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CHAPTER |

INTRODUCTION

Effective teacher preparation should lead to imptbteaching, and successful
teaching should result in improved students’ leagr{(Clotfelter, Ladd, & Vigdor, 2008;
Cavalluzo, 2004). Thus, in today’s schools, teaphheparation and support are crucial
factors in student academic achievement. The psogkteacher certification is one of
the ways to ensure effective teaching in publiostdy and some states have
implemented residency programs to improve thefestion process.

Teacher residency programs are considered “arvative response to the
longstanding challenges in teacher preparationtriB&ontgomery, & Snyder, 2008,
p.1), and they represent another way of trainiaghers and demonstrate “the capacity to
recruit, prepare, retain, and provide effectivepgupfor teachers” (US Fed. News
Service, 2007, par.7). The best induction programphasize subject-matter mastery
and provide many opportunities for novice teachemgork in classrooms under the
supervision of an experienced mentor. Just agpsainals in medicine, architecture,
and law have opportunities to learn through examgmiase studies, learning best
practices, and participating in internships, exemnpinduction programs allow novice
teachers the opportunity to apply their learninghefory in the context of teaching in a

real classroom (Berry et al., 2008; Glickman, Gord® Ross-Gordon, 2008; Landgraf,



2004; Schlechty, 1985). Twenty two states havem&tized and mandated this induction
process (Quality Counts, 2008). These mandatedamiieg programs, or resident
teachers programs, are getting increased recogrationnovative ways to help beginner
teachers to enter the profession through a memgtama certification process and, as a
result, succeed in the classroom.

Oklahoma is among the states that have formalneldnandated a teacher
induction process. Since 1982, about 50,000 teadtsre gone through Oklahoma’s
Resident Teacher program, the oldest in the nat@me of the program’s objectives is to
help in supplying the State with good teachers2d@6, 92.85 % of all classes in
Oklahoma were taught by highly qualified teacherd state educators attribute a large
portion of this success to the residency prograkigi@ma State Department of
Education, Title I, Part A). An indication of ptse impact of the residency year
program on school district profiles is the factttB2.6 percent of teachers were still
employed with the school district after the firstay (Second-year resident survey,
administrator evaluation, 2009).

Legislators contribute effective teaching to acaiteachievement of the students
(Title 11-A, No Child Left Behind), and there is 3@ evidence to support this
assumption. For example, in 2007, Oklahoma wasgnd states that had students’
scores improved at grades 4 and 8 on the Natioss¢gsment of Educational Progress
(NAEP) (nationsreportcard.gov). These promisingdeere contrasted by the
discouraging fact that Oklahoma’s overall AssesdrméRducational Progress (NAEP)
math scores from 2007 to 2008 remained unchangeldha results were lower than the

nation’s average scores. ACT scores in Oklahotmagls school students also did not



improve from 2006 and 2007 (Oklahoma State DepartmieEducation, 2009). Despite
the fact that Oklahoma rank¥ th a number of teachers who have national cestific,
it is only 38" in student achievement (Annual Report on Nati@thools, 2008).

Currently, certification programs focus on the afequalifications the teacher
should possess. Imig and his associates claimhbamphasis should be put on
successful performance of beginning teachers atd, sThis shift in emphasis is
profound and carries with it enormous consequefareschool and colleges” (Imig,
Koziol, Pilato, & Imig, 2009, p.141). A resideteacher program has a potential of
providing the necessary support for beginning teexhnd can be a major factor in
making the shift to successful performance happerthe midst of growing recognition
of the benefits of the formalized induction of bagng teachers, Oklahoma’s legislature
decided to terminate the program for the periodf0-2011 and 2011-2011 fiscal years
(House Bill 2039). This change raises questiomatthe reasons for such a decision
other than financial, if any, about the ways theosd districts are going to provide
support for beginning teachers during this pereod] the improvement of state policy in
induction in the future.

In offering induction support for the graduatesiversities are called for deeper
involvement to professional development of teacherscertification process and
cooperation with school districts. Resident teaghmegrams are viewed by scholars as a
form of such cooperatiofBerry, Montgomery, & Snyder, 2008); therefordsit
important to understand the composition and dynswwiicesidency committees and the
committee members’ perception of their roles inghegram. The cultural context of the

committee might influence considerably the ovesatisfaction of the teachers



participating in the program, their intent to stayhe profession, and, ultimately, their
teaching effectiveness. The committee makeup nsigive as a prototype for other
forms of induction, support, and professional deggient of beginning teachers.

Problem Statement

Oklahoma was the first state to formalize the pssa# new teachers’ induction
and establish a mandated Entry Year Assistanca@mgvhich was later referred to as
the Resident Teacher Program (RTP). The Resideathier Committee was designed as
a partnership effort between public schools angtersities to provide support and
assistance for novice teachers. The stated infehe RTP is “to establish qualifications
of teachers in the accredited schools of this staiteigh licensing and certification
requirements to ensure that the education of thdreh of Oklahoma will be provided
by teachers of demonstrated ability” (OklahomaeEgpartment of Education, n.d.).
However, after 27 years of operation and in thesiniad increasing number of states
which started introducing such programs, the prnognas terminated for two fiscal years
by Oklahoma legislature (House Bill 3029).

Despite the considerable number of teachers gbmogigh Oklahoma’s RTP (e.g.
3,000 in 2007), Oklahoma’s student academic pedoia is still not up to the
expectations. The NAEP scores still remain lovaantthe nation’s average scores.
Thus, the state is still facing challenges in teoinstudents’ outcomes despite the quality
of the teachers and the support system for nevhégacthe residency program represents.
What forms of support for beginning teachers wihaol districts choose instead of this

formalized assistance?



Though the Oklahoma program has been in plac2/fgears, the data about its
operation and functioning are very scarce. Mealaythe research on different aspects
of the program could inform educators and legistatdout the steps for further
development and improvement of the polideassist beginning teachers. Resident
teacher committees as the entity responsible at Butcomes of the program should
receive sufficient attention. Committees are coggal of people representing different
organizations/groups. To accomplish the taskctmmittee members cross the
boundaries of organizations and develop new rolélsa team. Boundary spanning is
among standards of NCATE Concepts of Professiopakldpment Schools (Standard 5,
NCATE, 2010). Boundary spanning roles of ambassadd task coordinator are
significantly and positively associated with theemdl performance of teams and groups
(Joshi, Pandey, & Han, 2009). Boundary spannitigiies of the committee members
and their interaction in collaborative effort teepare the teacher for productive work
may influence the teacher’s job satisfaction amalgwsional development.

Understanding the committee members ‘perceptioniseoprogram, their roles in
the program, and the influence of organizationétuces on the committee dynamics
could shed light on the benefits and challengestimemittees encounter and,
consequently, explain the value of the prograncolitld also provide more insight of the
educators’ ideas about other forms of universityest partnership and collaboration in
induction of beginning teachers to the profession.

Theoretical Framework

The integrative multi-level model of bracketed-telaoundary spanning (Joshi,

Pandey, & Han, 2009) (Fig. 1) informed and shapedheoretical frame for this study.



Based on the premises of three theories- resa@pendence and exchange, managerial
sense making, and social identity - the modelrsfémtecedents on three levels: task-
based, contextual, and team-level for considemgrbles (ambassador and task
coordinator) which contribute to the success oftdan. Initially the framework was
developed to examine business environments andsteamking on a particular product
or project.

Figure 1. Multi-level Boundary Spanning Model

Team Level Antecedents:
Team Leadership Prop: 3-5
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-Function/Tenure
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Organizational Uncertainty
Organizational Conflict
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From “Bracketing Team Boundary Spanning: An Exarigmaof Task-Based, Team-Level, and
Contextual Antecedents” by A. Joshi, N. Pandey, @ntlan, 2009Journal of Organizational
Behavior, 30p. 743. Copyright 2008 by John Wiley & Sons, Ltd.

The authors applied a “bracketing” approach (Haakr2@03) to specify the
antecedents of team boundary spanning: task-btesed,level, and contextual
combining “top down’ as well as ‘bottom up’ perspees on the emergence of team
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boundary spanning activities” (Joshi et al., 20229/42). The combination of these three
perspectives allows for understanding of how orztional, team, and individual factors
manifest in team boundary spanning activities amndames.

Ambassador activities are aimed at protectingehentfrom outside pressure,
persuading the others to support the team, and/iloplior resources. Examples of such
activities may be the following: absorb outsidegaure, protect from outside
interference, persuade other individuals that ¢éaents activities are important, persuade
others to support teams decisions, acquire resspuregort the progress of the team to a
higher organizational level, find out whether otherthe organizations support or
oppose the team’s activities, keep other grouplsarorganization informed of the team’s
activities. Task coordinator activities are aina@oordinating technical and design
issues. To resolve design problems with exterralgs, coordinate activities with
external groups, negotiate with others for deliv@eadlines, and scan the environment
inside and outside the organization for ideas apertise are the examples of the goals
for task coordinator activities (Ancona & Caldwdlf92, p. 640-641).

Teacher residency programs could be viewed as te&mnporganizations within a
parent organization—a public school. On the ormedhthey were integrated into school
organizational context; on the other hand, theyeveeseparate entity aimed at delivering
a higher order of objective (recommendation fotifieation of the beginning teacher)
which neither school nor university could do onatgn. The teacher residency
committee was a team comprised of representativéigferent organizations and sub-
organizations: universities and schools. As a fghencommittee had some unique

parameters. It operated in an educational setfiiige committee spent little time



working together; the committee had only three ingstduring a year. Most of the time

they were engaged in individual observations oifr@gg teachers; thus, representing

organization could be more important than reprasgrat team. Each member of the
committee represented his/her organization ancedraxpertise and knowledge
necessary to fulfill the task. How committee merstspanned boundaries of their
respective organizations, where spanning activitiek place and how the committee
managed the program might be critical for meetirgggam’s goals.

| considered using the frame posteriori becausanted to allow it to “guide and

inform rather than determine and force the resedesign and process” (Harris, 2006, p.

145). The theoretical frame suggested by Joshi, Pandeyidan (2009) informed the

study design in two ways:

1) It enabled looking at boundary spanning activiGdesommittee members in two
particular roles: ambassador and task coordindtbese are the roles which, as it has
been mentioned before, contribute the most to tieeadl team performance.

2) The model offered three levels on which ambassadd task coordinator roles can be
manifested: task, team, and contextual levels.arttecedents of each level; team task
interdependence, team leadership, and organizatiocartainty or conflict were the
areas of interest to seek understanding about lBoysgpanning in the committees and
its fit in the frame.

Purpose of the Study
Two major objectives guided the study. Thetfivas to describe how the RTP
committees functioned to achieve desired outcomdsaw they perceived their roles in

the committee. A secondary objective was to candite effectiveness of the multi-level



boundary spanning model in studying role and collative activities in educational
settings.

Research Questions

1. How did the RTP committee function to achieve debmutcomes?
a) How were roles manifested on these committees?
b) How did committee members collaborate to achiesrée goals?
2. How does the multi-level boundary-spanning modela&r these roles and
dynamics of the teacher residency committees?
3. What other realities exist?
Procedures

This study utilized a case study approach. Caglyss defined as “a qualitative
approach in which the investigator explores a bedrgl/stem (a case) or multiple
bounded systems (cases) over time, through detailetepth data collection involving
multiple sources of informatiofe.g., observations, interviews, audiovisual mateand
documents and reports), and reports a case degor@pid case-based themes ”
(Creswell, 2007, p.73).

The case study was focused on the particulargpabgram, individual, or place
(Rossman & Rallis, 1998), which in this case wexedent teacher committees in schools
in an Oklahoma public school district. The papagnts were faculty members, school
principals, and teacher mentors who served ondhergttees, beginning teachers who
went through the program, and Oklahoma State Usitygprogram coordinator. |

employed the following data collection tools: iniesvs (13), data from surveys and



follow up questionnaires of the principals and kesas, and documents (legislative bills,
meeting minutes, and website postings).
Significance of the Study

The context of leadership practice and boundargrspg is multifaceted
comprising of students, teachers, and parentsjdjstate, and federal policy; and local
and national professional organizations. Thusjrtfgmation obtained from this study
will be significant for several reasons.

To practice: Professional development and mamyqurograms as a form of
connection to the outside resources can utilizenlaty spanning as a tool for knowledge
acquisition and growth, and increased levels ofgatisfaction (McGowan & Bozeman,
1982). Findings from the study will inform stasgjislators and other interested parties
such as Oklahoma Commission for Teacher Preparabount the challenges committee
members encountered in their work in the prograththa benefits they believed the
program had. Legislators could use this infornmatar reviewing procedures and
policies for beginning teachers’ induction to impecsupport of novice teachers.
Educators could consider findings from the studgieneloping sequenced workshops
and quality training for the committee members disdussing suggestions about
induction activities and interactions.

To research: The study will inform about the aspadich need more
examination. Clearly defined roles for each cdustit in the program, understanding of
boundary spanning activities of the committee mes)nd antecedents for other

spanning roles might be the areas to look at ithé&srresearch.
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To theory: Applying the model to the educatiorettiag will enrich and deepen
understanding of the program committee as a urogg&nizational phenomenon. The
study will examine effectiveness of the constrwéthe model in studying emerging
team boundary spanning and analyze anticipatecei@svunanticipated outcomes of
organizational interactions and program goals.

Assumptions

The underlying assumption for the study was thatresident teacher committee
members representing different organizations aadrsip expertise spanned boundaries
of their organizations whether they viewed it asrimary spanning or not. They might
not necessarily reflect on their roles as boundpanners and the importance of
boundary spanning activities for the program outesmit was also assumed that the
committee chair was a team'’s leader who coordingted@ommittee activities and
supported the committee decisions before the stddtets.

Definition of Terms
Ambassador role- activities aimed at representaifdhe team and buffering its interests

(Ancona & Caldwell, 1992). For the study, these aativities of the committee

members in protecting their respective organizatimmd the team from outside

pressure, and persuading others to support thaiaegeon goals and values, scan
the environment inside the committee for the tlwéathe final product

(recommendations for beginning teachers)

Beginning teacher (also, resident teacher or grgay teacher)—"any licensed individual
with zero years of teaching experience employedifigrportion of the day”

(Handbook for Resident Teacher Program 2009-2010).
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Boundary spanner- Individuals who serve as conmestbetween different constituents
outside the organization. They are a vital linkn@en the organization and the
environment as “they filter environmental percepsi@nd interpretations”
(Richardson, 2002, p. 199).

Boundary spanning- linking the organization witheiternal environment. Itis “a
means of coping with external change and that agh&émore salient under
conditions of increased resources, conflict, andrenmental turbulence”
(McGowan, & Bozeman, 1982, p.179).

Induction- “a comprehensive, coherent, and snsthprofessional development
process- that is organized by a school distri¢teim, support, and retain new
teachers and seamlessly progress them into ablifiglearning program”(Wong,
2004, p.42)

Inter-team interdependence- “the extent to whielm® have to exchange resources with
other teams in order to accomplish team goals'hiJ&andey, & Han, 2009).
For the study, it is the extent to which each cottemimember exchanges the
expertise and resources of their respective org#airs to support a beginning
teacher.

Leader’'s championing behavior- the ability of tearh leader to scan the environment
and support the team accomplishments before thelst&ders (Joshi, Pandey, &
Han, 2009).

Mentor teacher — in the Resident Teacher Prograis;any teacher holding a standard
certificate who is employed in a school distrwserve as a teacher and who has

been appointed to provide guidance and assistareedsident teacher employed

12



by the school district” (Handbook for Resident TrearcProgram 2009-2010).
The teacher should have at least two years ofrdassinstruction as a certified
teacher.

Resident Teacher Committee — a “committee in a kedzool district for the purpose of
reviewing the teaching performance of a residesthiier and making
recommendations to the Board and the preparingutish of higher education
regarding certification of the resident teacherb(ide Bill 1549)

Resident Teacher Program (RTP) (Oklahoma) - a ‘sumystem for all beginning
teachers the first time they teach or work withdign/students. The licensed
teacher is required to participate in the Reside@icher Program during the
initial year of teaching in an accredited schoalemthe guidance and assistance
of a Resident Teacher Committee in order to quétiffan Oklahoma teaching
certificate” (Handbook for Resident Teacher Prog2ff9-2010)

Task coordinator role- “interactions aimed at camating technical or design issues”
(Ancona & Caldwell, 1992, p.641). For the studwede are activities in
coordinating the observations and assistance tbebmning teachers with other
committee members and organizations the commitezabers represent,
negotiating the deadlines for teacher recommenastgharing experience and
scanning the outside environment for new ideasexipértise, and protecting the
information about the committee work from unauthed release.

Organization-level conflict-for the study, the sition when the expectations for the

performance of the job of each committee memberglééined by the program)
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do not comply with the committee members’ perceptbthe task as it is viewed

in the organizations they represent.

Summary and Organization of the Study

The study is organized in six chapters. Chappeovides background
information about induction of beginning teacherd eesident teacher programs and
brief discussion of organizational boundary spagnimhis information sets the context
for identifying the problem, stating the purposehs study and presenting research
qguestions. The overview of theoretical framewotkal follows the research questions
provides a rationale for choosing this particutanfe and its relevance to the problem
and purpose of the proposed research; it also iesptaain concepts and variables of the
study and their relationships. Further, the dismrsof the contribution of this study to
knowledge designates its significance to resednewry, and practice. The chapter
concludes with the list of terms which need to perationally defined.

Chapter Il is a review of body of literature red@v to the problem and purpose of
the study. Comprehensive induction programs, QkishResident Teacher Program,
and boundary spanning are the primary topics ptedeand discussed.

Chapter Ill provides a detailed description of plagticipants, research design,
and procedures to conduct the study. It also vevieustworthiness criteria and offers
the reader a summary of steps and activities td these criteria.

Chapter IV presents interview data, documents,cdosgérvations. Descriptions of
the settings are followed by the portrayal of taetipipants in clusters (professors,
principals, mentor teachers, residency teachdrsg data are reported as a narrative of

participants’ reflections and opinions on theirvss on resident teacher committees.
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Chapter V discusses the findings relative to egditerature on comprehensive
induction programs for beginning teachers. Furttier roles of the committees’
members are examined through the lens of a mwiHligoundary spanning model.
Alternative forms of support and induction of begig teachers are considered from the
standpoint of school-university collaboration.

Chapter VI summarizes findings, offers conclusj@ml reiterates significance of
the study. The discussion of limitations and d&ations is followed by

recommendations for further research, theory dewveémt, and practice.
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CHAPTER Il

LITERATURE REVIEW

Chapter Il is a review of the previous researcthiee areas: 1) induction of
beginning teachers and programs that assist n@hdesato enter the profession, 2) The
Oklahoma Resident Teacher Program (RTP), and @nargtional boundary spanning.
The goal of the review is to: 1) synthesize anah ganew perspective on existing
literature on induction programs and boundary spay2) articulate important concepts
and variables related to the study; and 3) disthes&ey vocabulary to avoid ambiguities
in definitions.

Comprehensive Induction Programs as Imperative

The success of the teachers hired today will affexsuccess of the students of
the next generation. “Improving student achievernbers down to the teacher” (Wong,
2004, p. 41). Literature is replete with discoumbeut the challenges beginning teachers
face during the first years of their career anditierent problems, with which educators
grapple. Inadequate resources, heavy work assigsmeclear expectations, sink-or-
swim mentality, and reality shock are cited amongrenmental difficulties for novice
teachers. In fact, some educators view inclusiogxolusion of a comprehensive
induction program as part of the school cultureédkdhan, Gordon, & Ross-Gordon,

2010; Ingersoll, & Kralik, 2004).
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With rising numbers of teachers leaving the praifas after the first few years of
teaching, which approximates to 40-50 % (Inger&dflralik, 2004), it is obvious that
the sink-or-swim model does not work (Russel, 200&ducators can no longer afford
only a haphazard approach to the induction of #wecomers, nor one with limited
assumptions about new teachers as learners” (Aeinng Athanases, 2006, p. 2).
Scholars consider that comprehensive inductionrgrog might become a new format
for professional development of beginning teacheefépundation for career-long
support for personal and professional transitiq@ickman, Gordon, & Ross-Gordon,
2010, p. 74). These programs should respond togamenovice teachers’ needs on a
daily basis in an organized, collegial, and effitimanner (Blank & Kershaw, 2009;
Downey, Steffy, Poston, & English, 2009). Moreqgwrch support can assist more than
just beginning teachers. Block and Grady (2006éhiidied potential recipients of the
programs; the pool includes: inexperienced, fultiied beginners; inexperienced
beginners in alternative certificate programs; eigneed teachers returning after a
period of absence; experienced teachers new tishéct or school; and experienced
teachers who request assistance, as well as expedi¢eachers who are on probation.

Various stakeholders should contribute to devekamnof the comprehensive
induction models. Higher education institutionsl achool districts must work together
to design and implement effective induction progsgfRussel, 2006). State and federal
governments have their input in this collaborapooviding financial and legal support.
They “design the education ship... It is importaratttihe legislators view education as a
system for which they carry a lot of responsibili{yenkins, 1997, p. 22). Recently,

there is evidence of increasing interest to sufidrtsf(Ingersoll & Smith, 2004).
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Induction is a comparatively new phenomenon forcatian in comparison to other
white-collar occupations, which have historicatlitimns and practices of structured
induction and initiation processes to the profasssnich as medical residency programs
(Ingersoll, & Kralik, 2004).

Induction policy initiatives originated on the gtdével in the 1980s. Before
1984, only eight states introduced such policiesnt by 1992, 26 more started programs.
Among those, 18 states had mandated programs: CieuteFlorida, Georgia, Indiana,
Kentucky, Maine, Mississipi, New Jersey, New Mexidiorth Carolina, Ohio,
Oklahoma, Pennsylvania, South Dakota, Tennessad, Mirginia, and West Virginia
(Strong, 2009). The Quality Counts report of 2@08firmed that 22 states had
mandated, funded by the state government new teachection programs. All programs
vary in their components; maybe that is why, tterditure on induction differs in
recognizing programs as successful. Accordingrong (2009), the most effective
programs were Beginning Teacher Support and AsssggRTSA) in California,
Beginning Educator Support and Training (BEST) anfecticut, and Peer Assistance
and Review (PAR) started in Ohio. Russel (2006sented another list of promising
induction models: New Teacher Center (NTC) at theversity of California, Santa
Cruz; The Pathwise Framework Induction Program, Bmel Teachers for a New Era
Project of the Carnegie Corporation in New YorkeTother notable programs are in
Alaska, California, New Jersey, Michigan, Virgin@gorgia, Connecticut, and Louisiana
( Berry, Montgomery, & Snyder, 2008; Russel, 2006).

What is Induction?
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Literature provides an array of different defioits of induction. In a broad
sense, induction refers to support, guidance, aiedtation for a beginning teacher
(Glickman, Gordon, & Ross-Gordon, 2010). Glicknzena his associates further
specified that the teacher should obtain ongoimgnisive assistance at least during the
first year of teaching. Wong (2004) presented aenmaclusive definition of induction as
“a comprehensive, coherent, and sustained profesisievelopment process-that is
organized by a school district to train, suppant] eetain new teachers and seamlessly
progress them into a life-long learning program”4p). To explain this definition, he
offered a list of features that should charactesize@mprehensive induction program.
According to Wong, a successful induction prograonmtes career learning and
professional development; provides multiple suppbpeople and administrators on the
district and state level; treats induction as péd lifelong professionally designed
investment in an extensive, comprehensive, anaisest induction program; and
acculturates a vision and aligns content to acacletandards. Further, comprehensive
induction programs allow teachers to “observe athiee observed by others, share
together, grow together, and learn to respect etdwr’s work “(p. 52).

Glickman, Gordon, and Ross-Gordon (2010) expatigedist of program
components and suggested more specific elemengssigned mentor, an orientation to
the school and community, training in classroom ag@ment, and support seminars
focused on novice teachers’ concerns (p. 338). negwSteffy, Poston, and English
(2009) emphasized continuity and team approachitdibg a sense of the learning
community within the school and across the distrihe idea of comprehensive

induction as a contributing factor to transformsuools into real communities of
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professional learning became prevalent in theditee (Achinstein & Athanases, 2006;
Blank & Kershaw, 2009; Russel, 2006; Strong, 20@R)issel (2006) also discussed the
importance of participation in an external netwofkeachers and standard based
evaluation for positive outcomes of the programbese features add to the areas where
universities can provide support and guidance. riftdeng and induction can bridge the
gap between pre-service education and the classm@mirhigher education institutions
must be an important part of this picture” (p. 3).

Research not only delineates the components attiah programs but also
identifies the features of successful models. Baselngersoll and Kralik's (2004)
review of research of 10 programs and their oweassh, Blank and Kershaw (2009)
claimed that the successful induction program ghoul

» use research- based evaluation process with theaamers;

» extend beyond the first year teaching experience;

identify responsibility for program implementatiand results;
» function as a collaborative partnership of distedtcators and higher education
institutions responsible for teacher training;
» occur within a culture (state, district, schoolttis supportive and encouraging of

professional development (p.10).

Furthermore, Blank and Kershaw emphasized abletlween teacher
effectiveness and students’ academic performand®elieved that student achievement
should be a standard for decision making aboutdpipplacement, and mentoring of new
teachers. Consequently, primary goals of any itidag@rogram should be retaining new

teachers and capitalizing on student learning. odlehinduction and mentoring program
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can “set the stage for a culture of collaboratiowhich educators can be co-workers, co-
teachers, and co-learners; help new teachers tortgeexperts more quickly; and
increase retention of teachers” (Oklahoma Commuskio Teacher Preparation, 2006).
Mentoring as the Major Component of Induction Programs

Induction and mentoring programs have a varietipohs and formats, including
classes, workshops, orientations, and seminarser@otl & Smith, 2004). They may
comprise few or many components, be state mandateidtrict required, and be well or
poorly funded (Strong, 2009). Mentoring standsamabng those forms, having become
a dominant form since the 1980s (Ingersoll & Sni2®04). In fact, the terms induction
and mentoring are used interchangeably in somamas¢Blank & Kershaw, 2009;
Downey, Steffy, Poston, & English, 2009; IngeréBmith, 2004). On the other hand,
other scholars view mentoring only as part of ajg@hensive program (Strong, 2009).
All researchers agree though on the variety of fomentoring can take. The continuum
goes from informal support of an available tea¢hex formal support of a trained
mentor selected for that role (Strong, 2009). Meng programs vary in duration and
intensity, number of teachers they serve, purposator training, and matching mentors
and mentees (Ingersoll & Smith, 2004). A commatuee of any program despite
variation should be ongoing relationship betweenrttentor and beginner; it is the “heart
of mentoring” (Glickman, Gordon, & Ross-Gordon, 20fh. 299).

Collegial interchange and high quality interpeidaelationships resulting from
mentoring allow beginning teachers to experienfaehng of success and input to the
whole school culture. Just assigning availablettees for mentoring or having no
structure for the process diminishes inductionati¥eness and does not solve novice

teachers’ problems and concerns (Wong, 2004). ‘€rheof isolated teaching is over.
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Good teaching thrives in a collaborative learninginment created by teachers and
school leaders working together to improve learnmsgtrong professional learning
communities” (p. 51-52).
Research on Various Programs
Considerable body of literature on induction anchtagng programs serves as
evidence of the significant interest to this figideducation. According to Blank and
Kershaw (2009), educators “can no longer afforgtbess as usual’ in the induction of
beginning teachers” (p. 4). They suggested tHeviahg principles to guide the
development of induction programs:
* Quality mentoring is the key, and induction assiiréakes place.
» Effective induction offers beginning teachers thpport they need in high-need
schools.
* Mentoring builds Professional Learning Communi{iesCs).
» Mentoring and induction can accelerate new teathestsuctional effectiveness.
* Mentoring transforms. (p. 4-7)
In the mid-1990s, researchers started to investigatcomes of the programs.
The degree of new teachers’ job satisfaction, &ffen teacher retention rates, cost
effectiveness of the induction programs, studehiemement gains, and teacher practices
were the main topics scholars addressed (Stror@®)20nduction programs’ effects on
student learning and, ultimately, on academic agment gains has gotten more
attention since 2000; it is a “growing area” in fledd (Russel, 2006). It is worth
mentioning that while it might be unrealistic tadia direct link of effectiveness of

induction program to student performance, litempnesents enough evidence of
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correlation between the effective teaching andestudcademic achievement. As it was
discussed earlier, the main goal of any inductimgpam is support and professional
development to accelerate teachers’ instructiofiet&veness; thus, the argument that
induction programs ultimately might contribute tadents’ academic gains seems
relevant.

Glickman, Gordon, and Ross-Gordon (2010) stHtatirecent research present
considerable evidence which indicate strong caiimeldbetween high-quality teachers
and student achievement. Indeed, Darling-Hammidottzman, Gatlin, and Heilig
(2005) in their comprehensive study, found thatrtheber of high-quality teachers with
proper certification was the best predictor of stutdoerformance on national tests.

