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Abstract
Teacher education has been divided, traditionally, into preservice and inservice education, with the latter typically considered to be professional development. However, new models of preparation see this not as two categories but rather a continuum. This continuum is recognized in research and, to some extent, in policy in the United States. Changing a government’s certification system to recognize and support a new view with more specific and research-based requirements is difficult, given the barriers of law, culture and technical constraints. The main step suggested in research and attempted in many states is to begin to identify and address an induction period after certification as a part of teacher preparation. Since quality induction cannot be “delivered” effectively in a traditional way with seat time at a university or with disjointed professional development events, this innovation has suffered the packaging and token development that often doom innovation. 
This paper focuses on an approach to support of new teachers through induction infrastructure that uses alternative delivery mechanisms and an unusual partnership of state and higher education support for optimal impact. Barriers to such partnership are explored.
What Is Needed for Real Change of Perspective in a State System?  

In the United States, each state government (or state licensing board) sets policy and administers teacher licensing with many variations across the states but with a traditionally greater emphasis on the specific prescriptive needs of preservice education.  Swanson notes, in his review of state policies and preparation assumptions, “the field’s early and continuing focus on the qualifications and training of beginning teachers” (2006:8). 

This weighting of attention towards preservice requirements is further evidenced in publications of the National Association of State Directors of Teacher Education and Certification (NASDTEC), which provides a forum for interstate reciprocity decision-making and a compendium of decisions, with emphasis on the preservice preparation of teachers.  In 2004, the annual document included 52 pages that provide simple but clear indication of a range of requirements for preservice preparation for a license and eight pages that give evidence of much less prescriptive requirements for renewal or even the move to a higher level of certificate for most states (2004:B1-52 and E1-8).  An examination of the manual (an online document since the 2005 version) shows that most of the states require evidence of credits or hours of seat time for renewal of licenses, (ie.inservice development), while preservice preparation has lengthy descriptions of requirements for different levels of teaching, different content areas and more prescriptive specifics on field experience and testing than is found in descriptions of inservice requirements.

Yet research has begun to recognize the importance of new teacher post-certification development as a critical element in skill and practice (eg. Carpenter et.al (1989) and Cobb (1991) in mathematics; Cohen and Hill (2001) across curriculum.) A recent report of the American Educational Research Association concluded that “While adequate time for professional development is essential, studies also show that, by itself, more time does not guarantee success.” (2005:4). States need to re-think the emphasis on time and credits and find ways to use the research in state requirements for inservice expectations for continued licensure. Garet shows a clearer picture of professional development intended to impact student achievement, with contact hours less important than coherence of professional development substance (eg. alignment with in-classroom needs) and with focus on content (2001: figure1).
Policy-makers at state levels have not necessarily ignored the burgeoning research that inservice development is important to student achievement and should not merely be structured as a certain minimal number of hours. Some states had early requirements for more structured professional development and less emphasis on seat time, especially for newly licensed teachers. Many of these efforts have focused on identifying some process elements for induction (such as who can mentor, how many classroom visits or required meetings) and some have offered substance for the content of effective induction experiences.  But even in these cases, implementation has been difficult to achieve, partly because seat time, number of visits, and similar structural evidences are easier to track and count than the nuanced evidences of meaningful professional development. Resistance to real change by teachers, by representatives of teachers, and by ocal district administrators center on possible infringement of the teacher’s individual choices about development or on the costs/infrastructure needed for managing any system not based on seat time.

Focus on the Induction Period for New Teachers
In the United States, too many teachers are leaving the profession because they receive inadequate support, are overwhelmed with management concerns, and feel they have little voice in how decisions are made (Ingersoll, 2001, for example).  Some research suggests that about a third of new teachers leave teaching in the first three years and the numbers grow through the fifth year. Each departure of a new teacher means that some children will be passed another teacher—possibly a teacher in the first years of teaching—and that the investment in the departing teacher is lost to the community.

Why does it matter that so many new teachers depart? Apart form the estimated costs of recruitment of new staff by schools and the social costs to a school community, emerging research is showing that new teachers are not effective for the first several years (Rivers and Sanders, 2002). And the numbers of new teachers needed for the world’s schools are growing—not just in the United States and industrialized nations, but across the globe. UNESCO (2002) sees a worldwide shortage of teachers, at both elementary and secondary levels, in developed and newly developing nations. The shortages are based in part upon large rates of turnover of new teachers.   Extrapolating form US data, if one-third or more of those recruited to fill these vacant slots leave within three years, the teacher crisis not only looms but it continues to mount over the next decade. 

