand the program. Each local program 

is collaboratively run by the district and local university; there is a BTSA staff for each 

district that is composed of three university employees and one district-level coordinator. 

Each new teacher has an Individualized Induction Plan that addresses the teacher's 

unique needs and areas of concern. They receive support from mentors who are released 

from their teaching duties for three years and trained by the university. Mentors meet 
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weekly with novices to observe, assess, and coach. The novices compile a portfolio 

documenting their growth. There are also mandatory peer support seminars, optional 

workshops, and optional tuition-free university courses for the beginning teachers. The 

costs of the program are shared by the state and the districts, with university costs 

covered primarily through grants (Basinger, 2000; Yopp & Young, 1999). 

Impact of Collaborative Teacher Induction Programs 

The impact of such programs on the success of beginning teachers could 

potentially be quite positive. Research on the effectiveness of collaborative induction 

programs is still somewhat limited, but it does seem to show that such programs lead to 

higher-quality instruction and reduced attrition. Odell and Ferraro (as cited in Serpell & 

Bozeman, 1999) reported in 1992 that 96% of beginning teachers who participated in 

university-school partnership induction programs were still in the profession three years 

after their first year. The California New Teacher Project reported that their induction 

program increased teacher effectiveness with diverse students and reduced teacher 

isolation, frustration, and withdrawal from the profession (Yopp & Young, 1999). 

Research on the Peer Assistance and Review Program in Ohio indicated that the 

mentored teachers experienced fewer managerial and instructional needs, increased 

emotional support, and increased professional development (Stedman & Stroot, 1998). 

Finally, the PRIME Program for remediating at-risk teacher candidates reported that 

100% of their graduates applied for and received certification, as compared to 40% of the 

non-PRIME graduates (Easterbrooks et al., 2000). 
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There is also the school of thought that having teacher education institutions 

involved in beginning teacher induction will lead those institutions to rethink their pre-

service programs, to make them more congruent to the realities of schools and the 

experiences of classroom teachers. The more time that university personnel spend in 

schools discovering the needs of beginning teachers, the more they can incorporate this 

practical knowledge into the way that pre-service programs are designed and taught. 

Basinger (2000) reported that collaborative induction programs had prompted some 

colleges to rethink their curricula and to view pre-service preparation as the beginning of 

a continuum of training that extends into the first years of teaching. 

This idea of a continuum of professional development was also explored by 

Huling-Austin et al. (1989) who identified three phases of development: pre-service 

preparation; induction into teaching; and in-service/career-long development. They 

stated that induction needed to be both a logical extension of the pre-service program and 

a point of entry into a larger, career-long professional development program. It could be 

argued that university involvement in induction programs provides the first link, allowing 

for a smooth and congruent transition from pre-service to induction. University 

involvement may also facilitate the second link between induction and a career-long 

professional development plan. This is because many teacher educators believe that 

university personnel, with their knowledge of theory and research, are uniquely 

positioned to assist districts in creating professional induction and in-service programs 

that have a sound theoretical framework (Serpell, 2000). 
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Despite the potential benefits of university involvement in beginning teacher 

induction, it is still rare. The primary reason for this is money. Universities and school 

districts have equally tight budgets, and mixing fiinds can be problematic (Basinger, 

2000). Any investment in induction programs takes money away from other areas of the 

budget, and university professors with programs to protect will likely resist such changes. 

It may be easier to convince school districts of the cost-effectiveness of induction 

programs than universities, because it is the school districts that are most impacted by the 

adverse effects of high teacher attrition. Absent a heavy research component, university 

professors may not see such partnerships as in their best interests (Serpell, 2000). This 

means that without state mandates and state funding, the impetus for university 

involvement may not be there. 

Teacher education institutions and districts share the common goal and 

responsibility of staffing schools with well-qualified and well-supported teachers. Given 

the overwhelming statistics about teacher attrition and the need for qualified teachers, as 

well as the evidence that induction programs can make a significant impact on improving 

the situation, it seems appropriate for districts and universities to view induction as a 

central priority. Coordinated and comprehensive programs appear to hold the most 

promise. As Feiman-Nemser (2001) concluded, 

Serious induction that builds on pre-service preparation, promotes thoughtful 
standards-based teaching, and prepares new teachers for initial licensure requires 
partnerships. No single institution has the expertise, authority, or financial 
resources to create the necessary structures and learning opportunities. Schools, 
universities, teacher unions, and the state all have an important part to play. (p. 
1037) 
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CHAPTERS 

METHODS AND PROCEDURES 

Research Design and Research Questions 

This descriptive study examined the first-year teaching experiences and 

perceptions of secondary education graduates from the University of Arizona (UA). The 

following research questions guided the study; 

1. Did UA secondary education graduates enter the teaching profession, are they 

currently teaching, and do they plan to remain in teaching? What factors may 

have influenced those decisions? 

2. What perceptions do UA secondary education graduates hold regarding their 

professional preparedness upon entering the first year of teaching? 

3. What perceptions do UA secondary education graduates hold regarding their 

own effectiveness as teachers during their first year of teaching? 

4. What types of inductive support did UA secondary education graduates 

receive from their schools/districts during their first year of teaching? 

5. What perceptions do UA secondary education graduates hold regarding the 

effectiveness of that inductive support in furthering their professional 

development/preparedness? 

6. Would UA secondary education graduates have wanted follow-up inductive 

support from the University of Arizona during their first year of teaching? If 

so, what types of support services would the graduates have wanted? 
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Subjects 

The subjects participating in the study were individuals who graduated between 

May 2000 and May 2002 from University of Arizona secondary education programs. 

The sample was selected for a variety of reasons. First, given their recent dates of 

graduation, these participants would have fresh recollections of their first year of 

teaching. Second, their first-year teaching assignments would reflect a variety of content 

areas, secondary grade levels, and school districts throughout the State of Arizona. 

Third, in addition to selecting University of Arizona graduates because of accessibility to 

their addresses, this selection would ensure that the findings of this study would be 

particularly relevant and potentially useful to the College of Education and other 

University of Arizona personnel involved in teacher education. These graduates 

represented a variety of secondary education programs and have worked with a variety of 

college personnel. Many of them taught their first year in a school district that is in close 

proximity to Tucson, the geographic area which would be the most logical target of any 

potential college-initiated induction eflforts. 

Instrument Used in Data Collection 

The data were collected through the use of a researcher-designed survey (see 

Appendix B). The decision to create the survey was made after a search of related 

studies nationwide failed to yield an existing instrument that would sufficiently address 

the unique research questions and context of this study. The researcher would like to 

acknowledge the usefulness of three dissertations by Heimsoth (1993), Kramer (1994), 



and Miller (1998) in generating ideas for the survey format. The national research 

literature on induction programs, the experiences of beginning teachers, and university-

school collaborations, as well as the research conducted by the Arizona K-12 Center, 

guided the development of the survey items. The Standards for Arizona Teachers (ADE, 

1998, see Appendix A) served as the template for the teacher proficiency categories. 

Below is a description of the survey, how it is related to national and state 

research, and how it is aligned to the six research questions of this study: 

Section 1: General Information 

In this section, respondents were asked to provide demographic information 

including age, gender, and race, as well as information about the types of degrees they 

received from the University of Arizona. Specific information was also gathered about 

the secondary education program they completed, whether it was through the College of 

Education or an affiliated college, as well as their specific degree program and subject 

area. They were asked whether teaching was their first profession, whether they sought a 

job in the field upon graduation, whether they were currently teaching, whether they 

planned to stay in the profession, and whether in hindsight they would choose teaching as 

a career. These data are tied to Research Question 1 of the study. 

Section 2: First-Year Information 

This section collected data about the respondents' first year of teaching. They 

were asked to indicate the school district in which they were employed and the grade 



level(s) and subject(s) they taught. Next, they were asked to provide information about 

their working conditions during that year including whether they were assigned to teach 

within their area of certification; the number of non-teaching responsibilities they were 

assigned; and whether they were given a reduced teaching load, fewer class preparations, 

fewer remedial/special needs students, their own classroom, and an adequate amount of 

textbooks and teaching supplies. Finally, the respondents were asked whether they 

received any assistance, formal or informal, from the University of Arizona during that 

first year. 

Many of these questions about first-year working conditions are derived from the 

national literature on how to improve conditions for first-year teachers (Feiman-Nemser, 

2001; Horn et al., 2002; Huling-Austin, 1992; Invest in New Teachers, 2001). The 

information collected in Sections 1 and 2 of this survey may shed light on the factors that 

may have influenced the respondents' decisions to enter and remain in the profession, 

which is addressed in Research Question 1 of this study. 

Section 3: Perceptions of Preparedness and Effectiveness 

In Section 3 of the survey, the subjects were asked to rate their sense of 

preparedness as they began their first year of teaching (Not at all Prepared, Somewhat 

Prepared, Sufficiently Prepared, and Completely Prepared). The seven professional skill 

categories that were presented were based upon seven of the nine Standards for Arizona 

Teachers that were recently developed by the Arizona Department of Education (ADE, 

1998, see Appendix A). The researcher chose to use the state standards because those 
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were the professional competencies that the state believed all Arizona teachers should be 

able to demonstrate, and most of the University of Arizona graduates were likely to be 

employed within the state. The state's initial teacher certification exam was based upon 

those standards, and the standards may also serve as the guideline for the state's standard 

certification process which is still in development. Teacher education institutions have 

the responsibility of preparing their students to meet those standards. Therefore, having a 

research question that examined the graduates' sense of preparedness in those specific 

standard areas seems the most useful approach to the question. Note that two of the 

Standards for Arizona Teachers (Standards 8 and 9) were not included in the creation of 

the survey. The researcher believed that the performance criteria contained in Standard 8 

were already included in the definitions of the previous seven standards, and Standard 9 

was designed specifically for special education teachers who were not included in the 

research sample for this study. 

There were also two open-ended questions in Section 3. The survey asked 

subjects to list their biggest concern as they began their first year of teaching, which 

supplemented the data gathered fi^om the previous question. Respondents were then 

asked to suggest any modifications in their pre-service program that would have made 

them feel more prepared upon entering the profession. This question was designed to 

collect data that was specifically relevant to the College of Education. 

This first part of Section 3 was aligned to Research Question 2 of this study which 

sought to determine the perceptions that UA secondary education graduates held 

regarding their professional preparedness upon entering the first year of teaching. 
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In the remainder of Section 3 of the survey, the research subjects were asked to 

rate how effective they felt they were as teachers during their first year of teaching (Not 

at All Effective, Not Very Effective, Somewhat Effective, and Very Effective). Again, 

the Arizona Standards for Teachers (ADE, 1998) were used in delineating the 

professional skill categories. 

There was one open-ended question at the end of this section which asked 

respondents to list the greatest challenges they faced during their first year of teaching. 

This allowed for free response and the potential for a more thorough understanding of the 

difficulties faced by first-year teachers. 

This part of Section 3 was aligned to Research Question 3 of the study which 

sought to determine the perceptions that UA secondary education graduates held 

regarding their own effectiveness as teachers during their first year of teaching. 

Data collected in Section 3 regarding the respondents' sense of effectiveness as 

first-year teachers were also used in conjunction with Research Question 1 of this study 

which sought to identify factors that may have influenced respondents' decisions to 

remain in the teaching profession. 

Section 4: Induction Experiences 

Section 4 of the survey presented a menu of support activities commonly included 

in induction programs and asked respondents to indicate if they received each of those 

items during their first year of teaching. This menu was based upon the national research 

literature on induction programs (Huling-Austin & Murphy, 1987; Huling-Austin et al.. 



1989; Serpell & Bozeman, 1999; Veenman, 1984), as well as induction categories 

delineated by the Arizona K-12 Center (2002). 

There were also two open-ended questions in this section that allowed 

respondents to list any other types of assistance they received that may not have been 

included in the previous question and to list any types of assistance they wished they had 

received during their first year. 

This part of Section 4 was aligned to Research Question 4 of this study, an 

attempt to determine the types of inductive support that UA secondary education 

graduates received fi^om their schools/d'istricts during their first year of teaching. 

In the second part of Section 4, the subjects were asked to rate how effective they 

felt their induction support was in fiirthering their professional development (Not at All 

Effective, Not Very Effective, Somewhat Effective, Very Effective). The Arizona 

Standards for Teachers (ADE, 1998) again provided the basis for defining the areas of 

professional development. This was aligned to Research Question 5 of this study, an 

examination of the perceptions that UA secondary education graduates held regarding the 

effectiveness of that inductive support in furthering their professional development and 

preparedness. 

Section 4 was also aligned to Research Question 1 of this study because factors 

such as extent and effectiveness of inductive support received during the first year of 

teaching may have influenced respondents' decisions to stay in the field of teaching. 
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Section 5: Interest in University Assistance 

In Question 1 of Section 5, respondents were asked whether they would have 

wanted to receive assistance from the University of Arizona during their first year of 

teaching. If their answer was "No," there was an open-ended question allowing them to 

explain why. This question was aligned to Research Question 6, which investigated 

whether UA secondary education graduates would have wanted follow-up inductive 

support from the University of Arizona during their first year of teaching. 

If respondents answered "Yes" to the previous question, they were offered a menu 

of support activities and were asked to indicate the options in which they had an interest. 

Space was provided so that they could suggest additional activities that may not have 

been included on the list, as well as offer specific topics for training sessions. They were 

also asked to indicate if they would have been willing to travel to the University of 

Arizona campus for support services. These questions were designed to yield data that 

could be used by the College of Education to design induction programs for graduates if 

such a need was determined. 

The menu of support activities was based upon the research on university-initiated 

induction programs (Brindley et al., 2000; David, 2000; Easterbrooks, et al., 2000; 

Serpen, 2000; Stedman & Stroot, 1998; Varah, Theune, & Parker, 1986; Williams & 

Williamson, 1996; Yopp& Young, 1999). 

This part of Section 5 was also aligned to Research Question 6 of this study which 

sought to determine the types of university support services in which UA secondary 

education graduates would be interested. 



In the interest of increasing the validity and reliability of the data collection 

instrument, the survey was based on national and state research, it was congruent to the 

research questions of this study, and it was field tested. During October 2002 the survey 

was field tested by 12 current and former secondary teachers representing a variety of 

subjects, secondary grade levels, and Arizona school districts. From the field test, it was 

determined that the survey took an average of 18 minutes to complete. These 12 

teachers also lent their expertise to the development of the survey by suggesting possible 

modifications in the format, content, or wording. As a result of their suggestions, the 

survey was modified in the following ways: 

• Section 1: 
o Space was added for respondents to indicate their degree title. 
o A clearer differentiation was made between College of Education 

programs and affiliated programs offered by the Colleges of Agriculture, 
Public Health, Fine Arts, and Science. 

o Space was added for respondents to explain why they were not currently 
teaching. 

o The option of "maybe" was added to the question of whether, in hindsight, 
respondents would select teaching as a career. 

• Section 2: 
o The words extra-curricular duties, etc. were added to clarify the meaning 

of non-teaching responsibilities. 

• Section 3: 
o The words when you began your first year of teaching were changed to 

when you completed your university teacher education program. 

Procedures Used in Data Collection 

A list of the names, addresses, and program information of University of Arizona 

graduates eligible for this study was obtained from the Office of the Registrar. 



Information was collected only on those graduates who had not requested that their data 

remain private. The list included those individuals who received a Bachelor of Arts in 

Education, a Bachelor of Science in Education, a Master of Education in Teaching and 

Teacher Education, or those who completed a post-baccalaureate certification program 

through the College of Education. It also included graduates from the College of 

Agriculture's programs in family and consumer sciences or agriculture education, the 

College of Fine Arts' programs in music, theater arts, or art education, the College of 

Public Health's health education program, and the College of Science's science education 

program. Because of concerns about the dated nature of the addresses, updated address 

data were obtained from the University of Arizona Alumni Association, the College of 

Education, affiliated program directors at the College of Agriculture and the College of 

Science, as well as local Tucson school districts. Ultimately, there were 475 subjects 

who fit the study parameters and for whom address information was available. 

