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Induction programs are policy interventions designed to address organizational 

and professional issues that arise during novice teachers’ transition into the 

workplace. These issues include high attrition rates, teacher burnout, low morale 

and limited development of instructional expertise. Although research has 

provided evidence about the promise of induction programs for addressing these 

issues, little is known about how these programs function in different 

organizational contexts for different demographic and professional groups of 

teachers. Using survey data from a nationally representative dataset of public 

school teachers, this dissertation describes the characteristics of teacher induction 



programs and their effects on teachers’ retention in different normative and 

organizational contexts for different groups of teachers. Induction programs 

increased the likelihood of teacher retention generally. This study finds that 

specific components of teacher induction programs, such as mentoring, common 

planning time and supportive communication, had different effects on retention. 

These effects vary according to school enrollment, schoolwide collegiality and 

commitment levels, and whether novices taught out-of-field. Specifically, this 

study found that high quality mentoring was moderated by teachers’ infield 

certification status, schoolwide collegiality and enrollment. Common planning 

was moderated by schoolwide commitment levels, and supportive 

communication was moderated by schoolwide commitment. 
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CHAPTER I 

SOFTENING A STARK CONTRAST 

 

The Problem 

Individuals are attracted to the work of public school teaching through a 

highly personal set of motivations (e.g., Bullough, Knowles & Crow, 1991; 

Cohen, 1991) and are summarily shocked by conditions strongly at odds with 

what initially attracted them to the work – the experience of learning to teach is 

often a collision of personal motivations and sociological realities (Lortie, 1975). 

In their new positions, many novice teachers – those with two or fewer years of 

experience1 – must demonstrate instructional, social and organizational skills 

they do not possess, and deal with student control and discipline issues, 

oftentimes coping by utilizing strategies in conflict with other educational goals 

(Feiman-Nemser, 2003; Veenman, 1984). These challenges build stress, heighten 

burnout among novices, and frequently lead them to decide to leave their 

positions for other endeavors (Gold, 1996).  

Teacher turnover, which includes permanent exits from the teaching 

profession as well as migrations from one school to another, is a pressing 

                                                 

1 This dissertation includes a Glossary of Terms. It is attached following the Appendix. 
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problem in the public education system (Kirby & Grissmer, 1987; Macdonald, 

1999). Turnover is particularly problematic among novice teachers. Within their 

first five years of teaching about one-third of new teachers leave their positions 

(Darling-Hammond, 2003). Teachers in high poverty schools often have even 

higher turnover rates (Bandiera de Mello & Broughman, 1996). One study 

indicates that teachers in some schools have turnover rates reaching almost fifty 

percent in their first year of teaching (Whitener, Gruber, Lynch, Tingos & 

Fondelier, 1997). Even more, high turnover rates disrupt children’s education 

generally, splinters instructional programs and undermines professional 

development processes (Johnson, Kardos, Kauffman, Liu & Donaldson, 2004). 

These problems have led policymakers to employ a variety of interventions to 

reduce teacher turnover generally, including induction programs, yet the 

interventions are rarely coordinated to both systematically diagnose and correct 

the problem of teacher turnover writ large.  

Researchers offer many explanations for teacher turnover. Often teacher 

turnover is viewed in terms of supply and demand, or a consequence of 

macroeconomic and market forces (Bluedorn, 1982; Murnane, 1987). However, 

these views of turnover neglect any possible relationship between turnover and 

the working conditions that give novice teachers the “shock” that teacher-

centered researchers (such as Lortie) have pointed to as causes of turnover.  
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Teachers often cite specific teacher working conditions as reasons for 

leaving their teaching positions. Just under 30 percent of teachers cited 

inadequate administrative support, and about 18 percent cited student discipline 

problems, as reasons for leaving the profession (Whitener et al., 1997). Difficult 

working conditions in general have been associated with teacher turnover for 

some time (Ishler, 1990; Chapman, 1986; National Education Association [NEA], 

1966), and recent research points to specific organizational conditions, such as 

insufficient faculty involvement in decision-making and poor hiring processes, 

that increase the likelihood for teacher turnover (Ingersoll, 2001; Johnson, 

Kardos, Kauffman, Liu & Donaldson, 2004).  

Education policymakers and program developers agree that it is critically 

important to increase retention rates among novice teachers because novice 

teacher turnover exacts a range of costs on the education system. Analysts point 

out that high rates of novice teacher turnover diminish the collective teacher 

knowledge and skills in a school (Kain & Singleton, 1996), overburden 

experienced faculty who need to compensate for the needs of junior colleagues, 

and require schools to devote limited resources to support newcomers year after 

year (Carroll, Reichardt, & Guarino, 2000; Darling-Hammond, 2003). The 

problems associated with teacher turnover reduce the efficiency of supplying 

quality teachers for instructional purposes in schools and, in turn, jeopardize 
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student achievement (Konanc, 1996). Most states and many individual schools 

and districts have recognized that the intensity and range of costs of novice 

teacher turnover demands programmatic intervention. 

 

The Proposed Policy Solution 

Improving novice teachers’ working conditions in order to improve 

teacher retention is of great concern to designers of novice teacher induction 

programs. The raison d’être for these programs is often to soften the stark contrast 

between the demands and working conditions of teaching and neophytes’ 

preconceptions and motivations surrounding teaching. By providing a variety of 

supports to novice teachers, these programs assist novice teachers’ transition into 

the workplace and reduce teacher turnover rates. Teacher induction programs 

have received widespread validation from teachers, policymakers and 

educational researchers; however, our understanding of their effects on teachers 

is limited, particularly our knowledge of whether their impact is contingent upon 

contextual and individual correlates of schools and teachers (Feiman-Nemser, 

Schwille, Carver & Yusko, 1998). 

Teacher induction programs are one type of formal policy intervention not 

necessarily that provides targeted teacher development activities. Although 

induction programs have been designed to respond to a set of common concerns 
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related to novice teacher development and retention, their forms vary greatly. 

Primary in many program designs is the provision of a mentor teacher who 

meets with one or more novices and provides individualized guidance to them 

as part of the induction process. Additional coursework, specialized workshops, 

classroom assessments, participation in collegial networks of novice teachers, 

reduced teaching schedules, and structured opportunities for novice teachers to 

receive feedback from other faculty or administrators are some of the other 

ingredients that policymakers use to build induction programs. Still other 

programs tie novice teacher development and induction to summative 

evaluations and state certification standards as a way to ensure that only high-

quality teachers are retained by school systems (Villani, 2002).  

Induction programs propagated widely after the 1980s, concomitant with 

increasing publicity concerning the problems faced by beginning teachers and 

major reform efforts aimed at professionalizing the teaching field. Besides 

reducing teacher turnover and creating a more stable workforce, some 

policymakers devised novice teacher induction programs as part of larger reform 

efforts to raise the quality of teachers generally, and in particular to develop and 

sustain effective teaching. Induction programs are central to professional 

development efforts in many school districts and a component of many states’ 

efforts to meet the challenges posed by high profile reform efforts such as the No 
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Child Left Behind Act of 2001. Currently, about three quarters of states have 

regulations requiring some form of induction program (Wang, Tregidgo & 

Mifsud, 2002). Induction programs are therefore at the center of nationwide 

efforts to reduce teacher shortages, strengthen the professionalization of 

teaching, and improve school performance. Nonetheless, while the focus on 

induction is strong, varying program structures and their outcomes have rarely 

been systematically explored in-depth. Policymakers’ faith in the efficacy of these 

programs could only until very recently rely on rigorous representative studies 

of program impacts on turnover, whereas in the past the evidence on program 

effects was limited both methodologically and conceptually.  

Despite their centrality in efforts to improve teaching, the actual effects of 

novice teacher induction programs have been measured only in terms of 

individual programs or by studies with limited generalizability. Empirical 

research on induction programs is generally weak, although since the late 1990s a 

handful of empirical studies using more rigorous methods have been completed, 

most recently Smith and Ingersol (2004). Generally, most empirical research on 

induction programs uses small sample sizes, provides no control group against 

which to compare effects, and fails to account for individual or organizational 

correlates of program outcomes. In summary, the merits of induction programs 

in addressing the issue of attrition and other transitional problems experienced 
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by novice teachers have a strong rationale in the professional literature but a 

weak empirical basis.  

 

Purpose of This Study 

The purpose of this dissertation is to examine in greater detail how 

induction programs affect one issue associated with the transition of novice 

teachers into the workplace – namely, teacher turnover. This study provides a 

fine-grained examination of the relationship between different components of 

induction programs (the programmatic elements that together form a whole 

induction program, such as a mentor or novice teacher seminars) and the 

likelihood of teacher turnover for different teacher, normative and organizational 

characteristics. Although research indicates that induction programs are 

promising policy responses to the problem of teacher turnover, the majority of 

existing studies of teacher induction programs have methodological limitations 

that make it difficult to generalize the findings of the studies to other settings.  

This study develops the empirical research literature on teacher induction 

by utilizing a survey data set available from the U.S. Department of Education 

that permits conducting a nationally representative, quasi-experimental analysis 

of induction programs and their relationship to teacher turnover. Specifically, 

data from the 1999-2000 Schools and Staffing Survey (SASS) offer measures of 
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several components of induction programs available to new teachers during their 

first year of teaching. SASS data also have measures of teacher turnover, 

teachers’ working conditions, teachers’ background and professional 

preparation, and teachers’ attitudes about collegial relations, among other 

potentially relevant variables. The SASS data are an excellent window on teacher 

induction programs and support this study’s purpose by addressing three areas 

of teacher induction research that have to date received little attention. 

First, although many studies have described the form and design of 

induction programs in various communities and states (e.g., Pan & Mutchler, 

2000; Southeast Center for Teaching Quality, 2003), these studies do not fully 

describe the variety of program forms experienced by new teachers.  Moreover, 

because each study categorizes program forms differently, it is difficult, if not 

impossible, to ascertain the true incidence of program forms nationwide. The 

SASS data provide standardized measures of program components that permit a 

consistent summary of program forms and an examination of how forms vary 

across teacher populations and organizational settings. The measures SASS 

provides are an advance on the extant data collected about induction programs, 

although while they point to discrete elements of induction support the measures 

in some instances reveal teachers’ perceptions of support and not necessarily a 

concrete instance of its availability. 
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Second, research on teacher induction program effects uses different 

outcome measures that complicate the synthesis of results across studies. Some 

studies measure teacher attitudes (e.g. Klug & Salzman, 1991), others measure 

changes in instructional performance (e.g. Schaffer, Stringfield & Wolffe, 1992), 

and still others measure teacher retention or a proxy measure for retention (e.g. 

Odell & Ferraro, 1992; Charles A. Dana Center, 2001). While program evaluations 

improve when multiple outcomes are considered (Joint Committee on Standards 

for Educational Evaluation, 1994), the body of research on induction lacks a clear 

or standardized set of measures in any of these areas. The utilization of widely 

differing outcome measures in induction research fragments our understanding 

of this policy rather than builds a common body of knowledge about it. The use 

of SASS data allows this study to focus on one outcome – retention – utilizing a 

relatively standard and accepted set of measures that tap teachers’ working 

conditions related to their decisions to stay or remain in the profession.  

Third, this study advances our understanding of how different forms of 

induction programs function in different organizational settings for groups of 

teachers differentiated by their demographic and pre-service preparation 

characteristics. SASS data are well-suited to this purpose because they include 

measures of many organizational and individual variables for each teacher who 

submitted information about the nature of their first year induction experience. 
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Teachers report information about their class sizes, the quality of administrative 

support they receive, their salaries, and their attitudes about numerous working 

conditions. Each teacher response is linked to detailed information about the 

schools in which they work. The SASS school survey collects information on 

school size, the racial, ethnic and socioeconomic composition of schools, and 

school programs.  

These data represent teachers nationwide and allow for systematic 

comparisons of different teachers in different settings. In contrast, existing 

studies of induction programs do not utilize this quality of survey data. By 

taking advantage of these extensive data on teachers and their working 

conditions, this study is postured to make analyses and conclusions about 

teacher induction programs in much more detailed and generalizable ways than 

previous studies – the analyses made possible by SASS permit this study to 

produce descriptions of program effects that vary according to different teacher 

backgrounds and school contexts. 

 

Research Questions 

Three key research questions guide this study. The first question produces 

a description of the form and distribution of induction programs nationwide 

while the second and third questions examine relationships between induction 
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programs and teacher turnover. I provide a rationale for each question and a 

brief statement of any assumptions about likely results. 

 

Question 1 

What induction components are most prevalent and what are their 

distributions among different demographic or professional groups of teachers in 

different organizational contexts?  

 

Although earlier research has catalogued the inclusion of various 

induction components in state-level legislation or policies (e.g., American 

Federation of Teachers [AFT], 1998), the extant literature does not describe the 

distribution of these components across teacher populations and different 

organizational settings. A wide range of factors, however, may influence 

teachers’ induction experiences, including state policies, school district priorities, 

local capacity, and beliefs about the difficulty of teaching in particular 

organizational settings (e.g., low-poverty v. high-poverty schools or elementary 

v. middle school settings). To better understand the policy-significance of 

induction programs, I examine not only their prevalence but teachers’ access to 

specific components of induction programs.  
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Because there is widespread support for induction programs and nearly 

half of the states promulgate the development of programs with policies or 

funding (or both), I expected to find large percentages of teachers reporting 

access to the more popular components of induction programs, such as 

mentoring, seminars and classes for beginning teachers, reduced class loads and 

supportive communication. I also expected, however, to find variation in 

teachers’ induction program experiences, including differences in the scope of 

induction experiences reported by teachers working in different school settings. 

Not all teachers will have access to all of the components associated with 

induction programs, and some teachers will have access to more components 

than others. 

 

Question 2 

What is the relationship between induction program components and 

teacher turnover?  

 

Although teacher induction programs are seen as a mechanism for 

accomplishing a range of different policy-relevant goals, reducing teacher 

turnover is among the most important of these goals; as evident in so many 

alarms from policymakers and teacher organizations such as the California 
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Department of Education (e.g. American Federation of Teachers [AFT], 1998; 

Carroll, Reichardt & Guarino, 2000).  A reliable and stable teacher workforce is a 

prerequisite for many education reform policies, including policies directed at 

improving pedagogy and enhancing accountability for school performance. 

Teacher induction programs are thought to reduce teacher turnover through 

policies and practices that support novice teachers’ transition into the workplace, 

but little is known about how different components of induction programs might 

influence the likelihood that teachers stay on the job. By examining the 

relationship between teacher turnover and different program components, I 

consider the possibility that some program designs may be more effective in 

reducing teacher turnover than others. 

Based on the results of earlier induction program research (e.g., Cheng & 

Brown, 1992; Eberhard, Reinhardt-Mondragon & Stottlemeyer, 2000) and 

generally accepted views that improving employees’ working conditions 

enhances their retention in the workplace (Weiss, 1999), I assume that the 

provision of induction programs decreases the likelihood of novice turnover. 

However, I also assume that not all program designs will be equally associated 

with low rates of teacher turnover. While there is little empirical evidence to 

suggest which program designs are more effective, it is reasonable to assume that 
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some components of induction programs will be more strongly associated with 

lower rates of turnover than others.   

 

Question 3 

How does the relationship between different components of induction 

programs and teacher turnover vary for different demographic or professional 

groups of teachers in different school settings?  

 

Studies of staff development and teacher turnover have identified a 

number of different individual and organizational correlates that impact 

successful staff development and teachers’ decisions to leave their jobs. I expect 

several of these correlates to play a significant role in statistical models that relate 

induction programs and turnover, and in doing so, provide a clearer 

understanding about how induction program effects may vary across 

demographic or professional groups of teachers and different organizational 

settings. 

Individual correlates of retention include teacher preparation and other 

demographic characteristics. Studies of the relationship between teacher sex and 

turnover (Bielby & Bielby, 1992; Erickson, Jacobs, Johansen & Robin, 1968; 

Whitener, et al., 1997) indicate that female teachers are more influenced by role 
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conflicts between the school and the home than male teachers. When teachers 

experience these conflicts, female teachers are found to be more likely to return 

home to raise children while male teachers are more likely to assume additional 

career responsibilities. Aspects of teachers’ preparation relate to turnover also, 

with uncertified teachers (Darling-Hammond, 2002) and those with less student 

teaching (Henke, Chen & Geis, 2000) leaving schools at higher rates. Math and 

science teachers also depart from the teaching profession more often, though 

these departures may have more to do with external career opportunities than 

stresses internal to the workplace (Murnane, 1987).  

Organizational characteristics, such as school level, size and location, bear 

on staff development effectiveness and turnover as well (Ingersoll, 2001). Other 

researchers (Bryk, Cambrun & Louis, 1999; Mclaughlin & Talbert, 2001; 

Rosenholtz, 1989) make it clear that enhanced normative and social climates, 

particularly higher levels of collegiality and communication among teachers, 

create a more desirable workplace for many teachers. Thus, to understand the 

role of induction programs it is essential to consider the interaction of these 

personal and organizational characteristics and the effect that they might have on 

the implementation and effectiveness of induction programs.  

Generally, I expect that the relationship between teachers’ induction 

experiences and teacher turnover will vary with teacher and organizational 
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characteristics. I assume, for example, that improvements in collegiality and 

communication between teachers – an aspect of schools generally known as a 

school’s “professional community” (McLaughlin & Talbert, 2001) – will improve 

teacher retention because these aspects of schools are associated with 

improvements in working conditions. I expect that high levels of teacher 

induction programs will reduce teacher turnover as well, although where 

professional communities are vibrant I expect induction to have a smaller role 

because other aspects of the school are alleviating some of the stress associated 

with teaching. Because professional community represents a substantial aspect of 

the working conditions that induction programs seek to improve, it is possible 

that the relationship between induction experiences and teacher turnover is 

contingent on the levels of professional community and similar organizational 

characteristics. 

 

Significance of the Study: Encouraging a New View of Induction Programs 

This study is important not only because it makes more detailed 

statements about teacher induction programs and their effects than have been 

made by prior studies, but also because it permits for a discussion of much more 

specific policy implications and nascent theories about how programs operate in 

terms of complex contexts. This study offers analyses that encourage a “new 
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view” of induction programs that is based on much more nuanced descriptions 

of programs and their effects. This view stands in contrast to much earlier 

research that viewed induction programs as a black box, where induction 

programs were evaluated in terms of their outcomes but the inter-workings that 

led to certain outcomes were largely neglected in terms of analysis. Most 

previous studies describe induction experiences and program effects in general 

or vague terms, without examining the components that make up the programs 

to understand their workings vis-à-vis school context and teacher background. 

Since earlier research has not utilized large scale survey data and standardized 

measures of induction program components, researchers have been limited to 

making broad-brushed claims about the programs with relevance to only those 

programs in which their observations were conducted. This study, however, 

utilizes a nationally representative dataset and analyzes information about 

several components of induction programs. The availability of these data opens 

several analytic opportunities not before possible in most induction program 

studies. 

 

Assumptions of the Study 

This dissertation is a policy study and it necessarily focuses on the role 

that a specific policy intervention – teacher induction programs – has on a 
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particular teacher behavior – retention. This study assumes that teacher 

induction programs are a viable means to improve teacher retention. I base this 

assumption on earlier studies that validate the importance of providing support 

for novice teachers (e.g., Feiman-Nemser, 2001; Russell, Altmaier & Van Velzen, 

1987), research that clarifies the problems and stress inherent in teachers’ 

working conditions (e.g., Darling-Hammond, 2003; Friesen, Prokop & Sarros, 

1988; Lortie, 1975; Rosenholtz, 1989; Veenman, 1984), and research on induction 

programs that provide some preliminary indications about their promise (e.g., 

Fideler & Haselkorn, 1999). Although induction programs cannot address all 

factors that influence a teachers’ decision to leave the workforce, they address a 

range of factors thought critical to teacher turnover and retention, particularly 

during the early stages of a teacher’s career. Given the importance of these 

factors, this study excludes teachers who worked in more than one public school 

in order to ensure that the school effects I model are linked to the novices’ first 

year of teaching.  

This study also assumes that the measures of components of induction 

programs available in SASS are valid indicators of the form of induction 

programs being utilized nationally. I base this assumption on literature that 

confirms the SASS components are common ingredients in many state policies 

and local programs. For instance, several reviews of state induction program 
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policies (AFT, 1998; Mastain, 1991), identify a similar set of induction 

components as central to state reform efforts. Literature reviews and other 

syntheses of empirical studies on teachers’ induction experiences describe a 

similar range of induction programs and do not suggest any significant 

omissions in the components included in SASS ( Fideler & Haselkorn, 1999; 

Villani, 2002). While SASS offers the best data to date on induction programs, the 

variables it uses to collect these data, in some cases, still remain measures of 

novices’ perception of the availability of support. 

 

Limitations of the Study 

Policy studies rely on effective measures of the policy interventions under 

study. This study measures several components of induction programs known to 

be common nationwide. Nonetheless, SASS does not measure all aspects of 

induction programs nor does it measure the quality of induction programs 

experienced by teachers. For instance, the amount of data SASS collects, while 

broader and more extensive than any other survey of teachers’ induction 

experiences, excludes important information about the training and selection of 

mentors, the stability of program funding (DeBolt, 1989), and implementation 

quality, as well as the percentage of novice teachers in a school that might have 

to be supported by an induction program (Johnson & Kardos, 2002). 
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Furthermore, SASS does not provide information about other programs that 

might influence teachers’ successful transition to the workplace, such as school-

university partnerships, professional development programs (beyond those 

provided by a mentor or induction program), or high-stakes performance 

standards for novice teachers.  

Another limitation to this study relates to the size of the relevant SASS 

sample. Although the full SASS public school teacher sample collects data from 

over 40,000 teachers, the relevant analytic sample in this study pertains to novice 

teachers who worked in the same school in which they receive induction support 

during their first year of teaching. After applying these restrictions, the 

remaining sample is approximately 3,000 teachers, less than 10 percent of the full 

SASS sample of teachers. Furthermore, the number of teachers sampled within 

each SASS school is small, constraining the potential to use multilevel methods 

that permit the full disentanglement of individual and organizational effects. 

Although the relevant analytic sample is sufficient for the purposes of this study, 

a larger sample would permit a more robust investigation of how organizational 

contexts influence the effectiveness of teacher induction programs. 

While these limitations complicate a study of induction using SASS, 

important analytic opportunities remain. These opportunities are bolstered by 

SASS being the only national sample of induction programs and individual 
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components available. Not only are these data representative of teachers 

nationwide, they include several other measures of teachers’ working conditions 

and normative and behavioral experiences thought relevant to an investigation 

of induction programs. By utilizing these advantages and the analytic 

opportunities afforded by SASS data, this study tests more complex hypotheses 

about induction programs without concerns that results are too closely tied to the 

idiosyncrasies of local settings.  

  

Organization of the Study 

The next chapter reviews teacher induction programs and teacher 

turnover literature relevant to the study. Chapter 3 describes the methodology I 

will use to answer the research questions introduced in Chapter 1. Chapter 4 

presents the results of my analysis described in Chapter 3. Chapter 5 summarizes 

the study, discusses the implication of the results of the study and recommends 

directions for further research. 
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CHAPTER II 

ILLUSTRATIVE AND EMPIRICAL ACCOUNTS 

OF INDUCTION PROGRAMS 

 

This day the selectmen, accompanied by the Rev. Mr. 

Prentice and some other gentlemen of the town, visited the 

school, and after good advice given the children and 

solemn prayers to God for his blessing, they gave Mr. 

William Harris the care of the Writing School. (Small, 

1969, p. 336) 

 

A large proportion of teachers today might identify with the relative absence of 

professional guidance that is implicit in Small’s (1969) account of William Harris’s rapid 

introduction to his school in eighteenth century Charlestown. In fact, from colonial times 

to the present era, education history provides a consistent record of weak support for new 

teachers. Two hundred years after William Harris was given “care of the Writing 

School,” Dan Lortie’s (1975) seminal examination of teachers and their work concluded 

that weak professional induction into teaching, combined with cultural and personal 

expectations embedded in teachers’ life histories, isolated teachers in the workplace and 

weakened their commitment to teaching as a profession. As Lortie gathered evidence that 

pointed to the failures of teacher professionalism, policymakers created the first induction 

programs to begin to address high rates of beginning teacher turnover that were believed 

to stem from poor working conditions and the stresses that teachers faced in schools.  
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In this chapter, I present a critical review of research, policy and theoretical 

literature pertinent to this quantitative study of teacher induction programs. I begin with a 

brief characterization of the literature that describes and analyzes teacher induction 

programs. Next, I connect Lortie’s (1975) description of the problems he observed in 

teachers’ working conditions to contemporary policy issues related to teachers’ 

professional development and entry into the teaching profession. I then describe the 

rationale and form of existing induction programs, which have become popular solutions 

to challenging working conditions that lead to teacher turnover, follow this with a 

description of what is known (and not known) about induction program effects, and 

suggest that important contextual and individual variables may interact with these effects. 

Last, I state the limitations of current research on induction programs and re-state the 

problems that this study investigates.   