The key results of Klein, Hamilton, McCaffreye8her, Robyn, and Burroughs’
(2000) examination of the relationship betweenheeg practices and students’
achievement were not so assertive; still, they gltbavidence that the relationship
between teachers’ instruction and students’ achieves tended to be positive, though it
was small. Consistent with earlier research awdiriigs from the study on effects of
comprehensive teacher induction (Isenberg, GlazerBl@eker, Johnson, Lugo-Gil,
Grider, & Dolfin, 2009). Services from the progmmere positively correlated to
student’s outcomes. However, the results did nppert the hypothesis about causal
effect of programs on students’ achievement.

Limitations of Existing Research

Acknowledging the importance of research on indacprograms and their

effectiveness, scholars agree on limitations ofstneies. The major issue according to

Isenberg, et al. (2009) is that research has ren beonclusive or rigorous.” Focus on
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specific programs in a particular school districtkes generalizability of the studies
difficult (Ingersoll & Smith, 2004). Strong (2008yreed, noting that,
“Recommendations that arise from research studiks&ed to take into account the
specifics of the programs and settings under inyason, requiring the addition of
restrictions and caveats to any generalizationsitabe potential effectiveness of
induction for beginning teachers” (p. 100).

Another limitation common for the research on indutprograms is that the
control over other factors influencing a decisiorstay in the profession is not included
in the design. Among those factors, literaturenidies principal leadership, academic
orientation of the curriculum, and organizationahate conducive to learning (Ingersoll
& Smith, 2004; Strong, 2009). Role of principaisieginning teachers’ induction was
not typically mentioned or explored in research2il04 (Wong, 2004). Later, Brock and
Grady (2006) filled in that gap presenting a listatical responsibilities of the principal
in the induction process:

* Making timely appointments to teaching positiorat thllow adequate preparation
time

» Making appropriate teaching assignments

» Assigning a classroom near a mentor teacher

* Providing adequate teaching resources

» Communicating expectations for teaching and legrnin

» Interacting with entry-level teachers individuadlgd in small groups

* Observing classroom teaching

» Providing feedback and affirmation
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* Induction Programs as Partnership with Universife<8).

With a variety of programs in terms of scope, desand components, it is clear
from literature that collaboration of different &g including higher education is
essential for the success of induction effortscakdingly, coordination of support and
collaboration becomes critical. Blank and Kersl{a@06) contributed considerably to
the discourse about comprehensive induction prog@mesenting their vision how the
program should be planned and what roles the Mé&woe Team (MCT) as a whole, and
each of the members of the team individually sh@ldy. They argue that support of
new teachers within the program has two levelserae and internal-"in-house” level.
Faculty members are viewed as expanded (extemad) bf support providing the
expertise, observation, and feedback that are lmkffancapacity of school-based team
members. Blank and Kershaw (2006) further provitthedr idea of an effective MCT
and team members’ roles in designing a programne téam establishes rules, decides on
meeting dates and times, adopts or adapts cons#&unbdels for decision making and
problem solving, develops and uses appropriateingeagenda and protocols, creates a
yearly plan for mentoring activities, and ensurasficientiality of information shared at
MCT meetings. The roles of each team member sHmildearly identified. Itis also
crucial for the team “to examine their individualiefs, determine core values, and agree
on a shared vision early in the design phase” {jp. &chool culture is another thing team
members should consider and examine thoroughiyy@es, traditions, and routines that
shape the culture contribute to the program’s ssgcé&his examination could facilitate
maintaining positive and productive climate andrieparticipants’ perceptions of the

program. These considerations seem to hold traetal kinds of induction programs,
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including Oklahoma Teacher Residency model, thestlchandated program in the
nation.
Oklahoma Teacher Residency Program

Entry-Year Assistance Program, which was lategrrefl to as the Teacher
Residency Program was part of Oklahoma EducatidroAEIB1706 (1980) aimed at
introducing changes in teacher preparation, indgdiertification and professional
development. The goal of the program was to peguidance and assistance to first
year teachers in Oklahoma. The Entry-Year Committemprised of a teacher
consultant, school administrator, and a represget&om higher education was
expected to supervise and evaluate a first yeah&za The committee was responsible
for deciding the certification eligibility of theacher in Oklahoma. Depending on the
recommendation of the committee, the teacher cou@duld not be granted certification.
If it was not granted at the end of the first yehe teacher was allowed additional entry
year of teaching.

In 1995, Oklahoma Legislature introduced a HoudlelB49, which changed the
name from Entry-Year Assistance Program to Resifleather Program. The intent was
“to establish qualifications of teachers in theradded schools of this state through
licensing and certification requirements to ensbes the education of the children of
Oklahoma will be provided by teachers of demonsttability” (Oklahoma State
Department of Education, n.d.). The terms for catte®m members changed too; a
teacher consultant became a teacher mentor andrleghcation representative was
called a teacher educator.

Research and Policy Development on the Program
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The RTP was the focus of Oklahoma Education Rekegymposium in 1985.
Oklahoma scholars explored various aspects ofribgram including challenges and
problems of beginning teachers and the role of stind assistance for the beginning
teacher. Godley, Klug, and Wilson (1985) considehe problems first year teacher
encountered from the perspective of college facukynbers. They situated those
problems in three areas: work socialization, pessoharacteristics, and translating
knowledge into practice. Major findings of thedfwere the importance of support and
assistance in handling challenges. Sufficient stppade all problems more
manageable. Participating teachers emphasizeolhef the committee in their
transition to real classroom. They valued an opputy to be able to come to any of the
committee members either for advice or an ide& get a second opinion. Such
experienced and knowledgeable support providedfnetiul avenues for improving
instruction. The theme of support and assistarazeaexplored deeper in Stern’s (1985)
study of the beginning elementary school teachgsteption of support from principals
and other committee members in Oklahoma and Kamsaslevant consideration of this
study was that “having a committee with differepies, with different expectations of the
first year teacher, with different expertise, anthwdiffering amounts of flexibility and
constraints should result in a range of assessroétiie teacher” (p. 22). The teacher
should benefit the most from this mixture.

The 1985 Symposium also presented an evaluatitregirogram made by
Oklahoma Public Schools (Crawford, Mcbee, & Watsk985). The purpose of
evaluation was threefold: 1) to document implemigoneof the program from the

perspective of the committee members; 2) to detemihich instructional techniques of
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entry teachers were associated with the largedestiachievement test gains; and 3) to
determine whether there was any difference in gffecess measurements between the
teachers who were in the programs and those whotlgdeacher consultants.
Although the evaluation did not find very many sfgant differences of the formal
program outcomes, it did present evidence of thgnam contribution to beginning
teachers ‘performance. The teachers were “moegdative with their students,
somewhat more oriented toward academic contenthaddigher rates of private, one-
to-one contacts with students” (p. 30)

Oklahoma’s Commission on Educational Planning Asgessment conducted an
assessment of the program in 1983 and presentguzbet about the program
effectiveness to the Oklahoma Legislature. Fivedned and fifty- two individuals
participating in the program (117 entry teache®§ teacher consultants, 115 school
administrators, and 160 higher education repretees) responded to the survey. Major
findings of the study were the following. Almodit @articipants (92%) agreed that the
Entry Year Assistance Committee was effective mvjling support and guidance to the
entry year teacher. The majority of the resporglé8t%) thought that the program
presented an opportunity for meaningful communicatiith higher education
representatives, school administrators, and teamresultants. Eighty-five percent of the
respondents agreed that the program contributétetteachers’ success. A ranking
order of the committee members most responsibledeping the committee on task
was: a) school administrator; b) higher educatidmiaistrator; and c) teacher consultant.
Higher education representatives and teacher damssiicontributed mostly to general

support of beginning teachers, while school adrtriziiers’ major contribution was in
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logistics and coordination. Participants also tdier general support of the entry year
teacher as the greatest strength of the programe.rdport specified most important
contributions of individual committee members. Bohool administrators, it was
coordination of logistics and general administratsupport. The most significant input
from higher education representatives was in gésapport of teachers, technical
instruction in subject matter, teachers’ observetj@nd coordination of logistics.
Teacher consultants contributed considerably ireg@rsupport, technical assistance in
classroom management, sharing ideas, and providedipack. As one can see, general
support is a contribution of all committee memberisile other elements are unique for
each member (e.g. technical instruction in subjetter for a higher education
representative, and technical assistance in clagsmanagement for a teacher
consultant). Final recommendations of the evatmaiticluded the need for a continuing
longitudinal assessment of the program. It shoelddited that no information about
other evaluations of the program has been found.

Another provision of House Bill 1549, which chaddbe name of the program,
was creation of the Oklahoma Commission for TeaEtmeparation (OCTP) to
coordinate all aspects of teacher preparationsassent, and professional development.
A very significant contribution of the OCTP to tR&P was developing guidelines and
recommendations about future directions for thgm. They outlined the needs to
make the program more effective: three years oftangmy support, changes in logistics
of residency committees which included preparagiod training for all committee
members, releasing time for induction activitiesgervations and meetings among

them), and protocols to guide induction interacio®ther critical needs included
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“structured support that develops effective teashdro are a part of the learning
opportunity and full funding for mentor stipend gomdfessional development for the
entire residency team” (OCTP, 2006).

A practical step to meet those needs was pilotitwgoayear mentoring program
for educators in Oklahoma with the goal of creatirgh-performing learning
communities and enhancing the vigor of the RTPe Mentoring project developers
viewed it as a “consistent, replicable and sustd@iaextension of the RTP. Professional
development for all Residency Committee membersamasng project components.
Innovation of this model was manifested in expagdire scope of partnership of
universities and schools engaging state agencikseacher organizations in
collaboration (OCTP, 2006). Partnership and coltabon presuppose crossing
organizational boundaries to develop new relatiggssAnd becoming more open in
exchanging information and expertise. Furthermooeindary spanning is gaining its
momentum in education being included in the CorscepProfessional Development
Schools (NCATE, 2010).

Organizational Boundary Spanning

Literature views boundaries as a crucial charestieiof any organization
(Aldrich & Herker, 1977; Lehtonen & Martinsuo, 2Q08Their role is to delineate the
organizational interface and protect organizatioos environmental stress securing a
certain amount of organizational independence fiteerenvironment. Essentially, it
comes down to information exchange between thentwgon and the environment.
Boundaries are not clear and stable, they are dignramd permeable, and they can span

(Aldrich & Herker, 1977). As McGowan and Bozemaf4?2) argued, organization
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members who are attuned to the information on btés of the boundary can span or
cross boundaries to find relevant information i@ #mvironment and share it inside
organizations, or vice versa. Thus, boundary spanactivities, roles, and boundary
spanners are key concepts within the notion ofroegéional boundaries, and they are
critical for understanding how these mechanismswor

What is Boundary Spanning?

Boundary spanning refers to the task of linkingoegenization with its
environment and coordinating that boundary. Tlaeednteractions of the organization
with external actors to establish relationshipsohiwould facilitate the achievement of
overall organizational goals (Marrone et al., 200Wjith constantly changing external
environments, boundary spanning is “a means ofngppith external change and that
change is more salient under conditions of incréassources, conflict, and
environmental turbulence” (McGowan & Bozeman, 1982179). Boundary spanning
may be better understood by examining both orgéinizal and individual factors (Joshi,
Pandey, & Han, 2008). Boundary-spanning actiB$A4) serves as a measure of
boundary spanning (Leifer & Huber, 1977). The donud boundary spanning
comprises a wide range of activities, includingresenting organizations to external
constituents, gaining access to resources and dyppd scanning the environment for
information and knowledge necessary for meetinguoiational goals (Joshi, Pandey, &
Han, 2008). The individuals who perform those\ati#is and serve as connections
between different constituents (Wenger, 1998) aretary spanners or, as Adams
(1976) calls them, “boundary role persons (BRPA'BRP is a person who is

responsible for contacting people outside his ool group. Two major tasks of a
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BRP are a) to represent expectations, perceptmusideas of each side to other and b)
to convey influence between constituents and oppsneRichardson (2002) stated that
spanners are a vital link between the organizaimhthe environment as “they filter
environmental perceptions and interpretations’1@2).

Miller (2008) went further in explanation of bowarg roles and role holders. He
concurred that boundary roles have a dual purggge:filter and facilitate the
information exchange between organizations and Bresent organizations in the
external environment. Boundary spanners shoulé kapertise in defining what data to
select, summarize, and interpret for this informatio be beneficial for organizational
success. External representation, according tieiMis an organization’s response to
external environment pressures and contingendigs.degree of formalization of
boundary roles depends on complexity of the orgdiua and the level of external
environment constraints and demands. Earliemiétidand Hecker (1977) stated “The
more critical the contingency, the more attent®paid to explicit formalization of the
role and selection of an incumbent” (p. 225). Téxplanation develops McGowan and
Bozeman’s (1982) argument about the role of indigld’ motives in boundary spanning.
“Because of different motives, internal and extéaspects influence boundary spanning
independently. External change is an encompasaatgr that includes environmental
turbulence, inter-organizational conflict and prrgrgrowth (McGowan, & Bozeman,
1982, p. 179).

The need to adapt to environmental contingencidsi@anage potential
unexpected opposition makes roles become routir{ikkelich & Herker, 1977).

Literature presents various terms to define spantepending on what particular aspects,
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role(s) or activities each study explores: gatekegpAllen, 1977); communication stars
(Tushman & Scanlan, 1981), and ambassadors anddas#tinators (Ancona, 1990;
Joshi, Pandey, & Han, 2009) - to name a few. Glimecontextual knowledge about
their organization, interpersonal skills, trustddoyalty to the organization, the spanners
take a particular role to facilitate the dialoguel @ollaboration (Miller, 2008). How do
spanners perceive their roles, what challengesepdncounter in boundary spanning
activities and how does the organization benefitnfboundary spanning? There are two
levels of boundary spanning engagement: individnal team (organization). One of the
limitations of research on boundary spanning wasittconsidered only one level which
resulted in two separate sets of findings on tpect@Marrone, Tesluk, & Carson, 2007),
consequently, presenting a fragmented pictureeptienomenon.
Multilevel Approach to Boundary Spanning

A paradox stemming from the findings of two sdtsesearch was, “A team
engaging in boundary spanning may more effectivedyage its external environment in
ways that aid performance, yet, in carrying outrimtary spanning, team members may
experience significant role overload that couldinéine team'’s long-term viability”
(Marrone et al., 2007, p. 1424). The multileveldabMarrone et al. developed let them
connect two streams of research and investigatellomndary spanning might contribute
to the team’s overall performance while the teasséas individual role overload. It also
allowed identifying factors that influenced indivial team member’s engagement in
boundary spanning of the team. Teams with prinraportance of external activities
were the focus of the study. The multilevel mddaied individual level antecedents

(boundary spanning roles, boundary spanning sétfaefy) and team-level antecedents
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of individual-level boundary spanning (externaldes@nd moderating role of consensus
on external focus) into a cohesive scheme to lodkeaconsequences of boundary
spanning at the individual and team levels. Orghefsignificant contributions of the
study to research on the topic was that it provitlleel foundation for multilevel theory
of boundary spanning linking the individual, teaang organizational levels” (p. 1433).

Several thoughts are drawn from Marrone’s et28l07) research. The link
between all levels seems to be particularly impurtar the teams which consist of
members representing different organizations; eggitetacher committee is an example
of such teams. Another thing to consider in regarthe team’s outcomes is interplay
between external and internal team dynamics. &kident teacher committee is a unique
type of a team where external dynamics happenwomelvels: individual within the
team (team members representing different orgaammspan boundaries of their
respective organizations due to the nature of dcimengittee) and individual and team
level outside the team (the committee as a whalesigonsible for recommending the
beginning teacher for certification which makeswhaccountable to all multiple
stakeholders). The thought about twofold natdredividual level of boundary
spanning in the resident teacher committee wamaijg point for identifying the
purpose of the proposed study.

The review of 20 years of studies on boundary sipgn(Joshi, Pandey, and Han,
2009) deepened my understanding of the multiplel leature of boundary spanning and
shaped a theoretical frame for the dissertatidms $tudy contributed to current research
in the field in two ways: 1) it presented a comgmrsive picture about scholarly

advancement in conceptualizing boundary spanniefinidg its antecedents, and
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exploring the factors which influence the procesBaundary spanning; and 2) the
authors suggested a framework for understandingdany spanning as bracketed
between team and organizational constraints. &isdii applied a “bracketing” approach
(Hackman, 2003) to specify the antecedents of teamndary spanning: task-based, team
level, and contextual. They claimed that applarabf these three perspectives allowed
for understanding how individual members’ attriteuban manifest in team boundary
spanning outcomes. The researchers specificafigted two spanning roles,
ambassador and task coordinator, as those thpbaitévely associated with the team’s
performance. Again, as in Marrone’s et al. (20&tayly discussed earlier, the focus was
on the external boundary team spanning activitikls members of the team presenting
the same organization. The theoretical frame sstggeby Joshi et al. (2009) could
enable exploration of how individual attributescommittee members representing
different organizations as ambassadors and tasklicabors are manifested on three
levels: task (teacher observations), team (managgm@mmunication, leadership), and
contextual (organizational culture), and how th@smifestations within the team are
revealed in the committee’s and program’s outcomes
Boundary Spanning in Educational Settings

Research on boundary spanning looks at diffeaspécts of organizational life as
well as types or subtypes of organizations (temyqgueojects, programs, and teams).
Though the major bulk of research on organizatitwaindaries and boundary spanning
is done in business, the concepts are getting atteation in exploring organizations in
education, especially in partnerships and collaimrgprograms. Boundary spanning is

among the standards of NCATE Concepts of ProfeakiDavelopment Schools:
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university and school partners share responsiliditya candidate’s preparation, faculty
development, and student learning. To accomplishd tasks, partners and candidates
must cross institutional boundaries to develop ndes and relationships. Partners take
active roles as teachers and learners in each ®ftetnering institutions; cohorts of
candidates assume appropriate responsibilitieshods (Standard 5, NCATE, 2010).

In the discussion of school organization bouretaaind challenges of leadership
in boundary spanning, Richardson (2002) emphasimgdasing complexity of the
nature of schooling and educational leadershiptduapid social, economic, political,
and technological landscape external changes. eltttanges contribute to the
organizational internal environment becoming “\vaity boundaryless” (p. 203). The
pressure to operate in such an environment, tinegpyi responsibility for students’
academic improvement, and the dependent fiscalwbieh does not let school
administrators move money, people, or informatiormss boundaries are manifestations
of this increasing complexity. As a result, schiealders have to be “engaged in
negotiating and competing for funds, building coats, resolving conflicts, and
otherwise trying to fulfill the expectations of keptical public” (p. 203). Miller (2008)
summed up that “To varying degrees all educatitesaders are called to serve as
boundary spanners” (p. 356). He further arguetitimight be not very easy; not all
successful leaders are as effective when they apgstate and collaborate in the different
organizational and professional context.

Successful instructional leadership is a challdngschool administrators
(Coldren & Spillane, 2007). Boundary spanning apdnners contribute significantly to

effective instructional leadership practices. gdooundary activities and being a
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spanner allows the administrator to maintain “kegireections to teaching practices,
thereby enabling her to keep a hand on the ingtnedtpulse of the school” (p. 370).

The context of leadership practice and boundargrspg is multifaceted comprising of
students, teachers, parents; district, state, esherél policy; and local and national
professional organizations. Connecting teachetis etside resources, the school leader
can shape classroom practice. Professional daweloipand mentoring programs as a
form of connection to outside resources can utli@aendary spanning as a tool to
knowledge acquisition and growth, and increasedl$eof job satisfaction (McGowan &
Bozeman, 1982).

Professional Development Schools standards (NCARUEQ) emphasize the role
of partnerships between schools and universitiebddding expanded learning
communities. Extended Teacher Education ProgrankE g} F- a collaborative project of
the University of Southern Maine with several sdihstricts is an example of boundary
spanning in professional development schools. érstbdy on this project, Walters
(1998) looked at advantages and challenges of gaitherships. The overall advantage
was that partnerships facilitated better understandf both institutions. Schools
received an opportunity to generate and test neasidand get a better insight to teacher
education at the local, state, and national leiliversities could influence schools and
school policy via the contacts with teachers andiatstrators, developing a better sense
of belonging and community. At the same time, wmaflicts and misunderstanding
between partners stemming from an “ivory towertesdéype may present challenges in
maintaining a collaborative climate. Partnerskps“a host of significant leadership

possibilities and dilemmas” (Miller, 2008, p. 355).
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In addition to the research on multilevel boundgwginning which shaped the
theoretical framework for the dissertation, sevether studies were relevant to the
project. Lehtonen and Martinsuo (2008) examinedagament of the temporary
organizations’ boundaries. They argued that “Agpaon can be seen as a temporary
organization in which a group of projects are mawkipgether to deliver higher order
objectives not delivered by any of the projectshm@ir own” (p. 21). Their study shed
light on boundary setting and management of imitrabf the temporary program within
the parent organization. Results pointed outriy@irtance of boundary management for
effective function of the program and the critioale of the program personnel in crafting
program content and structures. These are indalsdilboundary spanners) who
ultimately make decisions about crossing the bouesla They should be aware of the
organizational context to be able to handle thesttamts and unclear dynamic
circumstances. They should also be able to maib&ence between integrating the
program and guarding and insulating the programm fitee parent organization.

In maintaining the balance, how much should tistesy be open? Richardson
(2002) considered stress as an attribute of amgnizgtion boundary spanning. Any
social system (school is not an exception) is eigd from the environment by a
psychological boundary. The more it is permeabliaé influence from the
environment, the more open the system is. Ricloardi&imed that for school leaders
these boundaries do not exist today and they laafied ways to insulate their
organization from the environment. This task mas@sndary spanning challenging for
school leaders. The issue associated with chakofjboundary spanning is role

conflict (Friedman & Podolny, 1992). Boundary spars are core figures in intergroup
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relations. The organization a boundary spanneesemts has certain expectations about
values, interests, and ideas the person shoulcegomytside the boundary. With
different interests of each organization, fulfifia certain role by a spanner might come
to a conflict with those expectations. Friedmad Bodolny (1992) discussed the
following effects of the role conflict: suspicioh@wvn to them by both sides, deteriorated
relations, reduced communication in the organizatiall these effects ultimately
influenced negatively the overall performance & dihganization.
Summary

In the review, | presented major research findmedgvant to the topic of my
study: boundary spanning in the resident teachanutiee. | began with the discussion
of importance of beginning teachers’ inductionretention of prosperous and talented
cadre in education and ensuring that the studargablic schools are taught by quality
teachers. The need to structure and formalizerpnog and the role of partnerships
between schools and universities in induction gfiti@ng teachers are among major
arguments in this discussion. | proceeded funthtr the description of the Oklahoma
Teacher Resident Program putting it in the histdrmontext and distinguishing what had
been done in evaluating and researching the prograhits outcomes. In doing so, |
particularly focused my attention on the residecammittee as the entity responsible for
assisting new teachers and recommending them ftification. In theOrganizational
Boundary Spanningection of the chapter, | synthesized the reseamabrganizational
boundary spanning and boundary spanning rolestivtiocus on teams to gain a new
perspective on the literature regarding to the psepof my study. | articulated and

defined key concepts and variables and showed heydan be adapted to educational
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settings. In reviewing the research on multildhelory of boundary spanning, |
highlighted the studies that informed and shap#tbaretical framework for the
dissertation and defined the areas that shoul&ké®i@ed when the suggested frame is
applied to the residency committee. | concludeddapter with the review of other

relevant research on the topic.
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CHAPTER III

METHODOLOGY

Research Design

Two major objectives guided the study. The fivaes to describe how the
Resident Teacher Program (RTP) committees funaiém@chieve desired outcomes
and how they perceived their roles in the commiti@esecondary objective was to
consider the effectiveness of the multi-level baamyespanning model (Joshi et al., 2009)
in studying role and collaborative activities iruedtional settings.

The research questions to meet those objectives wer
1. How did the RTP committee function to achieve dbmutcomes?
a) How were roles manifested on these committees?

b) How did committee members collaborate to achiesirelé goals?

2. How does the multi-level boundary-spanning modela&r these roles and
dynamics of resident teacher committees?
3. What other realities exist?
The constructionist epistemological perspectivgpstdahe methodology of this
study. Constructionism explains that all knowledg&ontingent upon human practices,

being constructed in and out of interaction betwe@man beings and their world, and
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developed and transmitted within an essentiallyas@ontext” (Crotty, 1998, p. 42).
Understanding the role of social context, inte@tof processes, and intertwined bonds
between subjectivity and objectivity was criticat the researcher in examining how
participants’ constructed realities about theivger on the committees matched tangible
entities (e.g., evaluations and recommendation§efresent the multiple constructions
of the individuals” (Lincoln & Guba, 1985, p. 84).

Nested in constructionist premises, the naturalistbde of inquiry best met the
purpose of the study, for it allowed to “understaode social phenomena from the
perspectives of those involved, to contextualizeés in their particular socio-cultural-
political milieu” (Glesne, 2006, p. 4). This cagady was based on “a qualitative
approach in which the investigator explores a bedrsystem (a case) or multiple
bounded systems (cases) over time, through detailatepth data collection involving
multiple sources of information (e.g., observatiangerviews, audiovisual material, and
documents and reports), and reports a case desorgtd case-based themes ”
(Creswell, 2007, p. 73). The case study was fatosethe particulars of a program,
individual, or place (Rossman & Rallis, 1998), whim this case, were resident teacher
committees in schools in a Midwest public schosetritt.

Chapter Il discusses the procedures employedek sederstanding of issues
posed in the research questions and describesokayanents, such as a sample, tools,
and techniques for data collection and data arslyBesign in a qualitative research is
“an ongoing process that involves ‘tacking’ backl &orth between different components
of the design, assessing the implications of gdléxries, research questions, methods

and validity threads for one another” (Maxwell, 80f. 3). Thus, the outline of this
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research was not something predetermined and rigidis a flexible interconnected
structure which undertook some adjustments andggsaas the study evolved.
Site and Participant Selection

Thesite, a public school district in a Midwest statas selected based on the
criteria for an ideal site discussed by Marshatl Rossman (1989). Among those
criteria were: entry to the site; probability ofxwaf processes, people, and interactions
which are part of the research questions; and nade warranty of data quality and
credibility (p. 54). This school district, locateda university city, presented a mix of
processes in providing support to beginning teachbtentoring training program,
monthly new teachers’ meetings, and book clubs w&ereng the activities in addition to
the RTP. The district had extensive experienagranting the permission for entry to the
sites for the College of Education research prejdae to the location.

| followed the established procedure and contaittedirector of Research at
the school district’s Board of Education with tleguest to enter the school sites of
different levels: high, middle, and elementary.réléehlevels of schools and residency
committees comprising of various faculty membersgypals, and mentor teachers
presented a good mix of people, interactions, andgsses that allowed for maximum
variation in perceptions, opinions, and experierafabe participants.

Data quality and credibility were reasonably asduhee to a typical case
sampling of participants which focused on what tyagcal for a phenomenon, process
or case (Patton, 2002). The sample of participaatscomprised of resident teacher
committee members who served on the committedsipast (three people for each

represented unit- the administrator, mentor, andeusity faculty) and three teachers
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who participated in the program as beginning teach&niversity coordinator of the
RTP was purposefully included to the sample dubdeémature of the position and the
person’s expertise, knowledge of the program, apegence of working with the
committees.

To select the participants, | obtained from thevarsity program coordinator a
list of the school administrators, teacher mentansl, College of Education faculty who
previously had served on committees. The canditiatames were verified for
accessibility (current employment with the distactd university and valid contact
information) and fields of expertise (teaching emttarea and level). The final pool of
candidates included 16 people. All of them wenatacted through email with a
recruitment letter as an attachment (Appendix Beceived immediate responses from
13 people; 12 agreed for interviews, one declimetheitation. Two additional
responses were received later, two months aftaacting the people.

Data Collection Techniques

Consistent with the purpose of the study and catalé approach to meet the
objectives was my choice of data collection techagjthat comprised of interviews,
observations, and document analysis. | employmdkaf these methods “to illuminate
an inquiry question” (Patton, 2002, p. 248).

Interviews

In-depth interviewing and observations are the aogathering information for a
gualitative study; they are “the staples of th&'dilarshall & Rossman, 1989, p. 79).
Semi-structured topical interviewing which “focusaere on a program, issue, or

process” (Glesne, 2006, p. 80) was a primary daltaation technique, which allowed
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for uncovering participants’ views and perspectiabsut their roles on committees.
Interview protocols were based on 10 previouslyiified research questions (Appendix
C). Engaging in interviews, building rapport wighrticipants, and gaining their trust
enabled redesign of the interview structure if mekand development of prompts.
Through interviews | explored participants’ expades and perceptions of their roles in
the program.

