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Appendix A 
Phase 1 – Phase 2 – Phase 3 

Demographic and Background Information 
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Appendix B 
Phase 1 

Demographic Characteristics of Field Test Participants 
 

Characteristic N 

Gender  
 Male 24 
 Female 22 
Ethnicity1  
 White 35 
 American Indian 7 
 African-American 5 
 Hispanic 1 
Age  
 Younger than 25 2 
 25–34 17 
 35–44 13 
 45–54 10 
 55–64 4 
Highest Level of Education  
 High School only 1 
 High School with professional training2 13 
 Associate’s Degree 5 
 Bachelor’s Degree 19 
 Beyond Bachelor’s Degree 8 
Subject Area  
 Agriculture and Natural Resources 3 
 Arts, Audio, Video Technology, and Communication Services 4 
 Construction 7 
 Education and Training Services 2 
 Health Services 9 
 Hospitality and Tourism 2 
 Human Services 5 
 Information Technology Services 5 
 Legal and Protective Services 1 
 Manufacturing 3 
 Transportation, Distribution, and Logistics Services 3 
 Scientific Research, Engineering, and Technical Services 1 
1 Some participants self-identified more than one ethnic category 
2 Professional training was defined as an apprenticeship, on the job training for twelve months or more, and 
postsecondary vocational awards such as certifications and licenses. 
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Appendix C 
Phase 1 – Phase 2 – Phase 3 

Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale 
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Appendix D 
Phase 1 

Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale Results 
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Appendix E 
Phase 1 

Field Test 1 – Field Test 2 – Field Test 3 & 4 
Pre- and Post-Assessment Tool for Content Knowledge 
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Phase 1 
Field Test 1 

Pre- and Post-Assessment Tool for Content Knowledge: Instructional Planning 
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Phase 1 
Field Test 2 

Pre- and Post-Assessment Tool for Content Knowledge: Instructional Strategies 
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Phase 1 
Field Test 3 

Pre- and Post-Assessment Tool for Content Knowledge: Classroom Assessment 
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Phase 1 
Field Test 4 

Pre- and Post-Assessment Tool for Content Knowledge: Classroom Management 
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Appendix F 
Phase 1 

Focus Group Protocol 
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Appendix G 
Phase 1 

Field Test 1 
Module Observation by Evaluators 
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Appendix H 
Phase 1 

Field Test 2 – Field Test 3 – Field Test 4 
Note Cards Completed by Teachers 

 
 

Field Test 2 

 
Field Test 3

 



 
 

21 

Field Test 4
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Appendix I 
Phase 1 

Quick Card Ratings of Adult Learning Quality from a Day 
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Appendix J 
Phase 1 

Field Test 3 – Field Test 4 
Teacher Interview Protocol 
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Appendix K 
Phase 1 

Daily Instructor Debrief 
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Appendix L 
Phase 1 

Material Review by Outside Observers 
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Appendix M 
Phase 2 
Demographic Characteristics of Teacher Professional Development Cohort 
 

Characteristic n 

Gender  

Male 5 

Female 5 

Ethnicity  

White 6 

Asian 1 

American Indian 2 

Unspecified 1 

Age  

25–34 3 

35–44 4 

45–54 3 

Highest Level of Education  

High School with professional training1 4 

Associate’s Degree 1 

Bachelor’s Degree 2 

Beyond Bachelor’s Degree 3 
1 Professional training was defined as an apprenticeship, on the job training for twelve months or more, and 
postsecondary vocational awards such as certifications and licenses. 
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Appendix N 
Phase 2 

Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale Results 
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Appendix O 
Phase 2 

Pre- and Post-Assessment Tool 
for Career Commitment Questions 
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Pre- and Post-Assessment Tool 
for Career Commitment Questions (Post Only) 
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Appendix P 
Phase 2 
Teacher Career Commitment Survey-Pre/Post 
 