 

The Nature of Literature Describing and Analyzing Induction Programs 

The literature on induction programs is “multivocal” – that is, it comprises a large 

body of literature that varies widely in purpose, perspective, and epistemological 

procedures (Ogawa & Malen, 1991, p. 265). A variety of authors, such as state policy 

makers and program analysts, academics, non-profit organizations and interest groups 

(e.g., the National Education Association [NEA] and the American Federation of 

Teachers [AFT]), as well as members of the private sector (e.g., consultants or consulting 

firms), contribute to the induction program literature. These authors have myriad 

affiliations and aims; they approach the topic from different perspectives and with 

different analytic requirements. The diversity of perspectives on induction programs 
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mirrors the myriad programmatic responses to the problem of new teacher turnover, and 

points also to how induction programs are oftentimes part of larger concerns about 

teacher quality, student achievement or other educational reforms 

While some of the earliest studies of induction programs date from the 1960s (e.g. 

,Johnson, 1969; Swanson, 1968), most research literature on induction programs dates 

mainly from the 1980s and later, in part due to interests in induction as a lever for 

management and accountability efforts characterizing that decade. It includes accounts of 

the challenges that novice teachers face during their first teaching assignments, speaks 

often to a policymaker audience about specific policy issues, and sometimes considers 

induction in relation to relatively concrete aspects of teachers’ working conditions (such 

as class size or instructional feedback) yet does little to build to any generally agreed 

upon, and empirically-based, propositions about induction processes. The literature lists 

many elements that comprise induction programs but lacks a consensus about how certain 

program characteristics promote the successful induction of novice teachers. I draw on 

these various studies throughout this chapter because each type highlights the limitations 

in our knowledge of how and under what circumstances induction programs promote the 

retention of novice teachers.  

While the induction literature has limitations, when viewed broadly, it presents 

the range of program forms used in practice and introduces a number of different analytic 

lenses through which to examine programs. In selecting the literature to include in this 

review, I chose studies, reports, and related documents that provided comprehensive 

descriptions of programs, reflected current thinking about induction and the problems that 

new teachers face in the workplace, and, quite often, had undergone peer review, or were 
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published by established organizations (e.g., published in a journal of the American 

Educational Research Association [AERA] or by an organization such as the AFT, the 

American Association of Colleges of Teacher Education [AACTE], or a state-level 

agency). Prior to critiquing this literature, however, I refer to a classic examination of the 

conditions of teaching known to challenge novice teachers to this day. 

 

The Problem in Beginning Teaching Working Conditions 

Novice teachers are typically isolated from colleagues who might otherwise help 

them develop knowledge and expertise during the beginning of their instructional careers. 

Preeminent among the studies of these isolating and unprofessional working conditions in 

schools is Lortie’s Schoolteacher (1975). Lortie used multiple sources of data for his 

classic study of elementary and secondary schools located in New England and Florida, 

such as survey results, interviews and observations. He found teachers’ socialization into 

professional norms and practices to be very weak, and he identified several aspects of 

teachers’ work that enabled this weakness.  

One, which he termed, “soft recruitment,” permits prospective teachers to self-

select a teaching career without facing strong professional entry standards. This relative 

openness contributes to insufficient cohesion among teachers and makes it more difficult 

for teachers to develop a unified professional identity. Second, Lortie identified 

“insufficient rewards” in teaching that include a lack of long-term extrinsic rewards, a 

scarcity of ancillary rewards and teachers’ frequent reliance on “psychic” rewards. 

Psychic rewards are teachers’ subjective valuations of what is rewarding in their work 

and are dependent on teachers’ personal attitudes, purposes and goals; they frequently 
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relate to managing relationships with students, or protecting self-esteem, and seldom 

connect to professional standards of practice. Similarly, small salary increases and 

limited promotional structures increase the “tentativeness of future commitments” among 

teachers. The inadequate reward structure yields short-term thinking among teachers and 

contributes to increased attrition. Third, the “absence of collective efforts” leaves novice 

teachers generally isolated in their classrooms without a socially tight faculty to support 

them. The lack of teacher collectivity in schools – or in contemporary terms, the lack of 

professional community – limits new teacher cohesion, reduces commitment, and 

increases turnover. According to Lortie, these three defining elements of weak 

socialization among teachers—soft recruitment, insufficient rewards, and absence of 

collective efforts—strengthen teachers’ reliance on personal beliefs and practices rather 

than any set of shared professional standards or collegial support that would help form a 

collegial community among teachers.  

Simon Veenman (1984) supplemented Lortie’s detailed analysis of teachers’ early 

career socialization with an extensive catalogue of working conditions that beginning 

teachers perceive as problematic. In his review of dozens of studies, classroom discipline, 

student motivation, parent relationships, insufficient materials, the organization of class 

work and problem students were common issues that amassed into a “reality shock” for 

novice teachers during their transition from pre-service preparation to their first full-time 

positions. Veenman’s description of early work experiences, which he developed from a 

meta-analysis of 83 studies (including 55 from the United States), paints a picture of 

novice teachers struggling with stressful working conditions that fail to meet novice 

teachers’ psychological needs and limit positive social integrations with students and 



 27

colleagues. Veenman’s characterization of the difficulties that novice teachers confront is 

consistent with other research on teachers’ working conditions (Chapman & Hutcheson, 

1982; Gold & Roth, 1993; Johnson, Kardos, Kauffman, Liu & Donaldson, 2004). Given 

the frequency and scope of problems encountered by novice teachers it is not surprising 

that one critic has viewed teaching as the “profession that eats its young” (Halford, 1998).  

But while research documents the challenges encountered by novice teachers 

generally, those challenges may be especially acute in specific school settings. The 

stresses and strains of first teaching assignments are sometimes paired with ineffective 

school leadership (Berry, Noblit & Hare, 1985) and may be exacerbated in specific 

organizational contexts where school leaders and teachers face the greatest educational 

challenges. For example, research on teachers’ working experiences in urban schools 

indicates higher crime rates, greater teacher and student absenteeism, lower student 

achievement and attainment, and fewer instructional resources than in rural and suburban 

schools, all of which create additional stresses and strains in the workplace (Lippman, 

Burns & McArthur, 1996). If the profession “eats its young” generally, its appetite is 

particularly voracious in these higher-stress, lower-support settings. 

Contemporary expectations for novices to immediately perform at a competent 

level compound the negative impact of these challenging working conditions. While 

novice teachers struggle with basic classroom management and curricular issues, well-

established patterns in the teaching profession provide little opportunity for the gradual 

assumption of teaching responsibilities (Feiman-Nemser, 2001; Lortie, 1975). The culture 

of expectations placed on novices by reformers and policymakers gives little attention to 

the more fundamental needs of novice teachers, such as mastering classroom 



 28

management, overcoming doubts about self-adequacy, understanding criteria for novice 

teacher evaluations, and building appropriate and positive relationships with their pupils 

(Fuller, 1969). Added to this set of challenges is the erosion of teachers’ authority and 

professional identity (Rice & Schneider, 1994; Short & Greer, 1997) that are concomitant 

with the rationalization and specialization of their work.  

The weighty burden of demanding working conditions, immediate performance 

expectations, and hindered teacher autonomy creates significant stress on teachers, often 

leading to teacher attrition (Friesen, Prokop & Sarros, 1988; Gold, 1996). About one-

fourth of all beginning teachers leave the profession in the first five years, and in high 

poverty areas the attrition rate has been reported to be as high as 50 percent (Bandiera de 

Mello & Broughman, 1996; Darling-Hammond & Sclan, 1996; Whitener, et al., 1997).  

Although some attrition is evident in all occupations, it can be particularly 

destructive in school systems. For example, novice teacher turnover increases recruitment 

costs and yields a poor return on personnel investments (Texas Center for Educational 

Research, 2000). The accelerated loss of pedagogical expertise associated with attrition 

compounds these high monetary costs when large numbers of teachers leave the 

profession before they develop high levels of professional knowledge (Berliner, 1988) 

and contribute to school effectiveness. High rates of novice teacher turnover disable 

school systems from generating collective teacher knowledge (Kain & Singleton, 1996) 

and burden veteran teachers with the ongoing support they must offer to a steady arrival 

of inexperienced colleagues. Ultimately, high rates of teacher turnover make it harder and 

harder to allocate high quality teachers to classrooms for instructional purposes. In these 
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circumstances, the teaching field ultimately fails to build a set of “well-recruited” experts 

who can assist novices, in turn stymieing student achievement (Konanc, 1996). 

 

Teacher Induction:  A Policy Solution? 

Growing awareness of the difficulties faced by beginning teachers has spurred 

researchers, policymakers, teacher advocates and some educational leaders to develop 

policy interventions intended to slow the revolving door of teacher exits and transfers 

from public schools. To understand the nature of these interventions – specifically 

teacher induction programs – I discuss the rationale for their creation, the different forms 

of induction programs, and the available evidence about the success of induction 

programs in reducing teacher attrition.  

 

Rationale and Purposes of Teacher Induction Programs 

Policymakers created some of the earliest induction programs in the late 1960s in 

response to the educational issues identified by James Conant (1961) and other problems 

beginning teachers encounter, such as insufficient instructional knowledge, 

dissatisfaction with working conditions and high rates of turnover (Durbin, 1991). Early 

program designers generally attributed teacher turnover to high levels of teacher stress 

and loss of commitment that resulted from difficult working conditions. The induction 

programs intended to prevent teacher burnout by attending to their psychological and 

professional needs. Induction programs also sought to improve novice teachers’ transition 

from pre-service to in-service environments and to expand teachers’ knowledge of 

effective teaching. In other words, early teacher induction programs recognized that 
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personal and professional supports were necessary to stem the flow of novice teacher 

turnover (Gold, 1996).  

Odell (1989) offered a more expansive rationale for teacher induction programs 

that included seven goals: 

1. Continuing assistance to ameliorate common problems beginning teachers 

experience; 

2. Developing requisite knowledge and skills for successful teaching; 

3. Integrating novices into school, district and community social systems; 

4. Providing opportunities for novices to reflect on their work; 

5. Building a foundation for continued growth; 

6. Increasing positive attitudes about teaching among novices; and 

7. Increasing novice retention. 

 

More recently, Feiman-Nemser (2001) argued that induction is a central phase in 

a continuum of teacher learning. In her vision of teacher learning, teacher induction is a 

time when novices must learn how to teach whereas during pre-service training novices 

learned about teaching. Feiman-Nemser listed several key tasks of induction programs: 

developing knowledge about the communities in which teachers work, developing novice 

teachers’ knowledge about curriculum and adaptations to fit curriculum with students’ 

needs and interests, supporting novice teachers’ pedagogical experiments, promoting 

teachers’ professional identities, and promoting the classroom as a locus for inquiry about 

instructional practice (Feiman-Nemser, 2001).  
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Forms of Induction Programs 

While there is general agreement about the purposes of induction programs, a 

range of induction program forms exists nationwide (American Federation of Teachers 

[AFT], 1998; Cohen, 2003; Furtwengler, 1995; Villani, 2002). Program forms vary 

according to their legislative and policy environments, particularly in the funding that 

they receive across different state, district, and school locations. Even among induction 

programs that germinate from state level policies sensitive to the need to support novices, 

individual program quality may vary considerably within states and reflects the different 

capacity, needs, and commitment of local schools and school systems. However, while 

induction programs have some variability in their structural design – that is, how they are 

funded and what types of discrete supports they offer to beginning teachers – programs 

can be categorized according to whether they include specific components or forms of 

support. In this section, I discuss several of the key components characteristic of 

induction programs, and then present portraits of several well-developed programs 

identified in the literature. 

 

Induction Program Components 

National summaries of the status of induction program policies (e.g., American 

Federation of Teachers (AFT), 1998; Mastain, 1991; Southeast Center for Teaching 

Quality, 2003; Wang, Tregidgo & Mifsud, 2002) provide some indication of either the 

frequency with which certain components are utilized or what components are held to be 

important in program designs. These components include: 
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1. Mentor teachers who are trained and who are provided release time during 

the day to work with beginning teachers to help them hone practice and 

become familiar with the culture and operations of the school; 

2. A scheduled in-service program of professional development for 

beginning teachers, that includes group support meetings, orientations, 

seminars, and observations; 

3. A process of formative and/or summative evaluation of beginning 

teachers’ knowledge and performance; and 

4. Scheduling that permits opportunities for novice teachers and their peers 

to collaborate, observe lessons, reflect on professional development, and 

otherwise plan, communicate and collaborate. 

 

These four components are the most widely addressed elements in both induction 

program designs and in calls for the expansion or promotion of the programs (e.g. AFT, 

1991; Gold, 1996; Southeast Center for Teaching Quality, 2003; Wisconsin Department 

of Public Instruction, 1998). Other elements of induction programs are discernable in 

program plans and descriptions, in addition to the four I just presented, however they do 

not provide direct support to teachers. For instance, the existence of leadership positions 

within the program (such as a program administrator), detailed frameworks for 

evaluation, funding levels, and relevant curricula (Achinstein, 2001; Burmaster, 2002) 

may be viewed as other program components that indirectly influence the experiences of 

beginning teachers. However, in the following pages, I focus on the four components 

described above because they are available more directly to novices themselves. 
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Mentors – The Predominant Component. 

Mentors are the most common component in induction programs and their roles 

are a frequent focus in the induction literature, with several monographs and articles 

focusing on this component (e.g., Awaya, et al., 2003; Danielson, 1999; DeBolt, 1989; 

Feiman-Nemser, 1996; Ganser, 2002; Gratch, 1998; Kilbourn & Roberts, 1991; Kyle, 

Moore & Sanders, 1999; Lasley, 1996; National Foundation for the Improvement of 

Education, 1999; Odell & Ferraro, 1992; Odell & Huling, 2000; Scherer, 1999; Strong & 

Barron, 2004). The literature on mentoring is extensive. The prominence of mentors in 

induction programs has led researchers to claim that they are “essential” actors in the 

nexus of professional control in schools (Rowan, 1990). Buttery, Haberman and Houston 

(1990) claimed that the provision of first year mentoring is the most salient issue facing 

teacher education. These supporting views on mentoring are consistent with teachers’ 

reports that novices are highly motivated to work with a mentor and with research that 

substantiates the linkage between mentoring and improved transitions into classrooms, 

including lower turnover rates for novice teachers (AFT, 1998; Koppich, Ashner & 

Kerchner, 2002).  

The importance of mentoring, and its centrality in the minds of novice teachers, 

adds credence to the contention that consistent and high-quality mentoring is a mainstay 

in effective novice teacher induction (DeBolt, 1989; Gold, 1996; Villani, 2002). Because 

of their critically important role, advocates and experts argue that mentors need to receive 

substantial preparation – that they become informed about program goals and district 

teacher development policies, learn about the stages of teacher development and the 
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particular needs of novice teachers, are trained through the school year in clinical 

supervision and classroom observation, and are taught about the importance of fostering 

critical teacher reflection (Brewster & Railsback, 2001; Ganser, 2002; Villani, 2002). 

These training goals have been translated into a range of mentor functions by 

local educators and policymakers. For example, an induction program in Dubuque, Iowa, 

requires mentors to:  

1. Ensure that novices develop competency in several areas of teacher 

development defined by the State; 

2. Meet and observe novices at least monthly; 

3. Provide additional novice consultation during other non-instructional time; 

4. Assist novices in curriculum implementation, provide feedback to building 

administrators about mentoring activities; and  

5. Serve as a demonstration teacher in matters of instructional and classroom 

management (Green Valley Education Area, 2003).  

6. As demonstrated by this induction program, as well as by induction 

programs elsewhere, mentoring is a central component in many program 

designs.   

The Charles A. Dana Center’s (2001) study is one of the relatively thorough 

analyses of mentoring programs that can be found in the literature. It provides a synthesis 

of induction program designs and a description of the policy context surrounding 

programs, though the study’s empirical evidence regarding program effects is limited to 

novice teachers’ ratings of the quality of support provided by mentors. Based on a subset 

of about 500 beginning teachers in their second year of an induction program, and the 
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ratings these novices provided on mentor effectiveness, the Dana Center found that 

release time for mentors to interact with new teachers, and physical proximity of the 

mentor to the novice, have significant effects on novice ratings of mentor quality. 

However, novice-mentor subject area match did not have a significant relationship to 

mean ratings. Unfortunately, the lack of information on how each variable was 

constructed prevents a clear understanding of the size of these effects (Charles A. Dana 

Center, 2001).  

Although the authors of the Dana Center report did not pursue the meaning of 

these results further, their data suggest that aspects of mentoring programs may interact in 

a way that relates to program effectiveness. The authors gave an indication of these 

relationships by explaining that the addition or removal of induction components from 

their effectiveness models altered the effect sizes of other components in those models. 

For example, it is conceivable that the role of subject match in a teacher’s mentoring 

experience may depend on a mentor’s proximity and release time. If mentors are not 

available for support (i.e., when their proximity is low or mentors have less release time) 

the importance of the mentor’s subject knowledge for novices may be seriously 

constrained. More extensive and detailed analyses concerning the kinds of support 

provided by induction programs would clarify further the importance of specific aspects 

of the novice teacher-mentor match. The Dana Center’s analyses of program design 

elements are less conclusive when their methodology, which uses no control group, direct 

measures of program effects, or estimates of possible interaction effects, is taken into 

consideration.  
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In-Service Events or Professional Development for Beginning Teachers. 

Among the other induction program components, in-service or professional 

development activities designed specifically for novices are common and can take a 

variety of forms, such as observations, group or team meetings, seminars, orientation 

activities and conferences. Ideally, these events are regularly scheduled and form a 

continuum of instruction that is geared to the novice’s early teaching experiences, in 

contrast to typical in-service events scheduled periodically for all teachers. The literature 

on in-service programs that are intended for novices alone is much less extensive than the 

literature on mentoring and must be pieced together from studies focused on induction 

generally; little empirical evidence is tied directly to efforts to understand novice-

centered in-service events.  

Ideally, in-service programs for novices should meet the best-practices criteria of 

professional development that all teachers receive generally, such as being a form of 

continuous collaboration among teachers who work toward school goals and being linked 

to solving real instructional and achievement problems (Hawley & Valli, 1999). For 

beginning teachers, in-service programs may be an important source of information about 

school reforms, student achievement or teacher evaluation standards, pedagogical theory 

or subject matter. Wisconsin’s “Professional Development Plan,” for instance, is intended 

to promote novices’ self-directed growth, increase their collaboration in professional 

learning activities, address Wisconsin Standards for Teacher Development and Licensure, 

and encourage “risk taking” [sic] to improve student learning (Burnmaster, 2002).  

Not surprisingly, beginning teachers prefer interactive in-service programs over 

non-interactive forms (Perez, Swain & Hartsbough, 1997). When these programs are 
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ongoing, school based, collaborative, teacher initiated and rooted in relevant knowledge 

bases about teaching and learning, they are thought to be most effective (Abdal-Haqq, 

1995). A study of a North Carolina induction program provides an example of such a 

professional development intervention. This program required its participants to meet 

three hours each week in which novices hone classroom organization, management and 

instruction using feedback and student assessment data. Additionally, novices in this 

program meet in small groups to review observational data about their own teaching. The 

level of interaction among these novices, and their data-driven focus on instructional 

issues, suggests the program uses methods in concert with Hawley and Valli’s (1999) 

professional development criteria. Unfortunately, the authors used only aggregate 

comparisons of program participants and a control group without focusing on how 

specific program components like those described above played a role on outcomes 

(Schaffer, Stringfield & Wolfe, 1992).  

Overall, we know little about the effect on turnover of in-service programs 

intended for novices specifically. For instance, knowledge about how this component 

compares to the impact of mentoring or release time is unknown. The lack of information 

about this component may be due to that fact that it is indistinct from generalized 

professional development efforts, or to the predominant focus on mentoring in the 

induction literature. Moreover, high-quality, interactive professional development 

opportunities for novice teachers may be relatively rare. According to some observers, 

many induction programs ultimately yield interventions that do not grapple with 

important staff development processes, in particular the complex process of learning to 

teach (Feiman-Nemser, Schwille, Carver & Yusko, 1998). 
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Evaluation 

Induction programs may offer both formative and summative evaluation of 

novices, with summative evaluations sometimes paired with statewide standards for 

teacher performance. Traditionally, mentors offer confidential instructional and 

emotional support to novices and do not participate in their formal evaluations (Villani, 

2002). However, mentor participation in summative teacher evaluations is becoming 

more common as pressure for better teacher performance intensifies with the 

implementation of national and state accountability policies.  

An example of a summative evaluation component in an induction program can 

be found in Connecticut’s Beginning Educator Support and Training (BEST) program. 

BEST is a three year induction program that provides a range of supports to novices, as 

well as summative evaluation based on discipline-specific portfolios that novices develop 

through their time in the program. Mentors and novices structure their interactions, in 

part, according to Connecticut’s curriculum framework and student achievement 

standards. Novices must successfully meet BEST performance standards to receive a 

permanent teaching license. The successful implementation and strength of BEST’s 

evaluation procedures rest on the political climate in which the program was born, 

however – the entire program developed within a strong climate of accountability and 

systemic change within that state’s educational system (Fisk, 1999).  

Some experts raise concerns about the utility of mentors conducting summative 

evaluations because the process might undermine trust and collegiality, which are 

hallmarks of the mentor-novice relationship. For instance, Furtwengler (1995) observed 
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that the high-stakes nature of summative evaluation was not, “congruent with the under 

girding philosophy of beginning teacher programs” (p. 8). Stanulis and Russell (2000) 

echo Furtwengler, explaining that trust between mentors and novices is essential, and that 

the relationship between these two teachers must be democratic if it is to function well. 

Stanulis and Russell state, “For it is only when mentoring becomes mutual and shared 

that equity can be achieved among all participants” (p. 79). Such views of mentoring are 

paralleled in studies that indicate that a mentor’s most important qualities include the 

ability to share their time, thoughts and feelings, as well as be flexible, and have a sense 

of humor (Kyle, Moore & Sanders, 1999). While these behaviors and attitudes are not 

impossible to combine with the role of a summative evaluator, they do suggest the 

challenges that mentors may face when performing dual roles as evaluator and mentor.  

Furtwengler’s (1995) and Stanulis and Russell’s (2000) analyses demarcate an 

important area of research that is unexplored in teacher induction studies. While these 

studies point out that novice evaluation, particularly summative evaluation, conflicts with 

the emotional and instructional support that induction programs intend to generate, 

neither of these authors, nor others who describe the role of evaluation in induction 

programs (e.g., Feiman-Nemser, Schwille, Carver & Yusko, 1999; Neal, 1992; Wilson, 

Darling-Hammond & Berry, 2001), make a clear empirical analysis of how evaluation 

relates to the retention of novices in induction programs, particularly vis-à-vis other 

program components. Some indication of this relationship might be inferred from studies 

of high stakes environments and their negative impact on teachers’ professional 

development and turnover (Boardman & Woodruff, 2004; Wright, 2002). Nonetheless, 
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the existing literature on induction programs provides few studies by which to verify such 

claims.  

 

Schedule Adjustments 

Programs that provide novices with schedules and other avenues for increased 

time to collaborate or plan, such as reduced teaching loads (either in the form of a smaller 

number of classes each day or a smaller number of class preparations required each day), 

are believed to give novice teachers the support they need to enhance their instruction, 

develop their discussions about teaching and learning with other school staff, facilitate 

their reflection about practice and open more avenues for professional growth. While 

such scheduling is frequently proposed as an important component of induction 

programs, it is rarely provided to novice teachers (Howey & Zimpher, 1999). Local 

mandates for reduced teaching loads are rare, and statutory language at the state level to 

support release time from teaching is seldom apparent (AFT, 1998). As a result, there is 

little direct evidence in the literature on teacher induction that clearly identifies the 

relationship between this component and a given outcome for beginning teachers. In this 

sense, it should come as no surprise that arguments for reduced teaching loads are based 

less on empirical evidence than on rational arguments and strong personal beliefs (e.g., 

Curran & Goldrick, 2002; Stansbury, 2001).  

Justification for the provision of release time often relies on earlier research that 

ties opportunities to communicate professionally with a range of teacher benefits. For 

instance, opportunities for greater principal involvement and sustained administrative 

support of teachers, both necessary for effective staff development (Gordon & Nicely, 
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1998), increase when release time is available to teachers. Similarly, opportunities for 

collaboration increase when release time is available, and this collaboration enables 

teachers who share similar responsibilities (e.g., teachers in the same subject area) to 

grow in concert  according to their shared professional needs (Little, 1999). Thus, local 

policies that offer teachers release time open multiple avenues to teacher success, but the 

research literature does not address the outcomes of these avenues in relation to induction 

programs. 

Another support mechanism aimed to enhance novice teacher interaction is the 

allocation of common planning time. There are few studies focused on common planning 

time specifically, although one recent study examines it among other interventions 

intended to reduce turnover among science teachers (Fong, 2003) and another as part of a 

larger professional development model (Melnick & Witmer, 1999). Thus like other 

induction components, with the exception of mentoring, knowledge about common 

planning time must be assembled from studies that are only indirectly related to 

induction. Nonetheless, across the two studies just mentioned, it is clear the opportunities 

for teachers to meet and plan together is advantageous for at least two reasons. First, 

common planning time is associated with lower teacher attrition (Fong, 2003) and, 

second, it is viewed as more favorable by teachers than other team-oriented professional 

development (Melnick & Witmer, 1999).  