Yet recent research suggests that strong induction programs can shorten the experience requirement so that teachers make more positive impact faster  and can also reduce the rate of new teacher departure from the profession (Stanulis, 2006). The induction years should be recognized as a distinct phase in learning to teach according to Feiman-Nemser (2001), and so state recognition of that distinct period, with specific supports tailored to new teachers, could be part of the solution to this problem for the teaching profession and for the communities in which new teachers are hired.

Providing strong, high quality induction programs across a large geographic and political area is a challenge, particularly in times of fiscal constraint. Rural areas and small districts may not have the resources or personnel to develop their own induction programs, much less to prepare mentors and follow up on induction activities. Many regional service agencies that support state initiatives also lack the staff or resources to support induction. And yet the needs are great.  

Many states and school districts do now require that new teachers experience a structured induction period with a mentor and specific professional development activities to enhance their success.  For instance, the state of Michigan has had such a requirement on the lawbooks since 1993. But the system did not change significantly in response to that law. Requiring a good idea in law and seeing it as a real functional support for teachers are not the same.  A state agency can see the need for systemic support of new teachers, can develop state quality standards for such activity, can invent and uncover some resources, but to make real change possible on a large scale, large scale resources, partnerships and will are necessary. The changes anticipated from the new requirements in law had not emerged and state officials realized that real change would require different infrastructure, not just a new law.
As state officials reviewed progress in 2000 and 2001, even though the state had invested in the development of standards for induction programs and had involved associations of school administrators and principals in the design, and even though the state teacher association had invested in one model of mentor development and support, the landscape was just too spotty and irregular to say that quality induction and mentor programs were the norm. Some teachers had excellent support in becoming mentors and in providing resources to new teachers; other mentors were assigned in name only and never  had any idea what the role was supposed to involve, much less any training or support. Among new teachers, most had no idea that this was supposed to be the core of their professional development. State level statistics on professional development activity, while sketchy, were not audited and  showed few teachers reporting induction support as part of their development—and few mentors reported providing many hours of support to new teachers. 
In the course of disseminating the State Board of Education  standards on quality induction programs, state staff became vividly aware of these disparities in experience and resource. It is too easy to focus the problem on the haves/have not districts, however. While some well-off districts were able to release mentors from some hours of  instruction and offer formal training and planning time, some districts in one rural area of the state also benefited from the local university’s commitment to supporting induction across districts in that region. And still another university used its success in a federal grant to develop and provide solid resources for mentors in its area. 
To develop such an infrastructure that would be responsive to the barriers and would offer specific critical support, the state of Michigan applied for and received a US Dept. of Education Teacher Quality grant. The proposal focused largely on development of a state system to support mentors in the induction of new teachers. Because the issues of access and scale are critical in a large state (and Michigan has about 100,000 employed K-12 teachers), much of the program was designed to use online resources, newly developed to support induction from a serious research base.

Why a Partnership to Support Induction?

The state realized that the state, the local districts, the associations and the institutions of higher education all had some stake in induction and should have some role in providing it. 

· The State Board of Education is the entity able to promulgate standards for all districts, so it had a key responsibility to implement these standards;

· The state is the only entity that can change the data reporting system to document induction efforts and to attempt to document outcomes; 

· The state needed the other players in order to have quality induction go to scale, not just sit in lifeless state standards of quality on district shelves.

· Districts needed the state to provide leadership and unity around the meaning and implementation of standards for induction;

· Districts need the state to develop and disseminate some core resources to help districts meet the standards, not just the letter of the law. 

· Institutions of higher education began, during the 2003-05 period, to recognize that it was not enough to produce teachers who could not succeed in the hostile ground of a local district;

· Higher education cannot alone implement induction as it could not control local hiring decisions to make an easily accessible cohort of new teachers for local support;

· Most teacher preparation institutions were wary of  investing in induction materials because of the huge geographic spread and unique local needs of their alumni teachers. 

Given these interdependencies, the opportunity for true collaboration in support of induction seems inevitable—yet it was not. The state has a strong tradition and legal support for the autonomy of its higher education system from state control. Hence, the state cannot require teacher preparation to play a specific role in induction (although the existing induction law allows higher education to have a role). As well, local districts cannot be required to add new obligations such as investments in induction unless the state will pay for them entirely. So fostering a common sense of need, persuading partners to collaborate, were the state’s options, not the heavy hand of rule or law.  And these options actually make sense to state officials, since it is rare that required activity produces the kind of excitement and commitment that we believed would be necessary to transform a minimalist state law into a rich experience for every new teacher, the kind of experience that would help a teacher weather trying moments, learn new skills and return to tech the next year with more success.