Teache
r 

Future professional plans 
Teaching is a 

long-term 
career goal 

Teach for at 
least 5 years 

Hope to be 
teaching next 

year 

Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post 
A Continue 4 Other Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
B Return 6 Return 6 No No Yes No Yes Yes 
C 1 Continue 4  No  Yes  Yes  
D Continue 4 Continue 4 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
E 2 Return 6  Yes  No  Yes  
F Another 5 Continue 4 No No Yes Yes Yes Yes 
G Continue 4 Continue 4 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
H Continue 4 Continue 4 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
I 1 Continue 4  Yes  Yes  Yes  
J 3  Other  No  -  Yes 
“-“ response was left blank 
1 Did not attend summer institute 2011. Teaching for the 2011–2012 school year. 
2 Left teaching for a job outside the profession in December 2010. 
3 Did not complete the survey at the first summer institute. 
4 Result “Continue working as a teacher” 
5 Result “Leave teaching for another opportunity in education” 
6 Result “Leave teaching and return to my trade” 
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Appendix Q 
Phase 2 

Focus Group Protocol 
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Appendix R 
Phase 2 

Q-Sort Protocol 
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Appendix S 
Phase 2 
Q-Sort Results 

Statements Pre Post 
Academic Integration 

I know how I can improve students’ reading ability as part of teaching my course. Agree Agree 
The academics part should be taken care of by other teachers or the sending school. Disagree Disagree 
I didn't come to teaching to teach academics. I came in to teach students a trade they could get a job at. Disagree Disagree 
I was able to see an opportunity to use math in my field where I would not normally. Split Agree 
In some cases, I may need to get through remediation before I can teach my content. Disagree Disagree 

Learning from Peers 
There are things that I learned from the other teachers here, even if it didn't come through this course. Agree Agree 
Talking to my peers helped me better understand some things. Agree Agree 
I had a chance to work closely with other teachers in a similar content area. Split Split 

Time/Reflection 
The training was organized to give me time to digest what I was learning. Neutral Agree 
I don't think anybody truly understood most of the activities. Disagree Disagree 
I had enough time to really reflect deeply on what I was learning. Split Neutral 
Some of the work I did was made up because I didn't have enough time or access to the right materials 
to do my best work. Split Split 

There was a lot of good information, but I didn't have time to process it. Split Neutral 
I would like to have had more time to ask questions. Disagree Disagree 

Self-Efficacy 
I have classroom management down pat. Split Split 
I know the material that I’m supposed to be teaching. Agree Agree 
Running a classroom is a whole different thing from working in my trade. Split Agree 
Administration plays a part in how much control I have over what I do in my classroom. Neutral Agree 
I’m very proficient at my trade or content area. Agree Agree 
You can't motivate some students. Agree Agree 
I didn't realize how ill-equipped the students I was teaching might be. Neutral Agree 

Application/Relevance & Authentic Examples 
Examples were from my own field. Neutral Disagree 
I can tweak the rubric or lesson plans provided here and use them immediately. Agree Agree 
I had a chance to take part in role-playing real classroom scenarios. Agree Agree 
I can go home and apply what I've learned here. Agree Agree 
I felt the instructors already knew who I was ahead of time. Agree Neutral 
I had the opportunity to take what I learned, apply it to my content area, share that idea, and get 
feedback. Agree Agree 

High Quality Adult Learning 
Lecture, lecture, lecture. It was too much talking. Neutral Disagree 
When I would ask questions on the side, I got so much more information. Agree Neutral 
I gained valuable instructional skills just from watching how the instructor managed the training. Agree Agree 
The instructor assumed that I knew the vocabulary that was used. Neutral Agree 

No Category 
The one thing that really opened my eyes was assessment. Disagree Split 
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Appendix T 
Phase 2 

Teacher Interview Protocol 
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Appendix U 
Phase 2 

Daily Instructor Debrief 
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Appendix V 
Phase 2 

Mentor and Administrator Survey 
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Appendix W 
Phase 2 – Phase 3 

Observation Checklist for Administrators & Instructors 
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Appendix X 
Phase 2 
Pride Surveys: Facts about Participating High Schools and Tech Centers 
 
 Yes No 
Did you grow up in the same general community in which 
your school is located? 34% 64% 

 Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Agree Strongly 

Agree 
At my school: Most members of this school community are 
proud of their school. 0% 6% 60% 34% 

At my school: Overall, this school is a good place for me to 
work. 2 2 38 59 

At my school: My class sizes are too large for me to meet the 
needs of all students. 39 50 9 3 

At my school: I believe this school is headed in the right 
direction 3 8 42 47 

My principal or instructional supervisor: Promotes “drill and 
practice” methods to increase student test scores. 9 39 40 12 