 

Portraits of Programs 

So far I have considered the individual components of induction programs but 

have not yet described how these components come together to form whole programs. 
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Many program administrators and educational researchers have written about induction 

program origins, design, and participants, and, to a lesser extent, program effects (e.g., 

Fideler & Haselkorn, 1999; Koppich, Ashner & Kerchner, 2002). These reports provide 

examples of how programs assemble different components into different program forms. 

Because the intention of these reports is to promulgate knowledge of “quality” programs 

or to demonstrate the success of a policy, they tend to focus on successful programs. 

Consequently, the picture they paint of induction programs is likely to be more reflective 

of the more highly developed and supported programs across the country.  

One such portrait emerges from California’s efforts to create a network of support 

programs for new teachers. Pearson and Honig (1992) explain that the challenges faced 

by California’s novice teachers were compounded by new educational reforms and 

demographic changes that introduced both higher expectations for teacher performance 

and a more diverse student population with different academic and instructional needs. In 

response, policymakers and legislators created the California New Teacher Project 

(CNTP) in 1988. It piloted 37 New Teacher Projects throughout the state, for 3,179 

participating teachers, between 1988-89 and 1991-92. The individual projects developed 

and implemented new methods of teacher support, including novice teacher orientation 

and related university coursework. Projects varied slightly from district to district. Some 

projects used computer networks to provide greater interaction among novices and 

mentors. Other assistance included team meetings, stipends for mentors and time for 

novice teachers to observe expert teachers. Reduced schedules were less common but in 

some districts these were provided to facilitate novice support. 
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California’s early concentration on, and state investments in, induction programs 

has helped to integrate the programs into larger networks of staff development providers 

across the state. Consequently, Beginning Teacher Support and Training (BTSA) 

programs in California are among the most developed and successful programs 

nationwide. Among them, the University of California at Santa Cruz (UCSC) New 

Teacher Center has developed the Santa Cruz New Teacher Project (SCNTP). SCNTP is 

a consortium of school districts and education-related organizations led by the University 

of California, Santa Cruz. The SCNTP seeks to create reflective practitioners who attend 

to social and cultural realities of their classrooms while focusing on improving classroom 

practice.  

The model provides both support and formative assessment for new teachers. The 

support components include a mentor (the “New Teacher Advisor”) who meets weekly 

with novices to coach them, provide emotional support, assist in short- and long-term 

planning, demonstrate lessons, and prepare novices for formal evaluations. Monthly 

seminars help groups of novice teachers understand and apply California teaching 

standards by facilitating their collaboration. The program also provides release time for 

novices to observe master teachers or participate in other professional development. The 

SCNTP has been highly successful; its graduates continue to work with new cohorts of 

mentors, sustaining important knowledge of the induction process over time (Gless & 

Moir, 2002). The SCNTP has served as a model to other induction programs around the 

country. 

Although California provides a powerful example of statewide intervention and 

support to build a novice teacher induction program, other programs have successfully 
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emerged without statewide coordination and funding. For example, Koppich, Ashner and 

Kerchner (2002) explain the success of Rochester, New York’s induction program, which 

lacks the kind of state involvement available in California.1 These researchers use 

information from interviews and on-site observations, as well as summative data on 

teacher turnover rates, to illustrate the strengths of the Rochester Career in Teaching Plan 

(CTP). The report details how various components of the CTP are intended to function 

and provides interviews of novices and program staff to support their contention that the 

CTP is meeting its staff development and retention goals.  

Specifically, the CTP provides novices with comprehensive mentoring support, 

sets forth criteria for mentor selection, undertakes mentor evaluation and support, and 

ensures that program goals are clear to all participants. A program administrator, who 

observes novice teachers and mentors alike throughout the Rochester school district, 

coordinates these program functions. While Koppich, Ashner, and Kerchner (2002) 

provide substantial amounts of descriptive information, they provide little information 

about how the larger population of CTP program participants faired over time – only 

aggregated univariate statistics on teacher retention are provided, though their reported 

results do suggest that CTP has a positive effect on retention (Koppich, Ashner & 

Kerchner, 2002). Their report is suggestive of the program’s promise but falls short of a 

convincing program evaluation, in part because it lacks important methodological 

information necessary to assess the validity and reliability of the study.  

                                                 

1 New York pilot induction programs for first year teachers will not be 

implemented statewide until 2004-05. 
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As a whole, the literature describing exemplary programs provides insight into the 

rationale for and potential promise of induction programs. It describes several common 

program components, provides examples of how they fit together and often characterizes 

the policy environment from which programs emerged. The literature also suggests that 

high retention rates (while not reported with methodological rigor) are associated with 

participation in an induction program. While the descriptive statistics provided in these 

accounts are analytically and methodologically limited, they often provide at least a 

consistent impression that induction programs have various benefits. While these are 

promising results, their confirmation requires more rigorous investigations and a 

consideration of how programs function with different types of novice teachers working 

in various school settings.   

 

Induction Programs and Teacher Turnover 

Although empirical research on teacher induction programs dates from as early as 

the 1960s (e.g., Johnson, 1969), the field of research does not yet offer a strong set of 

conclusions about the effects of induction programs and the generalizability of effects 

across multiple populations of novice teachers and school sites. Few studies use a 

common methodological approach that might aid in comparing and compiling program 

effects. Moreover, with few exceptions, studies often refer to small individual programs 

and small samples of teachers that constrain the results of these studies to the conditions 

unique to the sites examined. The range of analytic methods and samples utilized in 

teacher induction research may stem from the absence of coordinated research agendas at 
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the national level.2 Thus, it is difficult to find across these studies comparable results that 

might complement one another and build a larger and more integrated understanding 

about program effects.  

Nonetheless, across these diverse studies there is growing evidence to suggest a 

positive relationship between participation in induction programs and lower rates of 

teacher turnover (e.g., Charles A. Dana Center, 2001; Fideler & Haselkorn, 1999; Henke, 

Chen & Geis, 2000; Huling, 1998; Ingersoll & Kralik, 2004; Kirby & LeBude, 2001; 

Odell & Ferraro, 1992). Although the evidence for these effects is far from conclusive, 

largely because so many studies suffer from methodological flaws, the pattern of results 

is sufficiently consistent to warrant additional, and more rigorous, investigations of 

induction programs and their effects on teacher turnover.  

While I focus my critical review on studies of induction programs and teacher 

turnover, other studies of induction programs examine different outcomes, including 

student achievement and beginning teachers' attitudinal, affective, and instructional 

responses to program interventions (e.g., Blackburn, 1977; Brooks, 1986; Chester, 1992; 

Fletcher, Strong & Villar, 2004; Gratch, 1998; Gregson & Piper, 1993; Klug & Salzman, 

1991; Schempp, Sparkes & Templin, 1993; Varah, Theuene & Parker, 1989). The studies 

included in my critical review represent a range of program forms and an array of author 

motivations and expertise that capture the existing literature on induction programs and 

teacher retention. Omitted from review are studies that emphasize descriptive accounts of 

                                                 

2 For instance, only in the past few years has a Research on Teacher Induction 

SIG been formed at the American Educational Research Association. 
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program design or studies that utilize weaker methodologies in examining program 

effects on turnover (e.g., Honigman, 1970; Huling, 1998), and studies that examine very 

specific sub-populations of teachers (e.g., Kirby & LeBude, 2001). I begin my review 

with a discussion of studies that focus on relatively small samples of teachers, usually 

limited to a local induction program; I then proceed to a discussion of studies that involve 

larger samples of teachers and multiple induction programs.  

 

Studies of Induction Program Effects on Teacher Turnover 

Spuhler and Zetler (1995) examined rates of turnover among 35 beginning 

Montana teachers who received one-on-one mentoring. Their study indicated that 

retention rates among mentored novices were about 20 percentage points higher than a 

control group of non-mentored novices, both one and two years after the study began. 

While these findings are promising, Spuhler and Zetler’s study suffers from the same 

limitations that characterize most evaluations of local induction programs: the study’s 

small sample severely limits the generalizability of findings. Furthermore, the study’s 

control group was selected from schools different from those in which the mentored 

teachers worked, a problem that frequently occurs in small studies with limited options 

for constructing control groups. The process of control group selection used in this study 

raises the question of whether different organizational conditions bias the differences in 

retention between these two groups of novice teachers. The small sample size also 

prevents the study from systematically accounting for individual or organizational factors 

in estimating turnover rates.  
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Cheng and Brown (1992) studied two cohorts of beginning teachers in Toronto 

who participated in a one-on-one mentoring program. Although these investigators used a 

control group, they were not able to create a matching control group of novice teachers; 

rather, the control group included teachers with significantly more teaching experience 

than the group of novice teachers who received mentoring, making the results from the 

study inconclusive because of this potential bias. The authors reported, nonetheless, that 

teachers receiving some form of induction support were more likely to choose teaching as 

a career a second time, while teachers in the control group were more than twenty percent 

less likely to do so.  

Odell and Ferraro (1992), whose research is widely cited in reviews of induction 

programs literature, made longitudinal measurements of two successive groups of 

elementary teachers who received one year of weekly, non-evaluative mentoring. 

Mentors who participated in the study each worked with several novices; they were 

released entirely from their teaching duties to provide support and received weekly 

training from a participating university. Odell and Ferraro found that 96 percent of new 

teacher program participants remained in their teaching positions four years after the 

beginning of the program, although this estimate does not reflect the 18 percent of 

participants who were unreachable at the end of the study. While the study is cited widely 

as supportive of the positive effects of induction programs, the study did not utilize a 

control group or take advantage of multivariate statistical methods to examine how 

teacher or organizational characteristics influence the program’s effect. Moreover, Odell 

and Ferraro provided very little information about the program’s setting, making it 

difficult to assess the study’s external validity.  
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In a more recent study, Eberhard, Reinhardt-Mondragon and Stottlemeyer (2000) 

conducted a cross-sectional analysis of 228 teachers with three or fewer years of 

experience, half of whom had mentors. The authors discovered that the benefits of 

mentoring were greatest during the initial years of teaching. Mentored teachers were 

generally more likely to report an intention to return to teaching, although by their third 

year, mentored and un-mentored teachers reported nearly equal intentions to remain in 

teaching (Eberhard, Mondragon & Stottlemyer, 2000). The authors also discovered that 

teachers reporting more than one contact hour per week with their mentors were more 

likely to plan to remain in teaching than teachers with less than one contact hour, though 

the benefits of additional contact time were not apparent when teachers received more 

than three hours of weekly contact (Eberhard, Mondragon & Stottlemyer, 2000). These 

results suggest that benefits of contact time with mentors may have an upper limit. 

While Eberhard, Reinhardt-Mondragon and Stottlemyer (2000) take their analysis 

of teachers in induction programs farther than many other program evaluations, their 

study is limited for several reasons. First, the authors present descriptive and bivariate 

statistics without reference to any statistical tests for group differences. While the sample 

and cell sizes utilized in this study seem large enough to assume that some statistically 

significant differences exist, the authors do not report the statistical significance of their 

findings. Second, the authors do not clarify how the sample chosen for this study 

compares to the larger population of beginning teachers, making it difficult to speculate 

about the generalizability of their findings. Third, the authors do not make clear what 

“mentoring” entails for teachers who received it, making it impossible to ascertain what 

aspects of program design might be beneficial to novices. 
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Similarly, many reports of retention rates for local induction programs are highly 

supportive of induction programs but provide little evidence of statistical rigor that would 

ensure the reliability of the results. For instance, Fideler and Haselkorn’s (1999) 

summary of a Las Vegas, NV, program claims that, “the program has already proved 

effective in boosting novice teacher retention, which has reached 96%” (p. 201). They 

described retention in a Los Angeles program similarly, “retention from the five most 

recent cohorts averaged 87%” (p. 295). While by most standards these retention rates are 

impressive, the period of time these rates refer to, or for whom, is unknown. These 

statistics were used in conjunction with descriptions of program design and anecdotes 

from program participants to bolster the authors’ claim about the positive effects of 

induction programs, but without additional methodological detail the report provided 

only circumstantial evidence that induction programs reduce teacher turnover.  

Larger scale studies tend to provide more convincing evidence of program effects, 

though these studies may also suffer from methodological limitations. For example, in 

another study of Texas novice teachers, the Charles A. Dana Center for the Texas State 

Board of Educator Certification (2001) used data from over 2,500 teachers to examine 

turnover rates for teachers participating in the Texas Beginning Educator Support System 

(TxBESS). TxBESS provides two years of support to novices to reduce attrition and 

enhance professional expertise. These programs adhered to three TxBESS design 

guidelines: they used formative evaluation data that were tied to state performance 

standards; they provided novice teachers with a support team consisting of a mentor, an 

administrator, and a representative from an educator preparation program; and they 

provided training to mentors and other staff who evaluated and supported novice 
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teachers. About 88 percent of teachers who participated in the 2000-2001 school year 

TxBESS program remained in teaching, a rate about seven points higher than the overall 

retention rate for beginning Texas teachers (Dana Center, 2001, p. 7). 

The Dana Center’s report, while one of the most thorough investigations of a 

statewide induction program, has several methodological shortcomings. First, the 

evaluation design does not include a control group and the analysis did not control for 

teacher, school or district characteristics that might influence the effects of participation 

in induction programs. For example, while the authors offer comparisons of the TxBESS 

analytic sample and the general population of Texas teachers, some participants worked 

in “exemplary districts” while others did not. Without controls for variations in district 

quality, it is difficult to know whether the effects measured derive from district or 

program quality. Second, the response rates in surveys of program participants were less 

than fifty percent (a reasonable response rate for surveys of this type but one that likely 

increases response bias). Third, while the Dana Center report presents extensive 

descriptive information about TxBESS, the analysis does not provide a sense of how 

program effects may have varied by teacher and school characteristics.  

An examination of induction programs in California offers similar indications that 

induction programs reduce teacher turnover. Pearson and Honig (1992) use a variety of 

quantitative and qualitative data from 37 different induction programs in California to 

report that retention among novices was, over a two year period, 87 percent overall and 

as high as 91 percent in urban districts. Although these results suggest promising 

outcomes of new teacher induction programs, the study design did not establish clear 

links between induction experiences and the subsequent retention of teachers.  
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Broulliet (1987) found no significant differences in plans to remain in teaching 

between teachers who participated in a Washington State mentoring program and those 

who did not, but 74 percent of the participants also indicated that over the course of an 

entire year they were able to observe mentors teaching only two or fewer times. This may 

indicate that participants had modest or minimal opportunities to collaborate with their 

mentors. Unfortunately, the Broulliet study does not provide sufficient information about 

either the frequency or quality of interactions that novice teachers had with their mentors.   

Finally, and in contrast to most other studies of new teacher induction, two studies 

use national survey data collected by the U.S. Department of Education to investigate 

relationships between induction program support and turnover. Henke, Chen and Geis 

(2000) examine a “teacher pipeline” that represents college graduates’ careers in 

teaching. Their report, which uses data on participants in the 1993 Baccalaureate and 

Beyond Survey (BBS), indicates that about 15 percent of teachers participating in 

induction programs leave teaching, while teachers outside such programs leave at the rate 

of 27 percent. Moreover, teachers participating in induction programs are less likely than 

teachers not participating in induction programs to leave the profession because they are 

“not interested” in, or are dissatisfied with, teaching. While this study is characterized by 

more statistical rigor than other studies reviewed above, the study does not differentiate 

between different types of induction experiences among participating teachers.   

Using the 1999-2000 Schools and Staffing Survey (SASS) data, Smith and 

Ingersoll (2004) improve the measurement of induction support by utilizing data that 

measure several components of induction programs available to teachers, and then relate 

these improved measures to teacher retention data. The authors examine the role that first 
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year supports had on retention: mentoring, “collective induction activities” such as 

common planning time, and the role of extra resources, such as extra classroom 

assistance. Their results showed that having a mentor working in the same field as the 

novice reduced the likelihood of attrition by about 30 percent and that common planning 

time reduced attrition by about 44 percent, but that administrative support was not 

associated with reduced attrition rates. Smith and Ingersoll also examined the impact of 

several areas of general professional development activities on new teacher retention 

(e.g., participating in a network of teachers) and found that they also reduced the 

likelihood of attrition. Finally, these authors used SASS data to create various “packages” 

of induction support – a priori combinations of elements of induction programs they 

assume to be productive forms of induction support. Using these packages as units of 

analysis, the authors found that new teachers who experience more components of 

support in combination are less likely to leave the profession. These authors’ research on 

teacher induction stands as one of the most thorough empirical examinations of induction 

support to date because it uses a large representative dataset and measures of induction 

support that identify specific types of supports for novice teachers. Nonetheless, despite 

these advances, the study does not consider how program effects might vary with 

different contextual and teacher background characteristics. 

Taken as a whole, studies of new teacher induction programs suggest that there is 

a pattern of higher retention rates among novices who participate in them. However, this 

pattern needs to be interpreted within the frame that methodological weakness hinders the 

results of most studies. Analyses of programs indicate that turnover rates among 

induction program participants are usually less than 20 percent over the course of one 
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year, while reported turnover rates among teachers not participating in programs range 

between 25 percent (Wisconsin Department of Public Instruction, 1998) and 88 percent 

(Dana Center, 2001). Most studies, however, rarely use control groups, many rely on 

relatively small samples of teachers, and few incorporate statistical controls to rule out 

the possibility of selection bias. Many studies of program effects also typically focus on 

individual induction programs without using standardized measures of induction 

programs, making comparisons across studies difficult. Finally, it is exceptionally rare to 

find studies that examine the potential moderating role that teachers’ background or 

school context might have on the impact of induction programs. With the exception of 

recent research that utilizes national survey data (Smith & Ingersoll, 2004), the extant 

literature is largely circumstantial and void of systematic, rigorous investigations of 

induction program effects. To expand and improve research on induction programs, 

increased attention to the context of the programs, and the background of the novices 

who participate in them, would permit for more insightful and penetrating analyses of 

their effects. 

 

The Importance of Teacher, Normative and Organizational Characteristics for 

Induction Programs 

There is very little research that examines specifically how induction experiences 

may vary with organizational settings or teacher background, even though there is a 

substantial literature that suggests such factors influence the likelihood that beginning 

teachers will persist in the profession. A rich and multifaceted body of research (e.g. 

Rosenholtz, 1991; Hamilton & Richardson, 1995; McLaughlin & Talbert, 2001) has 
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demonstrated that teacher development efforts, of which induction programs are an 

integral part, are influenced by individual and organizational conditions. Some of these 

factors involve teachers’ normative climate established in a school, such as the levels of 

collegiality or professional commitment; still other factors involve the characteristics of 

teachers and the organizational settings in which teachers work, such as whether teachers 

work infield or work in high poverty schools. Feiman-Nemser, describing teacher 

development between the pre-service and in-service phases of the teaching career, writes 

that, “Educators still have to figure out how to help novices connect the ‘text’ of their 

pre-service program to the ‘contexts’ of contemporary classrooms” (Feiman-Nemser, 

2001, p. 1026). Such a view suggests that the effects of induction programs may be 

contingent upon personal and organizational factors that shape novice teacher’s 

experiences in classrooms and schools. 

Given the possibility of these interactions, it is possible to situate studies of 

induction programs into broader frameworks of research that consider the effects of 

various individual and contextual factors on teacher development. Moreover, even if 

these factors do not moderate the effects of teacher induction programs, it is important to 

consider which teacher and organizational characteristics to include as controls in 

estimating the effects of teacher induction programs on teacher retention. Therefore, in 

this section, I briefly examine research about three types of factors that may influence the 

education experiences of novice teachers and the effects of induction programs: the 

normative structure of schools, organizational characteristics of schools, and teachers’ 

personal and professional backgrounds.  
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Normative Aspects of Schools  

Researchers use different terms to describe the kinds of normative characteristics 

that facilitate teacher development, but they share an understanding that school-wide 

teacher relations are powerful factors in developing teacher knowledge, skills and 

professional relations. Feiman-Nemser (2001), addressing the need to develop a 

continuum of learning throughout teachers’ careers, commented on the taxing social 

conditions that many new teachers encounter in public schools, such as low morale and 

restricted teacher interactions. She described the impact of these negative conditions as 

causing new teachers to lose their ideals or lower their expectations for student learning. 

Other researchers describe professional communities in schools (Bryk, Cambrun & Louis, 

1999; McLaughlin & Talbert, 2001), professional culture (Kardos, 2002; Liu & Kardos, 

2002), or communities of practice (McLaughlin, 2003; Palinscar, Magnusson, Marano, 

Ford & Brown, 1998) as normative structures of schools that profoundly shape teachers 

and teaching. Much of this research typically takes the perspective that certain normative 

aspects of schools may enhance or abate teachers’ professional values and performance.  

In exposing the importance of social interactions on teachers’ development, these 

researchers indirectly validate one rationale of induction programs – assisting novice 

teachers’ transition into local school communities. The body of research on teachers’ 

normative climate also suggests potential factors to consider in understanding induction 

program effects, since induction programs often have as a goal helping new teachers 

adjust to the normative climate of school. Specifically, research focuses on three elements 

of normative climate that may impact the ability of new teachers to adjust to their new 

work environment: collaboration, commitment, and participation in decision-making. I 
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discuss research describing the impact of these elements of the normative climate of 

schools on staff development efforts below.  

 

Collaboration 

One normative construct related to teacher development is the degree of 

collaboration teachers feel in their work environment. Rosenholtz (1991) defined 

collaboration as a faculty’s “requests for and offers of collegial advice and assistance” (p. 

41). Collaboration can take many forms. For instance, collaboration may include direct 

feedback about instruction as well as subjective interpersonal exchanges between 

teachers and administrators, which in turn may promote a cooperative and more 

supportive working environment (Firestone & Wilson, 1985; Rosenholtz, 1991). When 

collaboration pervades the relations among teachers in a given school, new ideas, fresh 

perspectives and enhanced collective knowledge emerge (Rosenholtz, 1991). Teachers’ 

cooperative decision-making and team teaching are other forms of collaboration, which 

may increase opportunities for teachers to contemplate the complexity of their work and 

discover ways to resolve instructional problems together. Based on these observations, 

scholars of teachers’ professional communities argue that the degree of collaboration in a 

school is an important factor in the professional socialization of beginning teachers 

(Grossman, Wineburg & Woolworth, 2000; Hamilton & Richardson, 1995; Johnson, et 

al., 2001; McLaughlin & Talbert, 2001).  

What is apparent across these studies is that when collaboration is frequent, staff 

development is generally promoted because teachers have more opportunities to interact 

in ways that are likely to help improve their instructional practice. When novice teachers 
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work in truly collaborative environments they may benefit from supportive working 

conditions that undermine conventional norms and other organizational factors known to 

be stressful and isolating for novice teachers. In this sense collaborative environments 

can also play a role similar to induction programs. Nonetheless, the effect of 

collaborative environments on induction programs is unknown. Such environments may 

enhance and strengthen the effects of induction programs or they may make induction 

programs less important in the beginning experiences of teachers. 

 

Commitment 

Teachers’ commitment – defined generally as an individual teacher’s “linkage” 

(Reyes, 1990, p. 143) or attachment to teaching as a career – is also associated with the 

success of staff development and teachers’ work. Firestone and Pennell (1993) argue that 

teacher commitment is a necessary component of sustaining professional practices in 

schools. Higher teacher commitment bolsters teachers’ dedication to learn and implement 

new instructional techniques. When commitment is in short supply, teachers are less able 

to move beyond self-concerns (e.g., managing unruly students) toward core instructional 

tasks. They are, in Rosenholtz and Simpson’s words, limited to the “boundaries of the 

teaching role” (1990, p. 242-243), and consequently left to struggle with basic survival 

skills. 

While there is little direct research on how colleagues’ levels of commitment 

influence the transition of novice teachers into the workplace, the research just described 

suggests that novices would benefit from working in environments with high levels of 

commitment. Veteran teachers with high levels of commitment may display greater 
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confidence in their ability to teach students and be more engaged in all aspects their 

schools. On the other hand, such high levels of commitment among experienced teachers 

may signal, “reflexive conservatism” (Lortie, 1975) that leaves novices isolated and 

practicing routine behaviors that sustain the very problems induction programs are 

intended to address. Similarly, highly committed, and tightly knit veteran communities 

may communicate expectations that novice teachers find intimidating, especially if they 

have doubts about their own ability to perform at levels comparable to veteran teachers or 

have teaching philosophies divergent from a nucleus of committed staff. 

 

Decision-making 

Along with schoolwide collaboration and commitment, teachers’ participation in 

school-wide decision-making relates to greater opportunities for engaging in the school 

community and improving teaching practice. Little (1999) observes that supplying 

teachers with more authority in school decisions enables them to “take charge” of their 

own learning. When teachers engage in greater levels of decision-making activities they 

open their daily work to their colleagues’ expertise and to resources outside the school 

that may encourage better staff development. Sawyer (2001) viewed teachers’ 

participation in decision-making as directly related to their staff development because 

such participation constituted an authentic teacher-based solution to instructional issues 

that stood in contrast to issues dictated by administrators when teachers are not involved 

in decision-making. From this perspective, when teachers take on decision-making roles 

they come to shared instructional goals more easily and develop a greater capacity for 

personal growth. 
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In summary, certain aspects of teachers’ normative climates are known to 

influence staff development and the nature of teachers’ worklife; these factors may also 

influence the experiences of novice teachers and the effects of induction programs. 

