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This paper analyzes the findings from a three-state study of teacher induction policy. It looks
within and across the states of Illinois, Ohio, and Wisconsin to explore the landscape and
experience of teacher induction. Special attention is paid to what is mandated and funded at the
state level as well as the enactment of induction in urban school districts.

The data are based on document reviews and phone interviews conducted between January
and April 2005. In each state, we conducted interviews with key policy makers, advisors and
those positioned at the state level to be both knowledgeable about and influential in the crafting
of induction policy. We also conducted urban district interviews with key district and union
leaders. The interviews focused on teacher induction and we asked specifically about: the history
and evolution of programs, details of current efforts, descriptions of what is considered most
desirable, perceived barriers between current efforts and desired programs, and conceptions of
the state’s role in orchestrating teacher induction.

This paper finds that:

The focus on induction has recently increased in the three states and that each
state’s induction policy is in a different place along a developmental continuum
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States have linked teacher induction to credentialing as an effective policy lever

All three states have directly linked new teacher induction programs to reformed three-
tiered teacher credentialing system. This linkage is significant. It institutionalizes induction in an
already established and recognized structure and makes it an integral part of teachers’
professional development. Linking induction with credentialing gives teachers and schools a
vested interest and helps ensure a base of support and attention to programs. As a policy lever it
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is useful for establishing, expanding and sustaining new induction programs. It is necessary, but
not sufficient.

The goals, elements, and outcomes of induction need to be clearly articulated
and tracked at the state level to ensure the full potential of induction is realized

Althoughvariation exists, it is clear tha mentoringis happening in some form in mos
digtrictsin Illinois, Wisconsn, and Ohio. State-level policy informants, however, invaiably
agreed that qudity mentorship was an essential characteristic of indudion. They also almog
unanimoudy respondel tha a specified selection process and continuing professiond
development requirements were crudal features of indudion. While these two components
stood out, matching mentors to new teachersin grade level or subject matter, and mentor release
time and compensation were aso rated Gighly desirableCby policy informants. If mentoringisa
fundamental component of indudion, it mus be accompanied by these suppotive and regulative
practices to ensure new teachers receive qudity mentoring.
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Effective induction policy balances state guidelines with local autonomy

Given thistenson beween control at the state andlocal level, state level respondentsin all three
states spokeof the need to find abdance between thetwo:

“I think whenever you can allow for localities to make their own decisions and to
allow different policy areas to blossom, I think there is always a benefit to that, but |
think in some cases when you know something is the right thing to do as a state
policymaker I think it is worth putting forth some standards and requirements for
localities to follow.” (Wisconsin)

“I think that one of the things that would have to be done is to develop a program that
had enough flexibility that induction and mentoring could be permeated throughout
the state without jeopardizing the kinds of local abilities, if you will, what the local
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administrator wants to have succeed in that school or district, and [ think that that is
really important. I think when we get a one size fits all - it just doesn’t work.”
(Illinois)

“We do have something of a concern with, for example, orientations. We in Ohio
leave a lot up to local school districts to decide how they re going to implement
policy. And we support that, on the other hand we want to make sure that “Entry
Year” teachers and mentors are getting the minimum standard with regard to the
orientation.” (Ohio)

Insufficient funding for new teacher induction can widen the student
achievement gap

State Education Funding
Overall Funding Per Student to Highest Poverty and L owest Poverty Districts: 2000

Overall Fur}ding to Funding to
Funding Rank EL%Z‘;S; Rank ;g‘\:vee:; Rank
EELE District District
lllinois $2,060 2 $5,400 34 $7,460 8
Wisconsin $151 26 $7,375 4 $7,526 7
Ohio $394 18 $6,338 16 $6,732 14

(IERC, Policy Research Brief: 2002)

Given that these inequities already exist, failing to fund teacher induction and mentoring only
serves to exacerbate the disparities between contrasting districts and to inhibit districts’ ability to
develop and implement quality programs equally.

For example, Illinois has the second largest funding gap between its highest and lowest
poverty districts in the nation, in part due to a long standing dependency on local property taxes
for education funds — as is evident in Wisconsin and Ohio as well. Induction, therefore, is often
restricted to teachers in the “urban and the affluent” districts, as one state policy informant
eloquently stated. The latter can afford the induction programs and the former can attract soft
money support.

SUMMING UP AND LOOKING AHEAD

Illinois, Wisconsin and Ohio are focused on improving supports for new teachers. They have
each made significant steps toward improving and expanding induction programs within their
states. Linking teacher induction to credentialing was an inspired and effective policy move. It
has helped institutionalize induction by tying it to already existing structures and systems and
identifying induction as a professional development/teacher learning tool. All three states,
however, need to expand the induction frame to include teacher retention, student achievement
and cost savings. They need to develop systematic data collection and analysis systems to track
progress toward clearly defined goals and use the findings to improve induction efforts and guide
new policy development. Much is already known about ‘good induction’ and there is much to be
learned. States need to communicate what is known to districts in clearly articulated guidelines
that leave room for local adaptation. Marginal programs may do more harm than good — and
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while induction matters the form induction takes matters more. Ensuring consistency of quality
across the state is essential to ensuring equitable resource distribution. Systematic data
collection and analysis will improve the quality and consistency of programs. It will also develop
knowledge about the form and focus of effective induction.

It is our hope that the analysis in this paper will help states - Illinois, Wisconsin, Ohio and
others - to move their new teacher induction efforts forward. All three should be proud of their
accomplishments to date. They are at the forefront of a national trend and others can learn from
their experiences. As these three states move forward in the expansion and improvement of their
new teacher induction programs so the career prospects of new teachers are advanced.
Advancements in induction improve the supply of well-qualified teacher and ultimately the
educational prospects for America’s students.
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