At my school: Overall this school is a good place for me to 
work. 2 2 38 59 

At my school: Teachers are protected from duties that 
interfere with their essential role of teaching 12 29 46 13 

At my school: My principal follows through in addressing 
student discipline problems. 0 5 52 44 

At my school: There is an atmosphere of trust and mutual 
respect within the school. 9 18 55 18 

At my school: There is a good mentoring program for new 
teachers. 8 22 52 18 

At my school: Students are generally apathetic about school. 6 45 33 16 
 Not True 

At All 
Somewhat 
Not True 

Somewhat 
True 

Very 
True 

I like being a teacher. 0% 0% 29% 71% 
I have the ability to meet the needs of my students whose 
primary language is other than English. 34 27 31 8 
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Appendix Y 
Phase 2 

Student Survey 
Questions 12-23 were not administered 
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Appendix Z 
Phase 2 
Student Survey Results 
 
Student Surveys: Highest Percentages Student Weekly Activities in CTE Classrooms 

Read and interpreted scientific or technical books and manuals 44% 

Used computer skills to complete an assignment or project 66 

Used database or spreadsheet software to complete an assignment or project 41 

Used computer software or other technology related to my career/technological area to 
complete assignments  

57 

Discussed or debated with other students about what we read 42 
 
Student Surveys: Highest Percentages of Teacher Practices in CTE Classrooms 

My instructor helped me understand the connection between what I am studying and 
why it is important. 

82% 

My instructor linked what I am learning to my goals. 63 
My instructor took into consideration the way I learn best. 61 
Used math to solve problems related to my career/technical area 61 
Applied academic knowledge and skills to my career/technical area 73 
Applied technical knowledge and skills to new situations 75 
Read materials in order to complete an assignment in my career/technical area 85 
 
Student Surveys: Teacher Inclusion of Core Content Areas in CTE Classrooms 
Reading 54% 
Writing 49 
Mathematics 37 
Science 48 
  
Student Surveys: Student Portfolio Contents 
(Based on 71 percent of students surveyed having portfolios) 
Formal evaluations of my work experience 44% 

Included my resume 89 

Documents that showed what I know and can do 85 

Charts and graphs representing what I prepared 41 
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Appendix AA 
Phase 2 – Phase 3 

Mentor Logs 
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Appendix BB 
Phase 2 

Mentor Log Results 
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Appendix CC 
Phase 2 

End of the Phase Instructor Interview 
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Appendix DD 
Phase 2 – Phase 3 

End of the Phase State Coordinator Interview 
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Appendix EE 
Phase 3 
Demographic Characteristics of Stakeholder/State Cohort 
 

State 1  State 3 

Characteristic n  Characteristic n 

Gender   Gender  

Male 3  Male 10 

Female 6  Female 6 

Ethnicity   Ethnicity  

White 7  White 16 

American Indian 2  American Indian 0 

Age   Age  

25–34 1  25–34 4 

35–44 6  35–44 4 

45–54 2  45–54 8 

Highest Level of Education   Highest Level of Education  

High School only 0  High School only 2 

High School with professional training 2  High School with professional training 6 

Associate’s Degree 3  Associate’s Degree 5 

Bachelor’s Degree 3  Bachelor’s Degree 2 

Beyond Bachelor’s Degree 1  Beyond Bachelor’s Degree 1 
1 Professional training was defined as an apprenticeship, on the job training for twelve months or more, and 
postsecondary vocational awards such as certifications and licenses. 
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Appendix FF 
Phase 3 

Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale Results for State 1 
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Appendix GG 
Phase 3 

Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale Results for State 3 
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Appendix HH 
Phase 3 

Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale Results for both States 
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Appendix II 
Phase 3 

Pre- and Post-Assessment Tool 
Teacher Career Commitment Questions 
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Appendix JJ 
Phase 3 
Teacher Career Commitment Results for State 1 
 

State 1 

Teacher 
Future professional plans Teaching is long-

term career goal 
Teach for at 
least 5 years 

Hope to be 
teaching next year 

Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post 
A Continue 5 Continue 5 No No Yes Yes No Yes 

B Continue 5 Continue 5 Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes 

C Continue 5 Continue 5 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

D Continue 5 Continue 5 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No 

E Continue 5 Continue 5 Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes 

F Continue 5 Continue 5 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

G Continue 5 Continue 5 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

H 1 Continue 5 Continue 5 No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