Because high levels of collaboration, commitment, and teachers’ participation in 

decision-making may be more likely to encourage teachers to remain in schools, it could 

be inferred that these elements of teachers’ normative climate may also support positive 

outcomes of school induction programs. However, there is little direct research evidence 

to support or refute this claim. 

 

Organizational Characteristics of Schools 

Several organizational characteristics of schools also relate to the success or 

failure of teacher development efforts and influence the experiences of teachers in the 

workplace. For example, research (e.g. Bryk & Driscoll, 1988; Reyes, 1989; Lippman, 

Burns & McArthur, 1996; Terry, 1997) suggests that organizational characteristics such 

as school size, grade structure, class size, urbanicity, family income, and student 

discipline influence the experiences of teachers in general and may influence the 

induction of novice teachers in particular. The first three of these factors are associated 

with the organization of teachers’ worklife; the latter three factors are organizational 

characteristics that often relate to the level of demand and stress placed upon teachers. 

 

School Size, Grade Structure, and Class Size 

In general, larger school sizes are associated with lower levels of teacher 

collaboration and commitment. For instance, Bryk and Driscoll (1988) discovered that 



 61

smaller schools have more cohesive professional cultures than larger schools. Similarly, 

higher levels of teachers’ commitment have been associated with smaller district size 

(Reyes, 1989). Since Roseholtz (1989) makes clear that normative conditions like 

commitment are essential to quality workplaces, it follows that larger schools might have 

environments that counteract the positive impact of induction programs and make it more 

difficult to connect novice teachers positively to the workplace. In contrast, the likelihood 

for enhanced collaboration and commitment in smaller schools may reduce teacher 

isolation.  

A related factor is the grade structure of the school in which teachers work – that 

is, whether novice teachers begin their teaching career in elementary or secondary 

schools. Secondary schools tend to be larger than elementary schools, making it more 

difficult for faculty to develop positive professional relationships that in turn might 

undermine induction program outcomes. Moreover, in secondary schools, important 

aspects of the teachers’ worklife are more likely to be departmentalized, whereby 

teachers work in English or math departments, for instance. While there are 

organizational advantages to departmentalization, such structures are associated with 

bureaucratic controls (e.g. varying evaluation procedures and curriculum usage protocols) 

that undermine more communal forms of organization in schools (Lee, Bryk, & Smith, 

1993). Although grade structure is one of the most common characteristics of the 

organization of schools and teachers’ worklife, very few studies have sought to determine 

how grade structure influences the initial experiences of novice teachers, in particular 

their experiences in teacher induction programs. 
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Like the grade structure of schools, school size and enrollment issues receive 

great attention from policymakers and educational researchers. Schools with large 

enrollments create more complex administrative arrangements and procedures for 

students and teachers to follow, increase the likelihood for teacher isolation, and have 

higher-than-average rates of teachers without full certification (Lewis, et al., 1999). For 

example, Terry (1997) directly links staff development to school size. Terry finds that 

larger schools inhibit staff development, in particular teachers’ ability to cope with the 

demands of classroom management, lesson planning and instruction. The range of effects 

that school enrollments seem to produce, particularly their effects on staff development 

and performance, suggests that school enrollments may be a key factor in understanding 

induction program outcomes. 

 

Urbanicity, Poverty, and Student Discipline 

Novice teachers who work in urban schools often face a unique and powerful 

confluence of challenging circumstances. For instance, urban schools generally have 

above average proportions of students receiving free or reduced lunch, students from 

single-parent families, and students who are English language learners. Urban schools 

also often have fewer instructional resources, larger bureaucracies, and higher rates of 

student and community violence than other schools on average (Lippman, Burns & 

McArthur, 1996). In one survey of California teachers, Harris (2002) found that teachers 

working in high-poverty, high-minority schools were more likely to contend with 

unacceptable working conditions such as inadequate facilities, low quality textbooks and 
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supplies, little administrative support, and larger class sizes. Teachers in this survey who 

perceived their working conditions as poor were more likely to leave their school earlier. 

Compounding poverty’s impact on teachers’ commitment schools with high 

poverty rates also often have higher levels of schoolwide disciplinary problems 

(Haberman, 2004). Ingersoll (2001) found that teacher reports of discipline problems 

were associated with a 23 percent increase in teacher turnover, and that student discipline 

problems were cited almost twice as often as reasons for attrition in high-poverty urban 

schools than in schools overall. Novice teachers struggling to develop their instructional 

skills in low-income schools with stressful disciplinary climates may find induction 

programs to be more valuable, but they might also find that the programs do little to 

counterbalance the strong negative conditions common in these schools. 

Overall, research suggests that organizational characteristics such as school size, 

grade structure and poverty levels have a considerable impact on staff development and 

teacher attrition. Because induction programs are established to help new teachers 

develop professionally and remain in the field of teaching, this body of research points to 

key organizational variables that may impact the outcomes of teacher induction 

programs. To date, however, no research has directly linked specific school 

organizational characteristics to induction program outcomes.  

  

Teacher Background  

A rich body of qualitative data describes how practicing teachers acquire 

professional knowledge (Wilson & Berne, 1999). These studies often refer to teachers’ 

narratives or discourse about subject matter (e.g., Florio-Ruane, 1994; Roseberry & 
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Warren, 1998), student learning (e.g., Carpenter, Fennema & Franke, 1996) and 

instruction (e.g., Pennel & Firestone, 1996) to illustrate how teachers develop knowledge 

needed to perform instructional tasks. Other studies examine teachers’ beliefs and current 

practices that are impacted by their own earlier school experiences. For example, research 

conveys the importance of individual teachers’ experiences and background and how 

these characteristics affect their present decisions about instructional methods and their 

understandings of teaching as a profession (e.g., Bullough, Knowles & Crow, 1991; 

Cohen, 1991; Kagan, 1992). Although teacher background encompasses a wide range of 

factors, I focus on two sets of factors: teachers’ personal characteristics and teachers’ 

professional qualifications because they help to identify whether programs are 

implemented equitably and if implementation is associated with teacher qualifications. 

Under the first set of factors, I consider teachers’ gender, minority status, and age; under 

the second set of factors, I consider teachers’ education and preparation for their current 

teaching assignment. 

 

Gender, Minority Status, and Age 

Earlier research has not systematically related teachers’ sex, minority status and 

age to induction program effects. These variables are common correlates of teacher 

turnover (Weiss, 1999), and of the grade structure and schoolwide poverty levels that 

teachers are likely to work in (Henke, Choy, Geis & Broughman, 1996). Furthermore, 

while these teacher characteristics are omnipresent in educational research, neither has 

been utilized as a statistical control in quantitative studies of induction programs. One 

might expect, for instance, that minority teachers are less likely to have access to 
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induction programs because they are more likely to teach in impoverished schools, or that 

female teachers’ predominance in elementary schools relates to induction program effects 

for this group. 

The research base on the role of teachers’ age in staff development provides 

inconclusive results about the relationship between these two phenomena. For instance, 

Guyton, Fox and Sisk’s (1991) investigation claims that older, non-traditional teacher 

candidates and candidates entering teaching through traditional paths differ little in terms 

of their acceptance of new instructional practices, although the older candidates in their 

study had higher retention rates. In contrast, research on induction programs shows that 

younger teachers are often more willing to experiment with new techniques while 

veterans are less likely to do so (Fideler & Haselkorn, 1999). While results are 

inconclusive across these studies it is apparent that teacher age should figure importantly 

in descriptions of program implementation and effects. 

 

Education and Preparation for Current Assignment 

Research has found that teacher education and certification status impact teachers’ 

instructional outcomes, particularly in terms of student achievement. Although the 

research base on out-of-field teaching is generally limited to descriptions of its 

occurrence (Ringstaff & Sandholtz, 2002), there is some evidence that out-of-field 

teachers – those teachers whose teaching certificates do not match the subjects they teach 

– are more likely than other teachers to find it challenging to improve their teaching. 

Little (1999), clarified the great importance of matching new teachers to teaching 

assignments that promote their professional development; such assignments carefully 
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consider a novice’s knowledge and experience, such as their area of certification. In the 

same vein, Hawk, Coble and Swanson (1985) found that out-of-field teachers were more 

likely to have poorer instructional skills than infield teachers. In terms of their subject 

matter preparation, teachers who hold a master’s degree in their teaching assignment are 

more able to select and structure the content and pedagogy of their lessons (Shulman, 

1988). In short, the knowledge teachers acquire in certification programs, and through 

acquiring advanced degrees, prepares teachers to better gear their instruction to 

curriculum standards and improve student achievement. Based on this research that 

suggests a link between teacher education certification status and positive teacher 

outcomes, it seems possible that induction program goals may have some ties to the type 

of certification and content preparation that novices bring to their first teaching 

experiences. 

 

Conclusion 

Policymakers and researchers devised induction programs as a response to 

widespread calls for education reform and calls for greater accountability in teacher 

quality. On a different level, induction programs also grew out of concerns about 

beginning teacher turnover. Thus, the programs have been designed to serve a variety of 

purposes without systematic reviews of how they might fit into larger education policy 

frameworks.  

Many different program forms resulted in response to the difficult working 

conditions novices experience, and many states have policies that encourage or require 

the local implementation of programs. The literature on induction programs suggests that 
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more developed and successful programs seem to make improvements in teacher 

retention, although results in many studies are typically less reliable due to their designs, 

making the induction literature inconclusive about which components or program forms 

are most important. What is salient is that none of these studies compares program effects 

across different groups of novice teachers or across different types of schools, nor do they 

utilize more sophisticated research methodology (such as regression) to model group 

differences or relationships contingent on normative, organizational or teacher 

characteristics. Consequently, the results from these studies overall do not provide a 

deeper understanding of program effects. 

Two general shortcomings of the induction literature may explain why less is 

known about the programs’ effects – those that are programmatic and those that are 

methodological. Programmatic shortcomings include mentor teachers who pay only lip 

service to their role. For instance, critics of induction programs have pointed to feigned or 

artificial relationships quite different from the true collaboration and support that 

programs should foster (Hargreaves & Dawe, 1990). Program failure might also occur 

due to the lack of teachers’ commitment to new programs or reforms. Because the 

individuals in administrative roles are often isolated from the schools and teachers for 

which they create teacher programs and policies, their resulting interventions sometimes 

receive chilly receptions from staff at the school level (Elmore & Sykes, 1992). 

Methodological shortcomings of induction program research, such as the frequent use of 

unrepresentative samples, invalid measures of all aspects of induction programs, and 

proxy measures for turnover (e.g., intentions to stay), also prevent observations of 
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stronger program effects. Such limitations are evident in all but the most recent research 

on induction (e.g., Smith & Ingersoll, 2004). 

Research on the normative, organizational and individual correlates of staff 

development points to important variables that might be useful in efforts to improve our 

understanding of induction program effects. The benefits of positive normative 

conditions like collegiality and organizational conditions, and positive organizational 

conditions like smaller enrollments, may alone promote teacher retention. These variables 

have not been used in quantitative analyses of induction program effects; their application 

in this study advances induction programs research. 

In short, the literature on teacher induction programs circumscribes areas of 

knowledge that need to be developed. In an effort to develop these areas, this study will: 

Develop a description of the distribution of standard induction components and 

their most frequent combinations; 

Develop additional empirical evidence of the relationship between induction 

program effects and turnover; and  

Examine how normative, organizational and individual variables interact with 

program effects. 

In the following chapter I describe in detail how I use data from the 1999-2000 

Schools and Staffing Survey to create various measures of teacher induction programs, 

teacher turnover, and normative, organizational and teacher characteristics. I also 

describe how I to use these measures in descriptive and inferential multivariate analyses 

of teacher induction programs and their effects on beginning teacher turnover. 
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CHAPTER III 

METHODOLOGY 

 

The purpose of this study is to describe the nature and distribution of 

induction program components among public school teachers and schools, 

examine the relationship program components have with teacher turnover, and 

describe how certain teacher, normative and organizational factors moderate 

induction program effects on turnover. The problems new teachers experience in 

public schools, and the purposes of induction programs, frame this dissertation 

as a policy study that seeks to improve knowledge of how induction program 

components function for different demographic and professional groups of 

teachers in various normative and organizational contexts. As a policy study, my 

research design explores the possible effects of different components of induction 

programs in policy-relevant contexts.  Policymakers may find these results useful 

in designing induction programs and in considering factors that influence 

induction program effects on teacher turnover. 

In this chapter I describe the steps I take to utilize a large, nationally 

representative dataset for this study’s purposes. Specifically, I use data from the 

1999-2000 Schools and Staffing Survey (SASS), which includes measures of 

several components of induction programs that have not been collected 
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nationally before. The methodology that I present in the following sections 

addresses the following research questions:  

(1) What induction components are most prevalent and what are 

their distributions among different demographic or professional 

groups of teachers in different organizational contexts?  

(2) What is the relationship between induction program 

components and teacher turnover?  

(3) How does the relationship between different components of 

induction programs and teacher turnover vary for different 

demographic or professional groups of teachers in different 

school settings?  

In the remainder of this chapter, I present a detailed description of the 

dataset and the analytic sample that I use in this study. I then include a detailed 

description of the analytic variables pertinent to this study and how I 

operationalize them. My description of these variables is followed by an outline 

of my analytic procedures, and a comment on this study’s limitations. 

 

Data and Subjects 

I use data from the U.S. Department of Education’s 1999-2000 Schools and 

Staffing Survey (SASS) to answer my research questions. SASS data, which were 
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collected for the first time in 1987-88, constitute the largest and most 

comprehensive set of survey data on teachers, and the characteristics of the 

schools in which they work in the United States. They are an excellent resource 

for examining teacher induction because they offer specific information on first-

year working conditions – collected nationally for the first time – that are 

typically components of induction programs. SASS also collects data on teacher 

background, teacher behaviors, and teacher beliefs, among other data.  

 

SASS Data 

The SASS utilized several instruments, notably a teacher and school 

questionnaire. All SASS questionnaires undergo a lengthy and rigorous 

development process, which includes expert review panels, focus groups, 

cognitive interviewing and field tests. The teacher questionnaire is attached as 

Appendix A. The teacher questionnaire collects most of the data used in this 

study. Data related to my primary analytic focus, induction support, come from 

a subset of questions (Items 22-26 on the teacher questionnaire in Appendix A) 

asked of teachers whose first year of teaching began in 1994-95 or later. These 

items, referred to as induction variables, include dichotomous variables measuring 

whether or not a novice teacher participated in a formal induction program, 

whether a novice received reduced preparations or class schedules, whether 
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novices received common planning time with colleagues in their subject area, 

and whether novices had seminars for beginning teachers, extra classroom 

assistance or supportive communication with administrators. The induction 

variables also measure whether a novice had a mentor, whether this mentor was 

in the same subject area as the respondent teacher, and a novice’s rating of their 

mentor’s helpfulness. SASS data also include information on whether teachers 

left their school (a “leaver”) or remained there (a “stayer”) between 1999-2000 

and 2000-2001. In subsequent sections I explain in detail how I utilize these 

variables to create five primary independent variables and my dependent 

variable. 

 

Full SASS Sample 

SASS utilizes a complex, stratified sampling design, with public and 

private schools serving as a primary sampling unit. Once sampled, estimates 

based on these schools and a sub-sample of teachers within these schools are 

reliable estimates of school and teacher phenomena at the state and national 

levels. Each sampled school provided a list of teachers and their teaching 

assignments in the Fall of 1999. About 8 percent of public schools did not return 

teacher lists. From these lists, 51,811 public school teachers were selected as in-

scope, and 42,086 of these teachers completed questionnaires during the 1999-



 73

2000 school year. Completed questionnaires include the in-scope sample less 

non-respondents, such as teachers who failed to return questionnaires or refused 

to complete a telephone follow-up interview. The overall weighted teacher 

response rate was 76.7 percent.  

I adjusted the full teacher sample weight to reflect my analytic sample by 

dividing the original full sample weight value by the mean value of the weight in 

the analytic sample. The full sample teacher weight is created by computing the 

inverse of the probability of selection of the sample unit. The basic weight is 

adjusted for sampling procedures that alter a sampling unit’s probability of 

selection, such as the over sampling of small sub-populations.  Other 

adjustments are used to compensate for in-scope sampling units that did not 

complete interviews. Finally, first-stage ratio adjustment factors and teacher 

adjustment factors compare sample estimates to the original sampling frames, 

and improve the consistency in estimates across SASS files (Seastrom, Gruber, 

Henke, McGrath & Cohen, 2002). 

Missing Data. 

Nearly all SASS variables with missing values receive an imputed value 

from when SASS data are processed by the US Bureau of the Census. I use the 

imputed values in this study to maximize the data available for analysis. The 

imputation procedures are rigorous and designed to impute values with a high 
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degree of assurance. Detailed information about imputation procedures are 

available in Quality Profile for SASS Rounds 1–3: 1987–1995 (US Department of 

Education, 2000). In a small number of cases (noted below) I use the mean value 

of variables (“mean plugs”) to replace missing values where imputed values 

were unavailable. These cases involve missing records of data for no more than 

10 percent of the analytic file. 

 

Analytic Sample 

I draw my analytic sample from the 42,086 teachers who completed 

questionnaires in the main SASS sample. My analytic sample derives from five 

methodological and substantive criteria. First, I choose novice teachers, defined 

as teachers with two or fewer years of experience. This classification corresponds 

to empirical work demonstrating that teachers with two or fewer years of 

experience often struggle to adjust to the demands of teaching.  Unlike veterans 

who are able to reflect in more sophisticated ways about their work (Berliner, 

1986; Veenman, 1984), these new teachers often focus on their immediate needs 

and rely on basic coping strategies. Since school context is an important variable 

in this analysis, I select novices with two years of experience only if their first 

year of teaching occurred in the school in which they were sampled for the SASS 

survey in 1998 or later. These selection criteria identify 3,547 novices. Second, I 
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focus on full-time novice teachers (n=3,181) who third, have valid, non-missing 

values on the outcome measure, teacher turnover. The remaining analytic sample 

has 3,172 teachers. Table 3.1 shows each of these criteria and the resulting 

number of cases in the analytic file. 

In utilizing these criteria, the present study examines novice teachers well-

immersed in the induction experience of their first two years of teaching – the 

period of time that presents some of the greatest professional and personal 

challenges to novice teachers. These teachers are an ideal analytic group because 

the normative and organizational climate of their schools can be related to the 

effect of induction support on turnover, whereas teachers who migrate between 

the schools in which they had their first year support have unknown or variable 

school climates that are not possible to control in a quasi-experimental analysis.  
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Table 3.1 

Analytic Sample Criteria and Resulting Sample Sizes  

Criterion Remaining Number of Cases 
Full teacher sample 42,086 

Criterion 1: Teachers with two or fewer 
years of experience and who began teaching 
in sampled school in 1998, and teachers with 
one year of experience who began teaching 
in the sampled school in 1999  
 

3,547 

Criterion 2: Full-time teachers 3,181 

Criterion 3: Teachers who have no missing 
data on the outcome variable 

3,172 

Source: U.S. Department of Education. 1999-2000 Schools and Staffing Survey. 
 

Comparability of Analytic Sample, Novice Sample and Full SASS Sample 

Table 3.2 compares characteristics of the full sample of teachers having no 

missing values on the dependent variable (n=41,964) to a sample of novice 

teachers having two or fewer years of experience and no missing values on the 

dependent variable (n=4,531) to novice teachers in the analytic file (n=3,172). 

Statistics for each of these three samples of teachers are shown under the three 

rightmost column headings (Full SASS Sample, All Novice Teachers, Analytic 

Sample) in Table 3.2. Although several criteria are applied to the analytic file, the 

novice teachers in the analytic file are quite comparable to all novice teachers 

with two or fewer years of experience. Teachers in the full sample have an 



 77

expected higher average age and a lower turnover rate because the full sample 

includes many veteran teachers, while teachers in the analytic file are typically 

younger. The analytic file also has a slightly larger percentage of minority 

teachers and teachers working in schools with marginally higher enrollments 

than the full sample. 

 

Table 3.2 

Comparison of Full SASS Sample, Novice Teacher Sample and Analytic Sample 

(N=41,964; 4,531; 3,172 teachers respectively)  

 Full SASS Sample 
(N=41,964) 

All Novice 
Teachers 
(N=4,531) 

Analytic Sample 
(N=3,172) 

 Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD 
Attrition .15 .36 .24 .43 .23 .42 
Had any mentor .63 .48 .68 .46 .69 .46 
Male .25 .43 .25 .44 .26 .44 
Age 42.28 10.62 30.01 8.36 29.33 7.80 
Minority .16 .36 .21 .4 .21 .41 
Secondary .35 .48 .35 .48 .35 .48 
Urban .27 .44 .29 .45 .30 .46 
Enrollment 810.82 579.63 829.48 594.71 843.77 595.45 
Source: U.S. Department of Education. 1999-2000 Schools and Staffing Survey. 

 

Measures 

This study uses one dependent variable (turnover) and several 

independent variables. The primary area of analysis is teacher induction support, 
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which I represent with five measures of induction components. In this section I 

define and operationalize the variables for induction components, and the 

variables for several teacher, normative and organizational characteristics.  

Table 3.3 presents descriptive information for the dependent variable, 

induction variables, teacher characteristics, normative characteristics, and 

organizational characteristics. The far left column of Table 3.3 shows categories 

of variables (such as induction support) and within each category individual 

variables (such as common planning). To the right of each variable label I present 

the total number of teacher records associated with statistics reported in the 

table. I also present for each variable minimum and maximum values, its mean 

and standard deviation and its skew.  I do not report the standard deviation and 

skew for dichotomous variables.  

 

Dependent Variable 

Teacher turnover, the dependent variable, is a central concern to 

policymakers because high attrition rates affect teachers’ professional 

development and exact high costs on school districts. The dependent variable in 

this study, novice teacher turnover, is defined as a teacher who moves from his 

or her school, or leaves teaching altogether, after teaching in 1999-2000. Both 

types of defection from a school are relevant to the purposes of many induction 
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programs, which commonly aim to reduce attrition from schools. I use a 

principal’s report of whether a teacher remained in their sampled school or left it 

by 2000-2001. About 23 percent of teachers in the analytic file left their schools by 

the 2000-2001 school year; among these teachers about 53 percent moved to 

another school and 47 percent were not teaching in 2000-2001. 
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Table 3.3 

Descriptive Statistics for Key Variables and Composites (N = 3,172) 
 N Min Max Mean SD Skew 

Dependent Variable       
Turnover (“Leaver”) 3172 .00 1.00 .23 - - 

Induction Support Analytic Composites       
High Quality Mentor 3172 .00 1.00 .35 - - 
Seminars or Classes for Beginning Teachers 3172 .00 1.00 .69 - - 
Workload Reduction 3172 .00 1.00 .11 - - 
Common Planning 3172 .00 1.00 .48 - - 
Supportive Communication 3172 .00 1.00 .79 - - 

Teacher Characteristics       
Male 3172 .00 1.00 .26 - - 
Younger 3172 .00 1.00 .71 - - 
Older 3172 .00 1.00 .03 - - 
Minority 3172 .00 1.00 .21 - - 
Advanced degree 3172 .00 1.00 .16 - - 
Infield Certification 3172 .00 1.00 .66 - - 

Table continues. 
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Table 3.3, continued. 

Descriptive Statistics for Key Variables and Composites (N = 3,172) 
 N Min Max Mean SD Skew 

Normative Climate Analytic Composites       
Collegiality 14825 -3.46 1.40 0.00 1.00 -.69 
Faculty Influence  14825 -1.83 3.12 0.00 1.00 .32 
Commitment 14825 -2.31 1.03 0.00 1.00 -.52 

Organizational Characteristics       
Secondary 3172 .00 1.00 .35 - - 
Enrollment a 3172 5.00 5123.00 843.77 595.45 2.04 
Big School 3172 .00 1.00 .14 - - 
Urban 3172 .00 1.00 .30 - - 
Rural 3172 .00 1.00 .12 - - 
Suburban 3172 .00 1.00 .41 - - 
High Free Lunch 3172 .00 1.00 .35 - - 
Student discipline  14825 -3.35 1.70 0.00 1.00 -.51 

Source: U.S. Department of Education. 1999-2000 Schools and Staffing Survey. 
a Ten percent or fewer cases plugged with mean value. 
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Induction Support 

I use the illustrative and empirical literature on teacher induction to 

inform the creation of five induction program components. Generally, the 

literature shows that when programs are designed according to best practices 

they provide several key components of support to novices, specifically 

mentoring, seminars or classes for beginning teachers, workload reduction, 

common planning, and opportunities for supportive communication. The 

literature suggests that greater levels of these areas of support are beneficial to 

teachers and may reduce turnover rates. To model these program designs, I use 

the induction variables to represent each of these distinct components of support. 