An interview with the university RT program coordior supplemented data
collection. This person provided valuable inforioatrelevant to the purpose of the
study due to her expertise and role she playedemptogram as a liaison among all
constituents and familiarity with the legal andafircial structure of the program. A
follow up interview with the program coordinator sveased on questions | developed
analyzing the program handbook. | needed folloviauglarify some points which
appeared from the document and interview data@odtain more insight to the
program’s structure and mechanisms.

Observations

The study’s focus had to be shifted to involve pas years’ committees,
because the legislature placed a two-year moratooin the program’s operation
resulting from a financial shortfall. Observaticmfscommittee meetings and interactions
among committee members were not feasible. Thused observations of school sites
during interviews and additional visits to the salsde.g. open house), reflections on
interviews, and indirect and direct observationsitdractions of the members of
Professional Education Unit of the College of Ediacaas data collection tools. Direct

observations included conversations with the fgcartd staff of professional education

45



and research unit of the College about alternatiags to support new teachers. The
researcher also observed the work and daily roatitlee Teacher Excellence Network
(TEN) project’s coordinator.
Document Analysis

TheResident Teacher Program and government documanisdsas major
sources for document analysis. Included were statese Bills, the program handbook,
program evaluation reports, school administratar laeginning teacher follow up survey
records, website editorials, and newsletters. i#mon for choosing sources was
relevance of information in the materials to thei¢mf inquiry. Data from the documents
allowed to “...furnish descriptive information, offlistorical understanding, and track
change and development” (Merriam, 2009, p. 155%)nditlering the time frame the
program has been in place (since 1982), a histaigysis of documents became the
background for developing interview protocols, &mwking at what was known about
committees from the previous data sources.

Data Collection Timeline

After finishing the University’s Institutional Restv Board’s process and
contacting a public school district for permisstoraccess schools, | started collecting
documents on the program: the evaluation repal®88, legislation bills of 1980, 1995,
and 2010, yearly follow up reports, newsletters editorials from the Oklahoma
Commission for Teacher Preparation website, angtbgram handbook. | obtained
documents from the staff of the University Professi Education unit. | also had
informal conversations with a program coordinatdhe goal of those conversations was
to develop a general overview of the program froemdoordinator’s perspective, build

trust, and develop rapport.
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In the fall of 2010, | was granted permission frtbra district’s school board to
access the sites and to start data collectiorvietging by committee members. |
scheduled interview dates with the 13 people wispaaded to my invitation e-mails and
conducted interviews with these participants. 8emterviews were held at the College
of Education, five at schools, and one in a coffeese. In all instances, participants
chose the location for the interviews. All inteawis were tape recorded and transcribed.
Verbatim transcriptions of the interviews were dethio participants for a member
check. | asked participants to verify accuracyhef transcripts, make corrections and
additions, and request a follow up interview if de@. Eight participants responded to
member check emails; two of them sent transcrijitis minor corrections, the others
verified accuracy of the transcripts. None of thgpondents expressed a wish for a
follow up interview.

Parallel to interviewing, | worked with existingtddrom second year surveys of
principals and beginning teachers from four sclyealrs (2003-2004, 2004-2005, 2005-
2006 and 2006-2007). | looked at aggregated datheresponses from surveys to
obtain additional information about the outcomeshefprogram and the effectiveness of
the support system provided by the program. Arradbeument reviewed during
interviewing process was the RTP handbook. Crosgparison of information from the
handbook to the interviews’ responses enhanceddateeanalysis process.

Data collection procedures with timelines are suned in Table 1.
Table 1

Data Collection Timeline

Data Collection
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Activity Source/Participants

Goals/Things to Ladk  Time

Document analysis Documents on the
program (reports,
House Bills,
editorials, and
newsletters)

Interview University
coordinator of the

Follow up program

interview

Gathering

information from  of principals and
second year surveysheginning teachers
of principals and

beginning teachers

Interviews
former new teachers

Document Analysis Program Handbook

Second year surveys Descriptive statistics on

Committee members, Perceptions of roles,

Role of committees, October —
outcomes of the programs November 2010
(measurement, evaluation
of performance, changes
in the policy and the
rationale for the changes)

Perception of the program,October 2010
challenges in forming the

committees, and ideas

about the ways to improve

the program

November —
the outcomes of the December 2010

program

November 2010-
approach to committee  February 2011
responsibilities,

understanding of

organizational boundary

spanning, and leadership

position

Contrast and comparison
of the information in the
handbook with the data
from the interviews.

January 2010-
February 2011

Data Analysis

The RT program and government documents formeaka for rationalizing the

problem and purpose of the study. An analysiggislative documents, program

evaluations, and website editorials and newslegigrgided information about history of

the program, changes in the program, and evaluafitime program outcomes.

Therefore, data were organized around three maindnl) what research in the
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residency program had been done, 2) how residemroynittees were addressed in
previous research, and 3) what influenced the ae@sabout changes in the program.
The discussion was presented as a separate sectiterature Review chapter of this
report.
Sources

Analysis of data from interviews, observations, doduments was an ongoing
and inductive process to identify emergent thennelspatterns (Glesne, 2006). Two
sources framing the analysis included the resegueitions developed on a proposal
stage of the study and analytic perceptions aretpretations on data collection phase
(Patton, 2002). Thus, interview transcripts wengptemented with my reflections on
each interview and analytical memos on the thingglvstood out during the interviews.
Analytical memos helped me organize data, and bdaralternative explanations. A
reflexive journal served as a tool to reflect on lnmgses, values, and other things that
shaped my stance as a researcher (Creswell, 26@®prds about everyday activities
with my comments and questions were helpful in pigjag the process and reporting
challenges and obstacles.
Making Sense of the Data

Initial data analysis procedures were inductivaature. All verbatim transcripts
were formatted so that | had three columns with Ioered lines: the first column was the
interview transcript, the second and third columprsvided space for writing names of
codes and categories and my comments. | startidopen coding of data from
interview transcripts with my intent to identify enthemes that naturally emerged from

interviews (Patton, 2002). Content analysis reglidentification of significant data
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chunks representing a concept (Patton, 2002). Kdwere separated from the
transcripts, identified by pseudonyms and line nerslused for coding, and printed out
individually. Chunks of related content and consextre reduced to smaller units
representing a specific idea (Erlandson et al.3199

After initial unitizing was completed, | startetietprocess of categorizing the
data. Data units were placed on 3x5 index cartlsaded by mixing them to avoid any
predetermined order. Those cards were read ormbyand placed in piles representing
same ideas. | assigned a descriptive term (a woadphrase) for each pile (Erlandson, et
al., 1993). The process was repeated to lookdar shescriptive terms. Emergent
categories were tested for internal homogeneityexteirnal heterogeneity (Patton, 2002)
to classify themes. Bringing categories to themas based on noticed connections and
links between categories (Erladnson et al., 1993juctive examination through data
displays, memos, and reflections was followed Ijudéve analysis of the data with
relevance to the literature and utility of the mildvel boundary-spanning model in
explaining the committee roles.

Trustworthiness of the Findings

Trustworthiness is one of quality characteristasany type of scientific
research, including a qualitative study. As Erkordet al. (2004) pointed out, it “enables
naturalistic study to make a reasonable claim tthowological soundness” (p. 131). In
gualitative research, criteria for trustworthinass credibility, transferability,
dependability, and conformability.

Credibility
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To address the issue of credibility of findingstilized techniques suggested by
Lincoln and Guba (1985): prolonged engagementjgierg observation, and
triangulation, peer debriefing, member checkinferéve journaling, and purposeful
sampling. Prolonged engagement provided “scop@at’ due to the amount of time
spent on the site to build trust and rapport whth participants, and persistent
observation ensured “depth of data” (Lincoln & Gub@85). Triangulation is
incorporation of multiple techniques, multiple ksdf data sources, multiple theoretical
perspectives to make the reasoning for identifyiregnes coherent and consistent
(Creswell, 2003; Denzin, 1989; Glesne, 2006; Lin&&IGuba, 1985). This study’s
research design included multiple sources of data,(documents, participants’
interviews, interview notes and reflections, andelations). The multi-level model of
boundary spanning was grounded on several theakgicspectives, which enhanced the
potential of the frame for accurate data intergi@ta My discussion of contrary
information and discrepancies in the data also cdoleredibility.

Peer debriefing with two colleagues provided sutiges for data presentation
and reporting findings, addressed my concerns altetat collection and analysis stages
of the research, and reduced anxiety (Erlandsah,et993). Data credibility was
ensured by continuous member checking of intentrawscripts and findings (Lincoln &
Guba, 1985).

Transferability

Transferability was maintained through purposiaepling of participants and

thick description of collected data. The particifgasample representing all stake

holders in the RTP at different levels served ageans to seek data applicability to other
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contexts. Thick description of data includingsehdistrict and Professional Education
unit profiles and cross reference of findings witte multi-level boundary spanning
model offered adequate information for judgmertsua transferability and allowed to
“specify everything that a reader may need to kioarder to understand findings”
(Lincoln & Guba, 1985, p. 125).
Dependability and Conformability

To meet dependability and conformability critefihe researcher must make it
possible for an external check to be conductederptocesses by which the study was
conducted” (Erlandson et al., 1993, p. 34). Thederia were met through reflexive
journaling during the research process and hauingaterials ready for an audit trial.
The reflexive journal offered a full account of aditivities and researcher’s decisions on
day-to-day or weekly basis. The reflexive jourwals part of adequate records and
materials which | kept during the study. As sugee®y Lincoln and Guba (1985), they
also included interview protocols, transcripts,astreflections; 3x5 data cards, analytical
memos, peer debriefing notes, and the inquiry@sap Peer debriefing and feedback
from the advisor and dissertation committee membenged as dependability and
conformability audits for the study.

Table 2 provides a summary of activities and pracesito ensure trustworthiness
criteria. It also locates the places in the repofind those examples.

Table 2

Trustworthiness Criteria and Activities

Criteria Examples of activities Chapter/section
/technique

Credibility

52



Prolonged
engagement

Persistent
observation

Triangulation

Peer debriefing

Member
checking

Was in the field (school district) for six Methodology:
months-September 2010-February 2011;  data collection,
knew some participants previously; avenuesafd procedures

communication: emails, appointments, Data
telephone calls; start the interview with presentation:
updates in the participants’ lives, and description of

conversations about the topics which might hearticipants
of interest for the participants (office, daily
routine, school)

Observation of participants during interviewsMethodology:
writing interview reflections, observation of design, data
Professional Education Unit (informal collection, and
conversations with the staff, observing daily procedures
routine of the staff, and personal

communications (emails, calls)

Multiple sources of data: interviews, Methodology:
observations and reflections, and documentsdata sources

Continuous informal discussion$ wito Methodology:
peers (design, interview process, and data data collection
analysis); suggestions on the additional and data
references, feedback on the writing, and analysis
considering alternative explanations Data Analysis

Findings,
Conclusions,
and
Implications
Test categories and interpretations: the Methodology:
participants received the transcripts to checkdata collection,

the accuracy of information and provide any and data
kind of additional information or requesta  analysis
follow up interview. Data Analysis

Reflexive journal Written diary with documented decisions andviethodology

Purposive
sampling

discussion of challenges, questions, doubts,
and moments

Maximum variation in sampling (nine Methodology:
committee members, three beginning teachepsirticipants
representing different grade levels, and a

program coordinator)
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Transferability

Thick The profile of the school district and Data
description professional education unit at the university; Presentation
portraits of the participants; education,

experience, number of committees served,
their educational platform, and overall opinion
about the program

Dependability/
Conformability

Access to an Have the following documents ready: Methodology
audit trail transcripts of the interviews, interview notes,

data cards (3x5), reflexive journal, and

analytical memos

Summary

In this chapter, | described the research dessgmponents and identified data
collection and analysis procedures. | started wighdiscussion of the epistemological
perspective that shaped the methodology followedrbgentation of the rationale for
choosing case study as a qualitative approach & the purpose of the study.
Explanation of sites’ selection, data collection®es and tools, and data analysis
procedures outlined my steps in conducting thearebeand provided a detailed
description of techniques and methods. | addretsessue of ensuring research rigor
through the discussion of trustworthiness critand my activities to meet those criteria.

A summary table of quality techniques and actisitencluded the chapter.
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CHAPTER IV

DATA PRESENTATION

The purpose of this study was: 1) to descriie the Resident Teacher Program
(RTP) committee members functioned to achieve désiutcomes and how they
perceived their roles on the committee, and 2ptwsitler the effectiveness of the multi-
level boundary-spanning model in studying role eokhborative activities in
educational settings. A narrative descriptive fafmeporting data was used to help
readers understand the researcher’s analysis trgrgtation process as well as make
their own inferences (Patton, 2002; Stake, 1988)andson, et al. (1993) emphasized the
principal task for the researcher “to communicaseting with its complex relationships
and multiple realities” (p.163). Therefore, therative opens with profiles of the school
district and University Professional Education UREU). The settings’ descriptions are
followed by participants’ data presented in twotggparticipants’ profiles regarding
their service on the committees as well as thergesm of the data from interviews and
observations to answer the research questions.

Settings

The settings’ description was an integral pathefnarrative in that it presented

the background information so that readers coulchgense of the environment that the

participants were functioning as teams. With coesition of each RTP committee’s
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composition and participants’ sample, it was neasst® present the description of two
settings: Hope School District and the UniversigJ. The school district profile
provided information about teachers ‘qualificatipdsstrict professional development
programs, and policies and procedures which aidel@eper insight to the committees’
dynamics. The description of the University PEswaitical for understanding of the
role of the university in beginning teachers’ intio.

Hope School District (Profile 2009-2010)

Hope School District, an exurban district with greollment of approximately
5,650 students, is situated in a university cByudents attend six elementary schools
(grades K-5) and a middle school (grades 6-7)neithigh school (grades 8-9), a high
school (10-12), and alternative school (grades)6-A2 schools are fully accredited by
the state’s Department of Education. The studeptlation is predominantly Caucasian
(76%); the other groups include African-AmericaPo(8 Native American (7%), Asian
(5%), and Hispanic (4%). Thirty-nine percent oildten are eligible for free/reduced
lunches. A large number of international studanésenrolled and collectively speak 26
languages.

The district employs 408 certified teachers and dB#hose have advanced
college degrees. Eighty-eight teachers are Ndt®oard Certified. Average teaching
tenure in this school district is 13 years. Spesication, ACT performance, and
college readiness are among primary foci of teach&he high school graduation rate is
96.4 %. Students’ ACT average test scores (22%¢ been consistently higher than the

state average for the past five consecutive y@arhe time of the study, two hundred
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and fifty-three students were concurrently enrolgtth the University. About 60% of
the graduates continue their education at collegdsuniversities.

To ensure that good quality education is offeredte students, the district pays
considerable attention to the teachers’ professibeeelopment. The district’s
mentoring training program facilitates continuouswgth and support of teachers. The
program is aimed at developing necessary skillsraoéiving tools to become effective
mentors. Mentor training is a requirement fomadintors to serve on the RTP
committee. Among other activities intended to mpkafessional development
meaningful and effective is new teachers’ orieptatiBeginning teachers and teachers
new to the district meet on a monthly basis toulisovarious topics important to the
district. These meetings are facilitated by thddte school principal and a lead middle
school social studies teacher with topics and dgexecided by the district and school
administrators.

University Professional Education Unit (PEU)

The university is a public, four-year, nationadigcredited comprehensive higher
education institutiomomprised of nine colleged.he university’s PEU includes
academic programs in the colleges of Educationicifjural Sciences and Natural
Resources, Arts and Sciences, and Human Enviromingaences. These programs are
based upon the L.E.A.D.S. conceptual framewbdadershipEthics, Academics and
Professional Role®iversity, Service Orientation/Community Outreach. The unit
oversees teacher certification programs and ottograms for “graduate special”
students with a goal to facilitate lifelong leamiand improvement in public schools and

other educational settings. To ensure qualithéegrograms, the PEU collaborates with
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a number of external agents, such as: State Refgertisgher Education, State
Department of Education, and Commission for TeaEmeparation. Such collaboration
warrants timely modifications of the program reguients due to changes in the
legislation, policies and procedures.

The administrative staff of the unit is comprisédeven people: the Dean of the
College of Education, the Associate Director off@seional Education, Administrative
Assistant, Portfolio Specialist, Professional EdiscaSpecialist, Certification Specialist,
as well as the Field Experience and Clinical Pcacioordinator. The Professional
Education Specialist (PES) who coordinates theleegly program by serving as a liaison
between the state school districts and the uniyeasid a contact person for school
districts to request a committee. Her responsigslinclude matching faculty members
with first year teachers, coordinating geographthefcommittees, communicating all
activities and movements of the program, handlivegfinancial aspect of the program
(travel reimbursement for the faculty), as welkasping the data base of the program
participants and their follow up feedback survegs important aspect of the
coordinator’s job is conflict resolution. If prashs, such as replacing a university
representative, could not be resolved by the cotessf the PES would intervene to
negotiate a solution.

Participants

The goal of participants’ description is to presggbllective portrait of the
committee makeup that includes range of experieratgtides, and opinions about
committees’ work and induction process. Table &ni®verview of professional profiles

of the participants.
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Table 3

Participants’ Professional Profile

Coded Name Education

(highest

Role on the
committee

degree earned)

Experience in
education

Number Experience
committees w/other roles on
served the committee

Principal Andrew (high M.S. in
school) Curriculum
Instruction and

Administration

Diana Ed.D. in
(elementary Educational
school) Leadership

Principal

Principal Beth ( middle M.S. in
school) Curriculum
Instruction and

Administration

10 years 20-25 Mentor teacher
classroom
teaching
(social
studies); 16
years
administrative
positions;
college
teaching as an
adjunct
professor

8 years 40-45 Mentor teacher
classroom
teaching
(special ed.);
18 years
administrative
positions in the
district;
teaching
college level as
an adjunct
professor

13 years Five Mentor teacher
classroom

teaching (6th

grade science)

5 years-school

administrator
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Mentor

Mentor

Mentor

Professor

Professor

Carol (junior
high school)

Mary (middle
school)

Nora
(elementary
school)

Helen

Gregory

M.S. in 28 years
Curriculum classroom
Instruction and teaching (math
Administration of all levels)

Ph.D. in 20 years

Curriculum classroom

and Instruction teaching
(English);
college
teaching as an
adjunct
professor

M.S.in Early 29 years

Childhood classroom

Curriculum; teaching(lower

National primary

Board grades; college

Certified teaching as an
adjunct
professor

Ph.D. in 17 years

Curriculum teaching public

and Instruction schools; an
assistant
professor in
Math
Education K-
12

Ph.D. in 23 years
Curriculum teaching public
and Instruction schools and 13

years teaching
college level;
held
administrative
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Three

Four

One

20

12

n/a

n/a

n/a

Beginning
teacher; mentor
teacher; school
administrator

n/a



positions; an
assistant
professor in
Social Studies
Education K-
12

Professor Kevin Ed.D. in 35 years of 11in 2010 n/a
Educational college
Administration teaching as an

adjunct
assistant
professor in
Educational
Leadership
program
Resident Emily (high  B.S.in Family Five years n/a n/a
Teacher school) and Child teaching
Services; sociology and
certified in English
Psychology
and Secondary
English
Resident Luke (middle B.S.in Five years n/a n/a
Teacher school) Elementary teaching social
Education; science 7th

pursuing M.S. grade
in Educational

Leadership
Resident Faith B.S.in Two years 3d n/a n/a
Teacher (elementary Elementary grade teacher
school) Education

The participants were described in four categopescipals, mentors,

professors, and resident teachers. Two major derations shaped the decision on the
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format of participants’ description. The case wemdent teacher committees in Hope
School District. Committee roles and functionsh® committee as a team were the
areas of research interest. Consequently, thesfioctine participants’ description was
not the individuals; rather, it was their opinicared perceptions of the roles and
committee performance.

In 2010, the legislature placed a moratorium @RAP. Thus, rather than
speaking on their experience as a particular rasida a certain year, the participants
were to reflect on their overall experience withidency year committees. Resident
teacher participants who could not have multiplpeziences with the committees were
an exception.

Principals (Andrew, Beth, and Diana)

Principals were passionate about education andolle school administrators play
in ensuring high quality education for the communifs Andrew commented, “l have a
responsibility to my community to bring in the bésachers.” Ways to provide high
guality education varied among the schools, depgnoln the school level, mission, and
culture. Knowing and understanding school culand the school mission served as a
starting point in the hiring process (especiallgibaing teachers), decision making, and
performance on the RT committees. From principaésspective, getting to know
school culture was one of the challenges for peafiessserving on the residency program
due to time constraints. To meet this challengeosl administrators took the lead in
initiating a dialogue about school needs and gresriand communicating the rationale
for certain decisions from the angle of those neeBgeth shared, “We need to be in a

business of keeping our good people.”
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Principals saw great benefits of the residency anmgand believed that the
program should be carried on, maybe with some rwadibns. They knew the nuts and
bolts of the structure and procedures of the progaad could easily identify its strengths
and weaknesses. With the success of the schoattjwidluded the success of the first
year teachers) being a priority for principals yth@ok charge on the committee, chairing
meetings and coordinating all the logistics. Jaima, “I always chaired the committee,
because | felt very responsible.” While basic oesibilities of the committee chairs
were well defined by the program handbook, admiatsts defined the accents in this
leadership role for themselves. Diana tried taiemgood communication among all
stakeholders. Beth'’s priorities were ownershiptfe outcomes, professional manner of
communication and consideration of all opinionsdfaw saw his main mission in
facilitating a constructive dialogue among all ditngnts.

Principals had overall positive experiences workaiip university
representatives on the RT committees, acknowledp@ghallenges and obstacles
professors encounter. Beth commented, “The urnityeepresentative does not have the
privilege to know the teacher, because the persootiin the building.” The participants
agreed that under the circumstances, college reqiegs/es did their best to provide as
much support as possible to beginning teachersean@ndrew acknowledged, tried to
“be a vital part of the team.” Busy schedules difi@grent priorities of those in academia
did not allow principals to be very optimistic albdlie prospects of deeper involvement
of universities in collaborative efforts with pubbchools. Beth shared, “University
representatives try to make their best but theitgsl are full. They have a lot of other

commitments. | do not know how to fix it.” Neveelbss, they considered reaching out
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to university professors and engaging in more boltation as an important and doable
aspect of the school principal’s job because, an®pointed out, “We sit here in the
university town, we are greatly influenced by tmversity, we have such a
connectedness, and we rely on the university psofsgo provide lots of training and
consultation for us.” Developing personal relasioips between the university faculty
and school principals also facilitated more colk@ion. Andrew would like professors
to become more “insiders, not outsiders.”

Despite the moratorium on the RTP, principals veene that the district and
schools would continue to support beginning teaxhad provide mentoring for them
with or without any input from the university. Aredv commented, “We do the program
no matter what, with the exception of the univgrpgerson.” Professional development
provided by the district for the mentors and neaclteers plus the fact that this program
was run by the middle school principal Beth coneshadministrators believe that the
schools were well off providing support to begirmieachers. At the same time, having
slightly differing opinions about the committee reak and contribution of each
committee member (to be discussed later), admaass welcomed the concept of
university-school collaborations. They looked ad# collaborations not only from the
perspective of beginning teachers’ induction, s & a broader context of the
contribution of the academia to public educatidimey had some constructive
suggestions about the things the university profsssould bring to schools including
support of beginning teachers. For Andrew, it wgsortant to collaborate with the

person “who knows my school culture and appreciateShat could help entry year
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teacher’s integration into that culture, or mergimg the culture.” Diana thought that
the university could also “provide lots of trainingconsultations.”
Professors (Gregory, Helen, and Kevin)

The people in academia believed in the importandef@asibility of cooperation
between universities and public schools. They didseem to be distant or disconnected
from the real world of public schools. All threachprevious experience teaching in
public schools. During their careers as univer&itulty, they stayed actively involved
in supervising undergraduate student teacherdabt: All of them were members of
the College’s PEU, with its goal “to facilitate dunalife improvement in public
schools.” Therefore, they had firsthand informatamd experience in public education
in the state. Moreover, the participants emphdsmany times that they enjoyed going
out to schools because of the great learning estpesiand benefits for the University
working together with schools. As Kevin summed ‘U, faculty should get out to
schools more often.”

Professors reasoned that support of the begineaxher was critical and
necessary for improvement of public educationnasregory’s claim, it “builds
educators rather than just teachers.” They wenéident of the benefits of collaborative
efforts of higher education and public schoolshis process. Because of that confidence
and their true care about education, universityasgntatives viewed service on the RTP
committee as an integral part of the responsiedifor any faculty member since,
according to Helen, it allowed for helping begirmteachers “make bridge between the
methods they learnt at college and they use wdelting.” This belief motivated

professors while serving on the committees. Tlgmm was a great opportunity to
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work with teachers and reach out to schools. Kstated, “This is one of the best
programs our state has had.” Professors werekvenyledgeable about the structure of
the program, its goals, and desired outcomesofAthem agreed that the primary
purpose of the committee was to help entry teacigprovide as much support for
them as possible during the first year. Overalydemia people had a positive
experience with numerous committees on which tieeyesl. Being school practitioners
and participating in the RTP in different rolesdrefentering professoriate helped
college faculty understand the arguments and point¢her committee members and be
more successful as team players.

Professors considered developing interpersondioakhips with beginning
teachers and the committee as an essential ingtddremaking the input from
university representatives more meaningful. Helesred, “Faculty have to really make
a point of visiting the principal every time theg gut to school.”"They saw the major
contribution from the university faculty as beingesource person. They eagerly
provided any kind of additional materials, referesicand resources to entry teachers.
Gregory described it, “plugging in any holes thagim have existed in what they
[resident teachers] knew.” They did not mind doéxd¢ra of what was required of them
(more observations or meetings) if they saw it wasessary. Alternatively certified
teachers were of some concern for academia repadises. In their opinion, this group
of teachers should be given more attention beddgeseusually experienced more
challenges during their first year. Kevin pointad, “Alternatively certification people
are important. | don’t think we have enough infation about that area at all. What are

their needs? How do we consult them?”
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With the program’s temporary suspension, profesaere optimistic about the
prospects of beginning teachers to get supportaiertheir first years less stressful and
more inspiring. They hoped for the success of maratives from the College of
Education and were ready to partake in the project.

Mentors (Carol, Mary, and Nora)

Mentors were represented by the teachers who hael tman 20 years of
classroom teaching. They were established prafesls well recognized in the
community for their subject knowledge and abiliytéach students. They valued
professional development and considered it a paat of the profession. In the
conversations, they talked much about differentksfoops and seminars they attended
and utility of those events for their professiogadwth. Nora described one of them, “It
was like a seminar and they taught us how to regllin and serve as a coach to our
peers, to beginning teachers, to student teachedsnot to go in as somebody to evaluate
but as colleagues.” Commitment to constant impmoe and care about education
motivated the participants to become mentors. Hadgved that mentoring was a
natural thing in an educational setting, and @thkers should have an opportunity to
mentor their colleagues. Mary summariz8hat's what a teacher does. We mentor our
students. It only enhances our instruction, enésutitze teaching profession.”

Mentors emphasized a crucial role of Hope Distaatership in making a
difference in the quality of education in the didtrin the efforts to support beginning
teachers and provide effective professional devety for all teachers. Teachers
attended different coaching and training prograonsrfentors and thought highly of the

value of such programs, as Nora stated, W#t a tremendous training program here.”
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Mentors believed that monthly meetings for the heas new to the district met the
purpose of fast adaptation of those teachers ewaworking environment and helped
them become familiar with the district policiesppedures, and regulations.

Mentors were well informed about the structurehaf program and its goals,
understood the mentor’s role in the process, aalizezl the impact of mentoring on
entry teachers’ progress during the first year thed future career inspirations. Mentors
believed that the main responsibility for the peogrto be a success was on their
shoulders. They clearly saw themselves as thilifieson the path to entry teachers’
success. Says Carol, “I am more in the trenchéstivat person and want to give her as
much support as possible.” Being “in the trencheih beginning teachers let mentors
have a better understanding of novice teachersimyehallenges, and frustrations. As
professionals, mentors felt overwhelmed by the s&teto fill in a mentor log required
by the program. In Nora’s opinion, “It took awaythme that could be used more
meaningfully with beginning teachers.”