Approval for the study was granted by the University of Arizona Human Subjects 

Committee on November 19, 2002. The survey (see Appendix B), a cover letter (see 

Appendix C), and a self-addressed stamped envelope were mailed in December 2002 to 

the 475 individuals who met the study parameters and for whom address information was 

available. The envelopes were coded so that it could be determined who had returned the 

surveys, but the respondents' identities remained confidential for all other purposes in 

this study. Eighteen of the surveys were returned as undeliverable with no forwarding 

address available. Seven surveys were returned with forwarding addresses provided, and 

the survey was re-sent to those seven individuals. The first mailing yielded 145 
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responses. A second copy of the survey and cover letter were mailed in January 2002 to 

the 330 individuals who had failed to respond to the initial mailing. The second mailing 

yielded an additional 65 responses, bringing the total number of responses to 210, a 44% 

response rate. Of those 210 responses, 28 were determined to be outside of the 

parameters of the study either because the respondent graduated prior to the year 2000, 

graduated from an elementary education program, graduated from a non-certification 

program, never student taught, or never graduated. Five surveys were returned too late to 

be included in the analysis. Therefore, there were ultimately 177 surveys from which 

data were entered and analyzed. 

The surveys were divided into three groups. The first group included respondents 

who completed secondary education programs but did not seek to enter the profession. 

Thirty respondents fit this category. Because, these individuals did not have first-year 

teaching experiences, only limited data from their surveys were entered and analyzed. 

The applicable data from Section 1 of the survey included Age, Gender, Race, Degree(s) 

completed at the University of Arizona, Year of completion of secondary education 

program. Type of education program completed. Subject Area, Specialty program 

information. Affiliated College information, whether teaching was their first profession, 

and whether they sought a job in the teaching profession. Their responses on Section 3, 

Question 1-3 regarding perceptions of preparedness upon graduation were also applicable 

and were included in the data analysis for this study. 

The second group of surveys included respondents who had sought but had not 

obtained regular teaching positions. Sixteen surveys fit this category. Of those 16, two 
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respondents remained unemployed, and 14 were substitute teaching either by choice or 

on a temporary basis until a regular position became available. These individuals did not 

have typical first-year experiences that would have likely included systematic induction; 

therefore, only limited data from their surveys were included in the study. The applicable 

data included all of Section 1, Questions 1-3 of Section 3, and all of Section 5 of the 

survey. Those data were entered and analyzed. 

Finally, the remaining 131 surveys comprised a third group of respondents who 

had sought and obtained regular teaching positions. All of the responses on those surveys 

were entered and analyzed for this study. 

Data Analysis 

The survey was analyzed using the Statistical Package for the Social Studies. 

Both descriptive and inferential statistics were applied. Initially, a frequency analysis 

was conducted on all categorical data collected from the surveys. Separate analyses were 

implemented for each research question. 

Research Question 1 

A frequency analysis was conducted on the categorical data collected in Section 1 

of the survey regarding the number of respondents who sought teaching positions, were 

currently teaching, and planned to remain in the profession. Responses to the open-ended 

questions regarding reasons for entering and remaining in the teaching profession were 

coded for themes, and frequencies were determined. To learn more about the factors that 
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may have influenced respondents' decisions about remaining in the profession, responses 

to that question were analyzed with interval data on teaching effectiveness and induction 

effectiveness from Sections 3 and 4 using Analyses of Variance. When conducting 

Analyses of Variance, appropriate statistical adjustments were made for the fact that there 

were groups of unequal size. 

Research Question 2 

For the questions that asked respondents to rate their sense of preparedness upon 

entering the profession, response options were given a numerical weight (i.e. Not at All 

Prepared = 1, Somewhat Prepared = 2, Sufficiently Prepared = 3, Completely Prepared = 

4). Mean scores were determined for each professional skill category, and an overall 

mean score for preparedness was calculated based upon all of the rankings in the skill 

areas. Standard Deviations were then calculated on these interval data. Data were further 

disaggregated by secondary program type. Analyses of Variance were conducted 

between those mean scores and secondary program data collected in Section 1. When 

conducting Analyses of Variance, appropriate statistical adjustments were made for the 

fact that there were groups of unequal size. Responses to the open-ended questions 

regarding biggest concerns upon entering the profession and suggested modifications to 

the pre-service program were coded for themes, and frequencies were determined. 
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Research Question 3 

For the questions that asked respondents to rate their degree of effectiveness as 

first year teachers, response options were given a numerical weight (i.e. Not at All 

Effective = 1, Not Very Effective = 2, Somewhat Effective = 3, Very Effective = 4). 

Mean scores were determined for each professional skill category, and an overall mean 

score for effectiveness was calculated based upon all of the rankings in the skill areas. 

Standard Deviations were then calculated on these interval data. Pearson Correlations 

were conducted to investigate possible relationships between respondents' perceptions of 

preparedness and perceptions of teaching effectiveness in the professional skill areas. 

Responses to the open-ended question regarding greatest challenges faced during the first 

year were coded for themes, and frequencies were determined. 

Research Question 4 

Frequency counts were conducted on the data regarding first-year induction 

services received. These data were further disaggregated by district employment 

information collected in Section 2 of the survey. Responses to the open-ended questions 

regarding other types of assistance received and types of assistance desired were coded 

for themes, and frequencies were determined. 

Research Question 5 

For the questions that asked respondents to rate the effectiveness of the induction 

support they received, response options were given a numerical weight (i.e. Not at All 



Effective = 1, Not Very Effective = 2, Somewhat Effective = 3, Very Effective = 4). 

Mean scores were determined for each professional skill category, and an overall mean 

score for induction effectiveness was calculated based upon all of the rankings in the skill 

areas. Standard Deviations were then calculated on these interval data. Analyses of 

Variance were conducted between those mean scores and district employment 

information collected in Section 2. When conducting Analyses of Variance, appropriate 

statistical adjustments were made for the fact that there were groups of unequal size. 

Pearson Correlations were conducted to investigate possible relationships between 

respondents' perceptions of first-year teaching effectiveness and perceptions of induction 

effectiveness in the professional skill areas. 

Research Question 6 

A frequency count was taken on the question of whether respondents would have 

wanted follow-up university support during their first year of teaching. Frequency 

counts were also conducted on the types of follow-up assistance desired by respondents. 

Open-ended suggestions for workshop topics were coded for themes, and frequencies 

were determined. 
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CHAPTER 4 

RESULTS 

Characteristics of Respondents 

A frequency analysis was conducted on the demographic information collected in 

Section 1 of the survey. With regard to gender, the majority of respondents (71.2%) were 

female. The respondents varied in age from 22-70. The majority (72.9%) was aged 20-

29, and 13% were above the age of 40. One respondent did not answer the question. 

Complete information about respondents' ages is delineated in Table 1. 

Table 1 

Age of Respondents 

Age Bracket 20-24 25-29 30-34 35-39 40-44 45-49 50+ 
Valid Percent 35.6 % 37.3 % 10.7 % 3.4 % 5.1 % 1.7% 6.2 % 

With regard to race, respondents were given five options from which to choose 

(African American, Caucasian, Hispanic, Native American, and Other). Some 

respondents selected the "Other" category and indicated on the survey that they were 

Chicano. For purposes of data entry, those individuals were placed in the "Hispanic" 

category, although it is recognized that the category name is not an exact fit. All of the 

remaining respondents who selected the "Other" category did not indicate their race and, 

as such, were entered in the "Other" category. Four respondents chose to leave this 

question blank. The majority of respondents who answered this question (76.3%) were 

Caucasian. Complete information about race is further delineated in Table 2. 
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Table 2 

Race of Respondents 

Race Frequency Valid Percent 
African American 3 1.7% 
Caucasian 132 76.3 % 
Hispanic 26 15.0% 
Native American 1 .6% 
Other 11 6.4 % 
Total 177 100.0 % 

Finally, respondents were asked to indicate whether teaching was their first 

profession. Of the 171 individuals who answered the question, a majority (67.3%) 

indicated that it was, with 32.7% exploring teaching after having had a career in another 

field. 

A frequency analysis was also conducted on the educational program information 

collected in Section 1 of the survey. Respondents were asked to indicate the degree(s) 

they had received from the University of Arizona. Some respondents had completed 

muhiple degrees at the university and were, therefore, entered into multiple categories. 

Of the 177 respondents, 150 (84.7%) indicated that they had received a bachelor's 

degree, 52 (29.4%) had received a master's degree, and 18 (10.2%) had completed a post-

baccalaureate program at the University of Arizona. Respondents were asked the year in 

which they completed their secondary education program. Of the 177 respondents, 49 

(27.7%) graduated in 2000, 70 (39.5%) graduated in 2001, and 57 (32.3%) graduated in 

2002. One respondent did not specify the year of graduation, although the date of 

graduation fell within the parameters of the study. 



A closer look at the respondents revealed that 141 of the 177 (79.7%) completed 

their secondary education programs through the College of Education. The remaining 36 

respondents completed their education programs outside of the College of Education, in 

aflBliated programs through the Colleges of Agriculture, Public Health, Fine Arts, and 

Science. Table 3 details these data results. 

Table 3 

College Attended by Respondents 

College Attended Frequency Percent 
College of Education 141 79.7 % 
College of Agriculture 13 7.3 % 
College of Public Health 5 2.8 % 
College of Fine Arts 17 9.6 % 
College of Science 1 .6% 
Total 177 100.0% 

Further information was obtained about the 141 respondents who had completed 

their education program through the College of Education. Of the 141 College of 

Education students, 75 (53.2%) completed a bachelor's level program, 45 (31.9%) 

completed a master's level program, and 21 (14.9%) completed post-baccalaureate 

certification programs. Eighty of the 141 (56.7%) completed traditional College of 

Education programs, but 61 (43.3%) participated in specialty College of Education 

programs that were unique in their size, site-based focus, and cohort design. The 

enrollment in those specialty programs included 36 (25.5%) in the Teach for Tucson 

secondary program, 15 (10.6 %) in the Secondary Cohort program, and 10 (7.1%) in the 

TTE/M.Ed. certification program. The College of Education respondents represented a 

variety of subject areas with the greatest numbers in the areas of Social Studies (25.9%), 



English (25.2%), and Science (23.7). Four respondents indicated multiple subject areas 

and were coded as such for data entry purposes. Two respondents left the question blank. 

Specific subject area data are delineated in Table 4. 

Table 4 

Subject Areas of College of Education Respondents 

Subject Area Frequency Valid Percent 
English 35 25.2 % 
Mathematics 7 5.0 % 
Physical Education 9 6.5 % 
Science 33 23.7 % 
Social Studies 36 25.9 % 
Spanish 15 10.8% 
Multiple Subject Areas 4 2.9 % 
Total 139 100.0 % 

Details of Respondents' First-Year Teaching Assignment 

As mentioned previously, 131 of the 177 respondents sought and obtained regular 

teaching positions upon completion of their certification programs at the University of 

Arizona. Those individuals were asked to indicate the school/district in which they were 

employed during their first year of teaching. A majority of the 131 respondents who 

obtained regular teaching positions (77.1%) taught their first year in a traditional public 

school district in Arizona. Thirty-one of Arizona's public school districts were 

represented. Sixty-seven of the respondents (51.1%) were employed in districts in the 

Tucson metropolitan area. Those school districts included Amphitheater, Catalina 

Foothills, Flowing Wells, Marana Unified, Sunnyside Unified, Tanque Verde Unified, 



Tucson Unified and Vail. Fifteen (11.5%) were employed in the Phoenix metropolitan 

area. Those school districts included Chandler Unified, Deer Valley Unified, Gilbert 

Unified, Glendale Union, Mesa, Paradise Valley Unified, Peoria Unified and Tempe 

Union. Eight (6.1%) were employed in rural school districts surrounding Tucson 

including Tombstone Unified, Mammoth-San Manuel Unified, Douglas Unified, Santa 

Cruz Valley Unified, and Sierra Vista Unified. Thirteen (9.9%) were employed in other 

rural districts throughout the state. Those school districts included Cave Creek Unified, 

Chino Valley Unified, Lake Havasu, Mingus Union, Palominas Elementary, Ray Unified, 

Snowflake Unified, Tolleson Union, Willcox Unified, and Yuma. 

A minority of the respondents (10.7%) obtained employment in non-traditional 

schools and districts. Tv^^o individuals took teaching positions on Native American 

reservations in Arizona, 11 were hired by Arizona public charter schools, and 1 taught in 

a private school in Arizona. Sixteen of the respondents (12%) taught their first year in a 

state other than Arizona. Table 5 details the first-year employment information. 



Tables 

First-Year Employer 

School District Frequency Percent 
Amphitheater S. D. 10 7.6 % 
Catalina Foothills S. D. 11 8.4 % 
Flowing Wells S. D. 4 3.1 % 
Marana Unified S. D. 5 3.8 % 
Sunnyside Unified S. D. 6 4.6 % 
Tanque Verde Unified S. D. 1 .8% 
Tucson Unified S. D. 21 16.0 % 
Vail S. D. 9 6.9 % 
Tombstone Unified S. D. 1 .8% 
Mammoth-San Manuel Unified S. D. 1 .8% 
Douglas Unified District 1 .8% 
Santa Cruz Valley Unified S. D. 3.1 % 
Sierra Vista Unified District 1 .8% 
Chandler Unified District 2.3 % 
Deer Valley Unified S. D. 1 .8% 
Gilbert Unified S. D. 1 .8% 
Glendale Union High S. D. 1 .8% 
Mesa Public Schools 3.1 % 
Paradise Valley Unified S. D. 2.3 % 
Peoria Unified S. D. 1 .8% 
Tempe Union High S. D. 1 .8% 
Cave Creek Unified S. D. 1 .8% 
Chino Valley Unified S. D. 1 .8% 
Lake Havasu S. D. 1 .8% 
Mingus Union High S. D. 1 .8% 
Palominas Elementary District 1 .8% 
Ray Unified District 1 .8% 
Snowflake Unified S. D. 1 .8% 
Tolleson Union High S. D. 1 .5% 
Willcox Unified S. D. 1 .8% 
Yuma S. D. 1 .8% 
Native American Reservation 1 .5% 
Private School 1 .8% 
Charter School 11 8.4 % 
Out of State District 16 12.2 % 
Total 131 100.0 % 



Of the 131 respondents who held a regular first-year teaching position, 64.1% 

taught at the high school level, 30.5% taught at the middle school level, and 5.3% taught 

at both levels during their first year. The respondents were asked a series of questions 

about the conditions they faced during their first year of teaching, including whether they 

taught within their certification area, their teaching load, number of class preparations, 

number of remedial/special needs students, and whether they had their own classrooms. 

Data regarding those conditions are presented in Table 6. 

Table 6 

First-Year Teaching Conditions 

Question Yes No 
Was your teaching assignment in your area of 
certification? 

69.5 % 30.5 % 

Were you given a reduced teaching load because you were 
a novice teacher? 

3.8 % 96.2 % 

Were you given fewer class preparations because you were 
a novice teacher? 

6.9 % 93.1 % 

Were you given fewer remedial/special needs students 
because you were a novice teacher? 

2.3 % 97.7 % 

Were you given your own classroom? 77.5 % 22.5 % 

Were you given adequate textbooks/teaching supplies? 63.6 % 36.4% 

Respondents were also asked to list the non-teaching responsibilities they were 

assigned during their first year of teaching. Many respondents listed faculty, department, 

and lEP meetings, as well as professional development and career ladder workshops. 

The researcher considered those to be within the scope of a teacher's regular assignment 

and, as such, they were not coded as non-teaching (extra-curricular) activities. The 

remaining non-teaching responsibilities were coded and placed into categories by type. 
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Thirty-four percent of the respondents were assigned positions as a club sponsor/advisor 

to organizations such as Student Council, National Honor Society, Prom, Teen Court, 

Future Farmers of America, and Odyssey of the Nfind. Nineteen percent were assigned 

supervision duties of the cafeteria, parking lot, computer lab, detention, track or dances. 

Nineteen percent coached a sports team. Sixteen percent served on committees/teams for 

activities such as North Central Accreditation, Site Council, and technology. Six percent 

tutored or taught classes after school hours. Five percent assisted the Cheerleading, 

Dance, or Flag teams. Two percent directed marching or pep bands. 

Their responses to this question were also analyzed to determine the number of 

non-teaching duties that were assigned to individual first year teachers. Thirty percent 

indicated that they were assigned no extra, non-teaching duties. Thirty-seven percent 

were assigned only one non-teaching responsibility. Twenty-one percent were assigned 

two non-teaching duties. Thirteen percent were assigned three or more non-teaching 

responsibilities in their first year of teaching. 