I 2 Continue 5  Yes  Yes  Yes  
1 after completing the second summer institute, left teaching for another job due to financial concerns. 
2 Did not complete the survey at the second summer institute. 
5 Result “Continue working as a teacher” 
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Appendix KK 
Phase 3 
Teacher Career Commitment Results for State 3 
 

State 3 

Teacher Future professional plans Teaching is long-
term career goal 

Teach for at 
least 5 years 

Hope to be 
teaching next year 

Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post 

J Continue 5 Continue 5 No No Yes Yes Yes No 

K Continue 5 Continue 5 No No Yes Yes Yes Yes 

L 3 Continue 5  Yes  Yes  Yes  

M Continue 5 Continue 5 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

N Continue 5 Continue 5 No No Yes Yes Yes Yes 

O Continue 5 Continue 5 No No Yes Yes Yes Yes 

P Continue 5 Continue 5 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Q Continue 5 Continue 5 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

R Continue 5 Continue 5 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

S Continue 5 Continue 5 No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

T Continue 5 Continue 5 Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes 

U Continue 5 Continue 5 No No Yes Yes Yes Yes 

V Continue 5 Continue 5 Yes Yes Yes Yes No No 

W Continue 5 Continue 5 Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes 

X 4 Continue 5  No  Yes  Yes  

Y Continue 5 Continue 5 No No Yes Yes Yes Yes 
3 Left teaching for previous profession in November 2011. 
4 Left CTE new teacher induction program in January 2012; has continued teaching. 
5 Result “Continue working as a teacher” 
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Appendix LL 
Phase 3 

Planned Action Interview 
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Appendix MM 
Phase 3 

Instructor Daily Interview 
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Appendix NN 
Phase 3 

Teacher Focus Group 
Conduced at both summer professional development sessions and in the middle of the year 
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Appendix OO 
Phase 3 

End of Event Instructor Interview 
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Appendix PP 

Phase 3 
Instructor Focus Group 
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Appendix QQ 
Phase 3 

Feasibility Survey
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Appendix RR 
Phase 3 

Feasibility Survey Results 
 

Feasibility Survey 

 State 1 State 3 
Teachers are selected for the CTE 
program in my state based on: 

• Principal/superintendent 
nomination 

• Their status as a first year CTE 
teacher 

• Their status as a first year CTE 
teacher 

• Two were second year teachers 
whose director wanted them in 
the program. 

District administrator commitments to 
the CTE program for 2011-2012 in 
your state include 

• Attending administrator CTE 
training 

• Conducting CTE teacher 
evaluations throughout the year 

• Allowing CTE teachers to 
participate in professional CTE 
development throughout the year 

• Attending administrator CTE 
training 

• Conducting CTE teacher 
evaluations throughout the year 

• Allowing CTE teachers to 
participate in professional CTE 
development throughout the year 

• Attending monthly meetings 
statewide to support program 

To be a CTE professional 
development instructor in my state, 
individuals have the following 
qualifications: 

• Observed CTE training 
• Background in CTE 
• Been a CTE teacher and/or 

professor 

• Background in CTE 
• Been a CTE teacher and/or 

professor 
• Nominated by a colleague or 

supervisor 
The CTE professional development 
materials were: 

• Presented as written No answer 

The webinars planned for CTE 
teachers this year were: 

• Scaled back due to technical 
difficulties 

• Not offered 

Our state team’s process for program 
feedback includes using: 

• Surveys 
• Discussion/conversation with 

stakeholders 
• Teacher-participants’ work 

• Surveys 
• Discussion/conversation with 

stakeholders 
• Teacher-participants’ work 
• Observations 
• College staff evaluations 

The types of professional development 
issues we have addressed this year 
include: 

• Training, scheduling concerns • Teacher attendance 
• Changing the training materials 

My team makes the decisions about 
the implementation of the CTE 
program by: 

• Consensus 
• Group discussion 

• One person on our team makes 
the decisions 

• Group vote/agreement 
• It depends on the decision that is 

being made 
Our team knows our CTE program is 
successful when: 

• We see quality teacher 
participant work products 

• There is quality teacher 
participant discussion 

• When we hear positive feedback 
about participants from the field 

• Administrator feedback 

• We see quality teacher 
participant work products 

• There is quality teacher 
participant discussion 

• When we hear positive feedback 
about participants from the field 

• When teachers say their program 
is good 

 
Summary of Fidelity Factors for State 1 and State 3 
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State CTE Induction Model: Summary of Fidelity Factors  State 1 State 3 

There is a designated state coordinator. √ √ 
The suggested CTE teacher induction professional development schedule 
is followed. 