The committees on which mentors served were a sscCeEhey saw many
benefits of the program and representative comenftiethe entry teacher, in particular,
and the school, in general. They would like tos@ee collaboration in the committee,
especially with academia representatives. Canolagnxed, “The University needs to see
their graduates. They need to see whether whytatteedoing is beneficial. Unless they
are out here actually watching in real life whdtéppening, they won’t know.” Mentors
realized that factors, such as time constraintsbarsy schedules, were the obstacles for
collaboration to develop. This group of particiaseemed to be more pessimistic than

the others about the perspectives to make uniyessihool partnership more viable. It
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was important to note this fact because two odlhiife mentor participants taught at the
University as adjunct professors. They shared teas how the process of induction
could be improved and how the University couldelved more. All changes,
according to Mary, should go “from top down. Haythe people in the Board of
Education in charge of explaining that this is sthimg that needs to be required and get
all stakeholders in participation.” By this, shraghasized the role of educational
leadership and policies, and appropriateness gktpolicies.

Resident Teachers (Emily, Faith, and Luke)

In terms of preparation, teaching experience, apemence with committees,
residency first year teachers’ representation vieerske. Nevertheless, what they had in
common was their devotion and commitment to puidiccation. These people
approached a requirement to go through the progisaam opportunity to learn more and
get into the profession as much prepared as pesdibey evaluated the whole
experience with the program as positive, even tegprtain challenges and issues; and
they underlined the critical role their mentorsygld during the first year. Luke shared,
“It would have been a lot different if | didn’t hexa good mentor teacher to lean on. |
might be retired by now from teaching depending liogvyear would have gone.”

Resident teachers’ views on various aspects gbithgram differed depending on
individual experiences of beginning teachers with ¢committees. Only Faith happened
to have her former professor as a university regmagive on the committee, and she
enjoyed it; therefore, she thought very highly attbe role professors could play being
on the committee. At the same time, she arguegrbgram could easily do well without

a university person. Making this seemingly contrtillg comment Faith referred to her
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friends’ experience going through the RTP. Itdad mean that professors did not do a
good job with committee service. It was about lefisence of professors on the
teacher’s growth and their overall contributiortte whole process. Congruent with this
opinion were other residency teachers’ opinions.

Resident teachers highlighted the role of persmaiationships between the
teacher and committee members. They believedhbdevel of rapport influences the
extent of satisfaction with the program. The faesthat made a difference for the teacher
during the first year were unique for each partaip Faith knew her professor as a
student, Emily received much support and care fnenmprincipal, Luke was grateful to
his mentor who did much more than was requiredvegrt far beyond program
requirements. It was important for resident teashefeel genuine interest and care from
the committee to be able to cope with anxiety, deund fears, which Emily called
“‘own monsters.” She further explained, “They weeey passionate about their own
areas and their willingness to help. | felt liketatee wanted me to have a really positive
first year. It was inspiring.” Moreover, residéatichers wished there would be some
kind of follow up and consistency in terms of sugipbeginning teachers’ induction
should not stop after the first year. As Faitheipt'lt goes from a ton of support to
nothing. Next year, hopefully, those relationshipsp stay like they do.” Resident
teachers did maintain relationships with their rnembecause of friendship developed
during the first year, it was entirely on good viithm both parties though. Some
structured form of continuous assistance would termore effective professional

growth.
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Resident teachers were very familiar with the paogfor new to the district
teachers, all three of them attended the meetimbsir opinions diverged due to
different expectations and ideas about the fothefprogram. While Luke fully
supported the content and structure of the meetindsappreciated leadership of the
people running the program, Emily and Faith shaede frustrations about discussed
topics and general approach which did not accowanfior diverse audience’s interests.
That was the reason that made both teachers keahley did not gain much from those
meetings. Says Faith, “The district made us gueto teacher meetings where we had to
talk about different things, and | didn't feel likeose were beneficial to me.” Emily
thought that the focus of the meetings was nartfbfelt like it was more applicable to
elementary teachers.”

Resident Teacher Program at Hope School District

A case study mode for reporting the data abouRthe in Hope School district
served best the goal to provide “thick descriptiohtiata and “build on the reader’s tacit
knowledge” about the phenomenon under investigdtiorcoln & Guba, 1985, p. 359).
The narrative about participants’ collective exprde with resident committees was
organized according to the categories with emiclsedings.
Safety Net

The RTP was viewed by participants as a suppotésysith a goal, which
professor Gregory formulated, “to help the teadetrthrough the first year of teaching
beyond a contract of employment.” Principal Beglidved that, “It takes a lot of
support, it takes a continuing education, andki¢sgprofessional development for the

beginning teacher to climb the professional ladd&he committee was a mechanism
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designed to provide this support where the memtmigoles and responsibilities to
make the mechanism work. The program was alsoydicg to Gregory, “an
educational process of offering support all the Wagugh” during the teachers’ first
year at school.

Areas where the teachers needed assistance inctotledly content teaching
and classroom management but also daily routineit@es, which were not taught at
college, but were very important in developing desit teachers’ confidence and
efficacy. The challenges would start with simmlgistics, “Where to park, where to go?
Where is the copy machine? Where do | get morerpaips? | am not sure how to set a
field trip? How to send for duplicating, how to nes&k purchase order?” Mentors were
most helpful with these day-to- day activities.a€king the content, managing the
students, working with curriculum, dealing with lyirhg, learning the school and district
policies, and becoming part of the school culturé anvironment were the areas where
the whole committee assisted the residency teacher.

Principal Andrew called the entire process a “safet” which helped to reduce
frustration, and “cushion and soften the teachexperience.” Professor Gregory
underlined the importance of “being treated likengegart of the school family, like a
very important person: the things that everyboeyge needs.” Resident teacher Luke
defined the main benefit of the program as,” hayiagple come and observe my
classroom and give a good feedback...having someoleamn on and someone to help
me through the program.”

A desirable outcome of support was beginning teatlseccess. It was also a

goal for all program constituents. Says principatirew, “Everybody’s overall goal
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was to have a successful entry year.” To reachgbal, the committee tried to be side-
by-side with entry teachers and help them, as psoieKevin put it, “become as good as
they possibly can be and feel comfortable with vihay can be.” Evaluation was not
the goal; it was the means and tool to identifghess’ strengths and weaknesses. The
committee members’ suggestions were building bldekshe teachers’ growth and
improvement. Principal Diana shared her view eandbmmittee members’ mission,
“You are an extension of their [teachers’] succeassl you are not a filter to evaluate
them.”
Forming Committees

The residency program started with committeesgfimrmed after the school
district hired beginning teaches and sent a reqodbe university coordinator about
college representatives, thus following state dinds. Data showed that all participants
had a general idea about the process. As fartagsdare concerned, mentors and
residency teachers could not present much infoonatbout certain elements of the
program structure, such as criteria for selectiomnoversity representatives, for instance.
Principals provided the most extended answersa@tiestion about forming committees.
Diana summarized the process:

Three or four names of the teachers who haveqggaated in mentor training and

are eligible to be on the residency committee abarstted to the principal. The

principal makes their selection and identifies aslls the teacher to be a teacher

representative. At the same time the universigssigning your teacher to a

university representative. As soon as that’s dtre,name is forwarded to the
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principal of the school and the principal actuabprdinates setting up the first

meeting.

Professors thought that the schools contactedtdte Bepartment of Education with a
request for the committee which would forward ithe university. Program coordinator
Jane though clarified that she always got the médron from the school district.
Selection Criteria

Among the committee, mentors had the most welheeffiselection criteria:
minimum of three-year experience of classroom teggchmentor training, same subject
area, and interpersonal skills. Hope School Ristequired mentor training for teachers
to serve on committees. This training was an extencoaching program for certified
teachers. Teachers either signed up to participater were selected by their principals
to participate. Once they got through the progridn@y had a requirement in their master
contract to serve on a residency committee. Themehers comprised a pool of mentors
from which school principals could choose.

Having several candidates with training, the adstrators looked at their subject
areas. The goal was to have someone who taughkaithe subject and grade level.
Andrew would “just look at who would be the bedd i the subject area.” Diana was
more specific:

I would really want to be able to match someboday thas mentoring that teacher

to have a similar position or experiences. Ongheffirst things | looked at was

similar background and similar experiences. Tifeygu can get the same level,
it is great because, if you have the common plaioge, it increases

communication between the teachers.
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From participants’ experience, finding good matclvas not always easy.
Sometimes mentors served on committees even iftthdya heavy teaching load because
they were the only ones with required trainingysS@arol, “They tried desperately to
find someone within the core area. Since | anotiig one in this building with math, |
am a choice. There isn’'t a decision to make.” idRag teacher Emily was the only
psychology and sociology teacher in her schoohesanentor was not in the same area;
the school counselor took a mentoring role.

If the major criteria (training and expertise) wenet, principals considered
personal skills of mentor teachers. Beth commeritedould go and look at the teachers
who are leaders in the building.” Andrew addedhthk personal skills; some people
are really good teachers with kids but not witheothdults. Such teachers are alone in
their careers.”

Participants did not seem to know much about #elecriteria for the committee
members other than their own. Mentors and resigaahers were not aware of the
process of assigning a university person for theradtee. They could only assume
some things about it. Says mentor Nora, “I amraally sure about the guidelines they
use for selecting a university representative.’siBent teacher Emily shared, “I do not
know how the college person was chosen. | amggstiming they are divided up. | was
never told...” Resident teacher Luke knew all dstaflthe program from his mentor, “I
actually did not know about the university supesvisntil my mentor teacher told me
about all the things that were going on.” Professmmed two criteria for selection:
preferably content area of expertise similar tordsdency teacher's and membership in

the College of Education PEU.
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It Was a Process

Participants did not look at the program as aeseuf activities to do to
recommend entry teachers for certification; ratitewvas important for them to highlight
the concept of the program as a process. Supptire deachers was not limited to
classroom observations and following feedback. @dtee members viewed the
program’s outlined activities as a minimum in tleeise of assistance provided to
teachers during their first year. Required minimuas instrumental for the overall
committee performance. Professor Helen pointed“@uere needs to be some minimum
structure. It does not have to be rigid, still. This minimum structure served as a
baseline for committees to come to terms abougjtia¢s and objectives. Says principal
Diana, “It needs to be viewed as just an outling &g need to fill in the blanks.” Filling
in the blanks was at the committee members’ digsretepending on the needs of
resident teachers. The level of involvement aiitthitve taking depended also on
personal approach and perception of the commiteralmers about their roles in the
program. Professor Gregory thought that if thecitire of the program was changed in
terms of expanding requirements about the numbebsérvations and meetings, it
would make the contribution of academia more megfnin According to Gregory, one
of the program weaknesses was that “the higheragucpeople were not required to be
there more than they should have been.”

The opinion about inadequate number of requirestofations was shared by
other professors and principals. They believetirti@e observations from university
representatives and school administrators would@adutegrity of the whole process.

Professor Kevin also thought that the schedulébséovations and meetings was not very
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well thought in connection with the school calendimwas not set up very thoughtfully
as far as the school calendar.”

Observations as the most critical part of the @ssavere a focus of participants’
reflection on the program. Moreover, giving thaiticism about a required number of
meetings, they shared their experience how theyoapped observations and feedback.
Professors tried to accommodate teachers regdbeier times and classes to observe:
“| always give them the option; it's going to warkour school, and you know your
school better.” (Kevin); “I usually devoted a hdHy for each observation. | would
always ask the teacher when it would be a good fimmee to come.” (Gregory); ‘I
stayed for at least two different subjects andltteevary this so that | wasn’t always for
the first hour” (Helen).

Principals had a good idea about other committesnloers’ work with residency
teachers. They made sure that the discussionsafreditions was about giving
suggestions and providing support, not about evialuper se. Resident teachers agreed
that the feedback they received from the commatfesr observations was the most
valuable part of the process. They also appretis®ing both formal and informal
observations. Says Faith, “They split them outtke bit more to make it easier and not
have so much pressure. They'd outline what theylevbeed for each observation; some
of them were formal and some were informal.” Infiai observations facilitated
developing good rapport and relationships betwheridacher and committee members.
Formal observations provided resident teachers théhnsight to the end-of-the-year
evaluation process at schools. Mentor Carol betledhat, “These teachers get the

opportunity to see how the rest of us are evaluated
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With experience on different committees, partiofsadid not have any difficulty
talking about ways the process might be improv@de of things they reflected on was
how formal the committee should be in the procédsncipal Beth would like to know
about similar program models in other states aechsg/ committee (or its equivalent)
works, “Are they strictly committee members or #rey active participants?” Resident
teacher Luke thought that developing a mechanismetike people accountable for their
input to the committee would serve to overall ffemess of the support system. This
opinion resonated with principal Diana’s commentwher wish to introduce a practice
of resident teachers providing feedback about timencittee performance, “...for us to
know what we could do differently, what part of fr@cess benefited them, what part of
the process they struggled with, how did they vailie process?”

Mixed Bag of Experiences

While the overall evaluation of the program’s bigseand the performance of the
committees, as a whole, to provide support wadipesparticipants had, as professor
Kevin expressed it, a “mixed bag of experienceghwidividual members. Attitudes
and approaches to the committee service resultpdriicipants’ both very favorable and
very negative opinions about some committee membeesin reflected on his
experience with mentors, “Mentor teachers variedthfreally wonderful teachers to
people who did not even know what they were doingrdfessor Helen described
diversity in the principals’ group which rangedrfrahe school administrators who
viewed the process as “something to check off thehedule” to the ones “who would
take it very seriously.” Principals shared theikinopinions about some university

representatives they used to work with. Beth thotigat for those people the program
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“was something else that they had to do.” Yet,dtineer two principals emphasized that
such an attitude did not reflect the position & @ollege of Education on the program.

Professor Gregory thought that school culture gdiag very important role in
determining attitudes toward the program, “Someetshjust viewed it as a necessary
evil. They'd do it because they had to do it amel attitudes were of a rubric issue.” It
would reflect mostly in the principal’s approachtihe committee’s work. One of the
reasons for such attitudes was, in professor Keapinion, school administrators’ much
greater concern about test scores. Among residaahers only one participant had an
overall negative experience with a principal ondaemittee. The school administrator
did not show any commitment, was late to the mgstiand did not do classroom
observations. Other teachers felt support fronr rencipals; however, they wished the
principals would come more for a full class periodbserve. Gregory shared residency
teachers’ concern about it; because he believedhibadministrator could not get a real
picture of what was going on doing five or 10 mapbps in the classroom.
Working Together

Most interaction among the committee members hagpdaring meetings. State
guidelines prescribed three committee meetingemRparticipants’ responses, it was
evident that committees followed those guidelimeterms of the number of meetings
and agendas for every meeting. Committees had theetings during the year: the first
one was organizational, the second and the third discussions of the observations. At
the third meeting, the committee also decided wdretith recommend the beginning
teacher for certification or for a second resideyegr. Almost all participants

underlined that three meetings were a minimum tregl; If there was any kind of
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concern or need, they would have an additional imgetDue to different purposes of
meetings and agendas, the duration of the meatiagglifferent too.

The first meeting was usually shorter than thexghl5-20 minutes. It was, as
professor Helen put it, “sort of meet and gredilie main goal at that meeting was
establishing the committee as a team: introducewpfe, outlining the activities and
responsibilities of each member and the commitse &hole, scheduling the meetings
and observations, agreeing on avenues of commioni¢caind going through timelines.
Principals usually took the lead in going throulga RTP handbook developed by the
University. They also prepared folders with haogies of required documentation for
each committee member. With similar objectives goals for Meeting 1, each school
administrator participant mentioned what they wdntehighlight. For Diana, it was
important to discuss very specifically “what theisg of observations would look like.”
Andrew believed in benefits of helping universigpresentatives to get familiar with the
school culture as much as possible at those maetidg usually initiated a “pre-meeting
discussion” with committee members to clarify tikpectations of each team member. A
beginning teacher was not present at those meetBgth saw her main goal in making
sure that everyone understood the logistics andaa&pons of their performance.

Meeting 2 lasted 45-50 minutes and focused offitsteround of observations
which all committee members had completed by DeeemMentor Carol called
discussion of the observations “sharing snapshd@&$é further explained:

Basically, we were all three different observerskiog at what was going on as a

snapshot. Mine was a greater snapshot becausedoiag to see that person on

day-to-day basis, not necessarily in the classrdouhin other venues. They were
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going to see him as a snapshot in the classroolegstta university person,
definitely). The administrator is going to see hindifferent roles. At the
committee meeting, we were focusing only on a smatpsf what we have seen at
the observations. The administrator and | will &ald from other things we've
seen. But the university person has just th& lgimpse of what they've seen
and can share. That is the main focus of the netin
Resident teacher Faith underlined the value oédiify glimpses, “It was interesting to
see different sides and hear the things that laere similar, and then know about
things which were different.”

Principal Diana saw the discussion as a dialogpo@itagood things everyone had
seen and areas which needed to be addressed ammy@ap Beginning teachers’ input
regarding committee’s help was part of the dialog@éten times we would end up the
meeting with ‘what are some things that you woikd bur next set of observations to be
focused on?’ and we would define what we are gtirige looking at.” Diana
deliberated on preferable social norms of the diadowith a teacher to have no surprises
at the meeting. Ideally, “if there were concethgre had been communication among
the committee members and also the communicatitntivat teacher” before the
meeting.

The third and final meeting was held after Apfil And could be relatively short
(20 min) or long (50 min) depending on the teachprbgress and agreement of the
committee on the recommendation. Professor Gyeganmarized it:

Basically, it would be going and saying, ‘I eittsaipport that you get the license,

or | recommend that you spend another year onetsidency program, or | really
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don’t think you are in the right job. And, of ceer everybody had that

opportunity to convey those things.

Mentor Carol emphasized that usually the decistmua“yehs or neys” was
discussed by school administrators with univengfyresentatives and mentor teachers
prior to the meeting. Professor Kevin shared bishds as far as the dates for Meeting #3
scheduled for April. It did not make sense for lietause the teachers already knew
whether they were going to be hired for the nesryeonsequently, in a lot of instances
the whole point of getting together and making eislen lost its significance. Kevin
thought that the last meeting should be held inddar

A meeting was an event and place where all coraeittembers came together.
Participants considered meetings from differeniesigFor administrators, meetings
were about individuals having a professional arlthborative conversation. That
conversation was not segmented. Beth pointecheugfforts of the committee to make it
friendly, “We tried not to make it intense, we tti®m make it relaxed. Even if we chose
not to recommend the certification for the teadhesas a very calm conversation.”
Mentors and beginning teachers accentuated a sti@ied or a common goal of the
committee. Resident teacher Faith described tieatfslt they all had the same goal and
they agreed with each other on the things that da@y They were a team, they weren't
fighting or disagreeing. It was good that they hatbmmon goal.”

Congruent to this comment was professors’ peiaef the committee and
work with beginning teachers. They wanted to e plea team, and it was important for
them to feel such. Helen tried to build relatiapstwith all constituents in a way that

would enhance team efforts to support teachershad them that the program was not
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“‘just a checklist of things to check off.” It cagrmed not only the meetings, but the
whole process of induction. Principal Andrew rdedahat though university
representatives could be seen as odd persons kdbaysdid not work with other
committee members on a daily basis, he neverifeit tvere not “a vital part of the
team.”

Sharing their thoughts about the committee asa téeginning teacher
participants underlined committee members’ pasalmwut education, knowledge and
expertise in their fields, positive attitude, amngbgort of teaching endeavors. They
valued open communication and dialogue. Emily epipted the fact that she, “never
felt intimidated, or embarrassed, or shy aboutrsjany needs.” Faith described, “They
wanted me to succeed and did it in a nice professiway. | did not feel like they were
going, ‘This is wrong. That is wrong.” Luke valdienore personal contacts with the
committee members because he would get more cotiggieedback from each
committee member right after observations. To lommittee meetings were more of a
formality.

Seeing themselves as a team, participants wereatabout a degree of
collaboration among the members. “Disjointed... ntutaf collaboration... did not see
a whole lot of collaboration, lack of cohesion"—wdypical responses about team
collaboration. For committee members, meetingewlee only opportunity to get
together and actually see each other. Finding tonenore interactions was a major
obstacle. Principal Andrew explained, “I do noblnthat there is enough time for us as
a committee to really bond and focus on a teanrteffdt was especially challenging for

relationships of university representatives withestcommittee members.
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Developing Relationships

Providing support to beginning teachers requirstiain types of relationships
among committee members. The topics that emergedihterviews categorized
different relationship combinations, such as: ursitg representative-resident teacher,
resident teacher-mentor, and university represgetaither committee members.

University representatives, being outsiders to Hepeool District, saw their
initial goal in building trust with a new teachértlhe very beginning of the residency
process. They tried to communicate their role clvhvas additional outside support, not
as Helen articulated, “a barrier to getting ceséifion.” Such an approach became more
critical for the teachers who were graduates fronewouniversities and did not know a
local university person. All three participantsgrasized the fact that they tried to meet
with a teacher before the first committee meetiigvin acknowledged that those short
pre-meetings could not accomplish very much; howehey allowed for development
of, at least, some sort of rapport. Another parspe conferred by all three academia
participants was their willingness to accommodhageteéachers’ needs in terms of
scheduling observations and things on which togazhservations. Kevin pointed out,
“They [teachers] know that | am willing to be pyeiccommodating as far as their
concerns.” Helen described her approach, “I tiiexbe first two observations to be what
they wanted. | really tried to dictate, ‘When daiywant me to come and observe.”

As mentioned before, the status of the residextiter in terms of affiliation to
the University affected the relational dynamicsiniversity representatives and resident
teachers. All participants acknowledged that thamittee would be more successful if

a university person had a prior relationship witlesidence teacher. From the
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professors’ perspective, those prior relationsfapgditated more active communication
and consequently, more support. Says Helen, “Coieesi where | have known the
students prior to being their university supervisnrthe committee have been more
successful and | have been able to do more sup@drgo out on cold and don’t know
the student | am not as effective on the committ&e=vin spoke about his expectations
which his former students had already known , “©hbsly, it was more comfortable if |
had my students because they knew what | was goiegpect, they knew what kind of
things | was going to point out.” Professors fetire commitment to their graduates.
Gregory shared, “l would be honest; | probably ganee support to those that | had as
students than to those that | didn’t have. I'veafsrmaintained the commitment to my
students. When they leave me as a professor dlaays available.”

Such dynamics were logical for administrators arahtor teachers. They
explained it by a vested interest of the Univers#fyresentative in their graduates
because, as principal Beth explained, “they afectbn of the program, the teacher
preparation program.” In mentor Carol's opiniomh& university benefits because they
use the school as a training ground for their sttuteachers.” Resident teacher Faith
reflected much on advantages of having her formereusity professor on the
committee, “The fact that | knew her made a bifdedénce in my experience. She knew
what kind of student | was; thus, she did more ttagmight necessarily do otherwise. |
think it played a big role.”

Resident teachers who were not affiliated with thniversity received necessary
support too. It was more challenging though fahhmiversity representative and

resident teachers of that category to have the $aretof comfort in communication.
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Says Helen, “We are not with them as much as theals are. So we are more distant.
This probably might happen more with the committehsre the university person does
not know this person.” Beth as an administratdrrtbt see that same vested interest
from the University people to the teachers who wexietheir graduates; however, she
did not think that affected their performance oa tommittee, “I don’t say they did not
care because usually they did care.” Professeg@y’s comment resonated with it,
“Those who were not my students before...if | fdtelthey needed more help | provided
that help.”

While the relationships between the University espntative and resident
teachers were considered distant even in caseUmitlersity graduates, “the comfort
zone” for resident teachers was their relationshiils mentor teachers. This comfort
stemmed from the amount of time spent togethertladtatutory requirement for
mentor teachers to log in a minimum of 70 hoursspath a residency teacher.
Participants stated that usually they went beybedé¢quirement and spent more time
together. The most valuable part of those relatigyrs from resident teachers’
perspective was having someone in Luke’s wordsledn on...to relate to... to
physically go to” or, as Faith mentioned, “to aalying about the things or just to
whine.” Luke said that he would have left the pasion but for his mentor teacher.
Mentor participants saw their mission to ensur¢ t@chers knew not only details and
specifics about the curriculum and classroom lad,as Mary pointed out “all little ins
and outs that you don’t get in a school handbodkdrol noted that a comfort level built

faster because they were together day-to-day.
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University representatives and school administsatvere not the first choice for
resident teachers to seek information or advidest,Fhose committee members were
viewed as figures of authority causing first yesadhers to feel a little intimidated to
initiate a dialogue. Second, according to mentanoC; going to those people with
concerns meant “admitting weakness and it's haabtdhey are more likely to go to the
mentor because they are on one level.”

In the relationships of university representatiwéh school principals and
mentor teachers, prior connections also factorednraking the committee more
successful, communication became less formal and eftective. Professor Kevin said
that administrators “were pleased to see me wlwamike in because they know when I'll
be there, what accommodations we need to makehagdkhow that they can call me if
they have a concern about our teacher.” On maltpmmittees academia participants
served, they developed some close relationship$reamdiships with school principals.

If they had not had any prior experience of workingether, the committee members
were determined to start developing relationshgzsabse they saw the benefits for all
constituents.

Getting to know people on the committee was impufiar residency teachers;
they mentioned it among positive experiences optiogram. All three of them still
have at least some sort of communication and cdiomewith the committee members.
They still remain quite close to their mentors, #mely go to the University faculty if they
need some resources or advice as far as contithengeducation.

Communication
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One of the committee’s actions at the first meetiag to establish avenues of
communication. It was instrumental for the comedttogistics, as well as for
developing relationships among committee membBexause of that, the chair asked
everyone what types of communication each persefeped. Says Diana, “If | have a
concern, what's my best way to get that conceyotd Is that an e-mail; is it picking up
the telephone; is it doing the conference callE?Mhails and telephone calls were the
most common ways to communicate any kind of infdroma

Committee members saw different advantages inlieigna This avenue was
more appropriate if a university representativerdbtlknow anyone personally at school.
Says Helen, “I've had a couple of principals thaté was better. It depended whether |
knew them or not because e-mail is a little lessqg®al.” Gregory did not like talking on
the phone, “I'd call and let the secretary know #ddend an email to the principal.”
Email was also more reliable because the facukeglbd theirs regularly; therefore, they
could respond in a timely manner. It could be na@blematic with phone calls to the
office; the faculty may be often times out of theffices to take a call. Kevin explained
that because he did not consider himself very telciyically savvy, including text
messaging and using social networks like Twitterfdund email the most convenient
way of communication.

No matter what preferred avenue of communicatoofessors, Helen, for
instance, “made a point of visiting the principakgy time | go out to school.” Gregory
explained it from a former principal’s perspectitlewould make sure that the principal
knew that | was going to be there. As a principakver felt comfortable having

somebody just show up.” Emails and calls to ppats were the first line of
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communication for professors; the next was comnatiun with resident teachers.
Frequency of that exchange depended on peopledpuvious relationships (professor-
student) or the rapport resident teachers and tsiiyeepresentatives managed to
develop. Academia participants did not have muwshraunication with mentor teachers
outside of committee meetings. Says Kevin, “I ta@call a mentor teacher ever calling
me.” Helen had the same experience,” | can’t rebregmver communicating with the
mentor teacher, ever.” Mentor Carol provided hgi@&nation for this, “They always

say, ‘You can always email me, you can alwaysmall So the invitation was there, but
I think because of proximity...Unless | have somelkirfi legitimate concern to address,

| did not talk to others.”

Principals seemed to be a hub of all lines of momication. They met resident
teachers frequently both personally and throughilsmAndrew described, “I tried to
spend a lot of time with my new teachers making shey are okay, they are fine.” They
visited with mentors to check on the progress sident teachers, as well as they
connected with professors about all program aspscit®duling meetings and
observations, providing information about any ptAanges, and sharing concerns and
frustrations. They made sure there were no s@pfia residency teachers and
committee members about the teacher’s performamt@mspects of recommendation
for certification. “Doing a temperature readings mentor Mary termed it, on the
teacher’s progress helped the committee avoid rdexgtandings and conflicts at the
final stage of the program.

Principals saw their obligation in informing eveogly about any concerns and

doubts before meetings and discussions. Andreisvgel that it was very important that
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“a pre-committee discussion be about everybodyfseetations. That was always very
helpful and could prevent some issues down the. 'tolédfor some reason, principals
could not talk to professors before the meetingy tad other strategies to avoid
surprises. Says Beth, “I made sure | talked firtha committee meeting, and | outlined
all the areas that needed improvement and growtiat way they knew where | was
going with this.”
Conflicts and Disagreements

Participants acknowledged that conflict situatibappened very rarely in their
committees. They could recall no more than ongvorcases where the committee had
arguments or conflicts. Those were, as princigahB acknowledged, “outside of the
norm.” Resident teachers did not have any disageeés on their committees at all. The
overall atmosphere and spirit of meetings and disioms were professional and cordial.
Says principal Beth, “The committees | served fiomed very well. There weren't
disagreements about the things that were saidasidas that were made. There wasn't
anyone who said, ‘I totally disagree with you.\as pretty balanced.” It did not mean
that all people had the same views. Committee neesntould have different
perspectives and foci at looking at the experiges@lency teachers should get. Mainly,
those differences revealed between principals aoigsors. School administrators
would like university people to get to know moreabthe school’s expectations of
teachers, the priorities for residency teachersduhat first year, and the school needs.
Needs differed depending on a situation. If a metgacher was not in the same core
area with a teacher, then the focus for a uniwerspresentative would be content

teaching.
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Principals also considered it unrealistic to expesident teachers to perform
equally well in all areas, including extra-curriguhctivities, which some university
people emphasized. Therefore, principals appestiditose university representatives
who would take time to talk to a principal about 8thool culture and things the school
really wanted professors to contribute whetheraswinore about classroom management,
or content teaching, or something else. Otherviselrew underlined, “They really did
a greater disservice. They were just assumingthivags were a certain way, and they
would make judgment based on that. It was notss@y true.” If there was not
sufficient communication between principals andfigssors about each party’s objectives
and ways to meet those objectives, disagreemenikiwesult.