While an additive composite equal to the sum of all program components is the 

simplest method of creating an induction support measure, such an approach 

does not permit for an analysis of whether certain designs or components have 

different effects on novices’ turnover. To summarize my use of SASS data in 

creating induction components, I map SASS data into five separate induction 

components in Table 3.4. I also define each component, and several other 

variables reported in this Chapter, in Table 3.6.  
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Table 3.4: Four Components of Induction Support Measured by SASS 

Component of Induction 
Support 

SASS Question(s) Item Content 

Mentoring 25a, 25b, 26 Availability of mentoring, 
whether mentoring was in 
same subject area, and 
teachers’ rating of mentor 
 

Common Planning 23c Availability of common 
planning time with teachers 
in novice’s subject 
 

Workload Reduction 23a, 23b Availability of reduced 
schedules or preparations 
 

Seminars or classes for 
beginning teachers 

23d  Participation in seminars for 
beginning teachers 
 

Supportive Communication 23f  
 

Supportive communication 
with administrators; common 
planning time with teachers 
in same subject area 
 

NOTE: A copy of the teacher questionnaire is attached in Appendix A. 

Mentoring 

SASS data on mentoring include two dichotomous indicators of whether a 

mentor was available to a novice, whether the mentor was in the novice’s subject 

area, and interval data indicating a teachers’ rating of mentor “helpfulness.” I 

considered alternative uses of these variables to create composite measures of 

mentoring. For instance, I considered using an additive measure of mentoring 
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that had properties similar to an interval scale, however, the mathematical sum 

of these three variables was “muddy” in the sense that it did not distinguish the 

quality rating from whether the mentor’s subject area matched a novice’s subject 

area. To avoid the ambiguity that resulted in such a summative measure, I finally 

chose to use these variables to create a dichotomous measure of “high quality” 

mentoring support that had a specific and easily interpretable definition of 

mentor quality. Thus, teachers are designated as having high quality mentoring 

if their mentor is in their subject area and receives a rating from the novice of 

four or higher on the “helpfulness” scale ( “1” coded as “Not at all” helpful and 

“5” coded as “To a great extent” helpful). In this way, the composite variable is 

directly linked to a known quality of mentoring. About 35 percent of novices in 

the analytic sample have a mentor according to these criteria, compared to 69 

percent who had any mentor. 

 

Seminars or classes for beginning teachers 

A variable indicating whether, “seminars or classes for beginning 

teachers” were available to novices during the first year of teaching serves as 

another key component of induction support. Roughly 69 percent of novices had 

this form of support.   
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Workload Reduction 

SASS includes two measures related to workload reduction. The first 

measures whether a novice had reduced teaching schedules and the second 

whether reduced class preparations were available. Teachers who have either of 

these two forms of support are defined as having workload reduction. 

Approximately 11 percent of novices have one of these forms.  

 

Supportive Communication 

This component of induction support concerns discrete instances of 

communication and interaction that novices report with administrative staff 

during the first year of teaching. Approximately 79 percent of novices received 

this form of support during their first year of teaching. 

 

 

Teacher Characteristics 

Many of the teacher characteristics known to relate to early professional 

experiences are subjective, often dealing with their personal history and 

motivations to enter teaching. However, some common demographic 

characteristics, such as teacher age and preparation, also impinge on teachers’ 

decisions to stay or leave their positions. I use dichotomous variables measuring 
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younger (coded “1” if teacher is less than or equal to 30 years of age) and older 

teachers (coded “1” if teacher is greater than or equal to fifty years of age).  

I also utilize a dichotomous measure termed “infield” that is equal to “1” 

when a teacher’s certification area matches the subject area of his or her main 

teaching assignment, to control for the effect of “out-of-field” teaching on 

induction program outcomes. For instance, teachers with certification in 

mathematics education would be deemed out-of-field (infield = “0”) if their main 

teaching assignment was English.1 This measure does not account, however, for 

states that have made their certification definitions purposefully broad to 

mitigate out-of-field indicators. 

Finally, I create measures of teachers’ sex and minority status to examine 

any effects these have on induction program outcomes or the distribution of 

induction support – both are coded “1” if teachers are male or minority. These 

teacher characteristics are applied rarely to empirical studies of induction. Table 

3.3 indicates that about 26 percent of novice teachers in the analytic file are male, 

71 percent are younger, three percent are older, 21 percent are minority teachers, 

16 percent hold an advanced degree, and 66 percent are infield. 

 

                                                 

1 An exhaustive list of main teaching assignments and corresponding certifications is 
available in Seastrom, Gruber, Henke, McGrath and Cohen (2002). 
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Teachers’ Normative Characteristics 

I create three variables related to teachers’ normative climate to control 

induction component effects on teacher turnover, specifically schoolwide 

collegiality, commitment and faculty influence on decision-making. I create these 

measures of teachers’ reports of their normative climate from a “donor” sample 

of teachers who worked in the same schools, for two or more years, as the 

teachers in the analytic sample. There are 14,825 teachers and 2,611 schools 

associated with these criteria.2  

 

Collegiality 

I use four variables measured on a 4-point scale that assess teachers’ 

opinions about teacher collegiality in their schools: teachers’ reports about 

principals’ communication of expectations, the level of administrative support 

and encouragement, the extent to which colleagues share instructional values 

and the level of cooperative effort among staff. These four variables have an 

internal reliability of 0.72.  

                                                 

2 While 14,825 teachers represents a significant drop in the number of teachers from the 
full SASS teacher sample, the difference is explained in part by the fact that novices (as defined in 
this study) were sampled in only 31 percent of the entire sample of schools. Thus, teachers in 
roughly 70 percent of sampled schools were not eligible for the donor file. 
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I use principal components factor analysis to derive a single factor score 

from these four variables representing schoolwide collegiality. Factor analysis 

simplifies relationships among sets of related variables so that one or more factor 

scores may be used to measure an underlying, hypothetical variable. In this 

particular factor solution, the four variables related to collegiality explain about 

54 percent of variance in a single factor solution,3 and loaded to the single factor 

solution with correlations of .64 or greater.  

Table 3.5 presents information for variables related to schoolwide 

collegiality in two primary columns. The left column in Table 3.5 lists each 

variable associated with collegiality and the right column reports the loading (or 

correlation) each related variable has with the factor score associated with 

collegiality. In short, Table 3.5 shows how each variable related to collegiality 

loaded on this single factor solution. Higher values on the factor score indicate 

greater amounts of schoolwide collegiality.  

 

Commitment  

Schoolwide teacher commitment can help to sustain professional practices 

in schools. For instance, higher schoolwide commitment enhances teacher 

                                                 

3 The variance that each factor explains is comprised of the variance among variables in 
the factor, plus measurement error and sampling error. The total of these sources of variance is 
equal to the number of variables entered into a factor analysis procedure. 
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dedication to improved instructional techniques and staff development 

generally, while low commitment levels interfere with novices’ progression from 

self-concerns (e.g., managing unruly students) to core instructional tasks. I use 

the product of values on a measure of teachers’ plans to remain in teaching, and 

a measure of whether they would decide to be a teacher again, for a composite 

measure of commitment. Higher values indicate greater commitment. The 

resulting standardized composite is near normally distributed. I do not report 

reliability statistics for this composite variable because it is based on only two 

source variables. 

 

Faculty Influence on Instructional Decisions 

Higher faculty influence on school decisions (e.g., decisions about hiring 

teachers) could catalyze the beneficial effects of induction programs. SASS 

includes measures of faculty influence for seven instructionally related decisions 

at the school level. Teachers’ rate these items on a five-point scale. I use these 

data to represent the extent to which teachers have shared responsibilities for 

decision-making outside their classrooms. These variables, used similarly by 

Ingersoll (2001) to measure faculty influence, are: setting performance standards, 

establishing curriculum, determining content of in-service programs, evaluating 

teachers, hiring new teachers, setting discipline policy and deciding how school 
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budget is spent. One item (setting discipline policy) was dropped because it was 

not well correlated with the other variables related to faculty influence. The six 

items used in the composite score have a reliability score of 0.77. 

I use factor analysis to derive a single factor score representing schoolwide 

faculty influence. For this factor analysis, the six variables explain about 47 

percent of variance in the sample, and loaded to the single factor solution with 

correlations of .65 or greater. Table 3.5 shows how each variable loaded on this 

single factor solution, with higher values indicating greater influence. Each of the 

variables have moderate to high relationships to the factor. The distribution of 

the resulting composite score is near normal. 

 

Organizational Characteristics 

I described in Chapter II several organizational characteristics of schools 

known to bear on the success or failure of teacher development and teachers’ 

worklife experiences. To incorporate these characteristics into my analysis, I 

create measures of grade structure, school enrollment and urbanicity, and school 

poverty level, to examine how they relate to the distribution of induction support 

or serve as controls when estimating program effects.  
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I measure grade structure with a dichotomous variable where “1” 

indicates a secondary school or a “combined” elementary or secondary school.4 I 

use two measures of enrollment. My first measure of school enrollment is a 

dichotomous variable where “1” indicates schools with enrollments one standard 

deviation above the mean enrollment among all schools in the sample. Second, I 

use a continuous measure equal to the number of students in a given school. 

Also, I create measures of urban and rural school location; each of these variables 

is coded “1” for schools in these locations. I also create a dichotomous variable to 

indicate whether a school had a high proportion of impoverished students; 

schools with 50 percent or more of their students eligible for free or reduced-

price lunches were coded “1.” Table 3.6 summarizes these procedures. Table 3.3 

shows that the analytic sample is comprised of predominantly non-urban 

elementary schools, of which about 35 percent have a majority of students 

eligible for free or reduced-price lunches.   

 

Student Discipline 

Finally, to assess the role that schoolwide student discipline plays on the 

effectiveness of induction support, I create a composite measure of schoolwide 

                                                 

4 About 9 percent of teachers in my analysis file work in schools with “combined” 
elementary and secondary grades, however, about 80 percent of these teachers work in schools 
that have secondary grades seven and above. 
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student discipline problems using principal components factor analysis. To 

measure student discipline, I use six items in the factor solution: the extent to 

which teachers view absenteeism, physical conflicts, theft, vandalism, weapons 

use and disrespect for teachers as a problem in their school. The results shown in 

Table 3.5 indicate that variables related to schoolwide disciplinary climate loaded 

onto a single factor with correlations of .65 or greater, explaining 55 percent of 

variance. The resulting composite score is near normal and the six items have a 

reliability of .83. 
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Table 3.5 

Factor Loadings for Three Composite Variables (N=14,825 teachers in schools with 

novice teachers) 

Factor Name (percentage variance explained) Loading 
Collegiality (54)  

Principal communicates expectations .77 
Administration behavior supportive and encouraging .77 
Colleagues share beliefs .64 
Staff cooperation .76 

Faculty Influence (47)  
Performance standards .72 
Curriculum .71 
Deciding content of professional development .71 
Teacher evaluation  .70 
Teacher hiring .65 
School budget .63 

Student Discipline (55)  
Student absenteeism  .65 
Physical conflicts .77 
Robbery or Theft .79 
Vandalism .79 
Weapons .70 
Disrespect for teachers .73 
  

Source: U.S. Department of Education. 1999-2000 Schools and Staffing Survey. 
 

Interaction Terms 

The research literature on teacher development, professional development 

and induction programs suggests that induction program effects may be 

contingent on teachers’ background and the types of schools they work in. 

Interaction terms are variables that help to measure whether the effect of a given 
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predictor on an outcome variable is contingent on another predictor. I create 

interaction terms (which generally may be referred to as “higher-order” terms) 

by multiplying two independent variables (“lower-order” terms). I test for 

interactions between components of induction support and teacher, normative 

and organizational characteristics related to novice teacher attrition.
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Table 3.6 

Definitions of Measures Used in the Analysis 

Dependent Variable 
Teacher Turnover: a dichotomous variable where 1 =  leaver, not teaching in the same school as last year; and 0 = 
stayer, teaching in the same school. 

 
Induction Program Components 

High quality mentoring: a dichotomous variable where 1 = novices with a mentor in their subject area and rated as 4 
or higher on a “helpfulness” scale during the first year of teaching, and 0 = no high quality mentor available. 
Seminars or classes for beginning teachers: a dichotomous variable where 1 = novices receiving classes for beginning 
teachers during their first year of teaching, and 0 = no seminars or classes for beginning teachers. 
Workload reduction: a dichotomous variable where 1 = novices receiving either a reduced teaching schedule or 
reduced number of preparations during the first year of teaching, and 0 = no workload reduction. 
Common Planning: a dichotomous variables where 1 = novices with common planning time with teachers in their 
subject; and 0 = novices without such time. 
Supportive Communication: a dichotomous variable where 1 = novices receiving supportive communication from the 
administration during the first year of teaching; and 0 = no form of supportive communication. 

 
Teacher Characteristics 

Male: a dichotomous variable where 1 =male teacher; and 0 = female teacher. 
 

Table continues. 
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Table 3.6, continued 

Definitions of Measures Used in the Analysis 

Minority: a dichotomous variable where 1 = black, Asian/Pacific Islander, American Indian, or of Hispanic Origin; 
and 0 = white teacher. 
Younger: a dichotomous variable where 1 = teacher is less than or equal to 30 years of age; and 0 = other teachers. 
Older: a dichotomous variable where 1 = teacher is greater than or equal to 50 years of age; and 0 = other teachers. 
Advanced Degree: a dichotomous variable where 1 = teacher holds a master’s or doctoral degree; and 0 = all other 
teachers. 
Infield: a dichotomous variable where 1 = teachers whose certification area (defined in SASS as, “Regular or 
standard state certificate or advanced professional certificate.”) matches the field in which they teach the most 
classes, regardless of whether that teacher holds a major or minor in that field; and 0 = teachers who hold teaching 
certificates that are not matched to their main teaching assignment. Teachers without infield status have 
certification that is “out-of-field” because the subject area of their certification does not match their main teaching 
assignment. For instance, to be coded infield, an English teacher had to have regular certification in any of English 
or language arts, journalism or reading. Teachers whose main assignment was “general elementary” had to have 
any of “Kindergarten” or “General elementary” certification.  
 

Teachers’ Normative Characteristics 
Collegiality: on a scale of 1 to 4, the schoolwide mean of teachers’ reported levels of principal communication of 
performance expectations, supportive and encouraging administrative behavior, shared beliefs among faculty 
about school mission, and great deal of effort among school staff.  
 

Table continues. 
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Table 3.6, continued 

Definitions of Measures Used in the Analysis 

Commitment : a continuous measure created from the product of two items: teachers’ plans to remain in teaching 
and teachers’ reports of whether they would become a teacher again if they had the chance. 
Faculty Influence: on a scale of 1 to 5, the school mean of faculty control and influence over six decision-making 
areas: setting performance standards for students, establishing curriculum, determining the content of professional 
development, evaluating teachers, hiring new full-time teachers, and deciding how the school budget is spent. 

 
Organizational Characteristics 

Big School: a dichotomous variable where 1 = schools with an enrollment one standard deviation above the mean 
enrollment (approximately 1,439 students); and 0 = schools without such enrollments. 
Enrollment: a continuous variable indicating the number of students enrolled in school. 
Secondary: a dichotomous variable where 1 = secondary or combined elementary and secondary; and 0 = 
elementary schools. 
Urban: a dichotomous variable where 1 = urban school; and 0 = non-urban schools. 
Rural: a dichotomous variable where 1 = rural school; and 0 = non-rural schools. 
Student Discipline Problems: on a scale of 1 to 4, the school mean of reported levels of: student absenteeism, physical 
conflicts, theft and robbery, vandalism, use of weapons and disrespect of teachers. 
Hi Lunch: a dichotomous indicator where 1 =  school in which at least 50 percent of students are eligible for free or 
reduced-price lunches; and 0 = schools with less than 50 percent of such students. 
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Data Analysis Procedures 

Missing Data 

The SASS imputes replacement values for missing data on most variables. 

In cases where imputed data were unavailable for a given variable, I replace 

missing values with the mean value of that variable. Specifically, I used this 

procedure for school enrollment and the number of students eligible for free or 

reduced-price lunches. In both cases I replaced values for less than 10 percent of 

cases in analytic file.  

 

Descriptive and Bivariate Analyses 

The purpose of the descriptive and bivariate analyses supporting is to 

examine the distribution of different components of induction programs, and to 

describe how the programs forms vary with teacher and school characteristics. 

To accomplish these analyses, I use frequency distributions, cross-tabulations 

and X2-tests. For instance, cross-tabulations of organizational characteristics and 

each induction component will indicate whether different forms of support are 

more common in various school settings. I also use descriptive and bivariate 

analyses to examine the relationship between induction program components 
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and teacher turnover.  I use t-tests to examine differences in induction program 

experiences for stayers and leavers.   

 

Multivariate Analysis 

The multivariate analyses prompted by the second and third research 

questions examine the relationship between induction program components and 

teacher turnover using a quasi-experimental design.  I use logistic regression to 

make predictions about the probability of turnover in terms of the induction 

components each novice receives. I begin the multivariate analysis with simple 

models that include only the primary independent variable, and then build this 

model to include teacher background, normative, organizational, and 

interactions variables. Variables that are found to be non-significant through the 

course of these analyses are removed from subsequent models. I conclude with a 

set of multivariate analyses in which I seek to determine whether the effects of 

specific induction components vary with the characteristics of schools and 

teacxhers, 

 

Dependent variables 

Logistic regression analysis is the most appropriate method to measure 

the likelihood that induction program components and other variables explain 
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differences in the probability of novice teacher turnover because the dependent 

variable is a dichotomous variable. Logistic regression contrasts with ordinary 

least squares (OLS) regression because, in part, it bounds probabilities to be 

between 1 and 0, whereas predicted scores from OLS may be less than 0 or 

greater than 1. Logistic regression also assumes an asymptotic, non-linear 

relationship between the dependent and independent variables, and provides 

more reliable estimates of error and test statistics for dichotomous outcomes than 

are possible with OLS regression.  

 

Independent variables 

I use five groups (induction components, teacher characteristics, 

normative characteristics, organizational characteristics and interaction terms) of 

independent variables to develop nested logistic models and predict the 

likelihood of teacher turnover. I enter the variable groups in turn, as blocks of 

predictors, in logistic regression. First, I use the four components of induction 

support introduced above. Second, I consider teacher characteristics and, third, 

normative context in the regression models, to examine how they partial the 

main effect of induction on turnover. Fourth, I enter organizational 

characteristics into the analysis. At each stage, I eliminate non-significant effects 

from the model.  Fifth, I introduce interaction variables to examine the 
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contingent effects between the statistically significant induction components and 

the statistically significant teacher background, teacher normative, and 

organizational characteristics.  

 

Limitations 

There are at least five key limitations to this study. First, the limitations of 

this study in part stem from the fact that the SASS was not designed specifically 

to conduct extensive research on novice teachers, nor for research on induction 

programs. For instance, the novice teacher samples are small, particularly within-

schools, and prevent employment of more advanced analysis of, and the creation 

of more reliable independent variables for, teacher induction. Second, while I 

assume that the normative measures represent all teachers in each sampled 

school, they are based on a non-representative sample of each school’s teachers. 

Third, the data on teacher induction, while an improvement over earlier datasets, 

are limited in that the induction variables do not measure all possible 

components of induction programs, nor do they provide a sense of the quality of 

these components. Moreover, the presence or absence of components is 

ultimately perceptual and not based on any organizational record of actual 

programs or implemented policies. Fourth, more general aspects concerning 

SASS design limit my analyses. For example, to reduce respondent burden SASS 
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frequently utilizes dichotomous measures, however these simplified scales 

curtail the development of more fine-grained and reliable interval or ratio 

measures of induction components.  

Finally, data for the dependent variable include teachers who both move 

from their sampled school to another school between 1999-2000 and 2000-2001, 

and teachers who do not return to teach at any school by 2000-2001. This study 

assumes that either type of departure from the sampled school is an important 

level of defection that is pertinent to teacher induction programs and an 

important policy issue concerning human resource losses. Although the 

purposes of induction programs fit with the logic of grouping movers and 

leavers, other research has confirmed that motivations differ between “moving” 

employees and those who permanently exit (Lankford, Loeb & Wyckoff, 2001). 

While these limitations create obstacles to the study of induction using 

SASS, important analytic opportunities remain. For instance, not only are SASS 

data representative of teachers nationwide, they include several other measures 

of teachers’ working conditions and normative and behavioral experiences. By 

synthesizing and conceptualizing them in terms of induction and socialization, 

SASS data are the first opportunity to test more complex hypotheses about 

induction without concerns that results are too closely tied to the idiosyncrasies 

of local settings.  
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CHAPTER IV 

INDUCTION PROGRAM COMPONENTS: 

DIFFUSE AND MODERATED INTERVENTIONS 

 

This chapter presents results from an analysis of the distribution of 

teacher induction programs and a description of the relationship these 

components – high quality mentoring, seminars or classes for beginning teachers, 

common planning, and supportive communication – have to teacher turnover. 

The analyses focus on responses of 3,172 novice public school teachers, and 

responses of teachers who worked in the same schools as these novices, to 

questions concerning induction support, the normative and organizational 

context of this support, and questions concerning novice teachers’ professional 

and demographic background. I present findings according to each of the three 

research questions first introduced in Chapter I. 

  

Research Question 1: Access Generally Even But Some Components More 

Prevalent Than Others 

In this section I report on the distribution of induction program 

components: specifically, high quality mentoring, seminars or classes for 

beginning teachers, workload reduction, common planning time and supportive 
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communication. The research literature describes each component as a 

potentially important element in the design of quality programs. I begin by 

examining the frequency of occurrence for each component.  Next, I consider the 

distribution of these components by teacher and organizational characteristics, 

and I conclude with an investigation of the frequency of different combinations 

of support components.   

 

Supportive Communication the Most Prevalent Component 

Figure 4.1 shows descriptive information for the five induction 

components analyzed in this chapter. Each bar in the figure represents one of the 

components. High quality mentoring is shown at the far left, with the darker, 

bottom portion of the bar representing novices who receive this component; the 

top, lighter portion of this bar represents novices who do not receive high quality 

mentoring.  

High quality mentoring, which consists of mentors who teach in the same 

subject area as their novice, and whom novices give a high “helpfulness” rating, 

is reported by 35 percent of novices. About 69 percent of novices receive 

seminars or classes designed for beginning teachers during their first year of 

teaching. Workload reduction components (preparations or class schedule 

reductions) are rarer; about 11 percent of novices get some form of reduced 
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schedules or class preparations. Common planning time is available to about 48 

percent of novices, while supportive communication with administrative staff is 

available to about 79 percent. Overall, the comparisons show striking differences 

among the program components in terms of prevalence, with the difference 

between workload reduction and supportive communication being particularly 

large. 

 

Figure 4.1: Distribution of Four Induction Support Components 

 

The univariate statistics just summarized only scratch at the surface of 

how induction support is distributed among novice teachers, informing us about 
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the most common components without conveying whether different patterns of 

access to support occur for different teachers and schools. To deepen the 

analysis, I next use bivariate statistics to describe teachers’ access to components 

of induction support.  

 

Distribution of Components is Relatively Even Across Teacher and School 

Characteristics 

Table 4.1a and Table 4.1b present the distribution of induction 

components for individual and organizational characteristics. The five rightmost 

columns of these tables present the five induction components and their 

distribution for various individual and organizational characteristics in each row.  

Each of these columns is divided into two additional columns that show the 

percentage of novice teachers not having these components and the percentage 

of novice teachers having them (“absent” and “present,” columns respectively). 

The topmost row of numbers in each of Table 4.1a and Table 4.1b shows the 

mean frequency distribution for each component, which was also discussed 

above. Where cells are shaded, a statistically significant difference was evident 

over all cases for a given crosstabulation. An unweighted cell N and weighted 

percentage are shown for each cell. 
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Mentoring More Prevalent in Larger Schools 

Table 4.1a indicates there are no significant or substantial differences in 

the availability of mentoring in terms of teachers’ sex, race, age or infield 1 status 

(a status for novices whose teaching certification matches their main teaching 

assignment). When the average distribution of mentoring (shown in the top-most 

row of numbers in Table 4.1a) is compared to its distribution for each of the 

teacher characteristics, there is little difference between the average statistic and 

the cross-tabulated statistics. For instance, the average distribution of mentoring 

is about 35 percent overall, and its distribution among young, male, minority 

teachers and teachers with an advanced degree teaching infield is within one or 

two percentage points of this average.  

Similarly, the availability of mentoring is relatively constant across several 

organizational characteristics shown in Table 4.1b, although teachers in big 

schools (with enrollments over 1,439 students) were more likely to have high 

quality mentors. Novices working in non-rural and suburban schools had 

significantly more high quality mentoring than novices in rural and non-

                                                 

1 The variable measuring teachers’ infield status has ties both to individual 
characteristics and organizational characteristics (e.g. the capacity of school to 
attract teachers with certification in their main teaching assignment). In Table 
4.1a, I include this variable in the individual characteristics sub-section because 
this construct was more conceptually distinct from the organizational 
characteristics included in Table 4.1b. 
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suburban schools. Overall, however, these differences across teacher and 

organizational characteristics do not indicate any substantial differences in the 

distribution of high quality mentoring (no differences in the likelihood of 

experiencing high quality mentoring exceeds 8 percentage points). The 

percentages instead show a relatively even distribution of mentoring, perhaps 

due to its being a keystone in many induction programs.  