At an organizational level, there are clear reasons why collaboration and cooperation might not have worked for this issue. For one thing, rational behavior models suggest that individuals or organizations assume responsibilities for which their contributions can have clear and visible individual pay-offs, not altruistic support of common needs Olson, 1971; . The apply the “common good” literature to the issue of induction of new teachers, one would see no actor (or organization) in the system having enough at stake to take on this huge cultural change issue of improving induction and mentoring, with the concomitant investment of human resources and the needed cultural changes in schools. Olson’s economic theory suggests that groups will devote relatively few resources to solving their common problems as opposed to the individual or unique problems each encounters.  From this perspective, the state education agency will survive without this common good of strong induction; local districts will just hire more new teachers and endure the revolving door and wonder why student achievement stagnates (with more comfort than changing culture involves!) and higher education can say it is not their problem since it occurs after the teachers are recommended. Hence, no cooperation could have been the outcome.

To shift the climate in order to afford more potential for collaboration, the state focused on getting a federal grant and fostering university involvement in the infrastructure development. This changed the picture of individual investments and eventual stakes, as did greater state emphasis on measuring outcomes of teacher education. The state wrote for an eligible federal grant and developed partnerships to make best use of these resources to meet the necessary grant outcomes. Michigan State University is the key partner, with added expertise provided by the University of Michigan and the Education Alliance (the state’s education associations).
The Partnership Focus: development of a flexible tool to support going to scale
It was seen as critical to provide opportunities for teachers (new teachers and mentors both) to ask their own questions, engage in research-based inquiry around their own questions, and reflect on new understandings around subject matter, students and learning, and teaching. Given a large geographic area, diverse social contexts (rural, urban and suburban as well as ethnically diverse or homogeneous schools) and diffuse local hiring decisions, distance learning offered the best choice for access of teachers to the new infrastructure. But also, the fluidity of knowledge bases, partners’ eagerness to include feedback from participants to improve materials, and emerging new research on induction itself (as well as on relevant student populations), all make a web-based system with openness to new tools ideal for the induction system.
The web design was established to promote collegial engagement with the project resources, so educators could learn together while also supporting beginning teacher learning. While some induction approaches rely upon lockstep march through the same questions, scenarios and problems, this approach starts with the premise that a self-empowered and proficient teacher is the goal and that, to get there, personal inquiry (guided and supported by a mentor) will be more effective than any pre-determined structure. With that in mind, the project emphasizes self-determination of questions and personal identification of solutions from the materials examined.
With this image of the empowered new teacher and the responsive coaching mentor in mind, one might wonder again how a state can make a difference. Shouldn’t this effort be grass roots to succeed, one district at a time? 
States typically have concern for taking a great idea and moving to scale—seeing an innovation in every school and classroom. State officials realized, though, that scale is more than having some representation of the material in 500 districts. As Coburn suggested, “definitions of scale must include attention to the nature of change in classroom instruction; issues of sustainability; spread of norms, principles and beliefs; and a shift ownership such that a reform can become self-generative.” (2003:3). She pointed out that attempts to go deep in capacity building and to increase sense of ownership tend to reduce scale in the sense of breadth due to resource constraints, hence “the more challenging a reform is to teachers’ existing beliefs and practices, or the more aspects of classroom practice or levels of system it engages, the more it may need well-elaborated materials and sustained ongoing professional development to achieve depth.” (2003:9). 
State department staff recognized that a change on the scale of the induction transformation would be more difficult to spread while achieving depth and that, in Coburn’s perspective, this need points to some scripting as part of the solution. State officials were concerned and the university was very responsive to the idea that structures or scripting would be inviting and flexible and would not wipe out possibilities of teacher ownership of the development choices and experiences. As one moves through the resulting website, the notion of flexible scripting is clearly realized by the structure and the questioning stance the university design team used.
Contribution to Alternative Infrastructure for New Teacher Induction
A federal Teacher Quality Enhancement Grant was used by the state department, two collaborating universities and statewide professional associations of teachers and principals to create professional development resources for beginning teachers and mentors, called ASSIST—Advocating Strong Standards-based Induction Support for Teachers (Stanulis and Markle, 2004).  These resources are being disseminated and woven into state certification requirements through the cooperative efforts of education professional associations, principal associations, state department, and university personnel.  