A majority vote was a base for recommendatioresidency teachers for
certification. Voting process was a procedure wltBsagreements among the committee
members manifested most of all. Resident teaciicpants received a unanimous
vote for certification by their committees. Becawsher participants served on multiple
committees, they could recall some cases when smag&bopinion was overruled by the
counterparts. Especially, it was true about psifes Participants could think of very
few instances when it was not a university repriegeme who had a different opinion
about the committee decision. Kevin recalled,éVer won; it did not have any big
difference. It's two to one if we have disagreetr@mthe certification. But it did not
happen very often.” Helen added, “it's very rdrattit would be the University person
signing ‘yes’...I've never heard of the other wayGregory shared more about this issue,
“I think the way that was designed was pretty sielfeating because there should have

been more collaboration.”
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Participants also reflected on other causes &agieements or conflicts other
than a decision on certification. A unique outspgespective of university
representatives perceived as a great benefit girthgram, could cause, at the same time,
disagreements and misunderstanding among commigegbers. Principals emphasized
different expectations of both sides about theghito pay attention to while observing a
teacher. They believed that university represemstad higher standards and wanted
the teacher meet all of them. Extracurriculangiiéis were an area where the views
diverged. Principals pointed out that in manyanses, professors wanted resident
teachers get full experience during the first wehich would include very active and
intense involvement to after class events and hapgs. Principals argued that they did
not see much value in trying to embrace all thiregstain things should be learned at a
certain time and over time. School administrab®ieved in choosing one focus for the
first year and making sure teachers progressegs Biana, “My philosophy has always
been that you focus on your instruction. | wouldfer that they do not anything else as
far as clubs, or activities, or sports during ttiegt year.” If the teacher did not have
enough time to do other things, principal AndrewaSanot going to penalize them for
that.”

Professor participants shared same frustrationstabxracurricular activities
being a point of disagreements. However, fromrteperience it was school
administrators who would like to recommend a teabébrecertification because of the
person’s excellent records in extracurricular teingven if the teacher needed more help

with instruction or discipline management. SayseHg"that guy was doing so many

92



extracurricular things that they were overlookihg things that were going on in the
classroom until they just got so out of hand.”

Those rare cases of conflicts which resulted imesting change on the
committee also had a lot to do with different vieviprincipals and university
representatives on the role of committee membeaidaak of sufficient communication
and dialogue among the committee. Diana voicedtagce about the principles she
considered critical for committee members to fotlow

Because you are certified in something does notirgea are up to date at this

time on the current curriculum, because it mighyéars ago that you were

embedded in that. It just being honest with yohatare our strengths, what are

our weaknesses? You can make a great team and dt have to look alike; but

you got to be honest and make sure we are notistgpptside our own expertise.
Requesting replacement for a university represeetatas the last resort for principals to
deal with conflict situations. Only if they sawatta consensus could not be achieved,
and the ways that person handled disagreementgesittient teachers were not
acceptable, or the person was unreliable comingtorthe meetings to sign off, would
principals call the university coordinator and resjua replacement. For university
representatives, the people they would go to ih sitaiation, other than the university
coordinator, could be department heads, or otleeltiamembers.

With deep conflicts being “out of the norm” and yeare, the ways to come to
agreement on the recommendation for certificatioresolve minor misunderstandings
were through communication among committee memblétbere were concerns from a

committee about a residency teacher’s performahessommittee would work as a team
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going for more observations and discussions. Toeyd also come to a common ground
through conversations with each other presentiag trguments and finding similar
points to reach consensus. The key to resolviggssue was openness of each person to
dialogue and communication.
Fresh Pair of Eyes

Among three committee members, a university regmadgive was a person whose
status and contribution were viewed in a wide gantm: from the belief that it was very
beneficial and helpful to not a very clear underdiag about the rationale to include this
person on the committee and conviction that thgnam could easily do without
university representation.

Academia participants had similar comments orr thvegrall attitude to serving
on the program: they enjoyed it. All participawimted out various things they liked
most of all. Kevin shared, “I personally enjoylitike to go to schools, | like to see
schools, and get an impression of the school®lfishme teach the courses.” Gregory
appreciated it because he was also learning fraoh&s. His classroom teaching
experience helped him be effective observing eléamgrieachers (not his content area)
and he “enjoyed going in the classroom and sittiogyn on the floor and reading to the
kids.” Some patrticipants from mentor and schoahiadstrator groups could see the
faculty passion about their service. Says Maryhitik they really enjoyed being out. It
was a very positive thing.” The others stressedenttre fact that the university faculty
were doing it, first and foremost, because of #wise requirement, and they wished
they could see more interest from college professsoschool life, not only at the time

when their own children attended public schoolsiversity participants also articulated
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different attitudes of college representativedhtese responsibilities: for instance, tenured
vs. non-tenured faculty. Kevin suggested thatgbivice component be capitalized more
in a five-year faculty review.

Participants reflected on the benefits of haviniyensity representatives on the
team. Two aspects were mentioned more frequdmilyging theory to practice and
providing resources. Bringing theory to practiceluded two components. College
professors helped resident teachers with suggestiow to apply the knowledge they
gained at university to everyday classroom teachifgbe able to do it, they should
have as much of first-hand knowledge of what wasgyon in a real school life as
possible. It would help them see how effectivelea preparation programs were.
Mentor Carol summarized this need:

The University needs to see their graduates. Tieeg to be part of it. They

need to see if what they are doing is benefichdirtcourses that the students are

going through...are they worthwhile? Are they givthgm the content
knowledge they need, the methodology they neee teffiective in the classroom.

Unless they are out here actually watching in ligalvhat's happening, they

won’'t know.

Academia participants considered providing andisgaesources an integral part of
their work on committees. Those resources vanauah simple tools like checklists,
rubrics, or, in Helens’ opinion, just a referenacédharing specific books and research
with the entry teacher.” Principal Diana obsersadh exchanges and considered them
very helpful, “I actually saw a university profesgmme in and share theory on

appropriate developmental activities and give thieyeeacher books and drop books off
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at the school with very specific things and chapteghlighted.” A resource piece was
part of committee’s perception of the universitgresentative’s role.

Observations and feedback being major respongisildf the committee received
considerable attention in the discussion of thggm. In regard to academia members,
participants pointed to the things which differated their feedback from the rest of the
committee. “Different” was a key word describirggtflback and ideas from professors.
It was logical for participants because univerpitgfessors were outsiders; consequently,
they could have a different perspective; moreothezy were expected to have a different
perspective. Diana called university represergatia fresh pair of eyes.” Being “fresh”
let professors see the things others did not sdelarot notice and suggest the ways to
improve them.

This perspective might explain the overall evaluaf professors’ feedback by
other committee members and resident teachersy ddwesidered their feedback more
general, focused more either on a bigger pictundgmg theory and practice) or some
aspects which were not directly connected withréiqudar class but were important, in
the long run. As an example, Luke recalled a cosat®n with a university
representative when the person brought up an efsleé-handed desks, the absence of
those at school. The teacher admitted that itmi@esto get a perspective on some things
he had never thought before. Principals pointadtaat university representatives asked
a lot of questions about school procedures anaipsland different aspects of teaching
and classroom management.

The discussion of university representatives ‘dbatron to the program would

lead to the question about the need for profesgorselvement in beginning teachers’
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induction. Everyone agreed that it was necessayraportant for the college to be
engaged in this process as much as possible; tieditseof such collaboration were
mutual, they were greater for the university. Ssigitements were frequent in the
interviews with school practitioners. Principalene confident that the schools would go
on with induction and mentoring whether the prograould be in place or not.

From principals’ and mentors’ perspectives a mhjodrance for more active
involvement of university professors was their basigedules. For them, it was not
faculty’s direct responsibility or job. Consequgnprincipal Beth thought the program,
“was one more thing the state asked the univetsitio.” Mentor Mary shared her
understanding of the university faculty’s challesg#hey have a lot of stuff going on,
and it's hard for them to get out into the pubkbeols.” Academia participants
acknowledged time constraint challenges for angdrigommitment to the program.
They said that more faculty members participating aore time allocated for that
purpose would make a difference.

Hope School District was in a more advantageougiposn terms of
collaborating with the University in the programedio its location. The issue of
proximity to the University was brought up mainly jrincipals and mentors. They
agreed that being close to the University faciithinore effective connections and
partnerships with professors. It was much hamg@ebple to find time to drive several
hours to some districts than to spend time at thietDistrict schools. Academia
participants stated that it required more effasts¢chedule observations in distant
districts. Says Helen, “You have to have them kdalcoff, and make it a priority. If you

do not make it a priority, it becomes, 'Oh, I'vetgo do this' and you are not effective.”

97



Answering the question about the things to imprané strengthen the induction
process, the participants shared their ideas hdwidge a gap between theory and
practice. Professor Kevin thought that collegdgssors should make themselves more
available for public schools. Some comments acedat the importance of changing
the overall approach to this issue. Principalssi@dinot only about the input of the
college to beginning teachers’ induction but alsow the things the university could do
for the schools, in general, to meet the needsiblipeducation. Among suggested
ideas was that of university professors servinligésons to the schools. Andrew would
prefer to deal with one person on a regular baBt liaison would use college
resources including help from other faculty if neéd Beth and Diana saw a great value
in bringing more current research to school sitgsdapting too much theorized studies
for teachers. Says Beth, “...just cut through thadast tell me what it says, and don’t
make me look at graphs; just tell me what it says f@ow we can make this work for
kids.” Mary considered professors as a very imgoarpart in teachers’ plans to work on
their graduate degrees. According to participaaltshese ideas would bring positive
changes in academia-schools relationships. To talse changes happen, Beth
believed there “would have to be the conversatidgh & lot of people.”

Leading the Team

The committee chair was a leadership role reqdoethe committee and
explained in the program handbook. Committee mesWvere supposed to select a chair
at the first meeting. From interview data, it veasdent that a typical choice for the chair
was a school administrator. As all participantslaixed it, there was always an

assumption and expectation that a principal wobhkirdhe committee; it was a natural
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choice for everybody. Principals always voluntdeieetake this role because they felt
responsibility for the whole process and understoedtors’ and professors’ constraints
to serve as a chair. From the administrators’geative, mentors had already enough
duties “on their plate” (required number of howspend with the entry teacher and
writing a log). Besides, relationships in a mesieginning teacher dyad differed from
other committee members, which added to the canro take the lead on committees.
Professors were harder to contact, and they digpend enough time at school to be
able to keep track of all paper work, scheduling} preparing the meetings. Diana noted
in this regard, “It is too much to expect them fuarsity faculty] to do it.”

Professors and mentors shared their reasoning gbeater benefits for the
committee to have a school administrator as a chaiparticipants’ experience
university representatives never served as chileten pointed out, “The university
person was never the chair of the committee bedhaseloesn’'t make sense.” Gregory
explained, “That’s a little additional work thatlrather not have. | am more than happy
to allow the principal to do that.” Participantsarecalled few incidents when a mentor
teacher served as a chair. It happened eitheubedhe principal was on several
committees due to the number of new teachers biréecause the school administrator
did not want to deal with paper work; so a mengacher was forced to do it. In such
situations mentors did not have much choice otien tigree. Professor Helen recalled
one of the cases, “The teacher would say, ‘I ddknotv what | am doing.’ But they
would figure it out and do OK.”

As previously noted, the program logistics requiaezklection process in

determining the committee chair. Accordingly, desthe assumption that the principal

99



would take the lead by default, the committee hddseussion about the chair at their
first meeting. The discussion usually was brief aratter of fact. In some instances, a
principal just let the committee know that he/sbtuateered doing it. There were cases
when a selection part was omitted and the schaatipal led the meeting without
mentioning anything about the chair, just become on
Principals described their chairing responsibsgitiBeth provided a list of those
responsibilities, “organizing the meetings, settilng meeting dates, sending reminders to
make sure everyone can come together on the datagneed upon, contacting the
professor if there is a problem and we need thegoeto come sooner or later.” Diana
summed the chair’s duties as “taking charge of dwmitation and communication and
making sure that is happening.” Meetings were pnactivity where chairship was
manifested most of all. Administrators saw theigsion in ensuring a smooth flow of
meetings in terms of both logistics and contengthBshared a detailed description of her
running the meetings on observations:
| usually run the meeting. | always start by agkime teacher how the things are
going to get the feeling where they are coming framat page they are on. If
I've seen things they do not see, then we havellgm. It gives us a
springboard to talk from, it gives teachers owngrsénd it helps them reflect....
usually make a folder for each person and give them with the sheets that are
already copied. These sheets are on line toozeligto them on paper; if they
choose to go online, that’s fine too.
Protection of entry teachers’ interests was somegtélse chairs felt responsible for. For

that, they coordinated observations making surigsvid not happen on the same day
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and the committee observed different activitiebeylalso facilitated additional
communication among the committee if there werelkamgs of concern between the sets
of observations to avoid any surprises for teachetse meeting.

Other committee members’ perception and experiaittethe chair was
congruent with principals’. Professors viewed thaicas a person who set the tone in
the whole process and the person to address can€¢ercommittee member saw a
problem or an issue. Helen’s description of megstiand responsibilities was similar to
Beth’s, “The principal led all the meetings maksge that all paper work was taken
care of, the committee meetings got scheduledmetewith the university person and
mentor if there were issues.” Mentors highlighltegistics responsibilities of the chair
pointing out the chair’s role in setting a positteae of the meetings, as Nora noted, “We
all would start off with something positive.”

The chair’'s leadership was evident for residenthiiees. Even if selection of the
chair was not discussed, resident teachers cofiliedenmediately who played this role.
Faith recalled, “She would come in, and we knewcese start it. She would jump off
and ask me questions and start the conversationgdoe the first one going over the
observations.” Emily spoke highly about her prpatias a chair, “I knew he was in
charge of getting everybody together and making sat everything was done correctly.
He was very efficient about that. He gave me alatotifications. | never worried
about papers to sign.” Luke highlighted his ctwi€adership role, “He was the one to
have the last say.”

Everyone Had a Role
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Participants looked at their roles on the commiftem different perspectives:
program objectives, time spent with residency teeshnd other committee members,
and contribution to induction process. They ditlseem to have any difficulty in
identifying their own roles in the program as waslthe roles of other committee
members.

The overall agreement was that mentor teacheyggldhe most crucial role in
the whole process. Professor Helen acknowledgecatmentor teacher was the one who
“was in trenches with them on the day-to-day bassich a crucial role was
predetermined by the program’s structure and requents, such as: hours to be logged
in and activities to do together. At the same tithe findings show evidence that there
was much more to that from mentor teachers thardpiag what was prescribed to
them. Mentors’ both negative and positive pasee®nce as mentees played a very
important role in their passionate approach to orship duties. If the experience was
positive, they wanted others benefit from mentotiog it was a sort of payoff for them.
Having a negative experience resulted in the désinelp other people avoid such a
situation. Mary noted, “If | had that as a firgtay teacher, it would be great.” Carol
shared her positive experience, “I happened to haeacher who'd provide that without
a pay. Itwas invaluable.”

Mentors’ contribution to the program was, accogdio principal Diana, in the
“years of experience dealing with a wide varietyezchers and students and working
with them. It was a shared experience.” Princieth emphasized vested interest of
mentors in beginning teachers to be successfukyEre experts in their subject areas,

and they take great pride of their subject areateachers that teach this subject. They
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are going to work hard to make sure that this pers@ good teacher.” Resident
teachers’ comments supported this claim. Says LUket was the main thing, because
that was the person who was actually doing thehiegavith you. She always offered
something. She would do whatever it was to makdif@gasier.” Faith agreed, “The
role of the mentor teacher seemed to be the biggeistving all these assets to help
teachers go through their first year, mentors vedse accessible. They were the people
teachers were comfortable to go to not only withigsues connected with content
teaching or classroom management, but also withydag needs outside the classroom
and beyond school life. Emily shared, “I couldesxher. | could talk to her about not
only what happened in the classroom. That wastoibave a kind of to go to person for
everything, not only the classroom setting.”

Speaking about the role of school administratorghe committee all participants,
except principals themselves, used the same descripdministrative. They did not
consider any further explanation necessary bedhesehought it was self-explanatory.
Professor Gregory stated, “The role of the adnmaist was basically administrative, and
that role was pretty clear.” The following commeitlustrate what participants included
into the concept of administrating. Mentor Noraeabh “The principal is probably
viewed as the State Department said, ‘We havewe tias committee and you are going
to serve on it and she is on a million differenhamittees.” For mentor Carol, that “was
the person who would be evaluating.” Carol alsecdbed responsibilities of the

principal which were similar to the ones of theicha
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Principals provided more insight to the role of@ahadministrators on the
committee and goals and priorities they definedtemselves. Diana described the role
as:

more of the big picture role in integrating thaddker into staff, into the

procedures of the school. That was a person ofiresdor the residency teacher

to rely on in questions about the district polisghool procedures, and

expectations of teachers in the building.
Beth saw herself, first and foremost, as an instnal leader for her teaching staff.
Consequently, she projected this aspect on her withkresident teachers as well, “I
always try to find the ways for my teachers to grmefessionally. | want to make sure |
give them the cutting edge information they neefitie also underlined the need to
maintain more formal relationships with teacherd arake them very professional
because the principal does “hiring and firing.”

Being a person who did “hiring and firing” andsad on the RTP committee
produced double duties for principals. They weledran opportunity to work on the
committee because of responsibilities and vestedast in the teachers they hired and
who worked for them. Diana was excited about thygobrtunity to influence new
members of your profession and to encourage thehtcabe part of their success.” For
success to happen, Beth shared, “I work hard tcerttedse teachers successful and give
them tools they are lacking.” Says Andrew, “I wibpkobably put in more time because
that person is going to be part of our culturegsient teacher Faith saw a hiring aspect

as a motivational factor for principals in investitime in residency teachers, “she
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wanted to make sure that | was doing the right stuthat she would not have problems
later.”

Resident teachers also appreciated their principaterstanding of the
challenges beginning teachers were going througingitheir first year and
communicating their expectations. Says Emily, W#es very clear about what his
expectations were and respectful of each teachwligiduality and uniqueness. He was
very clear as a principal and continued to belierrtext three years | was with them.”
Mentors also pointed out hiring as an augmentietpfato principals’ greater sense of
responsibility of working on committees. Says Mdilyhe principal felt a greater
responsibility and a time crunch because she linisderson.” Nora shared her
perception of principals’ reasoning, “Definiteliet principal was looking, ‘Did | make
the right choice? Do | want to rehire?””

Wearing two hats did not present much of a chabiéiog principals. They
managed to differentiate and separate these tweepses, as Diana shared, “It's
probably more difficult in the administrator’s rafeyou are an evaluator for performance
for employment and for certification, but, trulp, practice those can work different.
Those are two separate sets of conversation.” eltves sets of conversation had
different objectives; therefore, they were appreakctiifferently. The discussion about
employment was, according to Diana, “very contbbed outlined all around state
statutes about employment and minimum standards.hdee a tool that you have to
use.” Says Beth, “I had teachers set goals, andanversation around their evaluation

was really about supporting them with their goalsneet these minimum criteria.”
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The conversation about residency was more of dpireda growth plan to
support teachers and did not determine their ennpdoy. Other participants recognized
the fact that school administrators succeeded ariwg two hats. Says professor
Gregory, “They handled it very well because it's thle they play all the time.” Mentor
Carol underscored the benefits for resident teacti&€hey got the administrator to work
in a non-threatening manner, because with theiaffi°l (teacher performance
indicator) it can be more threatening.” Despite ‘tthual sword” for resident teachers
with two sets of conversation with the principatidg their first year, none of residency
participants mentioned the fact that they felt g@aruncomfortable because of that.

“Outsider,” “outside opinion,” and “outside obsger” were most common
descriptors for the role of a university represtwaon the committee. Professors
believed that their feedback and opinions were mbjective. Being geographically and
professionally distant from schools and spendinghmass time with resident teachers,
university representatives could see the thingeagbeople did not see, and it was easier
for them to express their concerns and worriesnyt. Says Kevin, “Telling the teachers
that perhaps they need to be doing something €lsasier for me as an outsider than it is
sometimes for the onsite people.” Residency taaceknowledged benefits of an
outside opinion because of different perspectivetheir teaching and a different angle
from which they were evaluated. Luke liked “havthg third opinion to validate.”

Emily reflected, “His [university representativersjle was to really let me know how
effective | was as a teacher.” Faith appreciatedrslity of the program structure, “I
liked having people at different levels that haffiedlent purposes.” With agreement

among principals that the role of university repraatives was not very active because
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they were not in the building, Beth was the mo#ical about professors’ contribution, “I
do not see them playing a critical role in the beaits development. | see them part of the
requirement of the state put out in the program.”

Looking at committees’ composition from the rolpsrspective, principal
Andrew used a “family” metaphor. For him, the coittee was a family unit. In this
family, a university representative played a rdla distant relative- uncle or aunt, for
instance. A school administrator was a parenteatar -- an older brother or sister.
Andrew clarified the relationship dynamics withifieanily unit. Residency teachers
spent a lot of time with mentors on a daily basid developed very close relationships
due to similar interests, levels, and goals. Rpals had to be rule keepers,
disciplinarians, and decision makers. Universggresentatives were distant and
separate yet “members of the family” who cared abiweir “relatives.” Andrew further
explained, “They had a different view of things athiwas always interesting because it
is not just a reflection of that person, it is #ieetion of the family unit.” Valuing and
appreciating professors’ input, Andrew used hisilfiaas an example to specify
challenges of relationships with “uncle/aunt”, espkly when it came to giving advice or
suggestions:

This is a physiological thing. My own father giveg advice because he feels like

that’s his job. I, on the other hand, don’t give daughters advice unless they ask

for it. Part of that is confidence in the job th&ave done with my family. The

university representatives feel that there is digation on their part to give this

advice because that’s their role. | don’t thinktthalways necessary.
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Andrew was not the only participant who referrec tamily concept speaking about
committee members’ roles. Says mentor Mary, “laegentor like a secondary friend or
parent.”

Other Realities

All participants agreed that the program was \myeficial and overall met the
goals and objectives. They thought that it wa®daohate that the state placed a
moratorium on it. Professors reflected on diff¢@spects that caused the program’s
effectiveness. In their opinion, the program was of the best things the State
Department of Education had done in terms of dguetptrue educators. Says Gregory,
“Basically anybody can be a teacher per se, betdaicator is someone who changes
lives in the classroom. The residency program suglducators rather than just good
teachers.” In Helen’s opinion, it also provided thata “how the entry teachers learn and
what it takes to develop good teachers.” Therefibie critical that some sort of a
program or structure should be in place. Kevitesta “There should be a program that
could be set up so that the administrator or ahracould call somebody in professional
education no matter whether a person has beenitgamhe or five years.” Mentors’
views on the program resonated with the professors’

Another aspect of agreement was the belief thginming teachers should receive
support whatever form and shape it might have. ddeer, they were sure that the school
district would continue to support their beginnitegchers with or without any state
mandate. In fact, the school district continueslghogram activities, only without
university representatives. Says principal Andréiae program is still there; it’s just in

different form, it’s in a different format.” Dianagreed:
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The principals and residency teachers and menterallameeting. So the
structure may not look exactly the same; it maybelike three committee
meetings. But certainly, the intent of the prodesstill there, the structure may
look different though.

Participants could not emphasize more the impodaf mentor training for all
constituents of the induction process. Says mevitoy,” | would have the whole school
district...everybody needs to be able to mentor—shatiat a teacher does. We mentor
our students. It only enhances our instructiohaaces our profession.” She believed
mentoring should happen at all levels: teacherslghme able to mentor someone yearly
in their building; principals should reach othehasals’ principals mentoring them and
enhancing communication among schools. Mentanitrgifor school administrators and
university professors would improve their skillsafiering suggestions, asking questions,
and giving strategies for help. Professor Keviaretl an idea about a training program
for administrators and university faculty. It midke, in his opinion, not as extensive as
formal training for mentor teachers in terms ofgiand topics covered. However, the
benefits of such training would be considerablewduld be important: the better we are
directed and taught, the better job we can dohfeffitrst year teacher.”

Principals shared their ideas about the univecsityitribution to public education,
in general, and support of beginning teachersantiqular. Being realistic about
challenges and constraints to make collaboraticanmngful, they would like to see more
involvement of faculty members in the life of scloAndrew expressed his wish to
have a faculty member from the College of Educasierving as a liaison between his

school and university, “I would like to have oned#ty member that | deal with all the

109



time.” This person would have an opportunity tartethe school’s culture and goals, get
to know students and teachers, and would be méeetiek in providing support and
advice. Diana thought that the university facalbyld increase their consultation role in
teaching strategies, curriculum development, ahdradreas. A great advantage of Hope
District schools was their proximity to the univiggsand Diana saw many ways how
connections might be created and developed, “Wegraatly influenced by the
University, we have such a connectedness: we reth@® university for our teachers to
move forward on their Master’s, we rely on Univergirofessors to provide lots of
training and consultations for us.” Beth shareditieas how her school could benefit
from working with the university faculty. She hapfr more assistance with
educational technology. University professors ddag very instrumental in bringing
current research to the classroom. Their missionldvbe to adapt research and make it
understandable for teachers to “go to the nutsaitd of the chapter and still get the
same thing.”

With a strong belief that there should be a supgygstem for beginning teachers
at schools, professors talked about some thinggtineersity tried to do to stay involved
in this process. They mentioned mentoring progradmsh had been already in place in
a number of school districts statewide and whichevirgitiated and supervised by the
College of Education. They also spoke about & piloject of the PEU- Teacher
Excellence Network (TEN) - to provide online supgdor beginning teachers who are
the University graduates. At the time of intervégwarticipants could not tell much

about the project; they knew that faculty membeegsawgoing to be involved as mentors
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for beginning teachers through active use of teldgyo videoconferencing, interactive
tests, and manuals, blogs, and discussion boards.
Teacher Excellence Network (TEN)

TEN is an example of “other realities” which exadter the TRP was terminated.
| learned about the project in February when it ilsasiched. The project is a partnership
program for assisting University graduates in tffiest year of teaching. Participants
work in teams comprising of the college Profesdi&@thucation faculty and one or two
new teachers. Meetings and observations occurghroaline conferencing. All
activities and topics for observations are devaldpdive modules and correspond to a
state teacher evaluation rubric currently testedrsy of the largest school districts in the
state.

TEN project is now in a piloting stage. The proje@nager was hired in mid-
December 2010 and has these responsibilities:ngrgontent for the website,
recruitment of the participants, managing the bérgl logistics of the pilot program.

The content for the program was put up in mid-Jan@@11. Participants’ recruitment
finished in the last week of February 2011. Thgetpopulation for selecting
participants was beginning teachers — universitg¢lgates. Telephone calls proved to
more effective than emails in recruiting teachatipgpants. The manager had also a
responsibility to get school principals’ approvait feachers to participate in the program.
Some of the teacher-participants had a mentothaioscsome of them did not.
Recruitment of the Professional Education faculéyted with an orientation meeting in

which 20 professors attended. The director of REJ actively involved in selecting
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faculty-participants. Totally, 11 pairs/teams &gimning teacher and a faculty member)
were formed to start the program.

The role of a faculty member is to provide guidgmesources, suggestions, and
feedback to a new teacher doing observationsjtegailg different activities, and using
various communication tools. All activities areain online format. Each of the
following five modules for the project: classroonamagement, instructional
effectiveness, personal growth and continuous irgareent, interpersonal skills, and
leadership, has content presentations, activitiggdctice the content, teacher evaluation
rubrics, self-assessment materials, and commuaité&tols to collaborate and network
with other participants. Communication tools ir#uforums, blogs, and instant
messaging, to name a few. Teacher participangved webcams to use for
videoconferencing with faculty members.