 

Seminars or Classes for Beginning Teachers More Available Among Minority Teachers 

and in Larger Schools 

Seminars or classes for beginning teachers is relatively evenly distributed 

according to teacher sex, age and advanced degree status, however, it is well-

differentiated by novices’ minority status and less so their infield status (Table 

4.1a). Minority teachers are more likely to have seminars or classes than non-

minority teachers, by about 16 percentage points. Table 4.1b indicates that 

novices working in large, urban schools are 9 and 10 percent more likely, 

respectively, to have seminars or classes than novices in smaller, non-urban 

schools. An even greater difference exists for novices working in rural schools. 

Those novices are far less likely to have seminars or classes than their peers in 

non-rural schools by 27 percentage points. Teachers working in schools with a 
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majority of students eligible for free- or reduced-price lunches are about 5 

percentage points more likely to receive seminars or classes components. 

 

Workload Reduction More Available Among Minority Teachers and  in Larger Schools 

Although significant differences in the availability of workload reduction 

are apparent for several teacher and organizational characteristics, this 

component is infrequently available to novice teachers. Table 4.1a shows that 

male teachers, minority teachers, young teachers, and teachers whose main 

teaching assignment is out of their field of certification have greater access to 

workload reduction than their counterparts. Table 4.1b indicates that novices in 

large schools and secondary schools receive slightly more workload reduction 

than teachers in small schools and non-secondary schools. Despite these 

deviations from expected frequencies, nearly all teacher and organizational 

characteristics track closely to the mean level of workload reduction shown in the 

first row of each table (the greatest difference being between minority and non-

minority teachers at 8 percentage points). 

 

Common Planning More Available Among Minority Teacher s and in Larger Schools 

Teacher characteristics do not greatly distinguish the distribution of 

common planning among novice teachers. None of the percentages shown in 
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Table 4.1a, for instance, deviate from the mean availability of this component by 

more than about 6 percentage points. By contrast, teachers in large schools are 

less likely to receive common planning time than teachers in smaller schools by a 

difference of about 11 percentage points. Even more pronounced are differences 

between teachers in secondary and non-secondary schools. About 54 percent of 

novices in secondary schools receive common planning time while only about 36 

percent of novices in non-secondary schools do (a difference of 18 percentage 

points). Novices in rural schools also show a distinct deficit in receiving common 

planning, as their peers in non-rural schools are more likely to receive this 

component of support (36 percent versus 49 percent, respectively); novices in 

high poverty schools are also more likely than teachers in low-poverty schools to 

report common planning time, but the difference, about 7 percentage points, is 

relatively small. 

 

Supportive Communication More Available Among Male Teachers and in High Poverty 

Schools 

There are four teacher characteristics that show significant differences 

overall for the availability of supportive communication among novices. Among 

them, novices’ sex is the most discriminating (Table 4.1a), with male teachers 

having more of this form of support than female teachers (86 percent versus 77 
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percent, respectively). Teachers’ age, advanced degree status, and infield status 

also distinguish novices who have and do not have this form of support, with the 

largest advantage (8 percentage points) being for teachers who do not have an 

advanced degree.  

Table 4.1b shows only one organizational characteristic that significantly 

discriminates between novices who have supportive communication and those 

who do not. Novices who work in schools with a high percentage of students (50 

percent or more) eligible for free or reduced priced lunches are slightly more 

likely to have supportive communication than novices not in schools with less 

than 50 percent of students eligible for free or reduced lunch (a difference of 

roughly 3 percentage points).  
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Table 4.1a 

Distribution of Five Induction Components Among Teacher Characteristics (N=3,172 teachers)  

 High Quality Mentor Seminars or Classes Workload Reduction Common Planning Supportive 
Communication 

 Absent Present Absent Present Absent Present Absent Present Absent Present 

 N(%) n(%) n(%) n(%) N(%) n(%) n(%) n(%) n(%) n(%) 

Mean 2162(64.8) 1010(35.2) 1264(31.1) 1908(68.9) 2800(89.5) 372(10.5) 1898(52.5) 1274(47.6) 634(20.9) 2538(79.1) 

Male 726(66.5) 323(33.5) 407(32.7) 642(67.3) 906(86) 143(14) 642(55.6) 407(44.4) 165(14.0) 884(86.0) 
Female 1436(64.2) 687(35.8) 857(30.6) 1266(69.4) 1894(90.7) 229(9.3) 1256(51.3) 1867(48.7) 469(23.3) 1654(76.7) 
Minority 411(63.1) 219(36.9) 187(18.6) 443(81.4) 531(83.5)  99(16.5) 334(46.2) 296(53.8) 113(18.4) 517(81.6) 
Not Minority 1757(65.3) 791(34.7) 1077(34.6) 1465(65.4) 2269(91.2) 273(8.8) 1564(54.2) 978(45.8) 521(21.6) 2021(78.4) 
Young 1486(64.2) 716(35.8) 882(30.3) 1320(69.7) 1924(88.2) 278(11.8) 1306(51.9) 896(48.1) 439(19.8) 1793(80.2) 
Not Young 616(66.3) 294(33.7) 382(33.0) 588(67.0) 876(92.9) 94(7.1) 592(53.8) 378(46.2) 195(23.8) 775(76.2) 
Adv Degree 357(67.0) 165(33.0) 197(27.1) 325(72.9) 458(88.6) 64(11.4) 320(57.0) 202(43.0) 119(27.6) 403(72.4) 
Not AdvDeg 1805(64.4) 845(35.6) 1067(31.9) 1543(68.1) 2342(89.7) 308(10.3) 1578(51.6) 1072(48.4) 515(19.6) 2135(80.4) 
Infield 1457(64.2) 670(35.8) 883(33.1) 1244(66.9) 1919(92.1) 208(7.9) 1264(51.5) 863(48.5) 461(22.2) 1666(77.8) 
Not Infield 705(65.8) 340(34.2) 381(27.2) 664(72.8) 881(84.6) 164(15.4) 634(54.3) 411(45.7) 173(18.5) 872(81.5) 
Source: U.S. Department of Education. 1999-2000 Schools and Staffing Survey. 
Note: Shaded cells have a chi-square value that is significant at the p < .05 level or better.
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Table 4.1b  

Distribution of Five Induction Components Across Organizational and Normative Characteristics (N=3,172 teachers) 

 High Quality Mentor Seminars or Classes Workload Reduction Common Planning Supportive 
Communication 

 Absent Present Absent Present Absent Present Absent Present Absent Present 

 N 
(%) 

N 
(%) 

N 
(%) 

N 
(%) 

N 
(%) 

N 
(%) 

N 
(%) 

N 
(%) 

N 
(%) 

N 
(%) 

Mean 2162(64.8) 1010(35.2) 1264(31.1) 1908(68.9) 2800(89.5) 372(10.5) 1898(52.5) 1274(47.6) 634(20.9) 2538(79.1) 
Big School 324(59.1) 184(40.9) 132(23.8) 376(76.2) 410(84.0) 98 (16.0) 304(61.8) 204(38.2) 108(23.1) 400(76.9) 
Not Big  1838(65.7) 826(34.3) 1132(32.3) 1532(67.7) 2390(90.5) 274 (9.5) 1594(50.9) 1070(49.1) 526(20.5) 2138(79.5) 
Secondary 1415(66.2) 613(33.8) 848(35.6) 1180(64.4) 1742(84.8) 286(15.2) 1355(46.1) 673(53.9) 393(19.4) 1635(80.6) 
Not Second’y 747(64.0) 397(36.0) 416(28.7) 728(71.3) 1058(92.1) 86(7.9) 543(64.2) 601(35.8) 241(21.8) 903(78.2) 
Urban 515(65.7) 260(34.3) 217(24.1) 558(75.9) 687(90.1) 88(9.9) 441(52.8) 334(47.2) 176(23.0) 599(77.0) 
Not urban 1647(64.4) 750(35.6) 1047(34.2) 1350(65.8) 2113(89.3) 284(10.7) 1457(52.3) 940(47.7) 458(20.0) 939(80.0) 
Rural 506(71.6) 154(28.4) 413(54.5) 247(45.5) 588(86.7) 72(13.3) 465(64.2) 195(35.8) 136(17.6) 524(82.4) 
Not Rural 1656(63.9) 856(36.1) 851(28.0) 1661(72.0) 2212(89.9) 300(10.1) 1433(50.9) 1079(49.1) 498(21.4) 2014(78.6) 
Suburban 678(60.7) 373(39.3) 328(26.1) 723(73.9) 924(90.0) 127(10.0) 575(47.2) 475(52.8) 201(21.6) 850(78.4) 
Not Suburb 1484(67.7) 637(32.3) 936(34.7) 1185(65.3) 1876(89.2) 245(10.8) 1323(56.2) 798(43.8) 433(20.5) 1688(79.5) 
Hi Free Lunch  692(66.5) 307(34.5) 400(28.1) 499(71.9) 898(89.2) 101(10.8) 571(47.9) 428(52.1) 207(18.9) 792(81.1) 
Not Hi Free 1470(63.9) 703(36.1) 864(32.7) 1309(67.3) 1902(89.7) 271(10.3) 1327(54.8) 846(45.2) 427(22.0) 1746(78.0) 
Source: U.S. Department of Education. 1999-2000 Schools and Staffing Survey. 
Note: Shaded cells have a chi-square value that is significant at the p < .05 level or better. 
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Summary 

The results in Table 4.1a and Table 4.1b give some indication that the 

context of induction support relates more to organizational characteristics and 

less to teachers’ background, with exceptions being reports of workload 

reduction and supportive communication (there are more significant teacher 

differences than organizational differences for these two forms of support). The 

magnitude of differences, however, is relatively small across both Tables 4.1a 

and 4.1b, with most significant group differences being near or under 10 

percentage points. 

Among the teacher characteristics, no single characteristic explains group 

differences for more than three components. The most prominent patterns that 

teacher characteristics show are for minority status and infield status. First-year 

minority teachers are consistently more likely to report seminars or classes for 

beginning teachers, workload reduction, and common planning time; teachers 

teaching out-of-field are consistently more likely to report receiving seminars or 

classes, workload reduction, and supportive communication during their first 

year of teaching. The increased likelihood that novice teachers working out-of-

field receive induction supports may reflect recognition by local administrators 

that out-of-field assignments place additional stress on new teachers. 
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Organizational characteristics might be expected to have the strongest 

association with the provision of components because policymakers often use the 

characteristics of schools and the students that attend them to distribute 

resources. Nonetheless, there is no dominant pattern apparent in Table 4.1b. 

While school size is associated with the provision of four of five components, the 

relationship is positive for high quality mentoring, seminars or classes, and 

workload reduction but negative for common planning time.  More consistent 

patterns are displayed for suburban and rural schools.  Suburban schools are 

more likely to provide novice teachers with high quality mentoring, seminars or 

classes, and common planning time, while rural schools are less likely to provide 

these same supports to novice teachers.   

 

Combinations of Induction Components Exhibit an Array of Forms 

Finally, before describing the relationship the induction components have 

to the likelihood of teacher turnover, I examine their inter-relationship in Figure 

4.2. In many cases a correlation matrix is an acceptable means to measure the 

inter-relationship between a set of variables, however, the dichotomous scale 

used for each induction component weakens this approach. Instead, I analyzed 

the frequency of every possible combination of the five components – high quality 

mentoring (abbreviated as “M”), seminars or classes (“PD”), workload reduction 



 

 116 

(“WR”), common planning time (“CP”) and supportive communication (“SC”). 

Including the possibility of no support, I found 30 different combinations of 

components in the analytic file.  

Figure 4.2 shows from left to right the least common to the most common 

combinations of five induction components. Below the horizontal axis are 

abbreviated labels for each of the components found in these combinations. 

Thus, at the far left, the combination of high quality mentoring, workload 

reduction and common planning (M, WR, CP) is the least common induction 

design for support, accounting for less than 1 percent of all cases in the analytic 

file. At the far right, seminars or classes and supportive communication (PD, SC) 

is the most common combination, available to slightly more than 14 percent of all 

novices in the analytic file. In presenting these frequencies of combinations, we 

gain a greater sense of the wide range of induction experiences reported by 

novice teachers.   

One pattern evident in Figure 4.2 is the frequency with which supportive 

communication is associated with more common combinations, a finding that 

might be anticipated by the frequencies reported in Figure 4.1. For instance, 

supportive communication is available to novices in 11 of the 15 most common 

combinations of support among novices, while only among five of the 15 least 

common combinations. Supportive communication by itself is found among 
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nearly 10 percent of novices. Another pattern is the scattering of common 

planning across the entire range of combinations. In this case, common planning 

appears among eight of the 15 least common combinations, as well as among 

eight of the 15 most common combinations.  Also, as might be expected, 

workload reduction is associated with the least common combinations since it is 

rarely available to novices overall. Workload reduction is grouped only with 

combinations that are available to less than three percent or more novices. 

Some novices also receive four of the five components together. For 

instance, about 14 percent of novices receive mentoring, seminars or classes, 

common planning and supportive communication in combination – the second 

most common combination observed in these data. Thus, for a small group of 

novices a seemingly comprehensive support framework is available. In contrast, 

Figure 4.2 shows that about 19 percent of novices receive only one of the five 

components alone, with those receiving supportive communication alone (9.3 

percent) being the largest group in this circumstance. This finding underscores 

that novices are more likely not to have a comprehensive induction program 

available to them, on average. 
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Conclusion: A Generally Even Distribution of Induction Support 

The analysis of the distribution of induction support suggests that some 

induction components are rather common among novice teachers and others 

quite rare. The distribution of these components varies frequently among 

different teacher groups but not in substantial or consistent ways. The 

components are distributed with slightly more variance across organizational 

characteristics, and only school size has some regular pattern that discriminates 

the distribution of support.  Finally, the descriptive analysis clarifies that novice 

teachers receive many different forms of induction support, with some novices 

having many components at once while others receive one component alone.
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Figure 4.2. Distribution of Combinations of Induction Support Components (N=3,172 teachers). In the figure depicted, 

“M” = High quality mentoring; “PD” = Seminars or classes; “WR” = Workload Reduction; “CP” = Common Planning; 

“SC” = Supportive Communication.
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Research Question 2: Key Components of Induction Support Abate Novice 

Turnover 

My second research question examines the relationship between the 

induction support components and teacher turnover. These questions shift the 

analysis from descriptive accounts of the distribution of induction support to its 

role as a factor in reducing the likelihood of turnover. The extant literature on 

induction programs provides some evidence of a negative relationship between 

these constructs – that is, higher levels of support relate to lower levels of 

turnover – but knowledge is often limited to idiosyncratic studies whose results 

cannot be generalized to larger populations of teachers. In contrast, this study 

offers multiple ways to examine and model this relationship in a manner that is 

representative of teachers nationally and which permits for group comparisons 

using a standardized measure of induction support.  

 

Three Components Associated with Lower Turnover Rates 

The negative relationship between increased induction support and 

reduced teacher turnover is evident in differences in the mean level of induction 

support between stayers and leavers. Figure 4.3 presents the mean level of 

support for stayers (dark vertical bar) and leavers (white vertical bar) for each of 
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the five components of support. The results indicate that teachers leaving school 

report less mentoring (29 percent; t=4.2), common planning (40 percent; t=4.9), 

and supportive communication (74 percent; t=4.0).  

Surprisingly, higher workload reduction levels do not relate significantly 

to turnover (t=.87), although the paucity of this type of support among novices 

may undermine the reliability of this estimate. The prevalence of seminars or 

classes among stayers (70 percent) is only slightly higher than among leavers (66 

percent; t=1.96), however, differences in the availability of seminars or classes 

between minority and non-minority novices, or novices working in rural (versus 

non-rural) schools (Table 4.1a and Table 4.1b) might be a source of greater effects 

than is observable in a simple bivariate analysis. These results at first glance 

suggest that workload reduction and seminars or classes are unlikely to be 

important variables in multivariate inferential analyses, although I will examine 

their role later to consider whether different teacher, normative and 

organizational controls might relate to these components having more prominent 

effects.  

 

Associations with Teacher and Organizational Factors Weak 

I examine in Table 4.2 the bivariate distributions that teacher and 

organizational characteristics have with the dependent variable. An unweighted 
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cell N and weighted percentage are shown for each cell for each of the control 

variables used in this study; shaded cells indicate a significant difference 

between groups. The results indicate that only a small number of these 

characteristics discriminate between mean levels of turnover. For instance, the 

rate of turnover for teachers in schools with a high percentage (50 percent or 

more of students) of free or reduced price eligible students was only about four 

percentage points different from other schools. Turnover rates also vary slightly 

with novices working in rural and suburban schools, by about four or five 

percentage points. More striking than each of the control variables, however, is 

that nearly all of the percentages shown in this table for stayers have values very 

close to 77 percent; there is very little variability in turnover according to the 

control variables. While statistically reliable, these differences suggest that 

teacher and organizational characteristics are not likely to be major players in 

predicting turnover. I turn to the role that induction components have in 

reducing turnover, controlling for these characteristics, in logistic regression 

models that I describe next. 
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Figure 4.3. Percentage of Novice Teachers Receiving Components of Induction 
Support According to Turnover Status (N=3,172 teachers) 
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Table 4.2 

Novice Teacher Turnover Status by Teacher and Organizational Characteristics 

(N=3,172 teachers) 

 Stayer 
N(%) 

Leaver 
N(%) 

   
 
Mean 

 
2413 (77.3) 

 
759 (22.7) 

 
Teacher Characteristics 

  

Male 503 (76.3) 256 (23.7) 
Female 1620 (77.7) 503 (22.3) 
Minority 495 (78.0) 135 (22.0) 
Not Minority 1918 (77.1) 624 (22.9) 
Young 1656 (77.3) 546 (22.7) 
Not Young 757 (77.5) 213 (22.5) 
Adv Degree 399 (75.7) 123 (24.3) 
Not Adv Deg 2014 (77.6) 636 (22.4) 
Infield 1656 (79.3) 471 (20.7) 
Not Infield 757 (73.5) 288 (26.5) 

 
Organizational Characteristics 

 

Big School 405 (79.8) 103 (20.2) 
Not Big  2008 (77.0) 656 (23.0) 
Secondary 878 (77.1) 266 (22.9) 
Not Secondary 1535 (77.4) 493 (22.6) 
Urban 604 (76.6) 171 (23.4) 
Not urban 1809 (77.6) 588 (22.4) 
Rural 470 (72.6) 190 (27.4) 
Not Rural 1943 (77.9) 569 (22.1) 
Suburban 824 (79.5) 227 (20.5) 
Not Suburb 1589 (75.8) 432 (24.2) 
Hi Free Lunch  748 (74.7) 251 (25.3) 
Not Hi Free 1665 (78.7) 508 (21.3) 

Source: U.S. Department of Education. 1999-2000 Schools and Staffing Survey. 
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A Multivariate Test of Induction Component Effects  

I continue my analysis for the second research question with several 

logistic regression models to estimate the effects of induction components on 

teacher turnover, controlling for teacher, normative and organizational variables. 

These models offer multivariate results that complement the bivariate analyses 

between induction components and turnover, or between components and 

control variables. I use a set of regression models labeled A1 though A5 to test 

the main effects between each component and teacher turnover. Model A1 

examines the relationship between each of the four induction components and 

teacher turnover. Model A2 introduces teacher characteristics to the models. 

Model A3 adds normative controls and then Model A4 introduces organizational 

variables. Finally, Model A5 uses all terms found to be significant in Models A1 

through A4. Variables significant at the p = 0.1 level are included in subsequent 

regression analyses. 

 

Three Components of Induction Support Reduce the Likelihood of Turnover 

Table 4.3 presents logistic regression coefficients as log-odds (columns 

labeled “LO”), and their associated odds-ratios (labeled “OR”), that explain 

variance in the probability of novice teacher turnover for Models A1 through A5. 

Log-odds are simply odds-ratios (the probability of an event occurring divided 
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by the probability of it not occurring) that are transformed using the natural 

logarithmic function – hence, they are termed a “log-odds.” If we use as the 

dependent variable the log-odds that the dependent variable equals 1, then 

predicted values of probability are constrained between zero and one (Menard, 

1995). Log-odds coefficients represent each independent variable’s main effect on 

the likelihood of turnover; I discuss the effects in terms of odds-ratios because 

these statistics have a more intuitive interpretation.  

In Model A1, the five induction components are entered simultaneously 

without controlling for teacher, normative or organizational characteristics. 

Although the mean level of turnover (represented by the Constant) is associated 

with the largest reduction in the likelihood of teacher turnover, high quality 

mentoring, common planning and supportive communication still account for 

important reductions in turnover. High quality mentoring accounts for a 24 

percent reduction in the odds of turnover (the ratio of the probability of turnover 

to the probability of no turnover), common planning for a 27 percent reduction, 

and supportive communication a 24 percent reduction in the odds of turnover. 2 

                                                 

2 Each regression model presented in this study includes two diagnostic statistics: 
Hosmer and Lemeshow’s chi-square statistic, and the Nagelkerke pseudo-R2. There is 
considerable debate about the meaning and validity of these diagnostic measures in logistic 
regression; they are included here for informational purposes only. 
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Alternately, I ran this model using a dichotomous variable for mentoring, 

whereby teachers with any mentor, regardless of quality, were compared to 

teachers who had no mentor. This alternative measure of mentoring did not 

make any statistically significant contribution to the model, likely because the 

quality of mentors captured by the “high quality mentoring” variable, and the 

field match between novice and mentor, are important constructs in assessing the 

role of induction support on turnover.  For the purpose of simplicity, I do not 

present these modes in the table.   

When teacher characteristics are added to the model as a group (Model 

A2), only infield status has a significant relationship to the likelihood of 

turnover; it is associated with a 31 percent reduction in the odds of turnover. 

Despite the fact that infield status explains more of the variance in the log-odds 

of turnover than any induction component, mentoring, common planning and 

supportive communication continue to be important factors at the same 

magnitude as Model A1. These results suggest that the quality of programs is 

independent of the characteristics of novices who participate in them because 

teacher background variables do not alter the strength or direction of 

relationships that induction support has with turnover. In subsequent sections I 

explore this independence further using interaction terms. 
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In Model A3, I examine the role of three normative composite variables. 

Collegiality, commitment and faculty influence each have been associated with 

improving the ability of teachers to communicate on various issues central to 

teachers’ work, in turn abating turnover. When the three normative variables are 

entered simultaneously, it is evident that faculty influence has no bearing on the 

likelihood of novice teacher turnover, although collegiality and teacher 

commitment do. Schoolwide collegiality is associated with a 16 percent reduction 

in the odds of novice turnover, and commitment is associated with a 37 percent 

reduction. Despite the effects that these normative constructs have on turnover, 

they seem independent of the role that mentoring and interactive communication 

has on turnover – each induction component maintains roughly the same effect 

as in Model A2.   However, the effect of supportive communications is 

diminished. 

I add several organizational controls in Model A4; faculty influence is 

removed from this model because it made no significant contribution in Model 

A3. Among the six organizational controls (enrollment and its quadratic form are 

counted as one control), only school enrollment and school poverty level have a 

significant but opposite relationship to turnover, the latter accounting for a 21 

percent increase in the odds of turnover. Furthermore, the coefficient for 
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enrollment squared was a statistically significant predictor, indicating that the 

relationship between enrollment and turnover is curvilinear.3  

Model A4 also indicates that a teacher’s urban location is unrelated to 

turnover. This result stands in contrast to previous research on induction 

programs that has documented the particularly challenging issues facing novices 

in urban schools, which in turn heighten their turnover rates (Fideler & 

Haselkorn, 1999). The data used in this study do not show such a relationship. 

One explanation may be that the dichotomous measure of a school’s urban status 

does not capture the complex milieu of ineffective leadership, school violence, 

poor facilities and other conditions not measured by SASS that characterize the 

most difficult urban school settings and place novices in circumstances where 

they are likely to leave. Model A4 also indicates that rural school status is not a 

significant predictor of turnover.  

Finally, Model A5 presents all teacher, normative and organizational 

characteristics found to be significant in Models A1 through A4. Model A5 

makes apparent the independence of the induction components from the effects 

of normative and organizational controls, and by comparison to Models A1 
                                                 

3 This result indicates that higher rates of turnover are associated with very small and 
very large schools, although for the largest schools the relationship between enrollment and 
turnover is positive because schools with more than approximately 2,500 students have higher 
turnover rates as school size increases. Such a u-shaped distribution of turnover rates is evident 
in the latest national summary reports on teacher turnover (Luekens, Lyter, Fox & Chandler, 
2004; Table 3). 
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through A4, suggests that novices are somewhat isolated from the larger school 

context in which they work. Overall, the multivariate analysis of the effects of 

induction components on turnover support the results found in the bivariate 

analyses – that high quality mentoring, common planning and supportive 

communication each reduce the likelihood of turnover among novices. In the 

next set of models I explore further the independence of the induction 

components from teacher and school characteristics by testing whether any 

effects between induction components are contingent on teacher, normative and 

organizational controls. 