To learn more about the conditions of their first year of teaching, respondents 

were asked whether they had received any assistance, either formal or informal, fi^om the 

Colleges of Education, Agriculture, Public Health, Fine Arts, or Science during their first 

year of teaching. A majority (81.5%) stated that they had not received any assistance. Of 

the 24 respondents who received assistance, nine participated in the College of 

Education's Project ASIST/START for first-year science teachers, one was part of the 

College of Education's Technology Cadre, and seven participated in the College of 

Agriculture's New and Returning Teacher Program. Seven respondents received 
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informal assistance from professors in the College of Fine Arts and the College of 

Education 

Research Question 1 

Did UA secondary education graduates enter the teaching profession, are 
they currently teaching, and do they plan to remain in teaching? What 
factors may have influenced those decisions? 

To address this question, respondents were asked in Section 1 of the survey 

whether they had sought a job in the profession and to explain why if they had not. 

Frequency counts revealed that 147 (83%) of the secondary graduates sought jobs in the 

teaching profession. Of the 30 who did not enter the profession, nine individuals went to 

graduate school, eight stayed home to raise or care for family members, six found better 

job opportunities in another field, and seven explained that they had discovered during 

student teaching that K-12 teaching was not right for them. 

To learn more about the possible attrition rate of 147 graduates who had entered 

the profession, respondents were asked in Section 1 to indicate if they were currently 

teaching. All but 10 (93%) were currently teaching at the time the survey was sent. 

Some of the 10 who were not teaching explained that they were not able to locate 

positions, could not get certified in a new state soon enough to obtain a regular teaching 

position, were pursuing other interests full-time, or had personal reasons which prevented 

them from taking a regular teaching position. 

To extend this view and learn about possible fiiture attrition rates, respondents 

were then asked in Section 1 of the survey if they planned to remain in teaching. Again, 
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only data from the 147 who had sought a teaching position were entered and analyzed. 

Eleven individuals left the question blank. Results indicated that of those who 

responded, 65% said "yes," 29% said "maybe," and 6% said "no." 

The survey provided space for respondents to explain why they may or may not 

remain in the profession. Some respondents listed multiple reasons, and their responses 

were, therefore, coded into multiple categories. Of those who responded "yes," 23 

explained that they loved or enjoyed teaching. Six stated that they liked working with the 

students. Four found it to be a fulfilling, rewarding, or noble profession. Four explained 

that it was challenging but worth it. Individual respondents listed that they liked having 

the summers off, liked the school staff, liked the stability of teaching, enjoyed coaching, 

and appreciated the career advancement opportunities during the school year and 

summer. Six explained that they planned to stay in the field of education but leave 

classroom teaching for an administrative or counseling position. Finally, three mentioned 

that they would stay in the profession for a while at least. 

Of those who responded "maybe," 11 disliked the working conditions including 

the stress level, lack of support, long hours, large class sizes, difficult students, and 

having to teach outside of their area of certification. Seven mentioned that they would 

give the profession some time before deciding if they would remain. Six wanted to 

pursue another career in education. Four wanted to pursue a career in another field. Four 

thought they might leave to start a family or for health reasons. Three disliked the low 

salary. Finally, individual respondents expressed dissatisfaction with the low prestige of 

teaching, the politics of the profession, and the certification process. 



Of those who responded "no," four explained that they wanted a different career. 

Two disliked the working conditions including long hours and lack of support. One 

explained that he/she might return to teaching after an absence. 

Respondents were also asked in Section 1 of the survey to indicate if, knowing 

what they now know about the profession, they would select teaching as a career. Only 

data from the 147 who had sought a teaching position were entered and analyzed. Four 

individuals left the question blank. Results indicated that of those who responded, 66% 

said "yes," 27% said "maybe," and 7% said "no." 

The survey provided space for respondents to explain why they would or would 

not, in hindsight, choose the teaching profession. Some respondents listed multiple 

reasons, and their responses were, therefore, coded into muhiple categories. Of those 

who responded "yes," 26 explained that it was a satisfying, rewarding, or important 

profession. Eleven said that they loved or enjoyed teaching. Eight liked working with 

the students. Seven thought that the schedule was great. Six stated that they liked having 

a challenging job. Six explained that they had gone into teaching with realistic 

expectations, with a clear understanding of the pros and cons. Four enjoyed their school 

or faculty. However, 12 of the "yes" respondents did mention the drawbacks of the 

profession, including the low salary, the politics, the budget, the certification process, the 

lack of respect/poor treatment of teachers by parents and students, and the exhausting 

nature of the job. 

Of those who responded "maybe," 16 explained that it was because of the poor 

working conditions including the workload, long hours, lack of support, difficult students 



and parents, and lack of professionalism. Eleven mentioned the low salary. Three felt 

that teaching had low prestige. Three wanted to pursue other careers or take periodic 

breaks from teaching. Two felt there were deficiencies in the education system. Two 

found it to not be suited to their personality. One respondent mentioned dissatisfaction 

with the certification process. However, seven of the "maybe" respondents described 

upsides to the profession including the students; the schedule; and the fiilfilling, 

stimulating, enjoyable nature of the work. 

Of those who responded "no," 12 mentioned the poor working conditions 

including the long hours, difficult students, workload, and lack of support from parents 

and administration. Five stated that the salary was low. Two disliked the politics of the 

profession. One feh that there was low respect for teachers. One found the profession 

too expensive, with costs for certification and class materials. Only one respondent in the 

"no" category mentioned a positive aspect to the profession, the fact that teaching was 

honorable. 

Table 7 details all of the positive and negative aspects of the teaching profession 

listed by respondents in the two previously described survey questions, as well as the 

frequency with which they were mentioned. 
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Table 7 

Positive and Negative Aspects of Teaching Profession 

Reason Given Freq. 
Positive Aspects of Teaching Profession: 

- Love/Enjoy Teaching 36 
- Fulfilling/Rewarding/Noble Profession 32 
- Like Working with the Students 17 
- Great Schedule 9 
- Enjoy the Challenge 6 
- Enjoy Co-Workers/School 5 
- Worth The Challenge 4 
- Stable Job 1 
- Enjoy Coaching 1 
- Career Advancement Opportunities 1 

Negative Aspects of Teaching Profession; 
- Poor Working Conditions 44 
- Low Salary 23 
- Politics of the Profession 8 
- Low Prestige 5 
- Personal Reasons 4 
- The Certification Process 3 
- Deficiencies in the Education System 2 
- Concerned about the Education Budget 1 
- Expensive 1 

Finally, a closer look was taken at the select population of respondents who were 

currently in their first year of teaching. Forty respondents graduated from their secondary 

program in 2002 and secured regular teaching positions for the 2002-2003 school year. 

When asked if they planned to remain in the teaching profession, 31 (77.5%) responded 

"yes," 9 (22.5%) responded "maybe," and none of them responded "no." 

Two ANOVAs were conducted on this population of first-year teachers to 

determine whether respondents' decisions to remain in the profession were related to 

their perceptions of effectiveness as first-year teachers or their perceptions of the 
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effectiveness of the inductive support they received from their school/district. Both 

analyses indicated a significant relationship with the "yes" respondents having higher 

mean scores on teaching effectiveness (M = 3.26) and induction effectiveness (M = 2.61) 

than the mean scores of the "maybe" respondents (M = 2.94, M = 1.88, respectively). 

ANOVA results are detailed in Table 8. 

Table 8 

ANOVA for Decision to Remain in Profession and Teaching Effectiveness/Induction 
Effectiveness 

Sum of df Mean F Sig. 
Squares Square 

Teaching Effectiveness Between Groups .59 1 .59 5.30 .027 
Within Groups 3.92 35 .11 
Total 4.51 36 

Induction Effectiveness Between Groups 3.05 1 3.05 6.70 .014 
Within Groups 16.38 36 .46 
Total 19.43 37 

Research Question 2 

What perceptions do UA secondary education graduates hold regarding 
their professional preparedness upon entering the first year of teaching? 

To address this question, respondents were asked in Section 3, Question 1 of the 

survey to rate their preparedness in each of the professional skill categories established 

by the Standards for Arizona Teachers (ADE, 1998, see Appendix A). Data from all 177 

respondents (including the 30 who had not sought a teaching position and the 16 who had 

not secured a regular teaching position) were entered and analyzed. The rankings were 

given a numerical value (Not at All Prepared = 1, Somewhat Prepared = 2, Sufficiently 
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Prepared = 3, Completely Prepared = 4). For each survey, an average score was 

calculated from all of the skill area rankings to determine an overall perception of 

preparedness. Mean scores and Standard Deviations were calculated for each skill 

category as well as for the overall perception of preparedness. Respondents ranked their 

preparedness highest (3.14) in the area of Demonstrating Content Knowledge, and lowest 

(2.56) in the area of Collaborating with Colleagues, Parents, and Others. The results are 

presented in Table 9. 

Table 9 

Perceptions of Preparedness 

Skill Category N Min. Max Mean Std. 
Dev. 

Designing and Planning Instruction 174 LOO 4.00 2.86 .80 

Creating and Maintaining a Learning 
Climate 

174 LOO 4.00 2.76 .80 

Implementing and Managing 
Instruction 

173 LOO 4.00 2.90 .76 

Assessing Learning and 
Communicating Results 

174 LOO 4.00 2.78 .81 

Collaborating with Colleagues, 
Parents, Others 

173 1.00 4.00 2.56 .90 

Engaging in Professional Development 174 1.00 4.00 2.79 .86 

Demonstrating Content Knowledge 172 1.00 4.00 3.14 .73 

Overall Perception of Preparedness 170 1.29 4.00 2.83 .60 

In an effort to learn more about how graduates of different University of Arizona 

secondary programs may have varied in their perceptions of preparedness, mean scores 

were disaggregated by program. As Table 10 details, graduates of College of Education 
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masters-level programs consistently ranked their preparedness higher in all of the 

professional skill categories and overall than did graduates of other College of Education 

programs and graduates of affiliated programs in the Colleges of Agriculture, Public 

Health, Fine Arts, and Science. 

Table 10 

Preparedness Mean Scores by Secondary Program 

College of 
Education 

College of 
Education 

College of 
Education 

Affiliated 
Programs 

Bachelor Master Post-Bac. 
Programs Programs Programs 

Mean Std Dev Mean Std Dev Mean Std Dev Mean Std Dev 
Designing 2.58 .76 3.27 .75 2.76 .77 2.97 .75 
Instruction 
Creating 2.53 .82 3.09 .76 2.76 .70 2.83 .75 
CHmate 
Implementing 
Instruction 

2.74 .78 3.22 .64 2.55 .83 3.00 .69 

Assessing 2.66 .82 2.93 .75 2.81 .81 2.83 .86 
Learning 
Collaborating 
with Others 

2.28 .92 2.80 .92 2.76 .62 2.71 .83 

Engaging in 2.52 .82 3.13 .84 2.86 .85 2.89 .83 
Prof Dev. 
Demonstrating 3.10 .79 3.43 .55 2.90 .77 3.00 .69 
Content 
Overall 2.64 .62 3.13 .50 2.78 .54 2.89 .57 
Preparedness 

An ANOVA was conducted to determine whether there were significant 

differences between the mean scores on preparedness of graduates from (1) the College 

of Education's bachelor programs, (2) the College of Education's master programs, (3) 

the College of Education's post-baccalaureate programs, and (4) affiliated programs 
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outside of the College of Education. The results (presented in Table 11) indicated a 

significant difference (at the .05 level) in all of the professional skill areas except for 

Assessing Learning and Communicating Results. 

Table 11 

ANOVA for Preparedness and Secondary Program 

Sum of 
Squares 

df Mean 
Square 

F Sig. 

Designing Instruction Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 

13.99 
97.42 
111.41 

3 
170 
173 

4.66 
.57 

8.14 .000 

Creating Climate Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 

8.75 
102.59 
111.34 

3 
170 
173 

2.92 
.60 

4.83 .003 

Implementing Instruct. Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 

9.35 
90.78 
100.13 

3 
169 
172 

3.12 
.54 

5.80 .001 

Assessing Learning Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 

2.25 
111.45 
113.70 

3 
170 
173 

.75 

.66 
1.15 .332 

Collaborating Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 

10.02 
128.60 
138.61 

3 
169 
172 

3.34 
.76 

4.39 .005 

Engaging in Prof Dev. Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 

11.02 
117.53 
128.55 

3 
170 
173 

3.67 
.69 

5.31 .002 

Demonstrating Content Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 

5.73 
84.92 
90.65 

3 
168 
171 

1.91 
.51 

3.78 .012 

Overall Preparedness Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 

6.65 
53.80 
60.45 

3 
164 
167 

2.22 
.39 

6.76 .000 

Tukey Post Hoc tests revealed that the graduates from the College of Education's 

master's programs ranked their preparedness higher in every skill category than did 
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graduates of COE bachelor programs, COE post-baccalaureate programs, and affiliated 

college programs. Consequently, the master's group had the highest mean scores on their 

overall sense of preparedness as well. College of Education bachelor's program graduates 

had the lowest sense of preparedness of all groups of graduates in five skill areas (Designing 

and Planning Instruction, Creating and Maintaining a Learning Environment, Assessing and 

Communicating Results, Collaborating with Others, Engaging in Professional 

Development), and had the lowest Overall Sense of Preparedness. College of Education 

post-baccalaureate program graduates had the lowest sense of preparedness of all groups of 

graduates in the remaining two skill areas (Implementing Instruction, Demonstrating 

Content Knowledge). The differences between the mean scores were statistically 

significant (at the .05 level) in nine instances, as is detailed in Table 12. 

Table 12 Tukey Post Hoc Comparisons of Preparedness and Secondary Program 

Skill Category Program Mean Score Sig. 
Designing Instruction COE Bachelors 2.58 .000 

COE Masters 3.27 
Creating Climate COE Bachelors 2.53 .001 

COE Masters 3.09 
Implementing Instruction COE Post-Bac 2.55 .003 

COE Masters 3.22 
Implementing Instruction COE Bachelors 2.74 .004 

COE Masters 3.22 
Collaborating COE Bachelors 2.28 .009 

COE Masters 2.80 
Engaging in Prof Dev. COE Bachelors 2.52 .001 

COE Masters 3.13 
Demonstrating Content COE Post-Bac 2.90 .027 

COE Masters 3.43 
Demonstrating Content Affiliated 3.00 .037 

COE Masters 3.43 
Overall Preparedness COE Bachelors 2.64 .000 

COE Masters 3.13 



To take a closer look at the graduates of master's programs, two ANOVAs were 

conducted to determine whether there were significant differences between the 

preparedness mean scores of graduates who did or did not participate in one of the 

College of Education's two non-traditional master's-level secondary programs: (1) the 

TTE/M.Ed. certification program and (2) the Teach for Tucson secondary program. The 

resuhs indicated that TTE/M.Ed. graduates felt significantly better prepared (M = 3.60) 

than non-TTE/M.Ed. participants (M = 3.11) in one skill area. Demonstrating Content 

Knowledge [F(l, 170) = 4.33, p = .039]. 

Teach for Tucson secondary participants felt significantly more prepared than 

non-participants in six professional skill areas (Designing and Planning Instruction; 

Creating and Maintaining a Learning Climate; Implementing and Managing Instruction; 

Collaborating with Colleagues, Parents, and Others; Engaging in Professional 

Development; and Demonstrating Content Knowledge) as well as overall. ANOVA 

results are detailed in Table 13, and mean differences are presented in Table 14. 



Table 13 

ANOVA for Preparedness and Teach for Tucson Program Participation 

Sum of 
Squares 

df Mean 
Square 

F Sig. 