 
√ 

 
√ 

Instructors are selected based on the suggested CTE teacher induction 
model guidelines. √ √ 

Instructors are trained on the modules. √ *1 

The CTE teacher induction modules are taught as designed. ∗ *1 

All instructors fulfill their roles as coaches in participating teachers’ 
classrooms and provide feedback that is constructive and specific. ∗ 

 
√ 

Mentors and administrators attend training and fulfill their 
responsibilities for the CTE teacher induction program throughout the 
school year. 

∗ ∗ 

An electronic community of practice is implemented for participating 
teachers. ∗ ∗ 

Webinars are used for CTE teacher induction model professional 
development. ∗ *2 
 

√ = Yes 
* = No 

1 The original instructor for State 3 was trained on the modules. The new instructors were trained on the modules in 
spring 2012. 

2 State 3 elected not to use webinars, but instead met face-to-face with teacher participants. 
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Appendix SS 
Phase 3 

Fidelity Results 
 

Program Planning 
 State 1 State 3 
State CTE 
Teacher 
Induction 
Program 

In state 1, new CTE teachers either take a two-
day orientation sponsored by the state CTE 
director and take college courses toward their 
undergraduate degree for several years, or they 
participate in the alternative induction program 
over a 14-month period and receive 12 hours 
of college credit. The new teacher’s 
director/principal makes the decision as to 
which program the teacher takes part in. For 
this year’s alternative induction cohort 
(2011—2012), some teachers completed their 
undergraduate degrees and are now working 
on their master’s degrees independent from the 
program. Two CTE teacher induction 
programs are in state. The tech director 
makes decision as to which program the 
new teacher participates in. 

All new CTE teachers in the state must 
participate in the same three-year induction 
program. The first year consists of intensive 
professional development, and the next two 
years include several college courses and the 
development of a professional portfolio. 
Participating teachers receive six hours of 
college credit for participating in the intensive 
first year professional development. There is 
one CTE teacher induction program in the 
state. 

State 
Coordinator 
Responsibilities 

The coordinator is responsible for selecting 
and having the instructors trained for the 
intensive alternative induction program; 
communicating with the sending 
principals/directors about their responsibilities 
associated with the program; locating the 
professional development training sites; 
scheduling and communicating the 
professional development session locations; 
providing information about the intensive 
professional development program to 
participating teachers; and following the state 
requirements for certification of new CTE 
teachers. The state coordinator has many 
CTE induction program responsibilities. 

The state coordinator is responsible for 
communicating with the sending 
principals/directors about the overall induction 
program and their responsibilities; providing 
information about the intensive professional 
development program to teacher participants; 
scheduling the first year professional 
development sessions; hiring and supervising 
the instructors; providing the professional 
development materials; locating the 
professional development sites; paying the 
instructors; communicating to new CTE 
teachers about state induction requirements; 
and offering intensive training to instructors. 
The state coordinator has many 
responsibilities. 

Dividing PD 
Modules 
Among the 
Instructors 

The coordinator and the instructors met before 
the first summer training to decide who will 
teach which module components. Instructors 
selected modules that reflected their areas of 
expertise. University, SREB and CTE 
specialists are called upon to offer math, 
literacy and CTE organization training. 
Modules were divided among instructors 
based on expertise. Specialists were brought 
in when needed. 

The instructors chose modules that reflected 
their areas of expertise. For areas where 
instructors thought they were lacking, 
specialists were sometimes called in to do the 
training. Modules were divided among 
instructors based on expertise. Some 
specialists were called in if funding was 
available. 
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Program Planning 
 State 1 State 3 
Scheduling the 
Professional 
Development 

Participating teachers took part in an intensive 
two-week professional development session in 
summer 1 and summer 2. This “productive 
struggle” on the part of participants is a 
foundational piece of the alternative induction 
program. (Teachers either stayed in town at a 
local hotel or drove back and forth from their 
homes during this two-week period.) Sending 
directors/principals resisted participating 
teachers being gone from school for 
professional development, so the professional 
development sessions offered during the 
school year took place on a Friday evening and 
all day on Saturday. The suggested schedule 
was followed. 