Summary

This chapter reported participants’ experienceseofing on resident teacher
program committees with their insights to the pamgrstructure, committee make-up,
roles of committee members, and committee dynamit®e description of Hope School
District and University PEU milieus and participsimrofile created a context for the
following case study narrative. Data presentetthénnarrative enhanced understanding
resident teacher committees and allowed for drawitegpretations about their

functioning.
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CHAPTER V

DATA ANALYSIS

Two objectives for the study shaped the data aisabyscess of reconstructing
the meaning of participants’ interview respons€éke first objective was to describe the
functioning of the Resident Teacher Program (R mittees and explore committee
members’ perceptions of their roles on the committ€he second objective dealt with
utilizing a multi-level boundary spanning modelglpet al., 2009) to explain committee
roles and activities.

Regarding the first objective, initial unitizingdwoategorizing of the data from
interviews, documents, and observations alloweddntifying 15 emergent categories
about committees’ structure, roles, and functiongsed emic terms created by
participants to name categories, “to capture sasseree” of participants’ experience
with the program (Patton, 2002, p. 455). Thesegmies were: fresh pair of eyes, mixed
bag of experiences, wearing two hats, and takiaggeh

Further analysis and testing of categories farimdl homogeneity and external
heterogeneity (Patton, 2002) led to classifyindietgemes: support, collaboration,
outside perspective, structure, relationships,destdp, roles, and other realities. Each
theme was a set of categories comprised of a domaadegory or categories and other

categories with data units which fitted the theme.
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Themes provided data to answer the research qonesti®ome themes, such as:
Other Realities, Roles, CollaboraticemdRelationshipswere relevant to one research
guestion. The them&upport, Outside Perspective, StructumedLeadershipoffered
data to answer more than one research questidatid®ships between categories and
themes in connection to research questions aremexsin Figure 2. The goal of the
following theme discussion was “to derive the magrfrom comparison of the findings
with information gleaned from the literature” (Cnesl, 2003, p. 195)

Figure 2. Data to Answer Research Questions
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Case: Resident Teacher Committee

Categories

| Themes |

Providing Support *

Working Together

"Fresh Parr of Eyes"

Developing Relationships

Roles

Support

Working Together

Program as a Process

Taking Charge

Developing Relationships

Collaboration

"Fresh Par of Eyes"

Roles

Developing Relationships

Program as a Process

Outside Perspective

Forming Committies

Program as a Process

"Mixed Bag" of Experience

Structure

School District PD

Beginning Teachers

Crucial Element (Mentoring)

Communication

Developing Relationships

Conflicts/Disagreements

Relationships

Working Together

"Mixed Bag" of Experience

Taking Charge

School Culture

School District PD

Structure

Leadership

Roles

Crucial Element (Mentoring)

"Wearing Two Hats"

Outside Perspective

Roles

Other Realities

Begmning Teachers

Other Realities

* Dominant category
(highlighted)

I Research Questions to Answer

Research Q 1b: How did committee
members collaborate to achieve
desired goals?

Research Q 1a: How were roks
manifested on the committees?

Research Q3: What other realities
exist?
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Resident Teacher Program Desired Outcomes

Understanding the committees’ functions to achesired outcomes required
clarification of what those outcomes were from ggrants’ perspective, as well as
regarding state expectations. All participantsagtbfamiliarity with state guidelines for
the program and were able to almost quote its goas the program handbook. How
way they interpreted the document showed theirgpeiien of the process and their
responsibilities on the committee. In the handhdio& goal for the committee was to
decide after April 10f the first year whether a beginning teacher coagldlecommended
for certification. This goal had two options. Timst was to retain the teachers who had
showed professional growth and potential and recenahthem for certification. The
second option was to require the individuals, winoggled despite the support and
assistance, to complete another year in residencgresider changing a career path.
Thus, support and recommendation for certificati@ne main goals of the program.
How the participants prioritized those goals deteed the committees’ dynamics.
Support

From the data, it was evident that committeenimers placed much more
emphasis on the concept of support of beginninghiea. Only one participant, mentor
Mary, started explaining the program goals witeeommendation for certification
notion. Other participants considered supportimany goal of the program. Theme
Supportwas dominant through all interviews; the idea ais® present in other themes.
This finding was congruent to overall emphasisterdture on the concept of support in
the induction process (Alliance for Excellent Edima 2004; Blank & Kershaw, 2009;

Glickman et al., 2010).
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How to provide that support varied depending origpeescribed by the law and
defined by the committee members themselves. tBmlelements of the program, such
as: observations, feedback, and mentoring whididied keeping a log-- were the
required components of support process. Each ctieemnember decided on the format
and content of the feedback and identified addi@venues of assisting the teachers
depending on teachers’ needs and roles develdpexyram structural elements
corresponded to activities of a Core Mentor Teassulsed by Blank and Kershaw
(2006). However, ownership and responsibilitydesign and core procedures were the
areas of divergence between two teams. Core M@&et@mms were autonomous and
independent on all program stages beginning wisigtle while the RTP committees had
a mandated structure developed for them.

A “safety net” notion became one of the metaphorghe committees’ efforts to
help beginning teachers become effective teacheeppeared that for participants being
a good teacher had two aspects. The first wasfagzional aspect which dealt with
developed and improved teaching skills, as welhelsided continuous education,
professional development, and, as principal Bedtedt“climbing professional ladder.”
These characteristics comprise Wong's (2004) fis¢atures of comprehensive induction
programs. Observing classes, giving feedback,igimy additional resources, and
working with entry teachers to improve certain are@&re the avenues through which the
committee ensured provision of the professiona¢eispf teachers’ success.

The second, emotional, aspect dealt with job satisfn. The teachers’
professional growth and progress resulted in ttegieer choice satisfaction and,

ultimately, had a positive effect on the overadldieing performance. Previous literature
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emphasized urgency to end “the era of isolatingtieaq” (Wong, 2004, p. 3) and
“haphazard approach to the induction of the newesh{@chinstein & Athanases, 20086,
p. 2). Knowing pitfalls and challenges of thetfiyear and understanding frustrations and
emotional roller-coasters experienced by begint#aghers caused committee members
to be more aware of the need, in principal Andrewrds, “to cushion and soften
experience of the entry teacher.” The “safety metfion made it easier to transit to the
classroom when teachers were suddenly alone. @iariag teacher Luke admitted, it
was crucial “to have someone to lean on.”
Recommendation for Certification

Formality of the process with observations and watadn forms was a frequent
topic during the interviews with participants. Sealgoeople expressed their frustration
about the evaluation form design and content bectney did not see much value in a
number of items there. Principal Andrew sharegust felt obliged to do those open
ended questions to fill in a lot of holes.” On titker hand, the committee viewed this
issue as a minor hindering factor, since the mampgse for them was providing support
for teachers, and paper work was only part of toegss. Resident teachers felt the same
way. For instance, Luke commented, “The evaludiom was almost a formality
because the people who were actually observingadeileady talked to me.” As Blank
and Kershew (2010) noted, for the evaluation pr@oéshe induction program to be a
success, it should be research based. Particig@ht®tprovide much information
about the rationale for rubrics in the forms. Waghproved standard evaluation rubrics,
each committee member developed individual focasrange of observation feedback.

The tendency to modify the scope and or conteevafuation, on the one hand,
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explained the committee members’ discontent witink On the other hand, it showed
evidence of differentiated approach to evaluatimtess and unique understanding of
current critical issues in teaching. Residentheex valued different perspectives of the
feedback most of all, for various viewpoints le¢rthput “snapshots” from observations
together to create a full picture of individuakstgths and weaknesses.

To summarize, the goals of the RTP committees ¥eesepport resident teachers
during their first year of teaching and make recandation regarding their certification.
Participants defined a cumulative desired outcofrieeoprogram in terms of success for
all constituents. They did not give a definitidnacsuccessful year; however, they
provided explanation of what they perceived asc@ess for the program. For beginning
teachers, success was professional growth, sugmaltcareer learning with
recommendation for certification as an outcomeis Emphasis was important to note
because of the growing calls from educators td #gf focus of certification programs
towards the success of new teachers, not justat geilifications they should possess
(Imig et al., 2009). Therefore, the success ofpitegram and committee resulted in
retaining good teachers as well as identifying peoo should give another thought
about the professional field they chose. Dianaimment about the mission of
committees to be “the extension of the teacherstass, not a filter” showed that
committee members expected that the majority ohgaeachers entering the profession
would meet program requirements and be recommeiodegrtification. At the same
time, a “filter” role was also important to enstinat schools did not keep the individuals
who would not be able to provide quality educatiostudents.

RTP Committee Performance to Meet Goals
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Emergent themes from the data analysis offerednmdtion about functioning of
committees to achieve desired outcomes. A dist@deature of the themes was that the
committees’ performance and decision making wefectdd both by a formal structure
of the program as well as individual attributes amtilative of committee members.
Formalized Program Structure as a Mechanism to Aclgve Desired Outcomes

State guidelines served as a road map for commiittetheir activities during the
year. These guidelines and the program structuréged a format for beginning
teachers’ induction advocated by Glickman et @1(®. This format allowed for
beginning teachers’ effective professional transifirom college to the school
classroom. Structural elements of the programuohed mentoring of a new teacher on a
regular basis, class observations by all commitieenbers, committee meetings for
observation discussions, feedback from each comenittember, and recommendation
for certification. In reference to the above menéd required actions, the participants
kept saying that these were minimum activities.

The notion of minimum activities was quantifiedvesll as qualified by
participants. The program outlined the numberlseovations and meetings for the
committee to decide about recommendation for ¢emtibn. The committees always met
minimum requirements. Due to qualifications angdesiences of committee members,
they could get an idea about the potential of artmeigg teacher and felt confident about
their opinion. However, all participants agreedttthe program design did not provide
enough time and activities to get a very good ifegow teachers actually performed. It
did not allow for ongoing and intense guidance anentation for beginning teachers

emphasized by Glickman et al. (2010). Mentor Caterm “snapshot” demonstrated a
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general perception of the committee concerningmiasiens and supported the
comments about scarcity of information about therall teacher’s performance during
the year. Following program guidelines, committerese flexible in making adjustments
in terms of providing more assistance to a teagheeeded. In case with resident
teacher participants, the decision on the recomatenddid not raise any questions.
They showed constant progress and worked hardgoowe and utilize committee’s
suggestions. In contrast, committee members eztather experiences when they had
to have more than three observations and additimeatings to come to consensus about
a beginning teacher’s overall performance.

Discussing frequency of meetings and observati@sslency teachers
commented on a gap between a particular observatidrireal world” professional
routine of the teacher. Scheduled observationkldmppen on a day which was not
good or productive for a teacher, and it could itaauhe distortion of the teachers’
performance assessment. Emily shared more of baghits and feelings about the
process. One of her worries was that the prograsigd did not provide a full picture of
residency teachers’ professional life during thiest year, “It's too much like a
performance. It's not real life. | do not thinkista true measure of what is really going
on every day.” Downey et al. (2009) viewed respadiosthe teacher’'s emergent needs on
a daily basis as an integral part of any inducgiozgram. Clearly, the feedback from
three observations could not meet those needs.offlgjecommittee member who could
assist beginning teachers on a regular basis wangor teacher.

Mentors spent considerable time with teachers,llysoere than a required

minimum of 70 hours to log in. The fact that papgants mentioned different number of
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hours in the range from 80 to 100 proved that nrsnie@nt beyond the guidelines.
Shared frustration about the mentor’s log came freatization that the time for filling in
the log could have been spent for more observatmmmmunication, and learning from
each other. On the other hand, the logs were ganmof keeping people accountable,
which the participants acknowledged to be very irtggd. This discussion of program
requirements for the mentor teacher aligned wighdiscourse in literature about formal
and informal forms of mentoring (Ingersoll & Smi&Q04; Strong, 2009).
Team Collaboration
Team approach to beginning teachers’ inductiamdsminant theme in the

literature on the induction process (Downey et2lQ9; Russel, 2006; Strong, 2009).
The views of the RTP as a team deviated somewhamhgmesident teachers and
committee members. In general, resident teachergyht of the committee as a team. A
common goal, regardless of differing opinions aatspectives of team members, is a
crucial component for the composition of the induetiprogram team (Blank & Kershaw,
2006). Seeing that common goal on their committeasributed to the level of comfort
of resident teachers and helped them not to féehimkated or preached to.

Committee members’ perceptions of themselves aara seemed contradictory.
On the one hand, there were claims about committeiag) a team; on the other hand,
there were comments about disconnected work. ddngradiction may be attributed to
the challenges teams encountered, which partigpdentified as busy schedules,
mismatch in expectations, and different approaciesther reason could be a
temporary nature of the committee as a team. Cteeninembers had different levels

of prior relationships, and the program designraitiallow much time to develop strong
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connections. While there is literature to suppleetneed for long-term relationships to
develop strong teams, the research on relatiomardics of induction teams is scarce.

One aspect not receiving scholarly consideratios aountability and
professional ethics of committee members in terhasfterent attitudes to their service.
Participants shared experiences about the instavioers certain individuals on the teams
looked at this duty as another demand on theirdsdbeand, as Beth described it “come,
sign off, and done deal. A wide range of opiniobsid certain people did not limit to a
particular group. A “mixed bag” of experiencesKavin termed it, could refer to
mentors, school administrators, and universityesentatives. Such an approach,
certainly, had a negative impact on the overaliggarance of committees and led to
tension. Participants pinpointed the importancassigning people to the committees
who would take the responsibility accordingly amdnbotivated to do their best. At the
same time, they found it difficult to offer any akeabout an accountability mechanism
for the program.

A clear communication scheme for committee memibas pertinent for team
collaboration. Receiving information in a timel\amer was critical for university
representatives because they were only able todsemt at schools on the days of
meetings and observations. With the calls for ersities to be deeply involved in
teachers’ professional development (Blank & Kershaussel, 2006), the program
structure and requirements became hindering fadormore engagement. Having a
well-established protocol of communication wasmmstental for dealing with those
challenges. School administrators had to mairitagh levels of connectedness with all

program partakers.
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Principals served as ambassadors among all coremitgenbers. Efficient
communication was a prerequisite for the principalscessful management of program
logistics, documentation, concerns and doubts ganeral “temperature reading” of the
well-being of resident teachers and committee mesnbarticipants reflected on the
principal’s responsibilities that correspondedtte list of school administrators’ critical
duties in the induction programs suggested by B&ak Grady (2006). The principals’
efficacy in fulfilling those responsibilities alled the committee to be rather proactive
than reactive.

With the view on the residency committee as a fofmniversity-school
collaboration (Berry et al., 2008), it was impottemsee how collaborative efforts were
manifested in the committees under investigatibhe word “balanced” used by
participants to describe a general tone of meetmglsdiscussions showed that
committee members had different approaches, expatiaand foci as far as their
service on the committee. Nonetheless, they mahtmgind a common ground and
consensus in most cases. If there were any disagrats or conflicts, they were an
exception, not the rule. It is notable that thistfievel of dealing with disagreements and
solving conflicts, if there were any, was the cortbe.

In explaining the dynamics of committees, partcifs quite often used the
phrases of “different expectations” and “differgetrspectives” interchangeably. In some
instances, it could be confusing because “expectatisually had a negative meaning
while “perspective” bore a positive connotationettéhg different perspectives from
committee members was considered one of the probesrefits. At the same time,

difference in expectations could cause a disagraeearethe assessment of the teachers’

124



performance. After clarifying the semantics of fektation,” it was apparent that
principals usually used a word “expectation” tcerdb knowledge about particular
school needs, priorities, and culture. Committesnivers’ understanding and
consideration of school culture helped avoid pdesibnflicting situations and served as
contributing factors for committee success (BlanKé&shaw, 2006).

Relationships

Literature emphasized the significance of a colfabiee learning environment for
a beginning teacher to succeed (Wong, 2004). d®auch an environment is
relationship development. Participants constamtiyphasized this point as a necessary
prerequisite to making everyone’s experience inptlogiram beneficial. A first level was
relationships between resident teachers and coeemtembers. The closest connections
were formed with a mentor teacher, which was dylikeenario. Mentor teacher-
beginning teacher dyad was “in the same trenchaghly a similar organizational status,
working with each other on a daily basis, and stgatine time not only at work but also
beyond school. Glickman et al. (2010) posited sheh relationships are the “heart of
mentoring” (p. 299).

Beginning teachers who pursued a traditional rofifgeparation comprised two
groups: the local University graduates and thelggges from other higher education
institutions. Prior relationships between a begigrieacher and the committee were one
of the factors that could influence the committgeainics. This issue received most
consideration in the reflections of professors sildent teachers. A university
representative was the most professionally andrgpbgally distant person for a

residency teacher. The degree of distance vagsddon prior connections, if any, with
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the professor. Literature did not show evidenceaoisideration of possible effect of
these undercurrents, while it seemed that it cbald factor for the committees to
account for in their operation.

All participants agreed that if a teacher had knawmiversity representative as a
college student, it affected positively their expece on the program due to vested
interest of professors in their graduates. Sormeipals and mentors saw that interest
for professors to assess college teacher prepamatiarses’ effectiveness. Both
university faculty and resident teachers admittexliienefits of prior relationships which
resulted in more frequent communication, more nregnol and targeted support, and a
higher comfort level.

With the graduates from other universities, facuafigmbers could take time to
develop rapport to achieve some comfort leveletadachers know their expectations,
and to know them well enough to provide suppottisTask added to the complexity of
the committee service. Further, professors dichage as much vested interest in this
group of teachers as in their own graduates. Usityerepresentatives acknowledged the
fact that they were less effective with the studeney had not known previously.

Another group of beginning teachers identified bgdk and Grady (2006) as
potential recipients of comprehensive inductiongpamns was alternatively certified
teachers. These teachers had unique needs ancecemqare attention from committees.
Professors’ comments about working with alternatiesified teachers showed that the
faculty understood additional challenges alterreyiertified teachers faced because of
the lack of traditional teacher training and prepian. This finding was not surprising

due to considerable attention the needs and clyalteof alternative certified teachers
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have received from scholars (Salyer, 2003; Sokaltl§ & Movat, 2003; Wayman,
Foster, Mantle-Bromley, & Wilson, 2003). The m&jpof teachers in this group were
not very familiar with the public school environnigwhich added to challenges. Even if
an alternatively certified teacher, such as Enailgtudy participant, had some previous
experience with public schools, it did not removd@gher level of anxiety. University
representatives thought that alternatively cedifieachers should get more attention to
be able to meet their unique needs. Emily’s comrabaut the school district meetings
for new teachers also illustrated this argumette &@d not benefit much from those
meetings because their agendas were focused m@leroentary school teachers and
failed to account for various needs and expectatarother audience.

The relationships between resident teachers andipals were predetermined by
a double duty of the principal as an employer asdroittee member. Resident teachers
tended to see the principal first as a building mistrator and the person who did two
evaluations and, ultimately, would decide on furtemployment. Multiple principals’
responsibilities critical for induction process Bk & Grady, 2006), made the principal
both a distant and close person for beginning &achResident teachers, with the
exception of Luke, acknowledged the support froairtprincipals. However, they did
not initiate any communication unless administrattid it. First, they had mentors to
lean on and go to with any issue, and they feltfootable about it. Second, it was much
harder to reveal weaknesses to the administrataiuse of the mentioned above
variables.

Resident teachers considered it important to enipdaspoint that the support of

beginning teachers and connections developed dthenfirst year should not stop after
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the program was over. They were frustrated to kwvtte attention and assistance going
from everything to nothing. The message behindgftmmmments was: one year was
enough to make a decision about recommendatioteftification; it was not enough for
the beginning teachers to develop a level of cemiog and professionalism they needed.
A recommendation of Oklahoma State Commission &acher Preparation (2006) to
extend mentoring to three years was a respon$ese frustrations. In addition,
literature provided examples of best programs énriaition, such as: Beginning Teacher
Support and Assessment in California and The Pathiiamework Induction Program

in New York (Russel, 2006; Strong, 2009). Thessgmms’ time-frame varied from two
to five years.

Furthermore, the importance of mentoring in anyf@s an ongoing process at
school was an underlying idea in other participasasnments as well. Mentor Mary
voiced it most strongly saying that every teache school administrator should go
through mentoring training and have an opportutaitynentor colleagues on a regular
basis. University representatives agreed thatngatvaining in mentoring would enhance
their potential as consultants and resource pedpl2006, Oklahoma Commission for
Teacher Preparation (OCTP) developed recommenddionmprovement of RTP
which included mentioned above issues. Howeverstlggestions to introduce three
years of mentoring, orientation and training fdrcammittee members, and releasing
time for induction activities were not realized.

Leadership
Leadership on the committees was mostly manifdstéie role of a chair. Data

showed common patterns in the selection of ther ciaincipals usually volunteered to
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chair committees, while the other committee membensid eagerly agree and accept it.
For professors, the option of chairing the comraitéher did not make sense or meant
additional responsibilities, which they would rathet take. Meanwhile, the idea of
being a chair should not seem illogical to uniugrprofessors, because one of the
rationales of university representation in the paogwas provision of transparency and
objectivity of the process. Moreover, serving ahair would allow university
representatives to be more involved in collaboeagfforts of the committee and span the
boundaries of their organization. This need idilmed in the NCATE Concepts of
Professional Development Schools (Standard 5, NGRD&EO). Further, with the
principal performing a double duty of a committeemier and employer, a university
representative as a chair could seem a betterehdlevertheless, because of the amount
of paper work and other challenges such an opiiwmat appeal to professors, as they
admitted.
Committee Members’ Roles

In the reflection on their roles on committeestipgpants went beyond what was
prescribed in the handbook’s brief descriptionbeylprovided unique personal
perspectives on committee roles. Andrew’s famigtaphor offered the insight to
committees from the point of view of closenessahmittee members to beginning
teachers and to each other, contribution of extdactors, and understanding of
embedded disagreements and contradictions.

According to Andrew, a university person as atatis relative” considered
his/her responsibility to provide some advice e¥echool people did not ask for it.

Such a comment served as evidence of some soidbbschool practitioners towards
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university representatives because they were mobptheir school culture and, as
outsiders, could not know all odds and ends of gtsites that could be critical for the
program process. The claim about limited knowleoligeniversity representatives about
each particular site where they served on the cdi@enivas fair; however, the rationale
for including professors on the committee was twvjgle an outside perspective on
beginning teachers’ progress. Being an outsideifresh pair of eyes,” as principal
Diana put it, allowed for grasping some things sdlpoactitioners could overlook due to
their immersion to the school environment (Blank&shaw, 2006). Therefore, the
professors’ wish to point to those things and disdhhem did not seem unreasonable.

A wide continuum of opinions about the role andtdbation of university
representatives to the program resulted from diffeexperiences with committees,
different degrees of familiarity with program gulides and a designated role for
university representatives, preconceived assungteomd personal biases. This
continuum revealed the complexity of perceptionsualbhe role of academia in
improvement of public education. On the one hpadticipants emphasized their belief
about great benefits of collaborative efforts betweniversities and public schools,
resident teacher program being an example of sifiefise On the other hand, personal
biases based on negative experiences, and “towmrgdighé made them skeptical
about the prospects of true collaboration.

Divergent perceptions of university representativege reflected in opposite
semantic connotations of the role descriptors fofgssors. One of the terms used to
explain the role of university representatives agsider.” This term bore a positive

meaning describing professors as external agemissiore objectivity and transparency
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of the process or referring to a different addisiloperspective on the teacher’s strengths
and weaknesses. In this case, such perceptionamasstent with Blank and Kershaw’s
(2006) view regarding the role of academia in inaucprograms. That positive
meaning was synonymous to such concepts as: heg§solirce, bridge between theory
and practice, or link between academia and pubhoals. Word “outsider” acquired a
negative connotation in the discussions about désagents, lack of collaboration, or
conflicting expectations of committee membersthivse cases, it meant something or
somebody alien, not sufficiently familiar with thentext, or carrying the agenda which
did not have much in common with program goalsgdtiee aspects of faculty
members’ role did not seem to be considered byigus\iterature.
Resident Teacher Committees’ Boundary Spanning

The second objective of the study was to examimenaittee roles through the
lens of multi-level boundary spanning model (Jadhal., 2009) and assess model
effectiveness in educational settings. The paiais’ reflections on committees’
collaborative team work, committee members’ rodes] relationships team members
developed during the year provided the data to exathe committee roles from
boundary spanning perspectives. The residency cieentesign presupposed
representation of different organizations on a tednch allowed for analyzing how
committee members span the boundaries of theinagtons within and outside the
team.

Ambassador and task coordinator boundary spanmingtees, claimed by
literature to be critical for effective team perfaance (Ancona, 1990; Joshi, et al., 2009),

helped to understand how organizational and teaet \@riables together with
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committee members’ individual attributes shapedmittees’ boundary spanning.
Consideration of those attributes can be valuableléveloping school-university
collaborations. It is to the discussion of muéti#l boundary spanning model (Joshi et
al., 2009) propositions to explain the activitiesl aoles of RTP committee members that
| now turn.

RTP Committee as a Team

The RTP committees under consideration functionezhieducational setting.
They were temporary teams comprised of represgatatf two organizations: a higher
education institution and a public school. Thesesrts’ uniqgueness was in a double status
of a university representative. As a committee imemthe person was an external agent
for other committee members representing a difteveganization. In this regard, we
may talk about boundary spanning activities witi@ committee.

At the same time, the committee was a team withnancon goal and task for a
period of one year; and, as a team, they dealtewtérnal agents. External agents the
committee targeted with boundary spanning wereesaspited by the state Department of
Education, school district board, and PEU at thi#e@e of Education. The product or
outcome of the team was a recommendation regacdiriication. The teams did not
work on a regular basis. All routines and actigtieere prescribed to the committee by
an external agent, State Department of Educat&iill, the committee members had
flexibility and power to change or modify certaispacts, provided a required minimum
was met, to justify their decision. Some of thetadary spanning activities, such as

reports on observations, were embedded in the @nogesign and procedures; the
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others, such as a request for changing a univaegiesentative, could be initiated by
committees.

In their multi- level model, Joshi et al. (2009yvd®ped nine propositions which
related three levels (team, task-based, and carai@xb boundary spanning activities.
These propositions helped to explain how commisteehtingencies and committee
members’ attributes shaped participants’ boundaaynsing roles within the committees
as well as committees’ responses to the externaamment.

Proposition 1: “The level of inter-team task interdependenceé pokitively
predict team-level task coordinator activities” (g4).

Participants’ perception of committees as a teansiderably influenced their
approach to doing the task. Sharing an overall, ggaAndrew articulated it, “to have a
successful entry year” contributed to more effitiemordination of the activities.
Committee members relied on the resources and Esgef their organizations.
Professors offered suggestions and ideas abodtitggechniques or school
improvement and left school representatives mustreiion whether to accept those
suggestions. Kevin stated, “I always give thenoption, ‘it's going to work in your
school, but you know your school better.”

Scanning for ideas and expertise was a prereqiasitffective work on
committees. One of the professors’ roles wasras@urce person. As such, university
representatives could go for assistance and atlvitesir colleagues at the PEU if, for
instance, their area of expertise differed fromlikginning teacher’s subject area.
Mentors were required to have training and attendtiiy school district meetings that

provided them an opportunity to exchange ideasséiade experiences. Principals
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represented not only their schools but also theddttistrict doing hiring and firing of
teachers. The orientation for new-to-Hope Schastriat teachers was one of the
avenues for committees to reach out for additioesburces and ideas.

Reliance of each committee member and the commaétea team, on other
groups explained such task coordinator activiteemadifying the program design in
terms of number of observations and meetings tdne depending on a situation. If
disagreements or conflicts could not be resolvatliwihe committee, the committee
members reached out to external agents for assestardealing with the situation. The
deadlines were not negotiated; however, the coraenltad flexibility and freedom to
schedule activities as they saw fit.

Proposition 2: “Team development stage will predict task coaathn and
ambassador activities will predict task coordinatiod ambassador activities at the team
level. Specifically: In comparison to teams inatBtages, teams in the transition phase
will display the highest levels of ambassador datis. In comparison to teams in other
stages, teams in the action phase will displayrtbeest levels of task coordinator
activities” (Joshi et al., 2009, p.745).

Having a year to complete the task, the residenayngittee did not work
together on a daily basis, and it affected thellef/the team’s interpersonal ties.
Therefore, the development stages were hard toedgé. A summary of the three
committee meetings: meeting #1- “sort of meet ametj (Helen), meeting #2- “sharing
snapshots” (Carol), meeting #3- final, “saying yahd neys” (Carol)—let conclude that
at the beginning of the school year, the committas in the transition stage; then, it

moved to the action phase after winter break.
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Fluctuation and fast change of team phases coullhiexwhy the level of task
coordinating and ambassador activities did not steetiepend on team development
stages. Committees displayed both activities simdar level throughout the whole
year. Depending on a situation and the commity@auhics, some activities were on a
higher level than others; still, they were intertad. An example of such a situation
could be incompatibility of a university represdiva with the committee. The
committee’s request for a university faculty chamge a manifestation of the team’s
attempt to protect their interests (ambassadaria) and to negotiate a problem and
coordinate activities with external agents (tastrdmating role). Ambassadorial actions
of keeping the program coordinator informed andrepg about the committee
meetings as well as task coordinator activitiesoainning for additional ideas and
expertise were performed regularly regardless @ptiogram phase.