Designing Instruction Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 

8.06 
103.35 
111.41 

1 
172 
173 

8.06 
.60 

13.42 .000 

Creating Climate Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 

5.46 
105.88 
111.339 

1 
172 
173 

5.46 
.62 

8.87 .003 

Implementing Instruct. Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 

4.05 
96.08 
100.13 

1 
171 
172 

4.05 
.56 

7.21 .008 

Assessing Learning Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 

1.65 
112.05 
113.70 

1 
172 
173 

1.65 
.65 

2.53 .113 

Collaborating Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 

3.38 
135.23 
138.61 

1 
171 
172 

3.38 
.79 

4.27 .040 

Engaging in Prof. Dev. Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 

4.60 
123.96 
128.55 

1 
172 
173 

4.59 
.72 

6.37 .013 

Demonstrating Content Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 

2.36 
88.29 
90.65 

1 
170 
171 

2.36 
.52 

4.55 .034 

Overall Preparedness Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 

3.78 
56.67 
60.45 

1 
166 
167 

3.78 
.34 

11.07 .001 
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Table 14 

Tukey Post Hoc Comparisons of Preparedness and Teach for Tucson 
Participation 

Skill Category Program Mean Score Sig. 
Designing Instruction Teach for Tucson 3.28 .000 

Others 2.75 
Creating Climate Teach for Tucson 3.11 .003 

Others 2.67 
Implementing Instruction Teach for Tucson 3.19 .008 

Others 2.82 
Assessing Learning Teach for Tucson 2.97 .113 

Others 2.73 
Collaborating Teach for Tucson 2.83 .040 

Others 2.49 
Engaging in Prof Dev. Teach for Tucson 3.11 .013 

Others 2.71 
Demonstrating Content Teach for Tucson 3.37 .034 

Others 3.08 
Overall Preparedness Teach for Tucson 3.13 .001 

Others 2.76 

To develop a full understanding of the respondents' perceptions of their 

preparedness for the first year of teaching, two open-ended questions were included in 

Section 3 of the survey. The first question (Section 3, Question 2) asked respondents to 

list their biggest concerns as they began their first year. Because the question pertained 

to concerns of respondents upon completion of their secondary education program and 

prior to any teaching experiences, responses from all 177 surveys were analyzed. 

Twenty-nine respondents chose to leave the question blank, and one indicated that he/she 

had no concerns. Some respondents listed multiple concerns, and their responses were, 

therefore, coded into multiple categories. 
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Of the 147 who answered the question, the majority (45%) listed Classroom 

Management as an area of concern. The comments ranged from specific concerns about 

being able to discipline disruptive students to the larger goal of being able to establish an 

overall classroom environment that was conducive to learning. Concerns about 

Planning/Curriculum/Standards were the second (24%) most commonly mentioned by 

respondents. These comments included concerns about designing plans that would 

address multiple levels of student ability, teaching the curriculum in the time allotted, and 

meeting the district and state standards. The next (12%) most commonly mentioned area 

of concern was Time Management/Organization. Respondents wondered if they would be 

able to manage the workload, grading, paperwork, and bookkeeping. Concerns about 

Instruction were also mentioned in 12% of the responses, with respondents wondering if 

they would have the ability to convey the material effectively so that students would 

understand it thoroughly. A number of respondents (10%) indicated that they were 

concemed at the outset of their first year about the Difficult Teaching Assignment they 

had been given. Their concerns included being asked to teach outside of their area of 

certification, having multiple class preparations, having no curriculum, and having been 

hired days before the start of the school year. Table 15 lists all concerns that were 

mentioned by two or more respondents. 



Table 15 

Concerns of Respondents Entering First Year of Teaching 

Concern Frequency Valid 
Percent 

Classroom Management 66 45% 
Planning/Curriculum/Standards 35 24% 
Time Management/Organization 17 12% 
Instruction 17 12% 
Difficult Teaching Assignment 15 10% 
Working with Students 9 6% 
Having Adequate Material s/Supplies 7 5% 
Working with Colleagues/Faculty 6 4% 
Having an Effective/Supportive Admin. 6 4% 
Having Adequate Content Knowledge 5 3% 
Working with Parents 3 2% 
Wanted a Mentor 2 1% 
Survival 2 1% 
Finding a Teaching Position 2 1% 
Having Enough Confidence 2 1% 
Maintaining Enthusiasm 2 1% 

Respondents were asked in another open-ended question (Section 3, Question 3) 

to suggest modifications to their pre-service program at the University of Arizona that 

would have made them feel more prepared upon entering the profession. Once again, 

because the question pertained to concerns of respondents upon completion of their 

secondary education program and prior to any teaching experiences, responses from all 

177 surveys were analyzed. Thirty-seven respondents either left the question blank or 

stated that they had no suggestions. Twelve indicated that they felt well-prepared by 

their pre-service program. The remaining 128 individuals provided suggestions. Some 

offered multiple suggestions, and their responses were, therefore, coded into multiple 

categories. 



The majority of suggestions (61%) pertained to changes in the content of 

education courses. Respondents suggested a variety of subjects that could be taught more 

thoroughly in the pre-service program, including planning, curriculum, standards, and 

classroom management, as well as more of an emphasis on content-specific coursework. 

The second most common category of suggestions (32%) emphasized the need for more 

time spent in actual school settings. Respondents recommended that public school 

observations/internships should occur more often and earlier in the pre-service program 

and that student teaching should be extended to a year. Along this same line of thinking, 

a substantial number of the suggestions (29%) fell into the category of increasing the 

relevance of the courses. They suggested the need for less theory and more practical 

application, a more hands-on approach to instruction, teaching the classes at school sites, 

and inviting local teachers to class to model lessons and talk about classroom realities. 

Finally, many respondents (19%) offered specific programmatic recommendations. The 

suggested pre-service modifications are presented in detail in Table 16. 
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Table 16 

Suggested Modifications ofPre-Service Program 

Suggestion Freq. Valid % 
Change the Content of the Coursework by emphasizing; 78 61% 

- Planning/Curriculum/Standards (15) 
- Content-Specific/Methods Courses (15) 
- Classroom Management (13) 
- Instruction (5) 
- Handling of Paperwork/Organizational Skills (4) 
- Working with Parents/Community (4) 
- Technology/Computer Skills (3) 
- Assessment/Grading (3) 
- Assisting Second Language Learners (3) 
- Working with Administration (3) 
- Assisting Special Education Students (2) 
- State Laws/Liability Issues (2) 
- School Structure/Chain of Command (2) 
- Diversity, Role of Teacher in Society, Student (1 each) 

Substance Abuse, Arizona Politics Regarding 
Education 

More Time in Schools Observing/Teaching 41 32% 
- More time in schools earlier and during program (31) 
- Lengthen student teaching experience (V) 

Student teach in fall semester to experience set up (2) 
- Student teach and take classes at same time (1) 

More Relevant Courses 37 29% 
- Less theory, more practical application (23) 
- Have teachers from local school speak/model (9) 
- Use effective professors with recent classroom exp. (3) 
- Teach them on-site in conjunction with observ. (2) 

Specific Programmatic Suggestions: 24 19% 
- Better Cooperating Teachers/Supervisors (7) 
- Offer assistance in finding a job (3) 
- Provide follow-up support to first-year teachers (2) 
- Place Elementary and Secondary in separate classes (2) 
- Have better coordination with affiliated programs (2) 
- Seminars too focused on Elementary, not helpfiil (2) 
- Eliminate portfolio. Allow student teachers to (1 each) 

substitute teach. Expose students to more subject 
areas. Give more student support throughout the 
semesters. Have realistic number of classes and 
extra duties. Encourage Project SOAR mentoring 



Research Question 3 

What perceptions do UA secondary education graduates hold regarding 
their own effectiveness as teachers during their first year of teaching? 

To address this question, respondents were asked in Section 3, Question 4 of the 

survey to rate their first-year effectiveness according to the professional skill categories 

established by the Standards for Arizona Teachers (ADE, 1998, see Appendix A). Only 

data from the 131 respondents who secured a regular teaching position in their first year 

were entered and analyzed. The rankings were given a numerical value (Not at All 

Effective = 1, Not Very Effective = 2, Somewhat Effective = 3, Very Effective = 4). For 

each survey, an average score was calculated fi'om all of the skill area rankings to 

determine an overall perception of effectiveness. Mean scores and Standard Deviations 

were calculated for each skill category as well as for the overall perception of 

effectiveness. Respondents ranked their effectiveness highest (3.39) in the area of 

Demonstrating Content Knowledge, and lowest (3.06) in the area of Collaborating with 

Colleagues, Parents, and Others. The results are presented in Table 17. 
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Table 17 

Perceptions of Effectiveness as First-Year Teachers 

Skill Category N Min. Max. Mean Std. 
Dev. 

Designing and Planning Instruction 128 2.00 4.00 3.24 .59 

Creating and Maintaining a Learning 
Climate 

128 2.00 4.00 3.27 .66 

Implementing and Managing 
Instruction 

128 2.00 4.00 3.16 .55 

Assessing Learning and 
Communicating Results 

128 2.00 4.00 3.08 .61 

Collaborating with Colleagues, 
Parents, Others 

126 2.00 4.00 3.06 .68 

Engaging in Professional 
Development 

127 1.00 4.00 3.24 .74 

Demonstrating Content Knowledge 127 1.00 4.00 3.39 .59 

Overall Perception of First-Year 
Effectiveness 

124 2.43 4.00 3.21 .39 

A Pearson Correlation was conducted to determine if there were significant 

correlations between the rankings that respondents gave to their preparedness (Section 3, 

Question 1 of the survey) and the rankings they gave to their effectiveness as first-year 

teachers (Section 3, Question 4 of the survey) in the various skill categories. All of the 

correlations were positive, and the correlations were significant in each skill area as well 

as in the overall. There were no high correlations among the skill levels. The strongest 

correlation (r = .45) was in the area of Creating and Maintaining a Learning Climate, 

indicating that a moderate relationship existed between how respondents ranked their 

preparedness in this area and how they subsequently evaluated their effectiveness in the 
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area as first-year teachers. The lowest correlation (r = .26) was in Assessing Learning and 

Communicating Results, indicating that there was only a weak relationship between 

respondents' perception of preparedness and perception of effectiveness in this area. The 

complete results are presented in Table 18. 

Table 18 

Pearson Correlation of Preparedness and First-Year Teaching Effectiveness 

Designing and Planning Instruction: 
Preparedness v. Effectiveness 

Pearson Correlation 
Sig. (2-tailed) 
N 

.44 

.000 
127 

Creating and Maintaining a Learning Climate: 
Preparedness v. Effectiveness 

Pearson Correlation 
Sig. (2-tailed) 
N 

.45 

.000 
127 

Implementing and Managing Instruction: 
Preparedness v. Effectiveness 

Pearson Correlation 
Sig. (2-tailed) 
N 

.34 

.000 
127 

Assessing Learning and Communicating Results: 
Preparedness v. Effectiveness 

Pearson Coirelation 
Sig. (2-tailed) 
N 

.26 

.004 
127 

Collaborating with Colleagues, Parents, and Other 
Preparedness v. Effectiveness 

Pearson Correlation 
Sig. (2-tailed) 
N 

.34 

.000 
125 

Engaging in Professional Development: 
Preparedness v. Effectiveness 

Pearson Correlation 
Sig. (2-tailed) 
N 

.33 

.000 
126 

Demonstrating Content Knowledge: 
Preparedness v. Effectiveness 

Pearson Correlation 
Sig. (2-tailed) 
N 

.39 

.000 
125 

Overall: 
Preparedness v. Effectiveness 

Pearson Correlation 
Sig. (2-tailed) 
N 

.43 

.000 
120 

To develop a full understanding of respondents' perceptions of their effectiveness 

as first-year teachers, an open-ended question (Section 3, Question 5) asked respondents 

to list the greatest challenges they faced as first-year teachers. Only data from the 131 
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respondents who secured a regular teaching position in their first year were entered and 

analyzed. Three of those respondents chose to leave the question blank. The remaining 

128 individuals described the challenges they faced. Some listed muhiple challenges, 

and their responses were, therefore, coded into multiple categories. 

Of the 128 responses, the majority (45%) described the Overwhelming Demands 

of the profession. Respondents expressed that there was not enough time in the day to 

keep up with paperwork, grading, planning, creating materials, attending meetings, and 

handling extra assigned duties and responsibilities. They described the difficulty of 

balancing work and life, and dealing with the resulting stress and frustration. 

There was a set of challenge categories that revolved around teaching skills. For 

example, respondents frequently (44%) mentioned challenges with Classroom 

Management. The list included discipline but also included challenges with regard to 

creating a productive learning environment, developing a rapport with students, and 

motivating those who were apathetic. Many respondents (16%) listed challenges with 

Planning/Curriculum/Standards. They described having difficulty making long-range 

plans that encompassed the curriculum and were aligned to the standards. Some taught a 

class that had no curriculum. They lamented not having a base of lesson plans and not 

having the opportunity or time to plan collaboratively with colleagues. Some 

respondents (5%) were challenged by Assessment issues. They grappled with learning 

how to grade effectively, create appropriate tests, and apply grading rubrics. Some 

respondents (4%) faced Instructional challenges, determining how to challenge and 
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engage students and how to make the lesson relevant and exciting. Finally, a few 

respondents (3%) felt that they ne^ed more preparation in their Content area. 

Some of the categories of challenges that emerged from the respondents' answers 

revolved around working with others. A number of respondents (13%) described 

difficulties in Working with Parents. They stated that they often did not have parental 

support and lacked the time to communicate adequately with parents. Other respondents 

(10%) detailed difficulties in Working with their Colleagues. Some felt isolated from 

colleagues, and others found faculty members to be hostile, apathetic, or unsupportive. 

Another group of respondents (8%) had challenges in Working with the Administration. 

They perceived administrators to be unsupportive, inconsistent, and demanding. Some 

felt that administrators did not share the same high standards for students. Finally, some 

respondents (8%) listed difficulty in dealing with the District/State. They were troubled 

by politics within districts, as well as bureaucracy at the state level. 

Some of the categories of challenges that emerged from the respondents' answers 

involved conditions of their teaching assignment. A number of respondents (11%) 

mentioned that they were given inadequate Supplies/Resources/Materials. Some 

respondents didn't have enough textbooks, had outdated materials, didn't know where to 

locate materials, and consequently ended up creating or purchasing their own. Some 

respondents (10%) described having classes of Students with Diverse Needs/Abilities. It 

was a challenge to teach classes that were simultaneously populated by special education, 

honors, and second language learners. A number of respondents (9%) had been assigned 

to teach a subject that was outside of their Subject/Grade Level Certification, and another 
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group (7%) described the challenge of not having been given their own Classroom. 

Finally, a few respondents (5%) stated that they received either no Professional 

Development support of inadequate development opportunities. 

The complete list of challenges faced by respondents during their first year of 

teaching, presented in decreasing order of frequency is detailed in Table 19. 

Table 19 

Challenges Faced by Respondents in First Year of Teaching 

Challenge Freq. Valid 
Percent 

Overwhelming Demands 57 45% 
Classroom Management 56 44% 
Planning/Curriculum/ Standards 21 16% 
Working with Parents 16 13% 
Inadequate Supplies/Resources/Materials 14 11% 
Working with Colleagues 13 10% 
Students with Diverse Needs/Abilities 13 10% 
Teaching Outside of Subject/Grade Certification 11 9% 
Working with District/State 10 8% 
Working with Administration 10 8% 
Not Having Own Classroom 9 7% 
Inadequate Professional Development 6 5% 
Assessment 6 5% 
Needing More Preparation in Content Area 4 3% 
Instruction 4 3% 



Research Question 4 

What types of inductive support did UA secondary education graduates 
receive from their schools/districts during their first year of teaching? 

To address this question, respondents were offered in Section 4, Question 1 of the 

survey a menu of support activities that are commonly included in induction programs, 

and they were asked to indicate if they had received each of those items from their 

district/school during the first year of teaching. A frequency analysis was conducted to 

determine the overall percentage of respondents who had received each item of support. 

Only data from the 131 respondents who secured a regular teaching position in their first 

year were entered and analyzed. On occasion, some respondents failed to indicate 

whether they had or had not received a particular item of induction. Therefore, all 

reported percentages (presented in Table 20) are valid percentages based only on the 

responses provided. 

The frequency counts indicated that formal and informal administrative 

observations and orientations to district/school policies were the most frequently received 

forms of induction. Release time to observe other teachers and observations/conferences 

with Department Chairs or Staff Development Specialists were the least common forms 

of inductive support. 