 

Research Question 3: Teacher, Normative and Organizational Characteristics 

Play Important Roles in Reducing Novice Teacher Turnover 

 

In the preceding section I presented several regression models, as well as 

bivariate t-tests, that examined the main effects that induction support 

components have on turnover. In this section I present how several interaction 

terms actually adjust the main effects – that is, moderate the main effects for any 

contingent relationships to turnover that the induction components have with 

control variables such as teacher preparation or school size. These analyses are 

presented in Table 4.4, and focus on the variables ascertained in Model A5 to be 
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statistically significant. Models B1 through B3 examine interactions associated 

with teacher, normative and organizational controls, respectively. Model B4 

examines only interaction effects found to be significant in Models B1 through 

B3. All regression models in Model Set B represent interaction effects for novice, 

infield teachers in average sized (n~840 students), high-poverty schools with 

normative climates having average levels of schoolwide collegiality and 

commitment. Variables significant at the p = 0.1 level are included in subsequent 

analysis. 

In Model B1, I focus on the interaction effects between teacher 

characteristics and the three significant induction components: high quality 

mentoring, common planning and supportive communication. I calculate the 

moderated effect of high quality mentoring by adding two coefficients; the 

lower-order coefficient for high quality mentoring ( LO = .06) and the higher-

order coefficient for the interaction of high quality mentoring and infield status ( 

LO = -.41). While the lower-order term for high quality mentoring is not 

statistically significant, Aiken and West (1991) explain that lower-order terms 

should be considered significant predictors of an effect when their higher-order 

counterparts are significant. Thus, the moderated effect of high quality 

mentoring shown in Model B1 demonstrates that high quality mentoring is 

associated with 29 percent reduction in the odds of turnover. The result 
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substantiates the importance for novices to work in a subject area for which they 

are certified, since high quality mentoring has a greater effect in reducing the 

likelihood of turnover for infield teachers than out-of-field teachers. What may 

be even more salient, however, is that Model B1 suggests that unless high quality 

mentoring is offered to novices who have assignments in their field of 

certification, the intervention is not beneficial. The importance of being an infield 

novice in a mentoring relationship might stem from greater opportunities for 

professional exchanges about curricula and content-specific pedagogy between 

novice and mentor when the novice brings professionally mandated 

qualifications to the job. 

Model B2 examines the moderating effects of schoolwide normative 

characteristics on induction support. The interrelationships between the 

induction components and a school’s normative climate in this model are 

complex. First, mentoring interacts significantly with collegiality. Second, 

common planning interacts with commitment, and third, supportive 

communication interacts with commitment. Together, the overall effect of these 

three induction components and their respective interaction terms is a 66 percent 

reduction in the odds of turnover. Such a reduction is not surprising since these 

are among the largest interaction coefficients found across the regression models 

in this study. Furthermore, these large coefficients are consistent with research 
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that highlights the importance of normative climate (Rosenholtz, 1991); 

documenting its widespread and powerful role in teachers’ daily work lives. 

Taken individually, the effects shown in Model B2 do not always have a 

straightforward interpretation. Such is the case with the interaction between 

supportive communication and schoolwide commitment. The interaction 

between supportive communication and commitment is also significant but 

amounts to a 77 percent increase in the odds of turnover. The positive coefficient 

for the higher order interaction term indicates that the benefits of supportive 

communication disappear when high levels of schoolwide commitment 

characterize a school. While the negative role of high schoolwide commitment 

seems at first inconsistent with research that expounds on the benefits of this 

construct, other research indicates that veteran teachers (a group likely to have 

strong attachment to their careers in teaching) sometimes adhere to isolating 

conventions and attitudes that place barriers between themselves and novices 

seeking assistance (Lortie, 1975; McLaughlin & Talbert, 2001). The variable used 

to measure commitment in this study reflects general commitment to the 

teaching career, making such a hypothesis viable for further research. 

The two remaining normative moderating variables in Model B2 have a 

more straightforward interpretation. The interaction between schoolwide 

collegiality and high quality mentoring is a powerful moderating influence on 
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induction support. The interaction between these two variables is associated with 

a 56 percent reduction in the odds of turnover when combined with the 

beneficial effect for mentoring. The interaction between common planning and 

commitment is a similarly powerful moderating effect. 

Model B3 examines the moderating effects of organizational 

characteristics on mentoring, specifically how the effect of induction components 

on turnover is contingent on the level of school enrollment. When enrollment is 

high (i.e. one SD above the mean enrollment), the relationship between 

mentoring and turnover is positive because the sum of the mentoring and 

interaction coefficients is positive. In schools with smaller enrollments (i.e. one 

SD below the mean enrollment), mentoring remains negatively related to 

turnover. Model B3 specifies the mentoring-enrollment relationship more 

carefully than Model A4 and Model A5. Those models, which did not examine 

how mentoring effects are moderated by enrollment effects, seem to overestimate 

the effect of mentoring.  Model B3 also demonstrates that common planning and 

supportive communication effects are not moderated by enrollment, and that a 

school’s poverty status is independent of induction component effects.   

Model B4 includes all significant predictors from Model A5 and all 

significant interaction terms from Models B1 through B3. When all the variables 

in this model are considered together, it represents novices who receive high 
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quality mentoring, common planning and supportive communication in 

combination – a circumstance that Figure 4.2 indicates was available to about 3.7 

percent of novices. The model also makes clear the importance of teachers’ 

background and school context as moderating factors in the role of induction 

programs. For instance, teachers’ infield status plays a strong role on turnover 

overall, as well as on the effect of high quality mentoring. Normative and 

organizational characteristics play a moderating role on high quality mentoring 

effect as well. Common planning and supportive communication are both 

moderated by commitment while mentoring is moderated by enrollment.  

 

Conclusion: Induction Component Effects are Contingent on Teacher Background and 

School Context 

Key components of teacher induction programs are distributed rather 

evenly among novice teachers nationwide. While some teacher and school 

characteristics, such as teachers’ minority status and school size, account for 

some discrimination in how the components are available to novice teachers, the 

group differences noted in this study often account for fewer than 10 percentage 

points. 

The even distribution of components does not imply that novices always 

receive the same type of induction support. This study found thirty different 
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combinations of induction support components as reported by novices. The large 

number of different combinations suggests that, while teachers’ background and 

organizational characteristics rarely distinguish the distribution of each 

component, a wide array of support forms are available nationwide.  

Finally, this study concludes that the problem of novice teacher turnover 

may be abated by induction programs, yet the programs’ promise is impacted by 

the complex milieu of organizational characteristics, normative climate and the 

professional backgrounds of novice teachers. Schoolwide normative 

characteristics account for the largest moderating effects, while one 

organizational characteristic (enrollment) had the smallest moderating effect. 

While in some cases teacher, normative and organizational controls reduce the 

benefits of induction support, in many circumstances the components of 

induction programs remain important interventions in reducing the likelihood of 

novice teacher turnover. 
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Table 4.3  

Logistic Regression Analysis of the Likelihood of Novice Teacher Turnover (N = 3,172 teachers) 

 ____A1____ ____A2____ ____A3____ ____A4____ ____A5____ 
 LO OR Sig LO OR Sig LO OR Sig LO OR Sig LO OR Sig 

Induction components                
  High Quality Mentor -0.27 0.76 .004 -0.27 0.76 .005 -0.22 0.80 .022 -0.19 0.83 .049 -0.20 0.82 .046 
  Seminars or Classes -0.07 0.93 .458        .     
  Workload Reduction 0.22 1.25 .117a             
  Common Planning -0.31 0.73 .001 -0.30 0.74 .001 -0.26 0.77 .005 -0.26 0.77 .006 -0.27 0.76 .003 
  Supp Commun. -0.28 0.76 .008 -0.29 0.75 .005 -0.17 0.84 .107 -0.21 0.81 .052 -0.20 0.82 .060 
Teacher Controls                
  Male    0.07 1.07 .501          
  Minority    -0.09 0.91 .393          
  Younger    -0.06 0.94 .564          
  Older    -0.38 0.68 .199          
  Adv. Degree    0.11 1.12 .349          
  Infield    -0.37 0.69 .000 -0.30 0.74 .001 -0.33 0.73 .000 -0.33 0.72 .000 
Normative Controls                
  Collegiality       -0.17 0.84 .028 -0.23 0.80 .003 -0.22 0.80 .002 
  Commitment       -0.47 0.63 .000 -0.51 0.60 .000 -0.50 0.61 .000 
  Faculty Influence       -0.11 0.90 .155       
Source: U.S. Department of Education. 1999-2000 Schools and Staffing Survey. 
Note: “LO” = log-odds  “OR” = odds ratio. 
a. The statistical significance of Workload Reduction, while close to a p=.10 level, was not included in subsequent analyses because it was not a 
significant predictor of turnover in the bivariate analyses and because of the very small number of novices who reported receiving this 
component. 
Table continues. 
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Table 4.3, continued.  

Logistic Regression Analysis of the Likelihood of Novice Teacher Turnover (N = 3,172 teachers) 

 ____A1____ ____A2____ ____A3____ ____A4____ ____A5____ 
 LO OR Sig LO OR Sig LO OR Sig LO OR Sig LO OR Sig 

Org. Controls                
  Enrollment (z-score)          -0.25 0.78 .001 -0.27 0.76 .000 
  Enrollment * 
Enrollment 

         0.04 1.04 .094 0.05 1.05 .054 

  Urban          -0.01 0.99 .950    
  Rural          0.10 1.11 .460    
  Hi Lunch          0.19 1.21 .063 0.17 1.19 .067 
  Secondary          0.04 1.04 .703    
  Student disc 
problems 

         0.02 1.02 .793    

Constant -0.76 0.47 .000 -0.59 0.55 .000 -0.73 0.48 .000 -0.82 0.44 .000 -0.72 0.49 .000 
Nagelkerke R2   .021   .028   .052   .062   .060 
Hosmer-Lemeshow ? 2   12.66   18.59   4.15   22.52   11.33 
Source: U.S. Department of Education. 1999-2000 Schools and Staffing Survey. 
Note: “LO” = log-odds  “OR” = odds ratio. Shaded cells are significant a p = .10. 
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Table 4.4  

Interactions Associated with Induction Program Effects on Turnover (N=3,172 teachers) 

 ____B1____ ____B2____ ____B3____ ____B4____ 
 LO OR Sig LO OR Sig LO OR Sig LO OR Sig 
Induction components             
  High Quality Mentor 0.06 1.06 .710 -0.24 0.79 .013 -0.27 0.76 .042 -0.00 1.00 .998 
  Common Planning -0.11 0.89 .455 -0.27 0.76 .005 -0.20 0.82 .005 -0.26 0.77 .004 
  Supportive Commun. -0.16 0.85 .379 -0.13 0.88 .331 -0.22 0.80 .056 -0.13 0.88 .232 
Teacher Controls             
  Infield -0.05 0.95 .819 -0.34 0.71 .000 -0.33 0.72 .000 -0.21 0.81 .053 
Normative Controls             
  Collegiality -0.21 0.81 .004 -0.13 0.88 .344 -0.23 0.80 .001 -0.09 0.91 .307 
  Commitment -0.52 0.60 .000 -0.76 0.47 .000 -0.51 0.60 .000 -0.84 0.43 .000 
Organizational Controls             
  Enrollment (z-score) -0.28 0.76 .000 -0.28 0.76 .000 -0.22 0.80 .035 -0.35 0.71 .000 
  Enrollment * Enrollment 0.05 1.05 .041 0.04 1.04 .054 0.03 1.03 .183 0.04 1.04 .112 
  Hi Lunch 0.17 1.19 .060 0.18 1.20 .058 0.16 1.17 .426 0.17 1.19 .059 
Source: U.S. Department of Education. 1999-2000 Schools and Staffing Survey. 
Note: “LO” = log-odds  “OR” = odds ratio 
Table continues. 
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Table 4.4, continued.  

Interactions Associated with Induction Program Effects on Turnover (N=3,172 teachers) 

 ____B1____ ____B2____ ____B3____ ____B4____ 
 LO OR Sig LO OR Sig LO OR Sig LO OR Sig 
Interactions             
  Mentor*Infield -0.41 0.66 .037       -0.40 0.67 .043 
  ComnPlan*Infield -0.25 0.78 .178          
  SuppComm*Infield -0.06 0.94 .769          
  Mentor*Collegiality    -0.58 0.56 .001    -0.47 0.63 .004 
  ComnPlan*Collegiality    0.25 1.28 .104       
  SuppComm*Collegiality    -0.05 0.95 .810       
  Mentor*Commitment    -0.09 0.91 .625       
  ComnPlan*Commitment    -0.55 0.58 .001    -0.51 0.60 .001 
  SuppComm*Commitment    0.70 2.01 .000    0.72 2.05 .000 
  Mentor*Enrollment       0.34 1.41 .002 0.21 1.23 .043 
  ComnPlan* Enrollment        -0.13 0.88 .233    
  SuppComm*Enrollment       -0.16 0.85 .181    
  Mentor*HiLunch       0.21 1.23 .291    
  ComnPlan*HiLunch       -0.18 0.84 .339    
  SuppComm*HiLunch       0.02 1.02 .925    
Constant -0.97 0.38 .000 -0.82 0.44 .000 -0.78 0.46 .000 -0.91 0.40 .000 
Nagelkerke R2   .064   .077   .065   .079 
Hosmner-Lemeshow ? 2   14.12   21.47   11.17   11.82 
Source: U.S. Department of Education. 1999-2000 Schools and Staffing Survey. 
Note: “LO” = log-odds  “OR” = odds ratio. Shaded cells are significant at the p =.10 level. 
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CHAPTER V 

A USEFUL BUT NECESSARILY  

INTRICATE INTERVENTION 

 

Introduction 

This dissertation examines in detail the distribution of five teacher 

induction program components: high quality mentoring, seminars or classes for 

beginning teachers, workload reduction, common planning and supportive 

communication. It also examines how these components are related to different 

levels of novice teacher turnover. In particular, it examines the relationship 

between induction support and turnover in varying normative and 

organizational contexts for different demographic and professional groups of 

teachers, and describes how these contexts moderate the effects of induction 

program components. In view of earlier research, this study extends the 

empirical research literature on teacher induction by utilizing a survey data set 

that permits for a representative, quasi-experimental analysis of induction 

program components and their relationship to teacher turnover in different 

school settings – an analytic approach not conducted in earlier studies. 

Specifically, I use data from the 1999-2000 Schools and Staffing Survey (SASS) 
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because they measure several components of induction programs available to 

novice teachers and turnover among novice teachers.  

This study presents new information that helps to fill gaps in the current 

induction program research literature in at least three ways. First, although many 

studies describe the form and design of specific induction programs in various 

communities and states (e.g., Southeast Center for Teaching Quality, 2003; Pan & 

Mutchler, 2000), this study uses standardized measures of program components 

that permit a consistent summary of program forms and their distribution across 

teacher populations and organizational settings nationwide. Second, previous 

research on induction program effects uses a variety of different outcome 

measures that complicates the synthesis of results across studies and fragments 

knowledge about induction programs. This study focuses on one outcome – 

novice teacher turnover – utilizing a relatively standard and accepted set of 

measures that focuses on key variables known to relate to teachers’ decisions to 

leave or remain in the profession. Third, this study advances our understanding 

of how different forms of induction programs function for various teacher 

groups in different organizational settings. SASS data are well-suited to this 

purpose because they include nationally representative measures of many 

organizational and individual variables for each teacher who submitted 

information about the nature of their first year induction experience. In using 
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these data, this dissertation stands in contrast to existing studies because its 

analyses and conclusions focus on school context and teacher background, which 

prove to be important moderators of program effects. 

I use descriptive and inferential statistics to examine the SASS data. Three 

research questions guide my analyses: 

 

Question 1 

What induction components are most prevalent and what are their 

distributions among different demographic or professional groups of teachers in 

different organizational contexts?  

 

Question 2 

What is the relationship between induction program components and 

teacher turnover?  

 

Question 3 

How does the relationship between different components of induction 

programs and teacher turnover vary for different demographic or professional 

groups of teachers in different school settings?  
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To answer these questions, I use a sample of 3,172 novice public school 

teachers from the SASS. The sample consists of novices who had two or fewer 

years of experience in order to capture information about a salient phase in the 

teaching profession – a phase known for particularly arduous working 

conditions that are commonly associated with high turnover rates. From this 

group of novice teachers, I exclude teachers who worked in more than one public 

school in order to ensure that the school effects I model are linked to the novices’ 

first year of teaching.  

This examination of induction programs has potential policy implications 

because it ascribes clear effect sizes to discrete induction program components 

currently in use nationwide and demonstrates how professional and 

organizational characteristics moderate the impact of induction program 

components. Since only the very latest research (Smith & Ingersoll, 2004) utilizes 

large scale survey data and standardized measures of induction program 

components, policymakers have been limited to making broad-brushed claims 

about the programs based on local program evaluations and narrowly 

constructed research designs. This study, however, produces generalizable 

findings about the possible effects of specific components in different 

professional and organizational contexts for those who build policies and 

programs intended to support effective teacher induction. 
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In the following sections of this chapter, I summarize the research 

findings, discuss them in light of current research and policy issues on teacher 

induction programs, note limitations of this study, and suggest avenues for 

further research. 

 

Overview: Evenly Distributed and Effective Interventions 

This study indicates that several components of induction support are 

relatively common and evenly distributed, yet their effect on turnover is 

contingent on certain teacher, normative and organizational factors. I review the 

findings in order of the research questions.   

 

Distribution of Induction Support is Generally Even 

Many components of induction support, particularly seminars or classes 

for beginning teachers, and supportive communication, are common among 

novices – these two components are available to 70 and 80 percent of novices, 

respectively. Other components are less common, available to roughly half of 

novices, while workload reduction is least common, available to only 10 percent 

of novices. The distribution of induction support is relatively even among 

teachers and schools according to several characteristics, although teachers’ 

minority status, infield status, suburban status and school enrollment account for 
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distributional differences more than other characteristics. While the distribution 

is even (most differences between groups account for 10 percentage points or 

less), the largest relative differences in support occur for minority teachers and 

their receipt of seminars or classes, the provision of supportive communication 

among male teachers and the provision of seminars or classes among rural 

schools. The relatively even distribution of induction components is congruent 

with earlier surveys of state level induction policies that show an increasingly 

uniform promotion of plans for induction programs in states’ school districts 

(Skinner & Staresina, 2004). While each component is relatively evenly 

distributed across teacher and organizational characteristics, there is no evidence 

in the SASS data that certain combinations of these components (i.e. program 

designs) are very common. I examine the frequency of every combination of 

induction components reported by novice teachers in this sample. The most 

common combination of components is seminars or classes and supportive 

communication, which are available together to about 15 percent of novices. 

 

Induction Support Reduces the Likelihood of Novice Teacher Turnover 

I use t-tests to measure the significance of mean differences between 

stayers and leavers for each induction component. Overall, about 23 percent of 

novice teachers in this sample left their teaching positions between 1999-2000 
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and 2000-2001.  My analysis indicates that higher levels of induction support are 

associated with lower levels of teacher turnover for four of five induction 

components: high quality mentoring, seminars or classes, common planning and 

supportive communication. These components on average are associated with a 

6-point difference between the percentage of stayers and leavers; common 

planning accounts for the largest difference. Workload reduction is not 

associated with teacher turnover, although the estimates of this component’s 

effect may be influenced by the rarity of its occurrence. While advocates bemoan 

the dearth of programs employing this component (AFT, 1998), the cost of 

reducing teachers’ schedules and class preparations may be a barrier to its 

widespread implementation.  

The results from the multivariate logistic regression analyses complement 

the bivariate analyses of induction effects. In Chapter IV, Table 4.3 indicated that 

high quality mentoring, common planning and supportive communication 

reduced the odds of turnover, on average, by about 25 percent. These 

relationships remained relatively similar after controlling for teacher 

characteristics (i.e., infield status), teachers’ normative climate (i.e. schoolwide 

collegiality and commitment), and organizational characteristics (i.e. school 

enrollment and high poverty status). 
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Induction Support Effects Are Moderated by Teacher, Normative, and Organizational 

Characteristics 

While several of the induction components show promise in reducing 

turnover in and of themselves, their direct effects must be adjusted by their 

interaction with teachers’ background, teachers’ normative climate and/or 

organizational characteristics. The multivariate analyses of program effects that I 

presented in Table 4.4 show that the components have important roles in 

reducing turnover rates, but that each component’s effect varies according to 

teachers’ infield status, schoolwide collegiality and commitment, and school 

enrollment. Below, I illustrate these interactions in Figures 5.5a through 5.5e, 

each of which draws on results from Model B4 (Chapter 4, Table 4.4). Each figure 

shows the probability of turnover for each induction component as moderated 

by one teacher, normative, or organizational factor. The vertical axis indicates the 

probability of turnover for novice teachers, and each bar in these figures 

represents a “high,” “average”, or “low” value of a moderating variable, with the 

exception of infield status, which has only “high” or “average” values that 

correspond to its values of zero and one. 
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High Quality Mentoring Effects Are Contingent on Enrollment, Collegiality and Infield 

Status 

Figures 5.1a, 5.1b and 5.1e show that mentoring interacts with teacher 

(infield status), normative (collegiality) and organizational (enrollment) factors. 

The most straightforward and easily interpretable interaction is with infield 

status. When mentored teachers work out-of-field, mentoring has no effect on 

teacher turnover (i.e., the probability of leaving school is 50 percent); it is only 

when novices work infield that mentoring reduces the likelihood of attrition by 

more than just a “fifty-fifty” chance (Figure 5.1a).  

The interactions with school size and collegiality are more complex. 

Smaller-sized schools and schools with high-levels of collegiality magnify the 

benefits of high quality mentoring, while larger-sized schools and schools with 

low-levels of collegiality diminish these benefits (Figure 5.1b; Figure 5.1e).  More 

surprisingly, though, the relationship between mentoring and turnover is 

actually positive in larger-sized schools and schools with low-levels of 

collegiality – that is, having a high-quality mentor in these organizational 

settings is actually associated with a higher probability of teacher turnover.  

While this does not necessarily mean that mentoring causes teacher attrition in 

these settings, it does suggest that the effects of mentoring on teacher turnover 

may be more complex than we realize.  
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Common Planning Time Effects Are Contingent on Commitment 

While the interactions between mentoring and enrollment may require 

more complex interpretations, the relationship between common planning time 

and schoolwide commitment is relatively uncomplicated. The results 

demonstrate that schoolwide commitment levels interact beneficially with 

common planning time (Figure 5.1c). When implemented in schools with higher 

schoolwide commitment levels, novice teachers receiving common planning time 

tend to remain in their teaching positions more than novices who receive 

common planning time in climates with lower commitment levels. In fact, when 

schoolwide commitment is high, common planning time is associated with a 

probability of turnover equal to 0.32. Conversely, teachers who receive common 

planning time in schools with low schoolwide commitment benefit much less 

from this component; the effect suggests that the provision of common planning 

time in low-commitment environments is positively associated with turnover.  

 

Supportive Communication Effects Are Contingent on Commitment 

Like the interactions between mentoring and school size, the interaction 

between supportive communications and commitment is somewhat surprising. 

On average, supportive communication has a relatively weak relationship to 
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teacher turnover. In schools with low levels of commitment, however, supportive 

communication from administrators decreases the probability of turnover, 

perhaps because such supports are more valuable to novice teachers in these 

settings (Figure 5.1d). The converse is less expected – namely, that supportive 

communication in schools with high levels of commitment is associated with a 

higher probability of teacher turnover. Again, while such a finding does not 

mean that supportive communication causes turnover, it does suggest that the 

effects of induction programs on attrition are less straightforward than 

policymakers have described.  
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Figure 5.1a: High Quality Mentoring is More Effective in Reducing Turnover for 
Infield Novices 
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Figure 5.1b: High Quality Mentoring is More Effective in Reducing Turnover in High 
Collegiality Schools 
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Figure 5.1c: Common Planning is More Effective in Reducing Turnover in High 
Commitment Schools 
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Figure 5.1d: Supportive Communication is Less Effective in Reducing Turnover in 
High Commitment Schools 
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Figure 5.1e: High Quality Mentoring is Less Effective In Reducing Turnover in 
High Enrollment Schools 
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Assembling a New View of Induction Programs 

This study deconstructed what might be termed the “aggregate view” of 

induction programs that has typically dominated the empirical research base – it 

described how pieces of induction programs have different and sometimes 

conflicting roles, especially when employed in certain school contexts, whereas 

earlier research typically analyzed programs as a black box; that is, the inter-

workings of program components and their context were not analyzed. By 

examining the components of induction programs this study -- while confirming 

the optimism of earlier induction effects literature -- directs future induction 

programs research and implementation to take account of the complex ways in 

which different components of teacher induction can interact with context and 

teacher background to affect program outcomes. The results, which show that 

specific induction program components remain important factors in reducing 

novice teacher turnover, validate the basic rationale for induction programs 

because they substantiate more reliably the likelihood that specific types of 

supports decrease new teacher turnover. Yet these results also suggest that in 

practice induction programs may look very different across sites and respond to 

school contexts in ways that have not been observed in earlier research. The new 

view of induction programs has more substantial empirical evidence to support 
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program implementation, but also reasons for more complex explanations of 

program effects and program implementation. Below, I comment on how this 

study informs theories about induction programs after describing several policy 

implications from this study. 