The intensive two-week professional 
development in summers 1 and 2 took place on 
a college campus. Teacher participants could 
either stay in the dorms or commute back and 
forth from home. The professional 
development that took place throughout the 
school year occurred every month on a 
Saturday. Sending principals/directors believed 
that participating teachers should not miss 
school for the professional development 
sessions. Participating teachers noted that 
Friday evening professional development 
sessions were not an option because of family 
commitments and being too tired from the 
school week. Most of the suggested schedule 
was followed. Webinars were not used but 
teachers met more frequently face-to-face 
throughout the year. 

Selecting the 
Number and 
Types of 
Instructors 

Two university professors and a state 
department of career technical education 
specialist were selected to conduct the training. 
One of the university professors was chosen to 
be the lead instructor. Instructors were two 
CTE university professors and a state CTE 
specialist. One instructor was named the 
lead instructor. 

The original instructor quit before the first 
professional development session began. A 
practicing CTE teacher and two retired 
teachers who had taught in career tech centers 
were chosen to be the instructors. Instructors 
were a practicing CTE teacher and two 
retired teachers who had taught in tech 
centers. 

Training 
Instructors 

All instructors were trained on the professional 
development materials from the CTE 
professional development director before the 
first summer training took place. All 
instructors were trained before the CTE 
induction program began. 

The three instructors were replacements for the 
instructor who was originally supposed to lead 
the training. The original instructor was trained 
on the materials, but quit before the first 
summer session began. As a result, the new 
instructors were not trained on the materials 
when they started leading the professional 
development in the summer of 2011. In spring 
of 2012 the current instructors traveled to 
another state and participated in the training 
session for leading the professional 
development. Due to the original instructor 
quitting before the professional 
development began in summer 2011, 
replacement instructors were not trained 
until spring 2012. 
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Delivering the Professional Development Model 
 State 1 State 3 
Teaching the 
Modules 

The state coordinator and the lead instructor 
were adamant about following the professional 
development materials to the letter. After the 
instruction began, all the instructors soon 
realized that the modules had to be taught in 
the same manner. The state coordinator told 
the instructors that the professional 
development materials had to be taught 
exactly as designed. 

At the beginning of Year 1 training, instructors 
had leeway on what they presented to teacher 
participants. The CTE alternative induction 
curriculum was not followed in its entirety and 
instructors supplemented with their own 
materials. Some topics were presented too 
early or too late for teacher/participants. This 
was due to instructors being hired at the last 
minute, not being trained on the CTE 
alternative induction materials and being more 
comfortable using their own materials. The 
state coordinator believed the instructors 
should receive the CTE professional 
development training in spring 2012, and 
instructors participated in the CTE training in 
another state. After that time, instructors 
followed the professional development 
curriculum. The curriculum was not 
followed in its entirety until spring 2012, 
after instructors received training. 

Instructor to 
Instructor 
Communication 

Two of the three instructors were able to keep 
in close communication with each other about 
student progress and planning of instruction. 
The third instructor, because of her 
professional situation, was unable to do so. 
Two out of the three instructors were able 
to keep in close communication with each 
other. The third instructor was unable to 
communicate closely because of her 
professional situation. 

Instructors did communicate with each other to 
a certain extent; however, they did not 
communicate with each other about what they 
covered in class and what and when they 
assigned homework. Instructors’ teaching 
philosophies varied enough to cause 
complications with the information provided 
during the professional development sessions. 
Once the complications were resolved, the 
participating teachers enjoyed the instructors’ 
varying teaching philosophies and approaches. 
Instructors did not communicate with each 
other about assigning homework and the 
explanation of various instructional strategies 
presented. Instructors did not communicate 
deeply with each other. 

Atmosphere of 
Professional 
Development 
Sessions 

The training atmosphere was positive and 
supportive. Teacher participants felt free 
expressing their opinions and several 
participants were quite outspoken. This was a 
fun, humorous, upbeat group of participating 
teachers who had a supportive and 
encouraging group of instructors. There was 
positive, upbeat atmosphere during the 
professional development sessions. 