In an effort to learn more about how induction programs may have varied based 

upon the type of district/school in which respondents were employed, the frequencies 

were also disaggregated by district type. Because there was only one respondent who 

taught the first year in a private school, no separate category was created for private 

schools. However, that respondent's data were included in the total frequency count. In 
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all but one instance, respondents employed in either rural or charter schools reported the 

lowest percentages of inductive support received. A complete reporting of the 

percentages of respondents who received inductive support is presented in Table 20. 
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Table 20 

Inductive Support Received 

Type of Support Received Total 
% 

Tucson 
Metro 

% 

Phx. 
Metro 

% 

Tucson 
Rural 

% 

Other 
Rural 

% 

Charter 
% 

Out of 
State 

% 
Orientation to district 
policies/procedures 

80.9 79.1 80.0 100.0 76.9 63.6 93.8 

An orientation to school 
policies/procedures 

77.1 74.6 73.3 87.5 76.9 72.7 87.5 

An informal "buddy" 
teacher 

51.5 62.1 40.0 25.0 46.2 36.4 43.8 

A mentor teacher 68.2 71.2 73.3 87.5 53.8 18.2 86.7 

Release time to observe a 
mentor or other teacher 

29.0 31.3 33.3 62.5 0.0 18.2 31.3 

Support sessions for new 
teachers 

54.2 58.2 73.3 50.0 38.5 18.2 62.5 

Training sessions re: 
Curric/Planning 

56.9 66.7 60.0 50.0 23.1 45.5 56.3 

Training sessions re: 
Classroom Mgmt 

61.5 66.7 60.0 75.0 46.2 45.5 56.3 

Training sessions re: 
Instruction 

62.3 71.2 66.7 50.0 46.2 36.4 62.5 

Training sessions re: 
Assessment 

49.2 54.5 46.7 37.5 30.8 45.5 50.0 

Training sessions re: 
Collaboration w/ Others 

41.5 45.5 53.3 25.0 30.8 36.4 37.5 

Formal observ./conf with: 
Administrator 

88.5 92.5 86.7 100.0 92.3 45.5 93.8 

Formal observ./conf. with; 
Staff Dev. Specialist 

35.1 34.3 60.0 0.0 38.5 27.3 37.5 

Formal observ./conf with; 
Department Chair 

30.8 24.2 46.7 25.0 30.8 18.2 56.3 

Formal observ./conf with: 
Mentor teacher 

39.7 41.8 40.0 50.0 23.1 18.2 56.3 

Informal observ./conf. 
with: Administrator 

75.4 80.3 60.0 62.5 69.2 81.8 75.0 

Informal observ./conf 
with: Staff Dev. Specialist 

30.0 24.2 60.0 12.5 38.5 27.3 31.3 

Informal observ./conf 
with: Department Chair 

29.5 23.1 40.0 50.0 38.5 18.2 37.5 

Informal observ./conf. 
with; Mentor teacher 

45.4 43.9 53.3 75.0 30.8 27.3 50.0 
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To develop a fiill picture of the types of support received during their first year of 

teaching, respondents were asked in Section 4, Question 2 to list any additional assistance 

they may have received from their school or district that was not included in the menu of 

inductive services in Question 1. Only data from the 131 respondents who secured a 

regular teaching position in their first year were entered and analyzed. Ninety-two 

respondents either left the question blank or specifically indicated that they had not 

received any additional assistance. Thirty-nine respondents listed one or more additional 

types of assistance. 

Thirteen respondents explained that they had received informal assistance from 

other teachers at their school, including pairing up with fellow new teachers or "adopted" 

mentor teachers. Twelve respondents listed additional types of formal assistance 

provided by the district, such as workshops and meetings, as well as assistance from and 

observations by specialists. Seven respondents mentioned that they had received great 

informal support from their administrators. Four respondents had been offered university 

credit for district in-services and reimbursement for university courses. Two participated 

in the California state program for beginning teachers. Two were assisted by their 

teachers union, and one received a grant from the Site Council for a mentor teacher. 

Respondents were then asked in Section 4, Question 3 if there was any assistance 

that they did not receive from their district or school that they wanted to receive during 

their first year. Only data from the 131 respondents who secured a regular teaching 

position in their first year were entered and analyzed. Fifty-seven respondents either left 

the question blank or indicated that they did not need any additional assistance. Seventy-



four respondents listed one or more additional types of assistance that they wanted to 

receive. 

Four respondents indicated that they had received almost no assistance 

whatsoever, so any assistance would have been appreciated. Twenty respondents 

requested Training/Assistance in a variety of areas including classroom management, 

instruction, content-area lesson planning, curriculum, standards, dealing with parents, 

working with special education and second language learners, AIMS, gangs, tort liability, 

and managing paperwork and grading. Sixteen respondents requested a formal Mentor 

Teacher who could answer questions and guide them through the year. Fifteen 

respondents indicated that they had received little or no Orientation to School/District 

Policies and Personnel. Ten respondents would have liked to have been Observed earlier 

and more often during the year by either administrators or informal coaches. They 

mentioned that they wanted more feedback on the effectiveness of their teaching. Six 

respondents needed more Materials/Supplies including more textbooks and adequate 

fiimiture for the classroom. A complete list of requests is presented by order of 

frequency in Table 21. 
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Table 21 

Requests for Additional First-Year Assistance 

Request Freq. Valid % 
Training 20 27% 
A Mentor Teacher 16 22% 
Orientation to School/District Policies and Personnel 15 20% 
More Observations and Feedback From Others 10 14% 
More Materials/Supplies 6 8% 
Assistance of Any Kind Would be Appreciated 4 5% 
Time to Plan Alone or With Colleagues 4 5% 
Time to Observe Other Teachers 4 5% 
A Classroom of Their Own 4 5% 
A Curriculum for the Course Being Taught 3 4% 
Being Assigned Fewer Students During First Year 2 3% 
A Bank of Effective Lesson Plans 2 3% 
More Support and Follow-Through by Administration 2 3% 
A Slightly Lighter Teaching Load During First Year 1 1% 
More Professional Develop. Designed for I®' Year Teachers 1 1% 
Having Professional Development Classes be Optional 1 1% 
Assignment of a Bilingual Student Aide 1 1% 
More Money 1 1% 
Assistance with Grading 1 1% 
Assistance with Paperwork 1 1% 
Assistance with Ordering Supplies 1 1% 

Research Question 5 

What perceptions do UA secondary education graduates hold regarding the 
efTectiveness of that inductive support in furthering their professional 
development/preparedness? 

To address this question, respondents were asked in Section 4, Question 4 of the 

survey to rate the effectiveness of the inductive assistance that they received fi"om their 

district/school v^ith regard to promoting their professional development in the 

professional skill categories established by the Standards for Arizona Teachers (ADE, 



1998, see Appendix A). Only data from the 131 respondents who secured a regular 

teaching position in their first year were entered and analyzed. The rankings were given 

a numerical value (Not at All Effective = 1, Not Very Effective = 2, Somewhat Effective 

= 3, Very Effective = 4). For each survey, an average score was calculated from all of 

the skill area rankings to determine an overall perception of induction effectiveness. 

Mean scores and Standard Deviations were calculated for each skill category as well as 

for the overall perception of induction effectiveness. Respondents ranked the 

effectiveness of their induction highest (2.75) in the area of Engaging in Professional 

Development and lowest (2.28) in the area of Demonstrating Content Knowledge. The 

results are presented in Table 22. 

Table 22 

Perceptions of Induction Effectiveness 

Skill Category N Min. Max. Mean Std. 
Dev. 

Designing and Planning Instruction 129 1.00 4.00 2.50 .94 

Creating and Maintaining a Learning 
Climate 

129 1.00 4.00 2.52 .90 

Implementing and Managing 
Instruction 

129 1.00 4.00 2.52 .89 

Assessing Learning and 
Communicating Results 

129 1.00 4.00 2.33 .94 

Collaborating with Colleagues, 
Parents, Others 

129 1.00 4.00 2.39 .93 

Engaging in Professional 
Development 

128 1.00 4.00 2.75 .95 

Demonstrating Content Knowledge 129 1.00 4.00 2.28 .96 

Overall Perception of Induction 
Effectiveness 

128 1.00 4.00 2.47 .78 
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As with the analysis for Research Question 3, an effort was made to learn more 

about how induction effectiveness may have varied based upon district type. An 

ANOVA was conducted to determine if there were any significant differences in the 

overall perception of induction effectiveness by respondents employed in the different 

types of schools/districts (metro, rural, charter, out of state). That analysis revealed no 

significant differences. However, respondents from metropolitan schools did rank the 

effectiveness of their inductive support higher than those from rural schools, as Table 23 

demonstrates. 

Table 23 

Perceptions of Induction Effectiveness by District Type 

District Type N Mean Std. Dev. 
Tucson Metro 64 2.60 .77 
Tucson Rural 8 2.05 .70 
Phoenix Metro 15 2.64 .71 
Other Rural 12 2.10 .60 
Private School 1 2.71 
Charter School 11 2.44 .98 
Out of State 15 2.39 .87 

A Pearson Correlation was conducted to determine if there were significant 

correlations between the effectiveness rankings that respondents gave to their induction 

support (Section 4, Question 4 of the survey) and the rankings they gave to their oAvn 

effectiveness as first-year teachers (Section 3, Question 4 of the survey) in the various skill 

categories. As Table 24 indicates, all of the correlations were positive. The correlations 

were significant in all but two skill areas (Designing and Planning Instruction and 

Implementing and Managing Instruction) as well as overall. No correlations fell in the high 



or moderate ranges. Only two correlations fell in the low range, Assessing Learning and 

Communicating Results (r = .31) and the Overall category (r = .28). The complete results 

are presented in Table 24. 

Table 24 

Pearson Correlation of Induction Effectiveness and First-Year Teaching Effectiveness 

Designing and Planning Instruction: 
Induction Effectiveness v. First-Year Effectiveness 

Pearson Correlation 
Sig. (2-tailed) 
N 

.02 

.793 
127 

Creating and Maintaining a Learning Climate: 
Induction Effectiveness v. First-Year Effectiveness 

Pearson Correlation 
Sig. (2-tailed) 
N 

.21 

.017 
127 

Implementing and Managing Instruction: 
Induction Effectiveness v. First-Year Effectiveness 

Pearson Correlation 
Sig. (2-tailed) 
N 

.10 

.283 
127 

Assessing Learning and Communicating Results: 
Induction Effectiveness v. First-Year Effectiveness 

Pearson Correlation 
Sig. (2-tailed) 
N 

.31 

.000 
127 

Collaborating with Colleagues, Parents, and Others: 
Induction Effectiveness v. First-Year Effectiveness 

Pearson Correlation 
Sig. (2-tailed) 
N 

.22 

.014 
125 

Engaging in Professional Development: 
Induction Effectiveness v. First-Year Effectiveness 

Pearson Correlation 
Sig. (2-tailed) 
N 

.23 

.009 
125 

Demonstrating Content Knowledge: 
Induction Effectiveness v. First-Year Effectiveness 

Pearson Correlation 
Sig. (2-tailed) 
N 

.19 

.032 
126 

Overall: 
Induction Effectiveness v. First-Year Effectiveness 

Pearson Correlation 
Sig. (2-tailed) 
N 

.28 

.002 
120 
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Research Question 6 

Would UA secondary education graduates have ivanted follow-up inductive 
support from the College of Education during their first year of teaching? If 
so, what types of support services would the graduates have wanted? 

To address this question, respondents were asked in Section 5, Question 1 of the 

survey whether they would have been interested in receiving assistance from the 

University of Arizona during their first year of teaching. Data from the 147 respondents 

who had sought jobs in the profession were entered and analyzed. Ten respondents chose 

to leave the question blank. Of the remaining 137, a majority (79%) indicated an interest 

in receiving assistance. 

The 29 respondents who stated that they were not interested in receiving 

University of Arizona assistance were asked on the survey to explain why. The reasons 

they gave were coded, with some responses being coded into multiple categories. 

Fourteen respondents explained that university assistance was either not needed or not 

wanted. For some of them, it was because they felt they had been sufficiently prepared 

by their pre-service program or were adequately served by their district's induction 

program. For others, they declined assistance because they preferred to go it on their 

own and felt that too many people trying to help them would be a burden. Another eight 

of the respondents explained that they were too busy or had too little time during the first 

year to take part in university activities. Seven respondents explained that they had not 

felt well-served by the university during the pre-service program and did not expect 

follow-up support to be any more effective. Four respondents stated that they would only 

be interested in university assistance if the professor offering the assistance had been a 
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classroom teacher recently. Finally, two respondents explained that they taught in a 

district that was too far away from the university to partake in the activities. 

The 108 respondents who expressed an interest in receiving follow-up support 

from the University of Arizona were asked on the survey to identify the types of support 

they would be interested in receiving. They were given a menu of activities from which 

to choose. Topical Training was the most requested (77%) form of assistance. 

Respondents were asked to suggest the topics for these topical training sessions, and 

Classroom Management was the most commonly requested. A General Discussion 

Seminar for new teachers was the second (75%) most requested form of assistance. 

Content-Specific Training was the third (65%) most popular form of assistance requested. 

Again, respondents were asked to suggest content-specific topics, and the majority asked 

for support in the subject area of English. Observations by and Conferences with 

Professors was another commonly requested support service, though some respondents 

either listed the names of specific professors to do the observations or they expressed a 

desire only to be assisted by professors who had taught in a public school recently. Table 

25 presents all of the menu items, the suggested topics that accompanied some of them, 

as well as the frequency with which they were requested. 
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Table 25 

Requested University Support Services 

Support Service Freq. Valid 
Percent 

Topical Training Sessions; 83 77% 
- Classroom Management (19) 
- Lesson Planning (6) 
- Working with Special Needs Students (6) 
- Time Management (3) 
- Standards/Benchmarks (3) 
- Instruction (3) 
- Standardized Tests/State Tests (2) 
- Technology (2) 
- Resources for Teaching Materials (1) 
- Dealing with Parents (1) 
- Recent Research (1) 
- Being a Good StafFMember (1) 
- Grading (1) 

General Discussion Seminars for New Teachers 81 75% 
Content-Specific Training Sessions: 70 65% 

- English (11) 
- Science (7) 
- Fine Arts (3) 
- Physical Education (2) 
- Math (2) 
- Spanish (1) 

Social Studies (1) 
- Family and Consumer Resources (1) 
- Chicano Related Topics (1) 
- Think Tanks for Various Subjects (1) 
- Sharing of Best Practices in Content-Areas (1) 

Observations by and Conferences with a Professor 56 52% 
On-line Newsletter with info re; Courses, Research, etc. 55 51% 
On-line Chat Rooms with Fellow Teachers 32 30% 
On-line Chat Rooms with Professors 24 22% 

When asked if they would have been willing to travel to the University of Arizona 

campus for this assistance, 89 respondents said "yes." Breaking it down by district type. 



83.3% of those in the Tucson metropolitan area, 62.5% of those in the rural areas 

surrounding Tucson, 42.9% from the Phoenix metropolitan area, 72.7% from other rural 

areas in Arizona, and 90.9% of those employed in Charter Schools indicated a 

willingness to drive to the university for follow-up assistance. The 12 respondents who 

answered "no" explained that they either taught in a different state or in an Arizona 

location that was too far from Tucson. 

General comments were mentioned in the margins of the survey by eight 

respondents who suggested that the university support should be offered in the evenings, 

on weekends, during school holidays or summer, free of charge, and with expenses paid. 

One requested that the support be offered at the University of Arizona's south campus. 
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CHAPTER 5 

DISCUSSION 

Problem Statement 

Although formal statistics on teacher attrition are not tracked by the State of 

Arizona, it appears that the state faces the same concerns about teacher quality and 

teacher retention as the rest of the nation. A study completed by the Morrison Institute 

for Public Policy (2003) determined that although there is no overall teacher shortage 

statewide, there are current and projected teacher shortfalls in some rural Arizona 

counties and fast-growing exurban areas, as well as in particular content areas such as 

special education and special language training. Potential teachers in Arizona are leaving 

the profession even before beginning a career, with an estimated 10% of education 

graduates from the state's accredited teacher colleges choosing not to take the 

certification exam. Arizona is also losing many of the teachers who do enter the 

profession. There are an estimated 11,000 inactive certified teachers living in the state, a 

number that equals one-fiflh the size of Arizona's active teaching force of 51,740 in the 

2001-2002 school year (Morrison Institute, 2003). Finding a way to keep these teachers 

in the profession is critical. 

It appears from the national literature review that one key to developing and 

maintaining a cadre of effective classroom teachers is to focus on supporting them during 

their crucial early years in the profession. The national research (Huling-Austin & 

Murphy, 1987; Serpell, 2000; Weiss & Weiss, 1999) indicated that induction programs 



98 

are needed, are growing in number, and are effective, but more needs to be learned about 

the specific first-year induction experiences and perceptions of new teachers in the State 

of Arizona. 