Proposition 3: “Team leader’s championing activities will pogély predict
team-level task coordinator and ambassador aesVi{Joshi et al., 2009, p. 746).

This proposition suggests that team leadershapsignificant contributing factor
to group boundary spanning. Committee chairs, sgtiool principals typically playing
this role, led the RTP teams. Principals tookaaptive approach to leadership
volunteering to be a chair. Other committee mesibbowed complacency with this
strategy. Professor Helen mentioned, “The Unityeperson was never a chair of the
committee because that did not make sense.” Timentibee chair’'s championing
behavior was manifested in setting a tone at mggtensuring clear lines of
communication, mediating disagreements, and progithe committee with necessary

information, in mentor Mary’s term, “doing a temature reading.” The more active the
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chair’s leadership, the more confident committeenivers felt about searching for
additional resources and expertise. Principalsveldaability to look at residency
requirement beyond short-term needs of their sahoather, they considered the
program in a wider context of ensuring quality eation for students. It resulted in the
chairs’ effective communication with external eestwhen the committee had to justify
its decision, or there was a negotiation about gbarn the team or activities. Taking
strong stance as chairs, principal-participantsedmost of ambassador and task
coordinator activities

Participants also had experience with the comasttehere the chair approached
these duties as a mere formality. Under that oastance, the committee members took
ambassador or task coordinator roles. An exanmfdedh incidents could be a university
representative going to the program coordinaton wincerns about school people’s
neglect of some inappropriate behaviors or semauOrmance weaknesses of a resident
teacher. To sum up, the leader’'s championing behdefined who on the committee
would carry more ambassadorial and task coordigatativities.

Proposition 4: “The team’s average intra-personal functionaédity will
positively predict team-level task coordinator @mibassador activities” (Joshi et al.,
2009, p. 746).

Intra-personal functional diversity was demonsttlan the participants’
experiences in multiple educators’ roles. All pipals had classroom teaching
experience. Two principals and two mentors weaehing college courses as adjunct
instructors/professors at the time of data coltecfor this study. The university faculty

had school administration and classroom teachipgmence before going to academia.
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Four out of nine participants had the experiencgeofing on the RTP committees in
different capacities: mentors, principals, andforarsity representatives. Three
committee members experienced the RTP as begite@ohers. Expertise in multiple
professional roles and functions developed paditi® understanding of the
committee’s team environment and its relationskipk the external environment.
Principal Diana commented, “We can make a great i@ad do not all have to look
alike. But we got to be honest and make sure waa@tretepping outside our own
expertise.” That understanding was manifestetérré¢lationships committee members
built with each other, in the attempts to resolng disagreements within a team, and in
reaching other groups for ideas and resources.

Proposition 5: “The team’s average organizational tenure andreediversity
will positively predict team-level task coordinatamd ambassador activities” (Joshi et
al., 2009, p. 747).

According to this proposition, organizational temof committee members is
another individual attribute which could facilitaaenbassador and task coordinator
activities of the team. Data analysis from intews relating to participants’ tenure in
their organizations and number of committees tleeyexl showed evidence that this
factor influenced ambassadorial activities of tbenmittees. Extensive experience on
the committees let participants “identify more @lyswith overall organizational goals
and develop emotional attachment” (Joshi, et 8082 p.746).

The number of committees where professor partitgserved ranged from 12 to
more than 50. In the interviews, university fag@imphasized their enjoyment of going

out to schools, seeing it as a great professiarhlearning experience. Professors did
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not have any problems with identifying benefitstug program and expressed their
frustration about the program’s moratorium. Segvdm committees for a considerable
period of time allowed for developing close relasbips and wide network with school
principals. All these factors contributed to mantive engagement of professor
participants in boundary spanning activities. Theymore confident in voicing their
opinion in external interactions or in offering @xpsuggestions on the issues which were
not necessarily directly related to beginning teashresidency.

Principal participants’ tenure on committees ranigech 5 to 45.
Beth had the shortest tenure as a school admieisaad committee member. She
expressed more skepticism and doubts about thegxtssof school-university
collaboration and was more aggressive in promdhegdlistrict mentor and new teachers
programs. Her responses did not present muchmsed®at her ambassadorial activities
went beyond prescribed by the program responséslfor a committee chair. At the
same time, Beth’s active involvement in distrietiming and orientation programs and
interaction with external agencies in scanningderas and expertise were evidence of
task coordinator activities. Andrew’s and Dianpésceptions of their roles and activities
often resonated with the professors’ responsesseltveo administrators also developed
personal connections with university faculty mensbefhey were more passionate about
the program, and tended to take a more proactipeaph to negotiating with external
agents on any type of issues.

Proposition 6: “Team-level antecedents will moderate the refetiop between
task-based antecedents and boundary-spanning cegc@pecifically: The positive

relationship between inter-team interdependenceasidcoordinator activities will be

138



strengthened by the team leader’s championingiggtieam-level intra-personal
functional diversity, tenure, and tenure diversigyoshi et al., 2009, p. 747-748).

An interactive effect of organizational tenure,usndiversity, and team task
characteristics on the boundary spanning actiwtias examined from the university
representatives’ perspective. Professor partitfogapresented faculty members who
had worked at the University for at least 13 yedsing aware of biases and different
views and attitudes toward the residency prograey shared their thoughts about the
university faculty’s roles and service on commisted@hey agreed that internal
motivation and personal commitment made a diffezdic a university representative’s
work on the committee. This argument supported Mg& and Bozeman'’s (1982)
findings about the role of motivation on an indivad's boundary spanning. If the
committee membership fell in the category of pties for a faculty member, the
challenges and constraints of the program desigriagistics did not serve as an excuse
for not active involvement in the induction proce§®nsequently, professors-
participants affirmed that they enjoyed going tbas and providing support. For
them, it was also a reciprocal process in termiearhing. If committee service was not
on the list of priorities for the constituents, ttellenges became an excuse for
approaching responsibilities very formally, doingyoa required minimum. Kevin also
shared his doubts about the effect of professeriare on the committee service
suggesting that this service should be includatéerfive-year tenure faculty review.

Proposition 7: “Organization-level uncertainty will positivelygdict team-level
ambassador activities and negatively predict tearatitask coordinator activities” (Joshi

et al., 2009, p. 749).
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The concept of a teacher’s progress was an angassfble deviation in opinion
and committee uncertainty. Principal Diana belgetreat professional growth of
beginning teachers required more time than a ykat;s why she usually rehired
residency teachers for a second year to give penpie time to develop and grow as
professionals. Mentor Carol thought that schoolgbe could seem more complacent in
this matter because of the assumption that unlpsssan had really hard time in the
classroom and did not show any progress, the pasad be recommended for
certification.

Diverging opinions about recommendation could stiemn different views of
what should be considered a progress and how nmogjngss was enough to recommend
teachers for certification. That is why schoolsldde seen as more protective of their
teachers with university representatives. MentaroCs comment about public school
educators not willing to “create waves” and to mtle issues to external agents and
environment explained such an attitude. The mstisaecommend a teacher for
certification were not necessarily related to gcher’s abilities to teach and manage the
classroom, which were main areas for commentsdarettaluation forms. The fact that
some school administrators would like to go fooramendation because of a great job a
person was doing with extracurricular activitieslae to the individual’s popularity with
a school community showed that there could be dddden factors for schools to
consider. Under such circumstances, ambassadeaitiastof a committee chair became
more active in attempts to justify the positiorsohools with less attention to task

coordination.
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Proposition 8: “Organization-level conflict will have a negatieéect on team-
level task coordinator activities and a positivieetf on team-level ambassador activity”
(Joshi et al., 2009, p. 749).

Main areas for generating disagreements were:ffereint expectations of school
and university sides which could lead to discrepssin the observations; 2) majority
vote; and 3) personal ambitions of a particular wottee member. Principals-
participants frequently mentioned different expgotes of university representatives and
school representatives about the foci of teactigral assessment for recommendation.
Principals’ complaints that professors wanted akaspects of teachers’ routine
including extracurricular events and community gerwhile the school needed
assistance mainly in the instruction and classromnagement areas contradicted
professors’ descriptions of their priorities duribigservations and the rationale for a
decision about recommendation. None of the profgsarticipants mentioned the fact
that they observed teachers out of the classroarnr@idered extracurricular activities in
their evaluations. Moreover, they shared frustratibout instances when their voice was
overruled because of the mentioned above fac®ush tense discussions would
typically engage two committee members: a schdatpal and a professor and
facilitated more ambassador activities. Princigalgld take a proactive approach and
consider expectation issues at the pre-commitsmidsions which helped, in principal
Andrew’s opinion, to “prevent some issues downrtie.” Other ambassadorial
activities included communication with the progreaordinator and requests for
university representative substitution. Typicathentor teachers were not involved in

these disagreements. Both professors and mentaripants admitted that they had very
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little communication amongst them. Mentor Carasnment, “Unless | have some kind
of legitimate concern to address, | did not talltivers” showed mentors’ reluctance to
ambassadorial activities. Consequently, reachimgensus and finding the solution to a
problem depended mostly on principals and professor

Majority vote was both a cause of disagreementssameéchanism to resolve
them. University representatives seemed to putitlpa situation that they were the
ones on the other side of the barricade if theiopiwas not unanimous. They did not
see how it could be changed because the poteotialith a disagreement was embedded
in the program design. It was logical that schpexple were more protective because of
the amount of time spent with teachers, while ursing representatives were more like
accidental visitors. Principal Andrew admitteddtl not know that there is enough time
together as a committee to really bond and focus am effort.” This comment
revealed that time constraints were a hinderingpfdor developing more collaboration
among committee members and getting more insigéath other’s stances and
reasoning. Nevertheless, even with the accourth&se challenges, the incidents when
consensus on the vote could not be reached wefeegoient. The committee’s
expertise, experience, and attitudes served asilwatitig factors to increasing
ambassadorial activities to reach understandinghargliccessful despite all obstacles.

Proposition 9: “Organization-level uncertainty and organizatienél conflict
can jointly either enhance or minimize the relagioips described in propositions 1-6”
(Joshi et al., 2009, p. 749-750).

Uncertainty and conflict situations on the orgatian level were reflected in

participants’ “mixed bag” of experiences with tr@mmittees they served. Committee

142



members frequently mentioned the influence of stholbure and environment on the
committees’ performance. Possible conflicts betwsdiefs about the importance and
benefits of the program and obligation to do itveay shaped committees’ attitudes.
Professor Gregory’s comment about the schools wherprogram, “was viewed as a
necessary evil” as well as principal Beth’s shaemperience of working with some
university representatives for whom the committ@as something else that they had to
do” were evidence of committee members’ frustragbout their service. Boundary
spanning activities under such circumstances wémemal because the committee
performance became a mere formality.

In summary, data analysis of the resident teachimittee roles and boundary-
spanning activities, using the Joshi et al., (208alti-level model propositions as a
frame, helped to gain more insight to the comméttdgnamics and explain their
performance and roles from the perspective of argéinnal boundary spanning. The
model variables allowed for conceptualizing induatlcommittee attributes which
influenced the committee functioning as a teandividual attributes were also
considered from the perspective of organizatioeptesentation. The overview of
findings within the multi-level model frame is pesdged in Figure 3.

Figure 3. Multi-level Boundary Spanning Frame Rasident Teacher Committee.
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Other Realities

The RTP moratorium in 2010 prompted the quest &a dbout prospects of
beginning teachers’ induction in the district abdat participants’ ideas regarding
alternatives for resident teacher committees. &ldesa were obtained from interviews
with participants and from the researcher’s obdema and field work in the College of
Education. Despite shared regret about programin@tion, participants expressed their
belief that beginning teachers would be receivimgp®rt even without the program.
Hope School District assigned mentors to new taadhehe 2010-2011 school year, and
mentoring training and new year teachers’ orieatatere still in place. School
participants’ conviction that beginning teachersghie district would receive necessary
support as long as they had a mentor teacher asktgrthem was not surprising given
the fact that mentoring is often perceived as aidant form of the induction process
(Ingersoll & Smith, 2004). Their confidence of thigility of the district schools to carry
on with induction of entry teachers was based erptiofessional development structure
built into the school district. The district’s ership support for creating professional
learning communities was an important instrumefatetior for success of the programs
(Ingersoll & Kralik, 2004; Wong, 2004).

Based on their experience, principals were cautanait the prospects of school-
university collaboration in beginning teachers’ustion. This skepticism was mostly
evident in discussions about the future of thedessty program. All three school
administrators expressed their confidence thastheol district would provide necessary
support for the entry teacher due to the distysteam which was already in place: new

teacher program and mentor training program. Bseafithat, the participants were sure
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they could do well without university contributiort the same time, they articulated the
willingness to get support from academia and offeheir ideas about the forms of
assistance from the university to meet schoolstieed&Jnderstanding that there should be
a conversation and meaningful discourse about #hs\woth institutions can collaborate
was an important outcome of those discussions.

University representative participants’ interviesgponses, observations of the
college professional education unit, and infornmaiwersations with its staff revealed
another reality which evidenced the efforts of tinéversity to span boundaries and work
with schools--Teacher Excellence Network (TEN) pobj This project was an attempt
by the university to find an alternative to theidesicy program and facilitate
collaborative efforts of faculty members. The gofhe project corresponded to
Wong's (2004) vision of an induction process whaams at bridging pre-service
education and the real classroom. The prograngdesid delivery format addressed the
main obstacles which faculty members encounteredngeon RTP committees, such as
time constraints and insufficient communicationhabeginning teachers. In the course
of discussions about the forms of mentoring andatidn programs and calls for
educators to be co-workers and co-learners (OklahGommission for Teacher
Preparation, 2006), the TEN program serves asmipiitg example of the university’s
proactive approach to the state educational palh@nges and contingencies.

Summary

Data analysis revealed the themes which presémseght to the functioning of

resident teacher committees to meet the programs.g@omparison of the themes to

existing literature on the topic allowed for idéyithg convergent points in the
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perceptions and views on the residency prograntamnittees, and the phenomena
which did not support the literature. Data anaysdso revealed some aspects that had
not been considered by previous research.

Committee members’ roles were analyzed througletie of the multi-level
boundary spanning framework (Joshi et al., 200%)e antecedents of the frame were
used to examine committees’ activities and explaginfluence of the committee
composition and individual attributes on team bargdpanning. Furthermore, the
consideration of the roles with the multi-level nrebdlso showed the utility of this
framework for educational settings.

The discussion of the realities which existedrafte RTP moratorium assisted in
gaining additional perspective on the beginningheas’ induction process in the state.
Moreover, consideration of those realities bottirenschool district and university levels
allowed for a more comprehensive picture aboutreupwospects of induction of

beginning teachers and school-university collabonat
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CHAPTER VI

FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS

First-year teachers’ success is one of the crigsaes of public and scholarly
discourse about ways to improve public educatiédn.underlying argument is that this
issue should be approached comprehensively anensigstlly, for haphazard sink-or-
swim models do not work (Achinstein & Athanese9)@CRussel, 2006). One systemic
approach to induction of beginning teachers iglesdi teacher programs (Berry et al.,
2008). The growing number of states that haveemgihted comprehensive induction
programs, which now includes 22 states, illustrétesawareness of educators and
legislators of the significance of the issue aredrtbed to be proactive (Quality Counts,
2008).

Comprehensive induction programs also provide atgreenue for involving
universities in the process and developing partmerand collaborative ties with public
schools. Professional Development School standamasider them as critical
components for building learning communities (NCAPB10). Literature presents
evidence of mutual benefits of such partnershipsh @s better understanding of both
institutions, openness in exchanging informatiod expertise, generation and testing of
new ideas about teacher education, and deeper sebsnging and community

(Miller, 2008; Walters, 1998).
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Oklahoma pioneered a comprehensive program faleasieachers and was one
of the first states that mandated it in 1982. Wittte research and evaluation of the
overall program in the past 30 years, one aspattéceived insufficient attention was
resident teacher committees. It was importank&nene team dynamics of the
committee in terms of its composition, roles of teenmittee members, and members’
activities to span the boundaries of organizatiepsesented on the committee because
ultimately, all these aspects could affect the caberis performance to achieve desired
outcomes. With the program changes in 2010 afmbaddistrict and university efforts
to find alternative ways for providing support fegginning teachers, this study on the
committees can inform stake holders about strergjtdsveaknesses of the team makeup
and management in similar university-school padhigrprojects.

The purpose of the study was: 1) to describe th@WResident Teacher Program
(RTP) committees functioned to achieve desiredaués, and how the committee
members perceived their roles on the committees2ato consider the effectiveness of
the multi-level boundary spanning model roles amithborative activities in educational
settings. To achieve the purpose the followingaesh questions were developed:
1. How did the RTP committees function to achieve resoutcomes?
a) How were the roles manifested on those comesite
b) How did committee members collaborate to achaasred goals?
2. How does the multi-level boundary spanning modelar these roles and
dynamics of the residency teacher committees?

3. What other realities exist?
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Chapter VI presents findings of the study, offevadusions from the findings,
and discusses implications of the study for thepragctice, and further research.
Limitations and delimitations section as well agfithoughts conclude the chapter.

Answering Research Questions
Research Question 1How did the RTP committees function to achieve rdeksi
outcomes?

a) How were the roles manifested on those comesite

b) How did committee members collaborate to achaasred goals?

Regarding desired outcomgmrticipants viewed the program as a “safety nat” f
beginning teachers during their first year in ttessroom. This net was supposed to
provide a necessary support for teachers in tregisition from pre-service education to a
real world of the profession. The outcome of gupport was the committees’
recommendation for teachers to be certified. Tdrecept of “safety net” included class
observations and evaluations, suggestions abathiteptechniques and classroom
management, encouraging and softening the expetiand introducing teachers to the
school culture and school district. Emergent threorethe RTP structure, such as
committee collaboration, relationships committeegalioped, and of each committee
member’s roles revealed performance modes andidfmscdf the team.

Committees did not have responsibility to structimeprogram, for all activities
and procedures were clearly defined by the stadeesarbedded in the program design.
Class observations, feedbacks from the committeabaes, discussions of the
evaluations during the committee meetings, andmasendation for certification were

the elements to meet program goals. Participakisoadedged that they viewed
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mandated activities as a minimum and shared thestrations about the challenges to go
beyond a required minimum. They thought that thmalper of observations was not
sufficient to allow for consistent support, espbgiftom principals and university
representatives. Mentors went beyond the requimi@dnum (72 hours) of working with
beginning teachers. They expressed their disaatish about the time they had to spend
for filling in a required log, because they thoutdt time could be spent on additional
activities with the teachers.

Concerning the roles of the committee members, Wexe predetermined by
committees’ composition. The rationale for thenteaakeup was to ensure both external
and internal support for first year teachers. kigd of theOutside Perspectivineme
provided insight to the role university represents, as external agents, played in the
entire process. Professors saw their task iniafjeronstructive feedback, necessary
resources, and outside “fresh” perspective on &atperformance. Other participants
were consistent in their perception of universdgresentatives as “outsiders.” The
continuum of meanings of this concept included bwpative and positive connotations.
Generally, school constituents of the committeea@gpted university representatives’
contribution. On the other hand, outside perspeatould be a source of disagreements
or conflicts due to inefficient communication osiufficient faculty member’s knowledge
of a particular school culture.

Internal support was supposed to be provided bytenéeachers and principals.
Mentor teachers served as liaisons between begjrtieachers and other committee
members. Along with the prescribed by the progodaservations, feedback, and

evaluations, they provided much support and engamant not only in instruction and
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classroom management but also in other areas ofjdaseroutine in and outside the
classroom. Resident teacher participants cretlitgid mentors for a less stressful
transition to a real world classroom and tremendmssstance they received in the
process.

With acknowledgement of the crucial contributiomaéntor teachers to the
induction process, participants delineated the eblarincipals as, primarily,
administrative nature. Principals usually did gotbeyond a required minimum, as far
as observation and evaluation part of the progras eoncerned. They played a double
role on committees serving, as a rule, as committe@s. Thd eadershigheme
revealed participants’ thoughts about the role cbmmittee chair and principals’
leadership in this role. Principals usually becammmittee chairs by default due to
everyone’s overall assumption that it was the lmggtal choice. Mentors did not
consider taking this responsibility because ofrtteaching load and the number of hours
to work with an entry-year teacher. Universityregentatives believed that they were
not the best choice due to their busy schedulesresuodficient time they spent at school.
Principals volunteered for this role because oif timeiltiple school administration roles
that were related to the chair’s responsibiliti@sairing the committee allowed them to
ensure productive functioning of the committee pratect their schools’ interests when
a situation required.

Regarding the committee’s collaborative effortgytivere revealed in
participants’ perceptions of the committee as enteheir reflections about the
relationships they developed serving on committaed,their opinions about the

program’s structure and goals. Resident teachénsal have any reservation to perceive
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and look at the committee as a team based on a oargoal the committee articulated,
observations and feedback they received from thenttiee, and the meetings’ overall
atmosphere. In contrast, committee member paatitgphad more difficulties identifying
themselves fully as a team. On the one hand,dgesed they were a team presenting the
similar attributes resident teachers did. On tieiohand, they expressed much criticism
about committees’ cohesiveness and cooperatiorticipants defined the structure and
design of the program as major impeding factorsxfore effective collaboration among
team members.

The relationships committee members developed atddefined protocol of
communication facilitated more collaboration inyathng constructive evaluation during
the meetings, deciding on certification, and atéittng the committee’s expectations at
the beginning of the program and concerns, if daying the year. Collaborative efforts
were also manifested in the ways the committee ledrtisagreements or conflicting
situations. Participants described committeesadyics as balanced, meaning that,
despite differences and challenges, they managiuadta common ground to achieve the
goal. In rare cases of conflicts, committee membeare trying to resolve them within
the team articulating their beliefs and positiond apanning boundaries of their
organizations. If the consensus could not be exhobxternal agents, such as RTP
coordinator, would be involved.

Previous relationships or absence of those betwesassors and resident
teachers were another contributing factor to tharodgtee’s effectiveness. Professors
acknowledged that they were more successful weh tbrmer graduates. The graduates

from other universities and alternatively certiftedichers presented more challenges for
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university representatives because of insufficiené to get to know a person better and,
consequently, be more involved in the inductiorcpss.
Research Question 2How does the multi-level boundary spanning modelan the
roles and dynamics of the residency teacher comesitt

Examination of the committee members’ roles tigiothe lens of Joshi’s et al.,
(2009) multi-level boundary spanning frame was fieia in that it not only helped to
explain the dynamics of the committees but alsonadd for justification of the possible
makeup of teams for partnership and collaboratregepts in educational settings
regarding to individual and organizational attrémibf the team members. Data analysis
showed that all three levels of boundary spanniagk(based, team level, and contextual)
were present in the RTP committee. The roles asditp the committee members, as
well as the roles participants defined by themselwesre manifested in their
ambassadorial and task coordinated activities.

Task coordinating activities included ongoing coamication with the
Professional Education Unit program coordinatorgification of the program design
according to the committee needs, such as: nunilzdrservations and meetings and
provision of additional help or resources; netwankong educators; and handling
majority vote issues, to name a few. Task cootdimactivities explained the roles of the
principal as a chair, and the university persoarasutsider and resource person. Inter-
team interdependence, team composition and ledpeestd organizational uncertainty
and conflict antecedents affected task coordinautiyities most of all.

Ambassadorial activities included requests for givagna committee member;

attempts to resolve conflicts, first, within thane negotiation about changes in the team
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and activities; protection of organizational pri@$ and interests; and proactive approach
to the discussion of expectations and outcomelseoptogram. Similarly to task
coordinating, ambassadorial activities explaineti@r role of principals and an outsider
role of university professors. The attributes Whadfected ambassador roles were
mostly of the contextual level. Organizational erainty and organizational conflicts
strengthened ambassadorial activities of principats professors.

Data did not show much evidence of team boundaagrspg activities of mentor
teachers. The role mentor teachers played on ctie@siand their position in school
organizations could plausibly explain such dynamitke antecedents of any level did
not seem to influence mentors’ behavior concerbmgndary spanning. Carrying a
major load of providing support and being on th@eaierarchical organizational level
with beginning teachers prevented mentor teachens initiating boundary spanning.
The amount of time to spend with beginning teachadsthe position of being “in the
same trenches” with them put mentor teachers ituat®n when, as committee
members, they could be more biased about the teagleformance and more
dependent on the principals’ stance. Consequantintors seemed to assume that it was
a principals’ prerogative to span the boundarietheir school organizations and
committees.

Research Question 3What other realities exist?

Temporary deletion of the RTP in 2010 was an uriptable contingency which
made me tweak the initial design and plan for thdys Adding a research question
about other existed realities alternative to RTRB was@e of the ways | responded to a

changing situation. Further, participants weresdsio share their ideas about
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improvement of the induction process. Findingeeded the participants’ confidence
that the district would carry on with inductionlméginning teachers under any
circumstances. The base for such confidence wapport system Hope School District
had already in place. This system included a meérdming program and orientation
program for new-to-the-district teachers. Thesgmms supplemented the RTP and
became an integral part of the district profesdideaelopment structure. School
participants voiced their hope that the distrietdership would continue their efforts to
ensure the function of the programs, includingririal provisions.

School participants considered it important to fatigrnative ways to involve the
university more in the public schools’ activitieBmong suggested ideas were to have a
faculty member at school as a liaison and work withperson on a constant basis or
make faculty members available as consultantsclooals in different areas of teaching
and classroom management. The College of Educeggponded promptly to the
legislative’s decision about the RTP. Teacher Esonee Network (TEN) project was an
initiative to ensure active engagement of faculgnmbers in the support of beginning
teachers. It provided an alternative for the Ursitg to be more involved in public
education. The project design seemed to resolve s the issues participants had
identified as major challenges and weaknessesdRP, such as time constraints, few
classroom observations, and insufficient commurdoafl he on-line format, design of
the teams, variety of activities and resources,rticipants’ network were the elements
of the program aimed at making support of begint@aghers consistent, regular, and
meaningful. One of the limitations of the projaes that it offered support only to the

local university graduates.
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Conclusions

Results of this study were useful in several regiarthey provided prevalent
patterns about the RTP committees’ objectives gmeuahics, indicated possibilities and
dilemmas of the committee’s composition and repriegen, and revealed the aspects of
team boundary spanning relevant to committeesvidies. Findings also identified the
areas and questions to examine through future nesea
Committee Dynamics

The RTP committee was similar in its activities démalctions to Mentor Core
Team—the entity studied by Blank and Kershaw (2008)e committee differed from
the Core Team in terms of autonomy of the teananBhnd Kershaw viewed the team
as a unit in which the members made decisions allbaspects of the program,
including planning and design. Unlike Mentor Céeam, the RTP committee did not
create rules, decide on logistics, develop meetgendas, create a yearly plan for
mentoring activities, and adopt constructive eviduneand decision making models. All
these responsibilities were developed by the stadeprescribed to committees. This
situation raised questions how autonomous suchgsawuld be, and what effects would
result from the committee taking the ownershiphef program procedures.

Deliberations about the program structure and ehg#s the committee members
encountered during their service showed that thiécp@ants agreed that, while there
should be some kind of prescribed formal structtire decisions on major activities and
scope of the task could be given to the committdessretion. These ideas aligned with
Lethonen and Martinsuo’s (2008) arguments aboutagament of temporary

organizations, which RTP committees were. AccagdmlLethonen and Martinsuo,
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designing the team’s content and procedures alforusaintaining balance between a
team and parenting organizations and making dedsabout boundary crossing.
Therefore, it can be suggested that some authorsisipucturing the program would
facilitate more active committee boundary spanning.
Support

A tangible formal outcome of the program was a sleaion the recommendation
of beginning teachers for certification. Howevaydy participants were unanimous in
identifying support of first year teachers as tr@mygoal of the program. The idea of
support as a primary objective was congruent widvipus research on comprehensive
induction programs (Blank & Kershaw, 2009; Inger&dfralik, 2004; Russel, 2006;
Wong, 2004). Participants underlined the imporgaoicexpending support in terms of
time and content. Their agreement on a one yem-tiame being insufficient for the
induction program was not surprising. Best prastidiscussed in literature, such as
Beginning Teacher Support and Assessment in CaldgpBeginning Educator Support
and Training in Connecticut (Strong, 2009); ThehRRage Framework Induction Program
in New York (Russel, 2006), extended their supfartore than a year. Oklahoma
Commission for Teacher Preparation recommendee tears for the program (OCTP,
2006). Therefore, based on participants ‘expedguasticipants and data on other
programs, it is evident that at least three yetomprehensive support for beginning
teachers is needed for the induction process #ifbetive.