A series of regional conferences has been used to reach mentor teachers and administrative leaders and guide them through the materials and the exploration activities needed to implement quality induction programs (including mentor training programs) at the local school district.  Several hundred educators have been prepared in the use of the materials and in development of quality learning environments.  With open access to this capacity in place, the quality of the state’s induction and mentoring programs can be greatly improved, more consistent support from teacher preparation into induction is possible, and clear expectations for review of teachers at the end of induction can be made more concrete and consistent across districts in a state with high local control of education. Such collaboration is a model for other states and governments, coming as it does from autonomous partners under no mandated authority to collaborate.
The project supports beginning teachers, experienced teachers and principals as they work together to study and learn about practice in a professional learning community.  The plan to develop induction resources was grounded in the Michigan State Board of Education approved Teacher Induction and Mentor program standards, which were based upon extensive research and best practice, ranging from Danielson’s broad integrative lens on the framework for support for teachers (1996) to specific studies as cited above.  The intention of the support infrastructure development project was to create and disseminate those induction resources needed to support teachers who are continually learning, who value inquiry and collaboration, and will develop as high quality teacher leaders (as suggested by Moir &  Gless, 2003). The materials are designed to provide tools for building collegial conditions and practices of support where beginning teachers are not left alone in the classroom to learn to teach and are not directed to rhetoric, custom or preconceived solutions.  The web format acknowledges that the assigned mentor teacher has questions and that this induction period can contribute to the growth of the mentor too. ASSIST Web material also reflects the collaborative view that principals are important to new teacher induction and that managing induction is not a part of principal preparation. For this reason, one can enter the website as a new teacher, as a mentor, as a principal or as a content specialist and find appropriate and friendly questions to begin the journey that fits the entry point. Solutions can be many, not uniform.
The project’s induction materials provide over two hundred teaching and learning tools for the educator including multiple templates for guiding interactions between the beginning teacher and the experienced mentor.  The project also provides multiple ways of addressing crucial issues in education, including scenarios for discussion and templates for guiding interactions between administrators and teachers to promote a dynamic professional learning community.  
Seven modules to enhance educator’s knowledge are also available electronically through the project web portal.  These seven modules, based upon the collaborative state partnership’s analysis of greatest general need in new teachers, include the following areas:  
· Building Student Comprehension, 
· Developing Curriculum, 
· Developing Home, School and Community Partnerships, 
· Developing Literacy in Early Childhood, 
· Differentiating Instruction through Technology, 
· Inclusive Instruction, and 
· Promoting Student Achievement in Culturally and Linguistically Diverse Classrooms.  
The modules present instruction occurring at various grade levels providing a variety of contexts for teaching and learning.  All of the materials and modules have undergone extensive expert and practitioner field review and revisions. The most ambitious change has been the introduction of content-focused experiences to support new teachers in the teaching of the specific core content area, at elementary and secondary levels. These new exemplar lessons and approaches have been developed in collaboration with master teachers of specific content areas from Michigan school districts. The development of content-specific, not just general classroom support, follows the research evidence cited above that content-specific professional development is most likely to be used immediately by teachers and to improve student achievement most directly.

Many of the infrastructure activities of states in the area of education result in materials sent to school districts for use by staff, with early implementation support that may not persist long enough to sustain real change. The intention of this initiative, to have a living website, whose material have intuitive organization and are friendly to mentors, to new teachers and to principals, was to encourage true long term use in schools with different needs. Further development will depend on resources, of course, but the web mechanism and the intensive development of regional partners should sustain this initiative beyond the normal toolkit approach. All materials are available to instate users at no cost on a state-supported website. Conversations are in progress for one or more universities to offer credit towards the professional certificate based upon new teacher participation in these induction activities, as documented by the state portal and LEA mechanisms. That development would not only formalize a spread of the original state/university partnership but also a systematic response to the state licensure system’s demands for evidence in order for advance to the state’s professional license.  Out-of state and international users may currently access the materials and offer suggestions for future development. As we share these resources, we are hearing from other states and countries that, as one user put it: “This site…covers nearly every mentoring scenario…we were especially impressed by the many tools you have developed to help both the mentor and the mentee..” (2006 email).  
Evaluation work is underway to identify the success of the infrastructure in supporting change in practice in schools. The early evidence suggests that the general ASSIST support helps mentors identify how to work effectively with new teachers and offers hope for new teachers to feel supported, two conditions needed for teacher retention identified in the broad teacher retention literature above. Evaluation of the impact of the content-specific strands is not yet available.  Further evaluation will monitor the use of this resource by universities, by districts, and the formalization of this use by new teachers and mentors in future applications for professional licensure.
To use the resources, those new to this system are encouraged to go to http://assist.educ.msu.edu/ASSIST. Take the posture of a newly identified mentor and follow the line of questioning a mentor might have. Or, take the concerns of a principal newly expected to work with new teachers and/or mentors and identify likely concerns. As well, address some issues that surface for the new teacher and see how the website resources can foster the skills of problem solving and reflection, key to teacher empowerment.
In order to foster similar change in other geographic areas, particularly change that builds on the collaborative power of state and higher education together, consider how to frame support of new teachers to become a shared responsibility. In Michigan, uncertain resources and unclear roles had been barriers, which were addressed through the federal grant and through development of a focused state/university team. What are the barriers other regions face in supporting and developing new teachers? Can collaboration and online resources help to address these barriers? 
This work was supported by a USDE Teacher Quality grant to the Michigan Dept. of Education.
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