There is no Arizona state law mandating induction programs for beginning 

teachers. Consequently, it is left to the districts to determine whether they will provide 

inductive support and, if so, to what extent and in what form. Teacher education colleges 

statewide are similarly allowed to design their own unique pre-service programs of study 

and to determine whether they want to offer follow-up inductive support to their 

graduates. It is safe to assume, therefore, that not all beginning teachers across the state 

are inducted into the profession in the same manner. In fact, a study conducted by the 

Arizona K-12 Center (2002) determined that there were significant differences between 

the induction programs offered by school districts statewide, with 30.5% of the districts 

providing no induction whatsoever and only 17.3% offering what the Center defined as 

thorough and comprehensive induction services. Therefore, it seems that the extent to 

which new teachers in Arizona receive any formal induction is likely a function of the 

school district in which they are hired. 

The State of Arizona recently addressed the issue of teacher quality by joining in 

the national movement of developing standards for its teachers. The Standards for 

Arizona Teachers (see Appendix A), which were approved in 1997 by the Arizona Board 

of Education (ADE, 1998), offer a description of what the state considers to be an 

effective teacher and provide criteria for professional competence that teachers should be 

able to demonstrate to teach in Arizona. However, standards are only effective if 
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teachers are adequately prepared to attain them. It becomes incumbent upon teacher 

education institutions to ensure that their graduates have the necessary pre-service 

preparation to meet the performance criteria for initial teacher certification. It also 

becomes the responsibility of school districts, and perhaps teacher education colleges as 

well, to provide inductive support that is aligned to those standards and to assess whether 

teachers are meeting the standards in practice. The degree to which those standards have 

been incorporated into state teacher education programs and district induction efforts in 

Arizona is not yet clear. 

Purpose of the Study 

The present descriptive study was designed to explore the induction experiences 

of a select group of first-year teachers and their perceptions of those experiences. The 

teachers participating in the study graduated from secondary education programs at the 

University of Arizona between May 2000 and May 2002. 

The specific purposes of the research study were 

1. To collect information from graduates of secondary education programs at 

the University of Arizona regarding first-year employment and retention in the 

teaching profession. 

2. To identify the perceptions of graduates of secondary education programs at 

the University of Arizona regarding their preparedness for and effectiveness 

during the first year of teaching. 
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3. To identify the types and perceived effectiveness of the inductive support that 

University of Arizona secondary education graduates received from their 

respective school districts during the first year of teaching. 

4. To identify the perceived interest of secondary education graduates in 

receiving inductive support from the University of Arizona during their first 

year of teaching. 

Review of the Methodology 

As explained in Chapter 3, the data were collected through the use of a 

researcher-designed survey (see Appendix B). The national research literature on 

induction programs, the experiences of beginning teachers, and university-school 

collaborations, as well as the research conducted by the Arizona K-12 Center guided the 

development of the survey items. The Standards for Arizona Teachers (ADE, 1998, see 

Appendix A) served as the template for the teacher proficiency categories. 

The subjects in the study included those individuals who had completed 

secondary education programs at the bachelor's, master's, or post-baccalaureate level 

through the College of Education between May 2000 and May 2002. It also included 

graduates fi^om affiliated secondary education programs in the College of Agriculture, 

College of Fine Arts, College of Public Health, and College of Science between May 

2000 and May 2002. There were 475 subjects who fit the study parameters and for 

whom address information was available. 
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The survey (see Appendix B), a cover letter (see Appendix C), and a self-

addressed stamped envelope were mailed in December 2002. The envelopes were coded 

so that it could be determined who had returned the surveys, but the respondents' 

identities remained confidential for all other purposes in this study. The first mailing 

yielded 145 responses. A second copy of the survey and cover letter were mailed in 

January 2002 to the 330 individuals who had failed to respond to the initial mailing. The 

second mailing yielded an additional 65 responses, bringing the total number of 

responses to 210, a 44% response rate. Of those 210 responses, 28 were determined to be 

outside of the parameters of the study. Five surveys were returned too late to be included 

in the analysis. Therefore, there were ultimately 177 surveys from which data were 

entered and analyzed. 

The surveys were divided into three groups. The first group included respondents 

who had completed secondary education programs but had not sought to enter the 

profession. Because these individuals did not have first-year teaching experiences, only 

limited data (Page one of Section 1, and Questions 1-3 of Section 3) from their surveys 

were entered and analyzed. The second group of surveys included respondents who had 

sought but had not obtained regular teaching positions. These individuals did not have 

typical first-year experiences that would have likely included systematic induction; 

therefore, only limited data (Section 1, Questions 1-3 of Section 3, and Section 5) from 

their surveys were included in the study. Finally, the third group included respondents 

who had sought and obtained regular teaching positions. All of the responses on those 

surveys were entered and analyzed for this study. 
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Both descriptive and inferential statistics were applied to the quantitative data 

using The Statistical Package for The Social Studies. Frequency counts. Means and 

Standard Deviations, Analyses of Variance, and Correlations were conducted. The 

qualitative data collected through open-ended questions were coded for themes and 

tabulated for frequency. What follows is a summary and discussion of the research 

findings organized by research question. 

Summary and Discussion 

It is important to remember that this study focused only on a select sample of 

first-year teachers. It was limited to those teachers who graduated from secondary 

education programs at the University of Arizona between May 2000 and May 2002. 

Given the 44% response rate, it is clear that a large number of secondary education 

graduates chose not to respond, preventing their perspectives from being included in the 

findings. Additionally, the graduates who did respond provided self-reported information 

which should be considered accordingly. 

Therefore, it is inappropriate to generalize the findings to the entire population of 

first-year teachers in the State of Arizona. It is even inappropriate to generalize the 

findings to all University of Arizona secondary education graduates. The research is 

simply meant to offer an initial picture of the experiences of some first-year teachers, 

allow for a preliminary examination of induction policies and practices in the State of 

Arizona, and provide feedback to teacher educators at the University of Arizona that 



could be used to assess pre-service preparation programs and investigate the potential 

role of providing inductive support to graduates. 

Research Question 1; Did UA secondary education graduates enter the teaching 
profession, are they currently teaching, and do they plan to remain in teaching? 
What factors may have influenced those decisions? 

It appears from the data that 17% of the respondents in this study did not seek 

jobs in the teaching profession upon graduation. This percentage is higher than the 

statewide average of 10% reported in the Morrison Institute study released in January 

2003. Those who chose not to enter the profession were predominately lost to other 

professions or for personal reasons such as staying home to raise a family. 

Of those who chose to enter the profession, 7% were not teaching at the time of 

the survey, although included in this figure were a number of respondents who wanted to 

be in the profession but had been as yet unable to find jobs or to secure certification in a 

new state. This is a relatively low attrition rate by national standards. The National 

Commission on Teaching and America's Future (2003) reported that 14% of teachers had 

left after one year in the profession, 24% had left after two years, and 33% had left after 

three years. Although the 7% attrition rate of this sample is lower than the national 

average, it may be assumed that those secondary education graduates who chose to 

respond to the survey are more likely to be those who entered and remained in the 

profession. 

In addition, it appears from the data that the attrition rate of respondents has the 

potential to increase substantially in ftiture years. When asked if they planned to remain 
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in the teaching profession, 35% responded with "no" or "maybe." Breaking those 

numbers down by year of graduation, the data indicated that 25% of the 2002 graduates 

(teachers in their first year of teaching), 43% of the 2001 graduates (teachers ostensibly 

in their second year of teaching), and 37% of the 2000 graduates (teachers ostensibly in 

their third year of teaching) either plan to leave or may leave the profession. That 

potential attrition rate more closely resembles those reported in studies nationwide. 

The reasons given by respondents for leaving the profession mirror those found 

by the Morrison Institute (2003) in their study of inactive certified teachers in Arizona. 

Respondents in this study listed poor working conditions, low salary, politics within the 

profession, and low prestige as their top four reasons to leave. Beyond retirement or 

attrition for personal reasons, respondents in the Morrison study listed disillusionment 

and stress, low pay, fiustration with administration and bureaucracy, and lack of respect 

and support as their top reasons. 

The Morrison Institute (2003) concluded that those four reasons were preventable. 

In looking at the most common reason cited in this University of Arizona study, poor 

working conditions, the same point could be argued. The poor working conditions 

described by respondents included stress, exhaustion, the heavy workload, long hours, 

large class sizes, difficult students and parents, lack of support, lack of professionalism, 

and having to teach outside of their certification area. 

The data on the first-year working conditions of respondents in this study 

indicated that 31% of respondents had to teach (at least in part) outside of their area of 

certification, 23% were not given their own classroom, 36% were not provided with 
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adequate textbooks or classroom supplies, and 34% were assigned two or more non-

teaching duties including many extremely time-consuming responsibilities such as 

coaching and major class/club sponsorships. These conditions are completely the 

opposite of the ideal conditions for first-year teachers that numerous researchers (as cited 

in Horn et al., 2002) have recommended, including a reduced number of overall students, 

a reduced number of the most challenging students, minimal extracurricular and 

committee duties, and a classroom that is well-stocked with desks, texts, materials, and 

supplies. The conditions are also troubling because they mirror the top reasons for 

teacher attrition proposed by the National Commission on Teaching and America's 

Future (as cited in Horn et al., 2002) including (1) having to deal with difficult students, 

(2) being inundated with extracurricular duties, (3) teaching outside of their fields of 

expertise, (4) getting little support from administrators, and (5) being isolated from 

colleagues. 

Finally, the data collected from the first-year teachers in this study seemed to 

support the proposition that a teacher's decision to leave the profession may be 

significantly linked to his/her perceived effectiveness as a teacher during that first year, 

as well as the perceived effectiveness of the induction support that was provided. One 

could conclude, therefore, that teacher retention rates could be positively impacted if 

school districts took steps to provide assistance to beginning teachers and establish 

conditions for a successfiil first year. Based upon these data, there are four steps that 

could be taken. First, districts could reduce the teaching load of beginning teachers by 

reducing the number of class preparations and students, as well as the number of assigned 
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extracurricular duties. This might help to alleviate the "overwhelmed" feeling expressed 

by this sample. Second, districts could ensure that first-year teachers are placed within 

their areas of certification, thus eliminating the extra challenge of teaching unfamiliar 

content. Third, districts could provide beginning teachers with adequate supplies, which 

for this sample of respondents would have included a designated classroom, desks, 

textbooks, and materials. Finally, many of the difficult challenges could be alleviated 

with improved inductive support provided to first-year teachers. In fact, many of the 

induction services requested by respondents in this study tie directly into the reasons 

listed for leaving the profession. Those data are discussed more fully in Research 

Questions 5 and 6. 

Research Question 2; What perceptions do UA secondary education graduates hold 
regarding their professional preparedness upon entering the first year of teaching? 

For this study, professional preparedness was defined using the seven professional 

skill categories delineated by the Standards for Arizona Teachers (ADE, 1998, see 

Appendix A). Those categories include Designing and planning instruction; Creating and 

maintaining a learning climate; Implementing and managing instruction; Assessing 

learning and communicating results; Collaborating with colleagues, parents, and others; 

Engaging in professional development; and Demonstrating content knowledge. The 

ranking options included Not at All Prepared, Somewhat Prepared, Sufficiently Prepared, 

and Completely Prepared. 

Mean scores indicated that respondents felt "sufficiently prepared" in the area of 

Demonstrating Content Knowledge. Caution must be used, however, in attributing this 
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skill area preparation solely to the University of Arizona because many of the 

respondents completed their teacher preparation in a masters or post-baccalaureate 

program after having received their subject preparation at a different university. Notably, 

mean scores also indicated that with the exception of content knowledge, respondents 

rated their preparedness no higher than "somewhat prepared" in the other professional 

skill categories. 

A pattern begins to emerge from the data as respondents consistently describe the 

need for more training in the areas of classroom management, planning, curriculum, 

standards, instructional methods, time management/organizational skills, and 

collaborating with parents, colleagues and administrators. These areas were ranked in the 

"somewhat prepared" range on the preparedness scale, they include the top four concerns 

of respondents upon entering the profession, and they also include the top four pre-

service modifications suggested by respondents. In fact, respondents recommended that 

a whole course be devoted to classroom management, that more content-specific methods 

courses be offered, and that pre-service teachers learn to plan units and lessons 

specifically aligned to curricula and student standards. This could be valuable feedback 

for teacher educators at the University of Arizona in assessing possible areas of 

improvement in their pre-service programs. 

Perceptions of preparedness were also analyzed based upon the type of University 

of Arizona secondary program from which respondents graduated. Graduates of 

master's-level programs ranked their preparedness significantly higher in every 

professional skill area, leaving one to wonder what it is about this population of students 
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or the master's-level programs that resulted in significantly higher rankings of 

preparedness. Many master's students are older, some having left previous professions to 

become teachers. Therefore, their maturity and motivation levels may be different than 

students in bachelor's programs. It is also logical to assume that these students might 

have stronger content knowledge given the fact that most completed bachelor's degrees 

in their subject area. However, the master's-level students had higher preparedness 

rankings in all of the professional skill categories, not just in content knowledge. 

Another avenue to explore is whether the master's-level programs are designed 

differently than the other secondary education programs. At least in the case of the Teach 

for Tucson secondary program, the answer to that question is yes. In that program, 

students have a year-long student teaching internship, the courses are taught by a 

combination of university professors and school teachers with recent public school 

teaching experience, a number of the courses are taught on-site, and an emphasis is 

placed on the practical application of educational theory and research. In looking at the 

data presented in Chapter 4, one can see that those aspects of the Teach for Tucson 

secondary program match the pre-service modifications suggested by respondents — 32% 

had suggested more time spent in schools along with an extended student teaching 

experience, and 29% had suggested that the coursework should be more relevant with 

more practical application, more courses taught on site, and more local teachers used as 

presenters. 

The data demonstrated that the perceived preparedness of Teach for Tucson 

secondary program graduates was significantly higher than the perceived preparedness of 
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graduates from the other programs in six of the seven professional skill categories. 

Perhaps this is another source of feedback for teacher educators who are attempting to 

design effective pre-service programs. However, some caution must be exercised in 

reading these data because the researcher in this study was affiliated with the Teach for 

Tucson secondary program and was known personally by the respondents from that 

program. 

From the data collected in this study, one could conclude that there is room for 

improvement in pre-service preparation. Applying the suggestions made by respondents, 

the University of Arizona could consider the following changes. First, place a greater 

emphasis on teaching pre-service teachers how to manage classrooms, plan lessons that 

align to curricula and standards, apply content-specific instructional methods, collaborate 

with parents and colleagues, and organize time and materials. Second, increase the total 

number of hours that pre-service teachers spend in public school classrooms in internship 

arrangements. Third, increase the relevance of the courses by emphasizing how the 

theory is applied in actual classroom settings by practicing teachers. It could well be that 

pre-service teachers were taught a great deal about topics such as management and 

instruction, but not in a way that was relevant and transferable to their experiences as 

first-year teachers. 

If one accepts from these data that there is, at least for this limited population, a 

correlation between perceptions of preparedness and teaching effectiveness and that 

decisions to leave the profession may be linked to perceived first-year teaching 
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effectiveness, then there is an incentive to prepare pre-service teachers as thoroughly as 

possible in order to increase the chances for a successful first year. 

Research Question 3: What perceptions do UA secondary education graduates hold 
regarding their own effectiveness as teachers during their first year of teaching? 

Once again, teaching effectiveness was defined using the seven professional skill 

categories delineated by the Standards for Arizona Teachers (ADE, 1998, see Appendix 

A). The ranking options included Not at All Effective, Not Very Effective, Somewhat 

Effective, and Very Effective. 

Mean scores indicated that respondents felt "somewhat effective" in all of the 

professional skill categories. As with the preparedness rankings discussed in the previous 

research question. Demonstrating Content Knowledge was ranked highest and 

Collaborating with Colleagues, Parents, and Others was ranked lowest. In fact, sub-

analyses showed an overall moderate positive correlation between respondents' 

perceptions of preparedness for teaching and perceptions of effectiveness as first-year 

teachers. 

The two skill areas with the highest correlation of preparedness and effectiveness 

were classroom management (Creating and Maintaining a Learning Climate) and 

planning/curriculum/standards (Designing and Planning Instruction), indicating that the 

more prepared one may feel in these areas, the more effective one may feel as a first-year 

teacher. Notably, classroom management and planning are the top two skill areas in 

which respondents requested more training (as described in the previous research 
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question), and those are the same top two professional skill areas that gave respondents 

their greatest challenges during the first year of teaching. 