Program’s time extension could have implicationgrendynamics of an
induction team. Team members would get an oppityttm establish necessary

relationships and stimulate their individual bourydspanning attributes to contribute to
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the team’s success. Longer involvement in the teautd reinforce the committee or
project members’ sense of ownership and respoitgifut program outcomes and,
consequently, enhance ambassadorial and task natirdj activities.

The diversity of beginning teachers as a targetgulifation was an aspect of the
program content that received considerable atterfitton participants. Alternatively
certified teachers were a matter of concern fofgasor participants who reflected on the
additional challenges those teachers encountengagdineir first year. This concern
was shared by one of the resident teacher pantitspaho represented this group.
Unique needs of this group of teachers, such asffinient preparation for classroom
management, lower self-confidence in teaching tgb@ind higher level of occupational
stress (Salyer, 2003; Schonfeld & Feinman, 201kaket al., 2003; Wayman et al.,
2003), should be considered in planning actividied procedures for induction programs
and projects. Meeting these needs can also irduask coordinating boundary
spanning activities in teams.

Findings on the ideas how to make support more mghn offered the
directions policy makers and partnership teamsgeaim the induction process. Itis
obvious that changing the timeline (more than a)yg@aoviding necessary training and
orientation for all program constituents, consitieraof new realities and searching for
and developing innovative practices could conteltotthe effectiveness of beginning
teachers’ induction.

Committee’s Composition and Representation
Composition and representation on the RTP comrsitiees an aspect which

converged with Blank and Kershaw’s (2006) visiéthe induction program in offering
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support to beginning teachers on two levels: esleand internal. These two levels
defined the rationale for the committees’ makeugp thie roles each committee member
played in the team.

Findings showed evidence that university represeeta as external support
agents, provided expertise and feedback beyondagbp&city of school committee
constituents. The participants’ acknowledgemerthefbenefits of external contribution,
on the one hand, and their shared pessimism abeaiteg involvement of universities in
the life of public schools including beginning thacs’ induction, on the other hand,
revealed the complexity of building relationshigtveeen two institutions due to a strong
popular “ivory tower” stereotype. Literature clarhe opportunities and mutual benefits
of the university-school partnerships and challerthese collaborations present being “a
host of significant leadership possibilities anigéigimas” (Miller, 2008, p. 355). The
participants’ suggestions about the need for oatr@ad dialogue between higher and K-
12 education institutions about forms of collabmmatndicated the existing
understanding among educators of the necessityrig different levels of the
educational system together to find common grouadkeal with critical issues in public
schools.

Internal support was provided by mentor teachedssahool administrators. The
findings about the crucial role of mentor teachmrsommittees in helping beginning
teacher in all areas were consistent with an exjstcholarly view on mentoring as a
core component of the induction process and thafgignce of strong relationships
between the mentor and mentee (Downey et al., 2BB&man et al., 2010; Strong,

2009). They also allowed for reflections on meim@in a broader context: mentoring as
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an integral ongoing process in public educationrates of teachers, principals, and
university representatives as mentors. New pregtiic providing support to first-year
teachers, such as the TEN project, support a revfdte approach to link the concept of
mentoring only to a classroom teacher. Anothesittration from the analysis of
boundary spanning activities in RTP committees mastor teachers’ passivity as
boundary spanners. A hierarchical position of maetdgachers in the school organization,
the school culture, and teachers’ individual atitéfs could cause such disinterest in
becoming team ambassadors and task coordinators.

School administrators comprised another level triral representation on the
committee. Principals carried double duties of leygrs and committee members.
Despite the challenges associated with “wearinghats,” principals managed to balance
those two roles. Principal participants limitefleetions on their responsibilities only to
the duties they performed as committee membergresisons, evaluations, and
feedback. The fact that they did not mention otleponsibilities of the principals in the
induction of beginning teachers discussed by Bayuk Grady (2006), such as: making
appropriate teaching assignments, assigning arctamsnear a mentor teacher, and
making timely appointments to teaching positionas\the evidence that they
differentiated their tasks as committee memberseamployers; those were, as principal
Diana pointed out “two separate sets of conversatio

The concept of balance was also critical for ppats’ role as committee chairs,
especially when they had to deal with conflictsaridging disagreements and
miscommunications was the area which increaseddasyrspanning activities of the

committee chair. Promoting the committee’s awassrd the context of the school and
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university organizations and capitalizing on thenpoof common interests helped the
chair to handle conflicting situations and disagrerts. The principals’ emphasis on
consideration of organizational cultures in parshg teams echoed with Lethonen and
Martinsuo’s (2008) discussion of the importancéeaim members’ understanding of the
context of represented organizations to be abtke&d with uncertainties and
contingencies.

Boundary Spanning

The multi-level boundary spanning model (Joslalgt2009) offered constructs
to explain roles and activities of the committeenbers in the program from the
perspective of organizational boundary spanning¢lvivas important considering
member representation on committees and the ckiatsall educational leaders are
called to serve as boundary spanners” (Miller, 2Q0856). The model’s antecedents
allowed for interpretation and explanation of tlenenittees’ internal and external
activities, boundary spanning roles associated thibse activities, and the factors that
influenced those roles. The model also demonstigdeautility for educational settings
helping to identify distinguishing features of edtional teams and examining the
organizational, team, and individual attributeshaf team members in initiating boundary
spanning activities.

Examination of individual attributes provided timéarmation which will be very
useful for educational partnership projects or paogs on designing and planning stages.
Instead of a haphazard approach to creating teanssih partnerships, the team
membership could be determined with account foteaen antecedents and potential

members’ attributes.
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To sum, the findings from this research preserttedrisight to functioning of the
RTP committees and explained the dynamics andesigdls of those teams. Data
analysis and interpretation allowed not only foplexation of the phenomenon under
investigation, but also for raising questions almaitain areas to be addressed in future
research and policy making. Among those areasaatenomy and independence of
teams in educational settings regarding externatsg educational leaders as boundary
spanners, individual attributes critical for parstep teams, and approach to creating
teams in collaborative projects in educationaliisgst

Limitations and Delimitations of the Study

Limitations and delimitations of research are tvapgmeters that should be
addressed to explain weaknesses of the designedineate the scope of the procedures
(Creswell, 2003). Delimitations for this study weambedded in the design. The site
and participant selection narrowed the scope @ dallection to a particular school
district and the participants were purposefullyestdd. The criteria and rationale for
these decisions were discussed in Chapter lll.a ballection procedures were narrowed
to interviews, document analysis, and site obsemsato achieve the purpose of the
study-- examine the RTP committees’ dynamics.

The discussed delimitations had some characteyidtat, at the same time,
constituted limitations of the study. Hope Schdtrict generally met the criteria for
an ideal site in a case study; however, the satisbict was in a unique position due to
the location and proximity to the University, tteef which was also emphasized by the
participants. Therefore, the findings were disedssith consideration of the context,

and they did not allow for generalization.
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Because of the legislative moratorium on the pnogmbservation of the
committee members became infeasible. Consequehigrvations as a data collection
technique were confined only to observing schaekssand the Professional Education
Unit at the university. The scope of informatioorh interviews was increased when the
participants were asked to reflect on their ovesgfierience with all committees they
served. If the participants did not remember ¢edatails as far as procedures and rules
of the program, the information from the programdizook filled in the gap.

Implications of the Study

This research has examined core elements anddoraseas of the RTP
committee as a main unit of a formalized state ragewtleducational policy. The
highlights on boundary spanning activities andtretships of the committee with
external agents were critical for consideratiothef committee’s composition and
dynamics for partnership teams in educationalrsgti As such, the study provides the
base for suggestions for beginning teachers’ indngiolicies and practices and
recommendations for future research in the areaslaiol-university partnerships and
beginning teachers’ induction.

For Theory

This study added to current literature in thatsiéd the multi-level boundary
spanning model and showed its usefulness for exagiboundary spanning activities
and dynamics of temporary teams in an educatigtahg. The model explained the
committee members’ roles from the perspective di@ssador and task coordinator
activities which, as literature (Ancona, 1990; Ana& Caldwell, 1992; Joshi et al.,

2009) suggested, are critical for effective operatf any team. With a growing interest

164



in collaborative partnership projects and educaiignograms, boundary spanning
theoretical frame has a great application potertiatause it considers team composition
on different stages of programs beginning with piag and design phases. Moreover,
educational settings are unique due to “virtuabyidaryless” (Richardson, 2002)
nature; consequently, it presents a directiondaher development of the theoretical
frame. Examination of the model antecedents andtoacts in the environment where
boundaries are not very well delineated will bepaeneficial.

Findings about the importance of the committee mesilunderstanding of
organizational context offer an avenue for emplgyanganizational culture theories in
terms of relationship and influence of school adtan team boundary spanning. This
study did not consider school cultures in explajrime committee roles. However,
examination of particular elements of school c@sucontributing to boundary spanning
through an organizational culture theoretical leosild provide more insight and
understanding of boundary spanning in educatioaghprship teams.

Leadership championing behavior as one of the oactstof boundary spanning
could receive further development in leadershipties in education. Contingency
theory, for example, could be helpful in explaintngv educational leaders in teams,
such as the RTP committee, deal with contingeramesuncertainties.

For Practice

Study results will inform the state legislators anlder interested parties, such as

Oklahoma Commission for Teacher Preparation, ath@uthallenges committee

members encountered in their work in the progradwvaays to make the investment to
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beginning teachers’ induction more effective. Iséafiors could use the findings for
reviewing procedures and policies for beginningheas’ induction.

Temporary deletion of the RTP furthered the attsnaptschool districts and the
university to find alternative ways to provide sogo beginning teachers. The existing
programs and workshops in Hope School District BBN project of the College of
Education are the examples of these efforts. Sahiswicts and the university would
benefit if they reconsider recommendations from@fké&ahoma Commission for Teacher
Preparation (2006) to provide orientation and tragrfor all constituents of the program
or project, and extend the time of teachers’ supjpormore than a year. The results
from the study can be helpful in developing seqadngorkshops and quality training for
committee members or members of alternative patigteams. The study also
provides topics for the discussion about not o’gibning teachers’ induction process
but also other university-school collaborative gfand activities.

Findings from the study can serve as a resourgeldning and designing
partnership teams in educational settings. Knouhegantecedents of a particular team
will allow for better decisions on the group comiios and membership. Another
critical aspect to account for in designing a parship project is the degree of
independence and autonomy of the team in planmidgeaecution of the program.
Consideration of this factor can facilitate moréwaecboundary spanning of the team.
For Further Research

With a unique nature of educational settings, ferrtiesearch is needed on teams
of different types in collaborative programs andiparships. An example of such a

program which is related to the current study &TEN project. This program is an
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authentic way the universities can contribute tgitn@ng teachers’ induction; therefore,
a study on the project, as a whole, would add edotidy of literature on innovative
practices in the induction process. Supplemeritatlyis research theme may be studies
on particular elements of the project (e.g., onforenat of providing support for
beginning teachers, faculty members as first-yeachers’ mentors, beginning teachers-
faculty members’ team boundary spanning).

Another line of possible research is individuatiatites of the partnership team
members, motivational factors, in particular. Ex@ation of extrinsic and intrinsic
factors which influence the team members’ commitneme on such teams and their
wish to be active in ambassadorial and task coatdirroles could be helpful in
predicting the team’s effectiveness. Studies arcational leaders as boundary spanners
would expand the body of research on educatioaadeeship providing data and
recommendations about the ways and forms to imppobdéic education and teacher
preparation.

Qualitative in nature, this case study does nowafbr generalizations about
committee teams’ functioning and boundary spannifigerefore, a research project
within a quantitative paradigm would offer the da#laich could be generalized to
different contexts. Common patterns identifiedalbgurvey study on educational
partnership team boundary spanning would serveresaairce for developing policies
and programs. They would also provide topics fothier discourse about effective
practices in education.

Personal Reflection
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The purpose of this section is to share some thiswfout my experience with
this project; namely, the things which were notvasly discussed but were critical to
meet the study objectives and maintain its rigowvel as to establish myself as a
researcher. A brief retrospect of my professitraa@kground related to beginning
teachers’ support will explain my choice of theitopFurther, | will elaborate about the
importance of reflexivity in a research processardmg challenges | experienced in
being “part of the context for the findings... ané thstrument of qualitative methods”
(Patton, 2002, p.64). | will also write about 8tetegies | used to meet those challenges
and minimize personal biases. A brief summaryrafifgs that | consider most valuable
and discussion of lessons | learned and skillsdeghas a novice scholar will conclude
my reflection.

Decision on the topic for my study was not an easy. The questions | kept
asking myself from the first days in the progranrevéWhat is this particular thing
about education | am mostly passionate about? thatvant to know more about it?
Why might it be interesting to other people?” Taet that other students in my cohort
decided already what they were going to focus onedkas my inability to answer a
common question, “What is your dissertation topicfide me feel as if | was missing
something and legging behind. It took me awhilestaize that the topic actually found
me long ago. All of my career accomplishmentsraoted in the remarkable support |
received as a beginning teacher and later as ahlissied professional. | have been so
fortunate through my 23 years in education to h@ea@ple who were beside me in all my
endeavors. | developed a lifelong friendship wath mentor whose ongoing support laid

the foundation of my achievements and gains. Mkege professors kept in touch and
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provided assistance and guidance; they formedfammal team with my mentor which
greatly enhanced the first year experience. Latken | became a mentor myself, |
benefitted so much from working together with umsiy faculty not only helping
beginning teachers at my school but also doinglsmséarch projects with our students
and community. This professional and personal egpee made me a strong believer in
the importance of university-school collaboratiamsl tremendous benefits of these ties
for both parties. Therefore, my choice of the Rbmmittee, which was as an example
of such collaboration, could not be by any meargdaatal or random.

To do a good study, one should be passionate @&bddbwever, passion is a
strong weapon that can be both a driving forceaapdwerful obstacle in research
process. The questions | was pondering in thedeson process were: “How could |
balance my own voice with my participants’ voic&gRat should | do to maintain a
researcher’s integrity and credibility making stivat my biases and beliefs do not distort
the meanings constructed by respondents?” My pasgas a driving force for me when
I had to deal with a contingency over which | hadcontrol. The RT program was
temporarily stopped right after | defended my psal@nd started document analysis.
The belief about usefulness and applicability ef $kudy findings for other types of
collaborative teams helped me in searching alteregtnd tweaking the initial design; it
also kept me positive on further stages of research

At the same time, my enthusiasm about the topieiggad biases which
threatened credibility and rigor of the study. Ta#exive journal was a primary tool for
“self-questioning and self-understanding” (Pat@®02). Journal entries allowed me to

have a fresh look at phenomena, events, and pequmespectives, reflect on them, and
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analyze emergent things which were unexpectedmraaictory to my previous beliefs.
Peer debriefing was invaluable in getting an oetgidrspective. Debriefing sessions
with my peers, who became “fresh eyes” in the sthéiped me in learning how “to step
out” of myself so that | “can view life through tleges of the respondents” (Erlandson et
al., 1993, p. 143). Member check was one more galW®ol to meet quality criteria for
the study. People who were familiar with the pesgrand served on committees but
were not study participants were a member cheakpgiestrumental in dealing with my
biases. Their unique perspectives of the prognagneaperience which could be quite
opposite to participants’ made me return multipiges to interview transcripts, double
check my writings making sure that all claims wenpported by data. These efforts
resulted in my confidence that | managed to maintigior of my research.

“So what?” reflection on the results and outconfasip study started with such
guestions as: “What would be two or three most irtgg outcomes of my study if |
have to summarize it in a short paragraph? How doestudy stand out and what does
it add to the field?” Two considerations had maesight and served a springboard to
develop suggestions and recommendations for thpoagtice, and research. Those
considerations were: 1) understanding among edisctitat beginning teachers’
induction is imperative for public education andrnshould be a joint effort of both
universities and public schools to make it effexi@nd 2) utility of the multi-level
boundary spanning model for teams in educatiorittihge

Findings on new realities existed after the RTPatayium revealed participants’
understanding of the role induction programs piaiyriproving public education and

need to be proactive in creating viable prograiftse TEN project piloted by the College
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of Education distinguished itself as a grassrofitsteof the University to contribute to
beginning teachers’ professional growth. Unlike RTTP, the TEN was not mandated by
state legislators. This bottom up initiative sehas evidence of willingness of academia
to do away with the “ivory tower” cliché and offavailable resources and assistance to
public schools. An idea of faculty members as eigig teachers’ mentors and support
delivery format were the project’s unique featutes resolved many issues discussed by
study participants. | believe that my suggestisnsh as mentoring training for faculty,
pre-program orientation, and consideration of rdeMiel model’s variables in recruiting
participants would enhance project teams’ efficacy.

The multi-level boundary spanning theoretical moudaiich | used to explain
committee members’ roles, showed its utility. Tiaist is worthwhile noting because of
benefits and prospects of model application in atlonal settings. Model variables and
constructs could be very instrumental in formingns for partnership projects.
Moreover, the model itself could be further develdpegarding educational teams which
are unique because of their vague, not well dele@teboundaries. Reflection on major
study outcomes and development of recommendatimhs@ggestions was a rewarding
process because | received evidence of this piejetilitarian value.

“So what?” reflection on my personal gains in tihegess included questions:
“What lesson did | learn during this journey? Wisathe biggest gain? What is the
biggest loss? What advice | can share with doctatlidates?” Conducting research
and writing this dissertation was a period of nfg liwill remember as both the best
times and the worst times. It was the first rggdartunity to step into the shoes of a

scholar and experience all ups and downs of thts paransition from a student to a
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researcher was very challenging. The first legdearned is that nothing could fully
prepare me to this last stage. | was fortunabtetpart of a great program in the college:
courses were useful, and professors were comnattdcknowledgeable. However, until
| realized | was not just a graduate student angrbat an independent scholar with own
perspectives, views, and ideas about every asp#uot oesearch process, my work was
more frustrating rather than rewarding. | gaineteaper understanding of true scholarly
collaboration and partnership working with my acadeadvisor. His feedback
facilitated fruitful discussions about philosophigaderpinnings of qualitative research
and particulars of my study. | believe that thet faalways presented only writing drafts
which | thought could be final helped us focus onaeptual issues rather than on
mechanics of drafts. | learned a true value abdatside perspective receiving very
honest and critical feedback from peers and my ol#hared experiences and
additional resources | received from colleaguesfaadlty members made me feel, “Yes,
| am on my own, but | am not alone.” My major gain this dissertation process were a
sense of accomplishment in achieving my short-tmbitions as well as awareness that
| am passionate about research and | can contribweholarship.

With sense of accomplishment came realizationitiveas only the first step on
the path to becoming a scholar. | received ansteegsiestions about my ability to
engage in research. | have many more questiosmssiwer and challenges to meet to
become a good scholar, and | am excited aboutrtgpects and opportunities this

journey presents.
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APPPENDICES

APPENDIX A
Informed Consent
Manifestation of Boundary Spanning Roles in theitRka® Teacher Program Committee.
Investigator: Zhanna Shatrova, Ph. D. candidate, Oklahoma Staiteersity
Purpose:

You are being invited to participate in a studyb@mundary-spanning activities in
the Resident Teacher Program Committee. The perpiohis study is to describe how
the RTP committees functioned to achieve desirecooues. A secondary objective is to
consider the effectiveness of the multi-level baanyespanning model in studying role
and collaborative activities in educational setting his study seeks to gain insight and
information regarding your service and experiemcthe Resident Teacher Program.

Procedures:

As a participant in this study, you haverbparposefully selected to participate in an
interview, where you will be asked questions regaydeneral information about
yourself, your participation in Resident teachesgPam, your opinion of the program,
and information about anything concerning your eigmee with the program. The
interview should take approximately one hour ankdilve conducted in the location of
your choice. The interview should not cause angatifort or consequence to you.

Risks of Participation:
During the research study, you will be asked tosjpl®information and/or discuss

your opinion of the Resident Teacher program. @laee no known risks associated with
this project which are greater than those ordipamicountered in everyday life.
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Benefits:

The results from the study will inform thatst legislators and other interested parties
such as Oklahoma Commission for Teacher Preparaliont the challenges the
committee members encountered in their work inpttegram and ways to make the
investment to the program more effective. The lagiss could use the data findings for
reviewing the procedures and policies for beginneaghers’ induction to improve the
outcomes of the program. The educators could denshe findings from the study in
developing sequenced workshops and quality traifanthe committee members and
discussing suggestions about induction activitresiateractions.

Confidentiality:

Data collected during this study will be kepa locked filing cabinet, accessible
only to the researcher. Data will be stored foearyand will then be shredded and
destroyed. Interviews will be tape recorded, ardrétorder and voice data files will be
stored in a locked filing cabinet. No names willdmdlected, and there will be no way to
link data with names at any time. The records of $kudy will be kept private and
confidential. Any written results will discuss gmfindings and will not include
information that will identify you. Research recemdill be stored securely and only the
researcher and individuals responsible for reseavehsight will have access to the
records. It is possible that the consent procedglata collection will be observed by
research oversight staff responsible for safeguagrttie rights and wellbeing of people
who patrticipate in research.

Compensation:
No compensation will be provided for pagaiion in this research.
Contacts:

If you have any questions about this stydlyase contact:

Zhanna Shatrova Dr. Ed Harris, Advisor
Ph. D. candidate Okla. State University
COE-OSU or College of Education
218 Willard Hall 308 Willard Hall
Stillwater, OK 74078 Stillwater, OK 74078
(405) 744-4715 (405) 744-7932
zhanna.shatrova@okstate.edu ed.harris@okstate.edu

If you have questions about your rights as a rebeavlunteer, you may contact:
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Dr. Shelia Kennison, IRB Chair
219 Cordell North

Stillwater, OK 74078
(405)-744-3377
irb@okstate.edu

Participant Rights:

Your participation in this study is volungaand you may choose to discontinue
participation at any time with no risk or penalty.

Signatures:

| have read and fully understand the conkeni. | sign it freely and voluntarily. A
copy of this form has been given to me.

Signature of Participant Date

| certify that | have personally explained this doent before requesting that the
participant sign it.

Signature of Researcher Date
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APPENDIX B
Recruitment Script

(letter to be sent via email )

Dear...

My name is Zhanna Shatrova. | am a Ph. D. candidatee School of Educational
Studies at Oklahoma State University. | am condigchi research study as part of the
requirements of my degree in Educational LeaderahgpPolicy Studies, and | would
like to invite you to participate in it. | am studyg Resident Teacher Program
committees. The title of my dissertationManifestation of Boundary Spanning Roles in
Resident Teacher Program Committee.

Your insight about the experience of being a cotr@aitmnember will be a valuable
contribution to understanding the importance ofibi@gg teachers’ induction and the
benefits of the program to improve state policthis area. If you agree to participate,
you will be asked to meet with me for an intervialout your experience in serving in
the committee. The meeting will take place atcatmn of your choice at a mutually
agreed time, and should last approximately an hHdug.interview will be audio taped so
that | can accurately reflect on what is discussed.

Although you probably won’t benefit directly fronagticipating in this study, | hope that
the state educators in general will benefit frotmyireceiving more information about the
program and considering ways to make it more affect

Participation is confidential. Study informationlivibe kept in a secure location at
Oklahoma State University. The results of the stoudy be published or presented at
professional

meetings, but your identity will not be revealed.

Thank you for your consideration. Please, let maakif you agree to be a participant of
the study.

If you have questions, please, contact me at (488)4715, email:
zhanna.shatrova@okstate.edou may also contact my advisor, Dr.Harris &5y744-
7932; email:ed.harris@okstate.edu
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APPENDIX C

Interview Protocol for OSU Coordinator

Individual code: Time: Date:

=

NoohrwD

8.

9

Could you please tell me a little about yoursedb fitle, work experience,
educational background?

How long have you been coordinating the program® Hid you get this
position?

What are your responsibilities?

How were residency committees formed? Who madéelesions on committee
formation? What criteria were used? Why?

Explain the purpose of the residency year comnfittee

How did each member achieve that purpose?

How was the committee chair decided? What weretiteria for selection?
What was the role of each committee member ondherdttee?

What organizations were represented on the conefiitte

What was the role of each organization represemteitie residency year
committee”

What factors influenced committee member’s acggiton the committee?
How were conflicts resolved?

10.Who did you communicate with in the committee? Why?
11.How could the residency year process be improved?

Interview Protocol for Resident Teacher

Individual code: Time: Date:

Could you please tell me a little about yoursedb jitle, work experience,
educational background?

How do you like this school? What was the main aeraition for your decision
to apply for work in this school?

1. How was your residency committees formed? Who ntiagleecisions on
committee formation? What criteria were used? Why?

2. Explain the purpose of the residency year comniittee

3. How did each member achieve that purpose? Exptainyou functioned

together.

How was the committee chair decided? What weretiteria for selection?

What was the role of each committee member ondheattee? How did

they function together?

ok
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6. What organizations were represented on the conefiitte

7. What was the role of each organization represemettie residency year
committee”

8. What factors influenced committee member’s acegiton the committee?

9. How were conflicts resolved?

10.Who did you most communicate with on the committa4®/?

11.How could the residency year process be improved?

Interview Protocol for Committee Member

Individual code: Time: Date:

Could you please tell me a little about yoursedb jitle, work experience, educational
background?

How many committees did you serve on?

1. How were your residency committees formed? Who ntadelecisions on
committee formation? What criteria are used? Why?

2. Explain the purpose of the residency year comnmnittee

3. How did each member achieve that purpose? Exptainyou functioned
together.

4. How was the committee chair decided? What wereltiteria for selection?

5. What was the role of each committee member ondhendttee? How did

they function together?

What organizations were represented on the conefiittéhat was the role of

each organization represented on the residencycgeamittee”

What factors influenced committee member’s acegiion the committee?

How were conflicts resolved?

Who did you most communicate with on the committ@éf/?

0 How could the residency year process be improved?

o
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APPENDIX D

IRB Approved Protocol Modification Request Form

OKLAHOMA STATE UNIVERSITY INSTITUTIONAL REVIEW BOARD —

APPROVED PROTOCOL MODIFICATION REQUEST FORM IRB Number

Title of Project: Manifestation of boundary-spanning roles in Resident Teacher Program
committee.

Principal Investigator: | acknowledge that this represents an accumsie and complefe desonption of the proposed
changes o the research

Zhanna Shatrova 11/01/10

Name of Primary Pl (typed) Signature of Primary FI Date

SES COE

Uepanment Coliege

218 Willard, COE-OSU (405) 744-4715 zhanna.shatrova@okstate.edu
Stillwater, OK 74078

FlI's Aoaress (Street, Cty, Fhone =-Mail

State, Zip)

Adviser (complete if Pl is a student): [ agree fo provide the propersurveilance of ths prgect fo ensurethat the
nghts and welam of he human SURSCts are propety potected

Dr. Ed Harris 07/14/10
Adviser's Name (typed) Signature of Adviser Date
SES COE
Uepanment Coliege
308 Willard Hall, Stillwater, (405)744-7932 ed.harris@okstate.edu
OK 74078
AOVISers Aoaress rhone e-Mail
Concurrence:
Dr. Bert Jackohson SES
Department Head (typed) Signature Date Department
Dr. Steve Edwards COE

Colliege Dean orResearch Dimctor (typed)

Signature Date College
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1. Changes to be made to: (check all that apply)
[ ] Project Title [ ] Advisor
] Principal Investigators (include resumes) [] Subject recruitment
[l Sponsor [ Inclusion/Exclusion criteria
[] Estimated # of Subjects [] Research Site(s)
[ ] Subject Population X Research Procedures
[ ] Vulnerable Subject Population X Consent form
Decisionally Impaired X Assent form
[ ] cChildren age 17 or less
[ ] Pregnant Women
[] Prisoners
[] Other Vulnerable Populations
2. Describe in detail the proposed changes indicated above.
The participants of the study will be people who usd to serve on the committees in the past.
Though the site does not change: it is Stillwateryblic school districts, the participants will be
principals, mentor teachers, COE faculty members wb used to serve on the committees and
teachers who went through the program in differentyears. Data collection will not include any
observations. Interviews and document analysis wilbe primary data collection techniques. Due}
to these changes the language of the consent andexst form and interview question will be
changed too. The verbs will be in the past tenserfa. Observations will not be included in the
forms.
3. Explain the reason (s) for the requested changes.
The study was planned on Oklahoma Resident Teach@rogram (RTP), however, the program
was not funded go for 2011-2013, and consequently,temporarily or permanently defunct. The
decision was made to do a historical study on paRTP committees. It requires the changes in
research procedures, consent and assent forms anderview questions.
4. Do these requested changes pose additional risks to subjects? [ JYes X No
If Yes, please describe the risks and any procedures proposed to address them:
5. Submit all materials that are being revised with changes highlighted.
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