 

Implications for Policy Implementation 

The present study conducts descriptive and inferential analyses of 

induction components and their effects. These two types of analysis map to two 

different but related implications. First, this study implies that induction 

components should not be viewed as “one size fits all” policy interventions that 

can be introduced to any novice or school with an expectation that they will 

reduce teacher turnover. This study suggests that at least four variables -- school 

size, teachers’ infield certification status, and the levels of commitment and 

collegiality in schools -- all relate to the effectiveness of specific induction 

program components. Consequently, policymakers may want to consider these 

factors in designing specific induction programs (in ways that I specify below), 

because generically designed policies may lead to disappointing or even 

unintended consequences in terms of new teacher turnover. 

Policymakers who intend to reduce new teacher turnover may develop 

new teacher induction programs that take account of existing contextual 
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variables that I described above, but the most effective policies may be those that 

also promote school contexts that enhance the benefits of induction programs for 

new teachers. Darling-Hammond, Berry, Haselkorn and Fideler (1999) described 

networks of schools and universities, and the concomitant work of teachers and 

university faculty in those networks, that formed professional development 

schools (PDSs) in Cincinnati – their work an example of larger reform contexts 

that harbored and enhanced Cincinnati’s induction program. The authors 

explained that the close ties between university and public schools facilitated in-

school seminars and close supervision for novices in the induction program. 

Thus, induction programs operating in larger teacher development systems like a 

PDS seem to have advantages over programs that operate outside such 

environments. Connecting induction programs to a broader framework of 

teacher development develops interdependent teacher support mechanisms 

known to be effective in other national studies of new teacher support (Johnson, 

et al., 2004). 

Education decision-makers can pursue teacher development policies and 

programs less complex than PDSs to enhance induction programs as well. For 

instance, policies may encourage districts to configure schools of specific sizes, 

and ensure that teachers are recruited and distributed across schools in ways that 

minimize out-of-field teaching. Policymakers can also support programs that 
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build collegial communities in schools, although defining and assessing such 

communities may be less straightforward than instituting enrollment policies. By 

adjusting policies related to the outcomes of teacher induction programs, rather 

than the programs themselves, policymakers can help induction programs 

reduce novice teacher turnover. In light of the importance of context, this study 

points to several program implementation scenarios:  

• Induction programs that utilize common planning, and which are 

put into practice in schools known to have low faculty collegiality, 

should be expected to have smaller effects than when common 

planning is implemented in schools with higher levels of teacher 

collegiality. Thus, prior to utilizing this program component, 

policymakers may require program designs to be minimally 

based, to the extent possible, on the assessment end enhancement 

of faculty collegiality.  

• When teachers work out-of-field in high enrollment schools 

characterized by low faculty collegiality, policymakers should 

also expect to substantial detriments to the benefits of high quality 

mentoring. Specifically, as policymakers employ high quality 

mentoring in designs of teacher induction programs, they must 

ensure that program designs first require a match between mentor 
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and novice because mentors who were not matched to the same 

field as the novice had no significant effect on the novice’s 

turnover. Second, program designs must insure that novices bring 

infield certification to their main teaching assignments when 

working with these mentors. Third, high quality mentoring must 

be considered in light of the teachers’ normative climate, 

particularly schoolwide collegiality, which when lacking hinders 

the full benefits of high quality mentoring. The complex 

interaction between mentoring and these variables suggests that 

policy makers consider the extensive structures of professional 

development schools and how they might better germinate the 

fruits of high quality mentoring. 

• Policies that promote supportive communication from 

administrators must consider the quality of teachers’ schoolwide 

commitment. The implementation of supportive communication 

is complicated because it functions well in contexts that may 

compromise other program components, particularly if high 

levels of schoolwide collegiality occur in tandem with high levels 

of schoolwide commitment (likely a common occurrence). In this 

light, supportive communication seems a less prudent choice of 
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components because unlike high quality mentoring and common 

planning, it functions less well in positive normative climates. 1 

These different scenarios imply that generic induction component 

implementation is unwarranted, since teacher background and school context is 

related in important ways to the components’ effect on turnover. Overall, this 

study implies that no induction program should be designed without keen 

attention to school context and teacher background. Policymakers should pay 

particular attention to high school enrollments, insufficient teacher preparation, 

and low faculty morale (i.e. low collegiality) before utilizing induction program 

components.  

A second implication of this study concerns the wide array of support 

types available to novices, which I demonstrate by an examination of the 

frequency of component combinations (Chapter IV, Figure 4.2). The array of 

induction program forms makes clear that there is not one type, or even a small 

number of types, of induction program being implemented among public school 

novices. Moreover, the perceptual nature of certain induction components -- 

what one teacher perceives to be a helpful mentor may be quite different from 

one novice to another – may even contribute to an underestimation of the true 

incidence of different program forms. Such matters of perception suggest that a 

                                                 
1 The coding of the dependent variable, which includes both teacher transfers and teacher exits, may help 
explain some of these surprising results. 
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greater number of program forms may be present than were indicated in Figure 

4.2, because for each report of a component a larger variety of component 

manifestations may exist. The role of perceptions also suggests that designing a 

system of support must be closely tied to how novices define their needs. 

Another explanation for the diffusion of program forms links to theories 

that characterize policy implementation as part of a loosely-coupled 

administrative structure (Weick, 1976), whereby policy intentions degrade 

among multiple actors with different motivations at various levels of the 

education system. Under the “loosely coupled” banner two explanations of 

program diffusion are plausible. First, the large number of support types may 

result from the absence of clearly implemented and adequately funded induction 

policies at the state level, which if more widely available might tighten the 

operation of programs at the district level. In fact, the most recent reports of 

statewide induction program funding make clear that mandates for induction 

programs frequently lack funding (Skinner & Staresina, 2004). Second, the range 

of program types evident in the SASS data may simply be due to independent 

program designs that germinate at the district level, or from local universities 

that aid these districts in program design. Such local actors may not necessarily 

pursue induction with an eye to tailoring the programs to their needs; as I 

speculated above. Whatever the reasons for the loose arrangement of induction 
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components among novices, this study underscores the need to consider 

tightening program implementation in an effort to design the most effective 

programs. 

 

Implications for Theory of Induction Programs 

This study suggests at least four implications for the theory of new teacher 

induction.  Three of these implications center on the complex interactions 

between aspects of the programs, normative climates in which they are 

embedded, and the professional background of participating teachers.  Some of 

these interactions are relatively straightforward and easy to understand; others 

are more complex and require more extensive investigations. The fourth and 

final implication concerns how these interactions might guide theories about 

how novice teachers are socialized. I discuss each of these implications in turn. 

 

Mentoring 

Infield certification status, collegiality, and school size impact the benefits 

of high quality mentoring. This study found that mentoring has beneficial effects 

only when novices are certified in the content area that they teach; when novices 

are teaching out-of-field there are no positive effects for mentoring. The 

detrimental effect of out-of-field teaching on high quality mentoring may be due 
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to the subject match between novice and mentor. The subject match may create 

tension for mentors who view their novices as arriving in their first teaching 

positions with less than the minimum qualification to progress to higher levels of 

teaching performance. Lortie (1975) suggests that it is critical to enter teaching 

with a level of professional knowledge and skill that allows teachers to engage in 

a professional, collaborative school culture; this link appears to be important also 

if mentors are to provide novices with beneficial forms of support. Theories 

about teacher induction should take account of the importance of new teacher 

preparation in building professional knowledge and in matching mentors with 

novices. 

Collegiality and school size also influence the effects of mentoring. The 

positive effects of mentoring appear to get a “boost” if novice teachers work in 

highly collegial environments or smaller school settings. Other research has 

suggested that positive effects of collegiality are enhanced in smaller school 

environments (Cotton, 2001; Wasley, 1997). Some of this research has also 

suggested that normative climate may be impacted by teachers who perform 

mentoring roles such as those found in most induction programs; Rosenholtz 

found that “teacher leaders” can serve as catalysts to greater schoolwide 

collaboration, which is an important element of teachers’ normative climate 

(Rosenholtz, 1989).  
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More surprising, though, are the moderating effects of low-collegial 

schools and large schools.  In these environments, novice teachers with high-

quality mentors were more likely to leave the school or leave teaching.  One 

possibility may be that high-quality mentoring serves a different function in 

some settings than others – that is, under some circumstances, high-quality 

mentors may encourage some novice teachers to transfer to better schools or 

even leave the profession if teachers find teaching too stressful.  Such a set of 

events echoes Hargreave’s and Dawe’s (1990) observation of “contrived 

collegiality” in mentor-novice relationships – when mentoring programs occur in 

low collegial environments induction program goals may seem forced among so 

many isolated teachers in larger schools. While the data presented here cannot 

confirm such an interpretation, theories of induction and mentoring should 

consider those circumstances when high-quality mentoring might require 

encouraging teacher turnover. 

 

Common Planning 

This study also finds that there is a complex relationship between 

common planning with teachers in the novice’s subject area and schoolwide 

comm.itment to teaching.  As schoolwide commitment increases, so do the 

benefits of common planning on teacher turnover; as schoolwide commitment 
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declines, the effects of common planning time actually reverses.  While this 

finding suggests that common planning time, at least under some circumstances, 

may promote teacher turnover, such an interpretation may be warranted. 

Requiring novice teachers to spend time “planning” within an environment of 

less committed peers (perhaps a group of cynical veteran teachers) may be more 

harmful than allowing novices to be isolated in their classroom.  Theories of 

induction should consider not only this relationship but other possibilities for 

where programs may have unintended, detrimental consequences.    

 

Supportive Communication 

A more perplexing interaction was observed between commitment and 

supportive communication. While supportive communication with 

administrators is especially beneficial in schools with low levels of commitment, 

it appears to be “harmful” in schools with high levels of commitment.  This is 

especially surprising given that high levels of commitment increase the benefits 

of common planning. One possibility may be that high levels of commitment 

represent a different type of environment for novices when coupled with 

supportive interactions with teachers (i.e., common planning) than when 

coupled with supportive interactions with administrators.  Under the latter 

circumstances, novice teachers may be relatively isolated from a tightly-knit and 
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committed veteran staff, with administrators left to take primary responsibility 

for support. Such a situation may make it more difficult for new teachers to 

integrate themselves into the social networks that prevail in schools, especially if 

the networks are exclusive. This explanation would correspond with earlier 

research that highlights how some veteran school cultures isolate novices 

(McLaughlin & Talbert, 2001). While the exact meaning of these findings are 

beyond the scope of these data, they do suggest that theories of teacher induction 

programs should consider the nature of the school environments in which 

teachers work.  

 

Socializing Novice Professionals 

Finally, this study suggests a theoretical relationship between new teacher 

induction programs and teacher professional socialization theory. For instance, 

this study finds that schoolwide collegiality reduces teacher turnover by 

increasing the effect of teacher induction.  This result reflects Lortie’s (1975) 

observation that as members enter an occupation, the extent to which they work 

together to solve problems and prepare to perform their work solidifies their 

collegiality and strengthens their commitment to the occupation. That is, Lortie 

suggests that as novice teachers receive support from their colleagues, they 

benefit from an increase in collegial relationships (Lortie, 1975).  
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One such benefit may be the decline in teachers’ reliance on psychic 

rewards, which are based on teachers’ relationships with students and their 

personal ideas about teaching practice, as they attach to professional standards 

and exchanges that are inherent in mentoring and other aspects of induction 

programs. Second, what Lortie termed the “tentativeness of future 

commitments” – whereby the absence of promotional avenues weakened 

teachers’ commitments -- might also lessen when the structure of induction 

programs offer new professional opportunities for novices and their mentors. 

Individuals working to build theories of new teacher induction should consider 

the complex relationship between the outcomes and structure of teacher 

induction programs and the ways in which teachers are generally socialized into 

the profession of teaching. 

 

Limitations 

The primary limitation of this study stems from the use of a generic data 

set. The SASS is a federal survey that is designed to serve multiple purposes. 

Consequently, SASS can be used to assess a wide range of education issues but 

no single issue can be investigated in great detail. This is certainly true in the 

area of teacher induction, where data are not intended, nor able to provide, for a 

comprehensive analysis of teacher induction programs. In short, many of the 
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limitations of this study are a consequence of the nature of secondary data 

analysis and the use of a general purpose survey to investigate induction 

program effects. The research design and SASS induction data limit the findings 

of this study in at least three key ways, each of which I describe below. 

 

Sample 

SASS was not designed to support research on novice teachers 

specifically, nor on novice attrition or novice induction. Because this study 

sought to describe how first year induction support among novices was related 

to their subsequent attrition, many cases from the main SASS sample were 

dropped. A larger novice teacher sample might increase the reliability of some 

analyses, in particular for analyses of less common induction components, such 

as workload reduction, or estimates of schoolwide context, such as collegiality. 

Since recent research has heightened attention on novice teachers, and explained 

how important their early experiences are to their future success as teachers (e.g. 

Darling-Hammond, 2003; Johnson, et al, 2004), future SASS administrations 

should greatly increase the sample of novice teachers; both within and across 

schools. 
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Independent variables 

This dissertation improves upon earlier research by introducing more 

standardized measures of induction components. SASS measures the availability 

of several program components among novice teachers and, in turn, permits for 

reliable group comparisons unavailable in earlier studies. Nonetheless, the 

measures of induction components utilized in this study are limited. For 

instance, while this study documents that new teachers rarely receive a reduced 

workload during their first years of teaching, the rarity of this component within 

the sample also complicates its analysis.  

The measure of seminars or classes as a component of new teacher 

induction is also limited – SASS contains one variable to represent this 

component of induction. Other studies of teacher induction programs 

demonstrate that many different types of seminars or classes are offered to 

novices, and it would be beneficial to analyze which types are more effective in 

varying contexts. Similarly, information concerning the quality of different types 

of induction components, including seminars or classes, is also unavailable in the 

SASS data. 

In a related vein, the SASS survey does not ask teachers about the 

duration of their induction program. In this study, I operationalize induction 

support as a one-year intervention. While many programs are intended to last 
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one year, some programs last less than one year and others are designed to 

provide support over multiple years. It is possible that program effects vary 

according to the length of the induction program. However this study cannot 

make conclusions about the relationship between program duration and 

program outcomes because of limitations of the SASS data.  

Finally, this study does not control for the role of other teacher-focused 

interventions, such as the presence of professional development programs, the 

work of professional development schools, curricular reforms, and other policy 

contexts that may well promote the aims of induction programs. Controls for 

these “macro-level” policies variables would certainly improve our 

understanding of how induction programs might benefit from district or even 

state-level program interventions. 

 

Dependent Variable 

I assigned novices who moved from one school to another to the same 

group of novices who exited teaching because either type of departure from a 

school is a concern of many induction programs. That is, induction programs are 

typically concerned with reduce attrition generally, regardless of whether the 

attrition results from a move or a permanent exit. Second, by lumping “movers” 

and “leavers” together, this study was able to utilize interaction terms in a 
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logistic regression analysis, whereas using a three-category outcome measure 

(i.e., “stayers” “movers” and “leavers”) would require multinomial logistic 

regression, thereby complicating the study of moderating effects. While this 

rationale is both tied to the purposes of induction programs and dedicated to a 

practical methodology, it stands apart from literature that differentiates the 

motivations of “movers” and “leavers” (e.g. Lankford, Loeb & Wyckoff, 2001).  

 

Teachers’ Normative Climate 

This study finds that indicators of teachers’ normative climate, specifically 

schoolwide collegiality and commitment, are important factors in making sense 

of induction program outcomes. However, this finding is based upon potentially 

unrepresentative measures of normative climate in cases when the number of 

sampled teachers in each school is low. Furthermore, I needed to make the 

assumption that normative climate was homogeneous within schools, whereas 

earlier research (McLaughlin & Talbert, 2001) suggests that it may vary across 

academic departments within the same school. These analyses may under 

estimate the direct and moderating effects of normative climate on teacher 

turnover. 
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Longitudinal Data 

Induction program effects and schoolwide normative climate may have a 

symbiotic relationship – that is, induction effects may influence the normative 

climate in a school just as the normative climate in a school influences induction 

effects. Unfortunately, I could not investigate this possibility because SASS data 

provide longitudinal information only for novice teacher turnover, thereby 

prohibiting an analysis of whether induction support “causes” different levels of 

normative climate or vice-versa. Such relationships are plausible and warrant the 

analysis of more complex causal patterns between induction support and 

schoolwide normative climates. 

 

Future Research 

This study uses a generic data set to uncover evidence that the specific 

components included in induction programs and the contexts in which they are 

implemented impact new teacher attrition, but the conclusions of this study are 

limited by the generic nature of the data. Future research on teacher induction 

programs should rely on more developed, complex datasets that employ more 

detailed and comprehensive measures of induction programs in at least three 

ways. First, data should be collected and analyzed that examine the quality of 
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specific program components.2 Second, data that measure a larger number of 

induction program components should be collected and analyzed, such as 

mentor background, mentor training, program and program participant 

evaluations, the quality of novice-focused seminars or classes, program 

leadership, program funding and other resources, and the exact nature of novice 

workloads. Third, larger samples of novice teachers are necessary to understand 

with greater reliability the relationship between components of support and 

various outcomes. A larger novice sample would help not only to measure 

induction support, but also to estimate schoolwide contexts among novices and 

their veteran colleagues. For instance, novices were sampled in only about 30 

percent of schools in the main SASS sample, and the total number of teachers 

sampled in these schools was unrepresentative of the school’s entire teaching 

faculty. 

With more comprehensive measures of induction components available, 

future studies could answer questions that were uncovered during the course of 

this study. For instance, what types of mentoring would work in large schools, or 

for uncertified teachers? Should mentoring be more intensive for uncertified 

teachers, or not offered at all? Are more frequent meetings between novice and 

                                                 
2 SASS includes several measures of teachers’ professional development opportunities, however, these 
variables were not utilized because they do not refer specifically to first year teaching experiences. In this 
sense they are viewed as more generic measures of working conditions, and are beyond the scope of this 
study. 
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mentor a means to improve the effects of mentoring for new teachers in large 

schools? What types of mentoring relationships are most effective in larger 

school climates? Do mentors who conduct summative evaluations of novices 

have different effects on novice turnover than mentors who conduct formative 

evaluations? 

With enhanced data, future research might also delve further into the 

nature of interactions between teacher, normative and organizational 

characteristics and induction components. Above, I hypothesized that the 

benefits of supportive communication weaken in high schoolwide commitment 

environments because in working with administrators novices become isolated 

from highly committed yet exclusive teacher networks within a school. Future 

studies that collect more information about the individuals who supply 

supportive communication, the quality of supportive communication itself, and 

more robust measures of teachers’ schoolwide commitment, would permit more 

precise descriptions of these interaction effects. For instance, my hypotheses 

about tightly-knit teacher groups in high commitment environments being 

exclusive of novices might be tested with data about the extent to which 

experienced teachers are committed to mentoring itself, or with measures of their 

general attitudes about sharing expertise. I also commented on the benefits of 

small schools and high collegiality for mentoring. Future research might explore 
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this topic by examining interactions between collegiality and school size prior to 

interpreting their interaction with mentoring. 

Future research should also explore the relationships between induction 

programs and the quality of normative climates in which they operate. This line 

of inquiry must investigate fully the different organizational and normative 

conditions that both promote and demote the benefits of induction support on 

turnover. Subsequent studies might focus on schools known to have high 

schoolwide commitment levels which can serve as “critical cases” (Yin, 1994) that 

might better illuminate how mentoring functions in this type of environment. 

Similar case study methods might be used in large schools, or among a larger 

group of out-of-field teachers, to further uncover patterns of behavior regarding 

mentoring and novices’ decisions to leave the teaching profession. Finally, a 

larger number of normative constructs may be developed and measured 

longitudinally to explore hypotheses concerning how induction programs and 

normative climates impact one another. Such lines of research may exploit more 

sophisticated analytic methods, such as structural equation models, and 

ultimately lend insight into the induction process. 

The induction process, then, remains a realm of investigation replete with 

bigger questions but which are not approachable with SASS data. For instance, 

are induction programs more likely to enhance normative climates, or do 
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normative climates tend to enhance program effects more? Do certain reciprocal 

patterns have a greater likelihood in larger schools, or among infield novices? 

Studies of the induction process might even utilize more detailed information 

about novices’ biographies, particularly since the importance of teachers’ 

biographical history remains unaccounted for in any study of teacher induction 

programs. Studies that draw longitudinal relationships between “quantified” 

measures of teachers’ biographies and the outcomes of new teacher induction 

programs could generate new avenues of study that combine individual 

psychology and policy outcomes in novel ways. In doing so, such studies would 

compare multiple phases of teachers’ socialization and permit for a description 

of how induction programs and specific aspects of programs influence the larger 

process of becoming a teacher. 
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APPENDIX A 

1999-2000 SCHOOLS AND STAFFING SURVEY 

TEACHER QUESTIONNAIRE 
 

 

The complete 1999-2000 Schools and Staffing Survey, Public School Teacher 

Questionnaire, was distributed to over 40,000 public school teachers during the 1999-

2000 school year. The questionnaire, nearly 50 pages long, follows in its original form, as 

produced by the U.S. Census Bureau. This questionnaire is also available for download at 

http://nces.ed.gov/surveys/sass.  
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http://www.fedstats.gov
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GLOSSARY OF TERMS 

 
Terms formatted in bold are defined in this glossary. 

 

Common planning time: an induction program component that pertains to novices 

having an opportunity to plan their instruction with teachers in their subject area 

during their first year of teaching.  

 

High quality mentor: a mentor  who teaches in the same subject area as his or her 

novice, and whom the novice has given a rating of four or higher on a one to five 

scale measuring mentor “helpfulness” (see Appendix B, Question #26). This level 

of mentoring is available during the first year of teaching. 

 

Induction programs: formal policy mechanisms designed to ease novice teachers’ 

entry into teaching. Induction programs are intentional interventions for new 

teachers that provide basic, discrete support intended to decrease the turnover 

among new teachers. 

 

Induction program component(s): generally, the programmatic elements that 

together form a whole induction program, such as a mentor , new teacher 

seminars, summative evaluations, and the like. Induction program components 
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may be combined in myriad ways to form different program designs.  In this 

study, I focus on five components as units of analysis: high quality mentoring, 

workload reduction, professional development, common planning and 

supportive communication. 

 

Induction support: a general term referring to the assistance and benefits 

associated with one or more of the induction program components. 

 

Induction variable(s): measures of first year induction support that were used in 

the 1999-2000 SASS teacher questionnaire (attached in Appendix B). Induction 

variables are sometimes used alone or in combination to create induction 

program components. 

 

Infield status: having a regular state teaching certificate that matches the subject 

area of one’s main teaching assignment (the assignment in which a novice 

teaches the most classes), regardless of whether an undergraduate major or 

minor is also held in that assignment area. 

 

Leaver: a novice teacher who was not teaching, or migrated to another school, by 

the 2000-2001 school year. 
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Mentor: an experienced teacher who is assigned to provide instructional, 

emotional, and/or practical advice to novice teachers. 

 

New teacher: the literature uses myriad definitions and assumptions about new 

teachers. Generally, studies using the term “new” teacher do not refer to teachers 

with more than five years of experience. I use the term “new teacher” in a 

similar, general manner in this dissertation. Novice teachers are included within 

the larger group of new teachers. 

 

Novice teacher: a teacher new to the profession; a beginner. The research literature 

makes different assertions about the years of experiences associated with having 

novice status. Bullough, Knowles and Crow (1991) describe the “first few years” 

(p. 1) as a vital stage for beginning teachers. Similarly, Berliner (1988) places the 

survival stage among beginning teachers within the first few years of their 

teaching experience. Researchers have also included student teachers as novices 

(e.g. Borko and Livingston, 1989), extending the range of novice status into the 

pre-service preparation phase of their careers. In this dissertation, novice 

teachers are defined as having two or fewer years of experience. 
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Professional development: an induction program component that provides 

seminars or classes to beginning teachers during their first year of teaching. 

 

Stayer: a novice teacher who remained in the same teaching position between 

1999-2000 and 2000-2001. 

 

Supportive Communication: opportunities of support and communication between 

a novice and his or her department chair or other school administrator that 

occurs during the first year of teaching. 

 

Turnover: Generally, any permanent exit from teaching or migration from one 

school to another. In this study, the analysis of turnover pertains to an exit or 

migration from a school that a sampled novice was employed in 1999-2000. 

 

Workload reduction: an induction program component that provides to novices 

during their first year of teaching either reduced teaching schedules or reduced 

instructional preparations with the aim of providing more time for collaboration, 

planning, reflection or socialization with their professional peers. 
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