A closer look at the list of challenges faced by respondents in this study reveals a 

parallel with national studies (Huling-Austin & Murphy, 1987; Veenman, 1984) of 

beginning teachers. The beginning teachers surveyed in this study indicated a similar 

need for assistance regarding (1) classroom discipline and management; (2) finding time 

to plan, grade, and do record-keeping; (3) motivating students; (4) dealing with individual 

student needs and differences; (5) assessing student work; (6) relations with parents; (7) 

organizing class work; (8) insufficient materials and supplies; (9) dealing with problems 

of students; (10) heavy teaching loads and insufficient planning time; (11) relations with 

colleagues; and (12) the effective use of different teaching methods. 

The data from this study support the conclusion that these graduates did, in fact, 

need assistance during their first year of teaching. The pattern that is emerging highlights 

a handful of recurring professional areas, namely classroom management, planning and 

collaboration, as the greatest areas of need. 

Research Question 4; What types of inductive support did UA secondary education 
graduates receive from their schools/districts during their first year of teaching? 

Respondents were given a menu of induction activities and were asked to indicate 

if they had received any of that support from their district or school in their first year of 

teaching. It is important to note in considering these data that some of the respondents 

were completing the survey in the middle of their first year of teaching. Therefore, the 
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possibility exists that they may not have yet received the full slate of induction activities 

provided by their district or school. 

As one would expect given state laws regarding teacher evaluation, formal 

observations/conferences with administrators were the most frequently experienced form 

of induction. Although, it is notable that only 88.5% of respondents indicated that they 

had received such observations. An orientation to district/school policies was the second 

most frequently experienced form of induction. Here again, however, approximately 

one-fifth of the respondents indicated that they had received no orientation to the district 

or school in which they were employed. Despite the national research supporting the 

pivotal role of mentor teachers in induction programs, mentor teachers were assigned to 

only 68.2% of the respondents. Professional development workshops (on topics such as 

Instruction, Classroom Management, Curriculum and Planning, Assessment, and 

Collaboration with others) ranged in frequency from 62.3%-41.5%, which suggests that a 

substantial number of respondents received no formal training in these areas. General 

support sessions for new teachers were offered to only 54.2% of respondents. Fewer than 

half of the respondents had any observations/conferences with mentors, department 

chairs, or staff development specialists. Finally, only 29% were given release time to 

observe other teachers. 

Respondents themselves seemed very interested in receiving more assistance 

during their first year of teaching. They requested additional induction in the form of 

training sessions regarding, not surprisingly, classroom management, planning, and 

instruction. Plus, despite the fact it might be a bit disconcerting to be observed, a number 
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of respondents wanted more frequent observations by school personnel and more 

feedback on their teaching, particularly in the first few months of the school year. 

Notably, respondents asked for orientations to school/district policies and personnel, as 

well as mentor teachers who could answer their specific questions. They appeared to 

need assistance and information that was unique to their school and district, everything 

from how to fill out a field trip form to how to design lessons that met district standards. 

Clearly, only school- or district-initiated induction programs and personnel can provide 

this type of contextual assistance. 

The Arizona K-12 Center (2002) defined successful induction programs as those 

that offered an orientation, mentoring, adjustments in working conditions, professional 

development services/workshops, release time, opportunities for collegial collaboration, 

new teacher assessment, program evaluation, and follow-up support to teachers in Year 2 

and beyond. This study cannot speak to the last two aspects of that definition; however, 

if one applies the first seven parts to this study, it can be concluded that a substantial 

number of respondents were provided inadequate inductive support. The problem seems 

to be particularly acute for respondents who taught their first year in rural or charter 

schools, as is evidenced by the fact that in all but one area of induction, respondents from 

rural or charter schools had the lowest frequency rates of induction services. 
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Research Question 5; What perceptions do UA secondary education graduates hold 
regarding the effectiveness of that inductive support in furthering their professional 
development/preparedness? 

Respondents were asked to rate the effectiveness of the inductive support they 

received in furthering their professional development in the seven professional skill areas 

delineated by the Standards for Arizona Teachers (ADE, 1998, see Appendix A). The 

ranking options included Not at All Effective, Not Very Effective, Somewhat Effective, 

and Very Effective. 

The resuhs are consistent with the data discussed in the previous research 

question. Mean scores indicated that respondents found their induction support to be "not 

very effective" in each of the professional skill categories. In addition, when the data 

were disaggregated by district type, the mean scores for induction programs at charter 

and rural schools were lowest. These findings reinforce the assertion made in Research 

Question 4 that many respondents received inadequate inductive support, particularly 

those employed in rural or charter schools. 

All of these data seem to further support the conclusion that there is much room 

for improvement statewide in the quality of inductive support provided by the school 

districts to their beginning teachers and that the extensiveness of induction support 

received is largely a fimction of the type of school district in which an individual is 

employed. Based upon the requests for contextual assistance made by respondents in this 

study, districts could consider providing more of the following inductive services; 

training sessions in management, instruction for diverse learners, content-area planning. 
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and collaboration with parents; the assignment of mentor teachers; thorough district and 

school orientations; and observations/conferences. 

Once again, if one accepts from these data that there is a small positive correlation 

between perceptions of induction effectiveness and teaching effectiveness and that both 

perceptions may be linked to decisions to leave the profession, then there is an incentive 

to provide beginning teachers with adequate inductive support in order to increase their 

chances for a successfiil first year. 

Research Question 6; Would UA secondary education graduates have wanted 
follow-up inductive support from the University of Arizona during their first year of 
teaching? If so, what types of support services would the graduates have wanted? 

It can be concluded from these data that there is a role for the university to play in 

providing inductive support to graduates. A surprisingly high percentage of respondents, 

nearly 80%, indicated that they would have been interested in receiving follow-up 

inductive support from the University of Arizona in their first year of teaching. Perhaps, 

it is logical to assume that their interest in receiving university assistance was in some 

way a reaction to the lack of effective district-initiated inductive support that many 

respondents experienced. In fact, the types of induction support that respondents 

requested from the university are consistent with the patterns that have emerged from the 

data thus far. 

If teacher educators at the University of Arizona decide to embark on providing 

follow-up support to graduates, data from this study provide ample suggestions for 

content and implementation. Respondents requested topical training sessions, with 
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classroom management and planning topping the list. They also asked for content-

specific training sessions that would provide participants with instructional ideas and 

materials geared for their subject area. They expressed an interest in having general 

discussion sessions that would offer first-year teachers support and assistance. They also 

requested observations by and conferences with university personnel. Finally, a number 

of them desired on-line support in the form of newsletters and chat rooms. Any 

university program should be designed with these needs and requests in mind. 

In looking at the national literature on university induction programs presented in 

Chapter 2, it appears that the services requested by respondents in this study are similar to 

those being offered by other teacher education institutions nationwide. However, the 

University of Arizona need not look elsewhere for models of effective university-driven 

inductive support. They could look to existing successful UA programs as models. 

Some of the respondents in this study received assistance from the University of Arizona 

through the College of Education's Project ASIST and the College of Agriculture's New 

and Returning Teacher Program. Many of the respondents who participated in these 

programs chose to comment on their survey about the effectiveness of the support they 

received. Project ASIST provided first-year science teachers with workshops, monthly 

meetings, clinical supervision, individual and group discussions, on-line dialogues, and 

the opportunity to attend state and national science education conferences (Horn et al., 

2002). The New and Returning Teacher Program provided first-year and newly returning 

agriculture teachers with on-site supervision, workshops, on-line information, and on-call 
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assistance from agriculture professors (J. Knight, personal communication, February 26, 

2003). 

A number of respondents requested that university induction services be provided 

by the professors with whom they had worked during pre-service preparation. This may 

be particularly good feedback for teacher educators in the affiliated colleges such as Fine 

Arts, Science, and Public Health who are thoroughly familiar both with the content and 

with the graduates themselves due to the smaller size of their programs. Again, the 

College of Agriculture can serve as the template for such programs. The College of 

Education also has some smaller cohort programs with students who develop close long-

term relationships with each other and with faculty members. It is recommended that any 

COE induction efforts begin on a smaller scale with graduates of these types of programs. 

Other comments made by respondents reinforced the idea that time is at a 

premium for first-year teachers. Induction programs that are created by the university 

must be convenient and congruent to the demands and challenges faced by beginning 

teachers. Teachers are willing to commit time to university workshops if the content of 

that training assists them in carrying out their required duties as a teacher. The 

information needs to be immediately applicable in practice. Instead of being an added 

requirement, it would be best if these activities could satisfy state professional growth 

requirements or even district induction requirements. It would also be logical for the 

University of Arizona to present a menu of support activities and allow graduates to 

select activities as needed to complement or supplement the induction support they are 

receiving from their school districts. Finally, the assistance needs to be provided at times 
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when teachers are available and have the energy to participate, such as in the evening, on 

weekends, during holidays, or in the summer. Notably, a large percentage of respondents 

signaled a willingness to drive to the University of Arizona for support services, even 

some from Phoenix metropolitan schools and from rural schools far from Tucson. 

Money is also at a premium for first-year teachers. Many requested that the 

assistance be free of charge or even subsidized. Certainly, on-line assistance is the least 

costly type to provide, and it has the added advantage of being available to graduates who 

live far from Tucson, including out-of-state graduates. However, on-line assistance was 

the type least often requested. To meet respondents' more frequent requests for 

workshops and site observations, funds will have to be found — a tough proposition with 

today's tightened university budgets. Perhaps, given the apparent links between 

induction and teacher retention, the cost-effectiveness of induction programs could justify 

access to district, state, or federal sources to partially offset the costs to the university. 

Despite the fact that university assistance appeared to be desired by respondents, 

it is important to note that inductive support provided by universities cannot be seen as a 

replacement for or alternative to district induction programs. The data from this study 

suggested that first-year teachers needed contextual inductive support tailored to the 

school/district site and provided by school/district personnel. Given this fact, it may be 

that the most powerful model for university induction would be a program that occurs in 

partnership with one or more districts, allowing for a blend of expertise and professional 

contexts. 
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Needless to say, there are many who will argue that the primary mission of a 

teacher education institution is to provide excellent pre-service training and that any 

endeavor to support graduates beyond graduation will result in a misdirection of both that 

mission and scarce financial resources. If that is the decision of teacher educators at the 

University of Arizona, then at least this study may provide limited feedback about the 

first-year teaching conditions faced by graduates and about how pre-service preparation 

programs may be improved. However, this study also appears to suggest links between 

pre-service preparation and first-year effectiveness as well as between inductive support 

and first-year effectiveness. It highlights the fact that there is an unmet need and a desire 

for adequate inductive support among the graduates. It also furthers the proposition that, 

at least in the case of the first-year teachers, inadequate induction and unsuccessful first-

year teaching experiences may negatively impact teacher retention. Obviously, the 

primary mission of a teacher education institution is to provide excellent pre-service 

training, but that implies that its graduates are successful teachers who remain in the 

profession. If providing follow-up induction support furthers that mission, then it is 

worth exploring. As the National Commission on Teaching and America's Future (2003) 

concluded 

The Commission reaffirms its commitment to recruiting and preparing highly 
qualified teachers. Developing good teachers remains essential. But we have 
concluded that the nation cannot achieve quality teaching for every child unless 
those teachers can be kept in the classroom, (p. 7) 
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Suggestions for Further Research 

This study was limited in its scope. The findings provided an interesting initial 

snapshot of the first-year experiences of some University of Arizona graduates, but they 

also suggest the need for further research in the following areas: 

1. A similar study could be conducted with graduates from University of Arizona 

elementary teacher education programs to determine how their retention rates, 

perceptions of preparedness, perceptions of effectiveness, induction experiences, 

and desire for university inductive support compare to the secondary graduates in 

this study. 

2. Given that 51% of respondents in this study were ultimately employed in the 

Tucson metro area and given that district induction information was gathered only 

fi-om the graduates rather than from the districts themselves, it may be beneficial 

to conduct a formal study of the induction programs offered by Tucson school 

districts. 

3. A study could be conducted to determine if school districts, particularly those in 

the Tucson metropolitan and surrounding rural areas, would be interested in 

working with the University of Arizona in providing inductive support to their 

beginning teachers. And, if so, what types of university induction services would 

best complement district induction programs. 

4. Finally, existing induction programs at the University of Arizona and other 

teacher education institutions in the State of Arizona could be studied in depth to 
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determine their overall costs and degree of effectiveness in promoting teacher 

quality and retention. 
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STANDARDS FOR ARIZONA TEACHERS 

STANDARD 1; DESIGNS AND PLANS INSTRUCTION 

The teacher designs instruction that develops students' abilities to meet Arizona's 
academic standards and the district's assessment plan. 

PERFORMANCE CRITERIA - The extent to which the teacher's planning: 

1. Focuses instruction on Arizona's student standards 

2. Focuses instruction on the school's and district's academic standards 

3. Aligns the curriculum with the student assessments 

4. Addresses physical, mental, social, cultural, or community differences among learners 

5. Addresses prior knowledge of individual and group performances 

6. Indicates short and long term curriculum goals 

7. Includes appropriate use of a variety of methods, materials, and resources 

8. Includes learning experiences that are developmentally appropriate for learners 

9. Includes learning experiences that address a variety of cognitive levels 

10. Includes learning experiences that are appropriate for curriculum goals 

11. Includes learning experiences that are based upon principles of effective instruction 

12. Includes learning experiences that accurately represent content 

13. Incorporates appropriate assessments of student progress 
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STANDARD 2: CREATES AND MAINTAINS A LEARNING CLIMATE 

The teacher creates and maintains a learning climate that supports the development of 
students' abilities to meet Arizona's academic standards. 

PERFORMANCE CRITERIA - The extent to which the teacher: 

1. Establishes and maintains standards of mutual respect 

2. Displays effective classroom management 

3. Encourages the student to demonstrate self-discipline and responsibility to self and 
others 

4. Respects the individual differences among learners 

5. Facilitates people working productively and cooperatively with each other 

6. Provides a motivating learning environment 

7. Promotes appropriate classroom participation 

8. Listens thoughtfully and responsively 

9. Organizes materials, equipment, and other resources appropriately 

10. Applies to daily practice the ethics of the profession 
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STANDARD 3; IMPLEMENTS AND MANAGES INSTRUCTION 

The teacher implements and manages instruction that develops students' abilities to meet 
Arizona's academic standards. 

PERFORMANCE CRITERIA - The extent to which the teacher: 

1. Appropriately implements a teacher-designed lesson plan. 

2. Communicates specific standards and high expectations for learning 

3. Links learning with students' prior knowledge, experiences, and backgrounds 

4. Models the skills, concepts, attributes, or thinking processes to be learned 

5. Demonstrates effective written and oral communication 

6. Uses appropriate language to communicate with learners clearly and accurately 

7. Uses strategies that are appropriate to students' developmental levels 

8. Incorporates strategies which address the diverse needs of learners, with multicultural 
sensitivity. 

9. Encourages critical thinking 

10. Connects lesson content to real life situations when appropriate 

11. Uses technology and a variety of instructional resources appropriately 

12. Uses a variety of effective teaching strategies to engage students actively in learning 

13. Maximizes the amount of class time students are engaged in learning with a high 
level of success 

14. Provides opportunities for students to use and practice what is learned 

15. Adjusts instruction based on feedback from students 
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STANDARD 4; ASSESSES LEARNING AND COMMUNICATES RESULTS 

The teacher assesses learning and communicates results to students, parents and other 
professional with respect to students' abilities to meet Arizona's academic standards. 

PERFORMANCE CRITERIA - The extent to which the teacher: 

1. Promotes student self-assessment 

2. Uses a variety of appropriate formal and informal assessments aligned with 
instruction 

3. Maintains records of student work and performance and uses them to guide 
instructional decisions 

4. Offers students and parents appropriate feedback on progress toward learning 
expectations 

5. Maintains privacy of student records and performances 
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STANDARD 5; COLLABORATES WITH COLLEAGUES, PARENTS, AND 
OTHERS 

The teacher collaborates with colleagues, parents, the community and other agencies to 
design, implement, and support learning programs that develop students' abilities to meet 
Arizona's academic standards and transition from school to work. 

PERFORMANCE CRITERIA - The extent to which the teacher: 

1. Works with parents to enhance student learning at home and school 

2. Collaborates with other professionals and agencies to improve the overall learning 
environment for students 

3. Accesses community resources and service to foster student learning 

4. Demonstrates productive leadership or team membership skills that facilitate the 
development of mutually beneficial goals 

5. Collaborates with colleagues to achieve school and district goals 
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STANDARD 6; ENGAGES IN PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT 

The teacher reviews and evaluates his of her overall performance and implements a 
professional development plan. 

PERFORMANCE CRITERIA - The extent to which the teacher: 

1. Reviews his or her practice and evaluates its influences on student growth and 
learning 

2. Designs a professional development plan for improving instruction and student 
learning 

3. Engages in relevant activities consistent with the professional development plan 

4. Uses employer's documentation of his or her performance in the development of a 
professional development plan 

5. Pursues professional activities to support development as a learner and a teacher 
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STANDARD 7: DEMONSTRATES CONTENT KNOWLEDGE 

The teacher has general academic knowledge as demonstrated by the attainment of a 
bachelor's degree. The teacher also has specific academic knowledge in his or her 
subject area sufficient to develop student knowledge and performance in the Arizona 
academic standards. 

CONTENT KNOWLEDGE CRITERIA - Teacher has knowledge of 

1. Skills and concepts related to the subject areas 
a. At the elementary level, the teacher demonstrates knowledge of language arts and 

reading, math, science, social studies, and fine arts. 
b. At the secondary level, the teacher demonstrates knowledge of the subject area 

being taught. 

2. Major facts and assumptions that are central to the discipline 

3. Debates and the processes of inquiry that are central to the discipline 

4. Integration of disciplinary knowledge with other subject areas 

5. Connections between knowledge of the subject areas and real life situations at the 
level of the students being taught 
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STANDARD 8; DEMONSTRATES PROFESSIONAL KNOWLEDGE 

The teacher demonstrates current professional knowledge sufficient to effectively design 
and plan instruction, create and maintain an appropriate learning environment, and assess 
student learning. 

PROFESSIONAL KNOWLEDGE CRITERIA - Teacher has knowledge of 

1. The variety of methods for teaching language arts and reading, math science, social 
studies, and fine arts at the elementary level or a variety of methods for teaching 
reading and the subject area at the secondary level 

2. Interdisciplinary learning experiences that integrate knowledge, skills, and methods 
of inquiry from the several subject areas 

3. Principles and techniques associated with various instructional strategies 

4. Learning theory, curriculum development, and student development and how to use 
this knowledge in planning instruction to meet curriculum goals 

5. Areas of exceptionality in learning 

6. Influences of individual development, experiences, talent, prior learning, language, 
culture, gender, family, and community on student learning 

7. Principles of human motivation and behavior and their implications for managing the 
classroom and organizing individual and group work 

8. Effective evaluation of curriculum materials and resources for their accuracy, 
comprehensiveness, and usefulness for representing particular ideas and concepts 

9. The characteristics, uses, advantages, and limitations of different tj^es of assessments 
for evaluating how students learn, determining what they know and are able to do, 
and identifying what experiences will support their fiuther growth and development 

10. Measurement theory, interpretation of test results, and assessment-related issues, such 
as validity, reliability, bias, and scoring 

11. Appropriate services or resources to meet exceptional learning needs and how to 
access them 

12. Schools as organizations within the larger community context and the operations of 
the relevant aspects of the educational system 

13. Laws and ethics related to student, parent, and teacher rights and responsibilities 
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STANDARD 9; IMPLEMENTS SPECIAL EDUCATION COMPONENTS 

In collaboration with other professionals, the special education teacher participates in the 
design, implementation, and assessment of individual education programs. 

PERFORMANCE CRITERIA - The extent to which the special education teacher: 

1. Demonstrates knowledge of disabilities and their educational implications 

2. Demonstrates knowledge of state and federal special education laws and regulations 

3. Demonstrates knowledge of and the ability to use a variety of assistive devices that 
support student learning 

4. Applies specialized diagnostic and assessment procedures to assist in determining 
special education eligibility for all areas of suspected disability 

5. Assists in the design and implementation of individual educational programs through 
diagnostic teaching, instructional adaptations, and individual behavior management 
techniques 

6. Utilizes paraeducators and paratherapists effectively through training and supervision 
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FIRST-YEAR TEACHING EXPERIENCES OF UNIVERSITY 
OF ARIZONA SECONDARY EDUCATION GRADUATES 

Thank you for completing this survey. Your input is very important to the study. Please complete all of 
the questions and then return it in the enclosed stamped envelope by 

Section 1; Generallnformation 

Age: Gender: Female Male Race: African-American Caucasian Ifispanic 
Native-American Other 

What degree(s) did you complete at the Universitv of Arizona? (Complete all that apply) 

Bachelor' Degree: Year: D^ree Title: 

Master's Degree: Yean D^ee Title: 

Non-Degree Post Baccalaureate: Year: 

If you completed your program through the UA College of Iklucation. please provide the following information: 

If it was a Bachelor's program, please list your teaching major 

If it was a Master's program, please list your subject area: 

Which program was it? Dr. Lull's TTE MEd/Certification Program 
Teach for Tucstm - Secondary 

If it was a Post-Baccalaureate program, please list your subject area: 

Was it the Secondary Cohort Program? Yes No 

If you completed your education degree through another college at the University of Arizona, please circle it: 

College of Agriculture College of Public Health College of Fine Arts CoUege of Science 

Subject area($) you are certified to teach: 

Was teaching your first profession? Yes No 

If you graduated with a teaching certificate, but chose not to seek a job in the profession, please erolain why. 
Then, please complete section 3 of this survey. 
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Are you currently teaching? Yes No If not, why? 

If so, do you plan to remain in the position of classroom teacher? Yes No Maybe 
Please explain: 

Knowing what you now know about the profession, would you select teaching as a career? Yes No Maybe 
Please explain: 

Section 2: First-year Information 

Please list 4e district and school in which you were emplc^ed during your first year of teaching 

Name of district: 

Name of school: 

GTade(s) taught your first year? 

Subject(s) taught your first year? 

Was your first-year teaching assigmnent in your area of certification? Yes No 

Please list your non-teaching responsibilities during your first year of teaching (i.e.: extra-curricular duties, etc): 

During your first year of teaching: 

Were you given a reduced teaching load because you were a novice teacher? Yes No 

Were you given fewer class preparations because you were a novice? Yes No 

Were you given fewer remedial/special needs students because you were a novice? Yes No 

Were you given your own classroom? Yes No 

Were you given adequate textboolcs/teaching supplies? Yes No 

During your first year of teaching, did you receive assistance, either formal or informal, fiom the University of Arizona 
College of Education, Agriculture, Public Health, Fine Arts, or Science? If so, please describe it briefly: 
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Section 3; Perceptions of Preparedness and Effectiveness 

1. When you completed your university teacher education program, how well prepared did you feel in the following areas: 

Designing and Planning Instruction; 
(The abili^ to;.aliga lessons with state and district standards and curriculum; address differences among 
learner^ determine short and long term curriculum goals; use a variety of mediods and lesouices; design 
leatning expmences that are develqpmentally appropriate and address a variety of cognitive levels; use 
principals effective instruction; and incorporate appnqiriate assessments) 

Not at all Piq)ared Somewhat Piqrared Sufficiently Piepaied Conq>letely Prepared 

Creating and Maintaining a Learning Oimate: 
(The ability to: establish standards of mutual respect; di^ay efifective classroom management; encourage 
students to S1K>W self-discipline and responsibility, &cilitate cooperation and productivity; reflect individual 
differences among leamos; provide a motivating ieaniing environment; promote participation; listen 
dioughttiiliy and lesponsively; and organize matnials and resources) 

Not at all Prepared Somewhat Prepared Sufficientfy Prq>ared . Completely Prq>ared 

Implementing and Managing Instruction: 
(The ability b>: implement die teacher-designed lesson; communicate standards and hig^ e^qiectatlons; make 
links to previous l^wledge and life experiences; model what is to be learned; use effective oral and written 
communication; use developmentally appropriate strategies; address diverse needs with multicultural 
sensitivity; encourage critic^ thinking; use technology and a variety of resources a]^)ro{»iately; engage 
studettfs actively; promote hi^ levels of student success; provide (^)pottunides for practice; and adjust 
instructi(Hi as needed) 

Not at all Prq)ared Somewhat Prepared Sufficiently Prepared Completety I'repared 

Assessing Learning and Communicating Results: 
(The ability to: promote student self-assessment; use a variety of appropriate formal and informal 
assessments; maintain records of student work ^ use the data to guide instructional decisions; offer 
appropriate feedbadc to students and parents regarding progress; and maintain the privacy of student 
records and performance) 

Not at all Prepared Somewhat Prepared Sufficiently Prepared Completety Prq>ared 

Collaborating with Colleagues, Parents, and Others: 
(The ability to: woik with parents to enhance student Ieaniing at home and at sdxwl; collaborate with other 
professionals and agencies to improve the overall learning eitvironment; access community resources and 
services; ^monstrate productive leadership or team skills; and collaborate with colleagues to achieve 
school and district goals) 

Notat all Prepared Somewhat Prepared Sufficiently Prepared Clon^letely Prqjared 

Engaging in Professional Development: 
(The ability to; reflect on one's own practice and evaluate its influences on student learning; design a professional 
development plan to inprove practice; inq)lem^ that plan; pursue prc^essional activities to siqjport develqiment) 

Not at all Prepared Somewhat Prepared Sufficientty Prepared Completely Prepared 



Demonstrating Content Knowledge: 
(The abiC^ to: demonsttate knowledge of ddlls and concepts, major &cts and assumptions, dd)ates and 
processes of inquiry that are central to the discipline; integrate content with other sid>ject aieas; connect die 
subject to the life situations of students) 

Not at all Ptqjaied Somewhat Prepared SufiSciently Prq>aied Complete^ Prq>ared 

2; What was your biggest concern when you began your first year of teaching; 

3. Can you surest any modification in your pre-service program at the University of Arizona that would have 
made you feel more prepared upon entering the profession? 

4. During your first year of teaching, how eflfective a teacher were you in the following areas; 
(Please refer to Question 1, if need be, for specific definitions of these areas) 

Not at ^ 
Eflfective 

Not Very 
Effective 

Somewhat 
Effective 

Very 
Effective 

Designing and Planning Instmction NAE NVE SE VE 

Creating and Maintaining a Learning Climate NAE NVE SE VE 

Implementing and Managing Instruction NAE NVE SE VE 

Assessing Learning and Communicating Results NAE NVE SE VE 

Collaborating widi Colleagues, Parents, Others NAE NVE SE VE 

Engaging in Professional Development NAE NVE SE VE 

Demonstradng Qmtent Knowledge NAE NVE SE VE 

5. What were the greatest dballenges you &ced as a first year teacher? 



Section 4; Induction Experieaces 

During your first year of teaching, did your district or sdiool provide you with the fo 

An orientation to district policies/procedures Yes No 

An orientation to school policies^)rocedures Yes No 

An infoimal tiuddy" teacher Yes No 

A mentor teacfao- Yes No 

Release time to observe a mentor or other teachers Yes No 

Support sessions for new teachers Yes No 

Training sessions regarding; 
Cuniculum and idanning Yes No 
Classroom M^gement & Disci|Ae Yes No 
Instruction Yes No 
Assessment Yes No 
Collaboration with coUeagues/paren^otheis Yes No 

Formal observations by and conferences with; 
An administrator Yes No 
A staff ^elqiment specialist Yes No 
The dq)aitmait diaiix>ersott Yes No 
A maitorteacber Yes No 

Infonnal observations by and conferences with; 
An administrator Yes No 
A staff development specialist Yes No 
The dqiartment chairperson Yes No 
A mentor teacher Yes No 

2. As a first-year teacher, did you receive any other ^pe of assistance from your district or school that is not 
included in the previous list? If so, please list tiie additional assistance that you received. 

3. Is tfiere assistance that you did ^ receive from your district or School that you would have wanted to receive 
during that first year? Please e?q)lain. 



4. How effective was tiie district/school assistance that you received in promoting your professicoial develc^ment 
in the following areas? (Please refer to Section 3, if need be, for specific definitions of these areas) 

Not at all 
Effective 

Not Very 
Effective 

Somewhat 
Effective 

Veiy 
Effective 

Designing and Planning Inslnicticn NAE NVE SE VE 

Creating and Maintaining a Learning Climate NAE NVE SE VE 

Implemoiting and Managing Instroction NAE NYE SE VE 

Assessing Learning and Commanicating Results NAE NVE SE VE 

Collaborating widi Colleagues, Parents, Others NAE NVE SE VE 

Engaging in Professional Devdopment NAE NVE SE VE 

Demonstrating Contoit Knowledge NAE NVE SE VE 

Section 5; Interest in University Assistance 

1. Would you have been interested in receiving assistance fi'om Ifae University of Arizona during your first year 
of teaching? 

Yes No If not, please explain why: 

2. If yes, please indicate the types of assistance you would have been interested in. (Place a check mark next to 
any items of interest) 

General discussion seminars for new teachers to share experiences and get support 

Topical training sessions (i.e.: Classroom Mgmt, Lesson Planning, etc) 
Please suggest topics: 

C(Hit^ specific training sessions (i.e.: Teaching Geography, Using Math Manipulatives, etc) 
Please suggest topics: 

Observations by and conferences with a professor 

On-line nevreletters with information about available courses, updates on recent research, etc. 

On-line chat rooms with fellow teadiers 

On-line chat rooms with professors 

Other: 

3. Would you have been willing to travel to the UA campus for diis assistance? Yes No 



APPENDIX C 

COVER LETTER 



140 

College of Education 
O^ice of the Dean 
Telephone (520) 621-1461 

THE UNIVERSITY OF 

ARIZONA. 
TUCSON ARIZONA 

Telefax (520) 621-9271 
PO Box 210069 
Tucson, Arizona 85721-0069 

Dear University of Arizona secondary education graduate. 

My name is Patty Stowers, and 1 am a doctoral student at the University of Arizona. I am 
conducting research to leam more about the first-year teaching experiences of secondary education 
graduates. I am inviting the past three years of secondary education graduates to participate in this study by 
completing the attached survey. Permission was granted to obtain names and addresses of graduates for tibis 
stu<fy by the University of Arizona Office of Curriculum and Registration. 

The purpose of the survey is to ascertain how well-prepared graduates feh upon entering the 
teaching profession, tiie challenges they eiq^erienced during the first ye^tiie types of district support they 
received, and whether the University of Arizona could play a role in providing support to its graduates 
during their first year of teadiing. 

Your participation in this study is voluntary, but it is very important. You have a unique 
perspective to offer, and die study will be more powerful if a variety of perspectives are colle^ed. Also, 
given die difficulty of locating graduates who have moved around Ae state and country since graduation, 
it is critical fliat I obtain surveys bade fixjm the graduates I was able to locate. 

Even if you are not currently teadiing or you chose not to enter the profession, there are sections 
of die survey that will pertain to you, and your responses are still important to my researdi. 

Enclosed you will find the survey. I anticipate that it will take ^proximately 18 minutes to 
complete. There are many questions, but all of the information is itt^rtant. By completing and 
returning the survey, you have consented to participate in my study, tf you change your mind, you may 
withdraw fi^om the study at any time. There is no risk or benefit to you for partidpating in the study, and 
you will not be compensated for your participation. Please do not write your name on the survey. I 
guarantee that your responses will net be identified with you personally. The data will be published in 
my dissertation and possible journal articles, and it may serve as a benchmark for future research. If you 
have any questions during or after the study, please feel fiee to contact me or Dr. Hendricks at the email 
addresses listed below. You may also direct <]piestions to the University of Arizona Human Subjects 
Protection Program at (520) 626-6721. 

Please return the survey in the endosed stamped envelope by . 

I greatly appreciate your participation in this study. I hope that the data will assist the University 
of Arizona in providing effective teacher education programs an4 if apprqiriate, in offering additional 
professional support to first year teachers. 

Sincerely, 

Patricia Stowers InSO. Robert Hendricks 
Doctoral Student Assistant Dean for Professional Prqiaration 
University of Arizona, College of Education University of Arizona, College of Education 
pstowers(5ttheri ver.com hendricks@arizona.edu 
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