The atmosphere of the professional 
development sessions was positive, warm and 
supportive. Instructors treated participating 
teachers with dignity and respect. Participating 
teachers got along well, were supportive of 
each other; there was lots of laughing and 
joking. Participating teachers often talked 
about and exchanged instructional practices 
during breaks. The atmosphere in every 
professional development session was positive 
and cordial. There was positive and 
supportive professional development session 
atmosphere. 
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Delivering the Professional Development Model 
 State 1 State 3 
Instructor 
Feedback to 
Participating 
Teachers 

Participating teachers remarked that in 
professional development sessions they rarely 
received feedback beyond, “You are doing a 
good job.” Most stated that they craved/desired 
constructive feedback. Participating teachers 
were unclear about how they received their 
university grades associated with the intensive 
professional development program because 
work they submitted to instructors was not 
graded. Participating teachers wanted more 
specific feedback about their work from 
instructors. 

For the most part, instructors provided highly 
constructive feedback to participating teachers 
during PD sessions and in teacher participants’ 
classrooms. There were a few problems 
throughout the year when instructors would 
offer conflicting feedback or information about 
a particular topic, an instructional strategy or 
teacher product. From time to time 
instructors offered conflicting feedback or 
information about a particular topic, an 
instructional strategy or teacher product. 

Instructors on 
Site 

Ideally all instructors should be on site every 
day of professional development to be able to 
view training progress and ascertain teachers’ 
strengths and weaknesses. Realistically with 
peoples’ busy schedules and the financial 
constraints due to paying instructors, this is 
almost impossible to do. That said, two of the 
three instructors were at the training site most 
of the time either observing or conducting 
training. The state coordinator attended most 
of the trainings. Several instructors and the 
state coordinator were in attendance for 
most of the professional development 
sessions. 

Instructors saw themselves as separate entities, 
rather than as a team of instructors. Funds were 
limited to pay instructors for additional time; 
only the instructor assigned the professional 
development session was present. The program 
did not require all instructors to be present 
during a professional development session. 
Only the assigned instructor was present at 
each professional development session. 

Organization 
and Sequence 
of Modules 

The modules were offered and followed as 
designed. The modules were presented and 
followed as designed. 

There was not always continuity from one 
professional development module to the next 
and some module components were offered 
out of sequence. These concerns were 
addressed and resolved by spring 2012. There 
was not always continuity between modules. 
Some module components were offered out 
of sequence. 

How 
Instructional 
Time was Used 

From time to time participating teachers got 
the instructors off track with side discussions, 
but this was not a constant. Instructors were 
aware of the content that needed to be covered 
and the professional development timeline, and 
always tried to remain on topic and on 
schedule. Instructors usually stayed on topic. 

Some of the instructors did get off track from 
time to time with their own classroom stories. 
A portion of the Saturday sessions throughout 
the year were devoted to teacher exchanging 
lessons learned in their classrooms. Though 
valuable, this exchange cut into the scheduled 
professional development topics that were 
scheduled to be presented. Instructors’ 
classroom stories and, “How is it going in 
your classrooms?” questions sometimes got 
the professional development sessions off 
track. 
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Delivering the Professional Development Model 
 State 1 State 3 
Instructor 
Coaching on 
Site 

The three instructors and the state coordinator 
were each assigned to coach several 
participating teachers. Coaching at the school 
sites was uneven. Some coaches conducted 
their three visits and provided constructive 
feedback about instruction to participating 
teachers, and others did not provide 
comprehensive feedback. Participating 
teachers appreciated when coaches included 
their directors/principals in their coaches’ 
feedback sessions. The level of instructor 
coaching support at tech center sites varied 
from instructor to instructor. 

This was an outstanding component for State 
3. Instructors and the state coordinator each 
had four students they coached in the field. 
Instructors and the state coordinator took their 
coaching roles very seriously. They closely 
observed participating teachers in classrooms 
several times during the school year and 
provided comprehensive and constructive 
feedback. Principals/directors were usually 
invited to sit in on the feedback sessions with 
the participating teacher and the coach. 
Instructors took their coaching roles very 
seriously and observed in assigned teacher 
participants’ classrooms during the year 
and provided constructive feedback. 

Teacher 
Participant 
Homework 

Teacher participants received homework from 
instructors, and the instructors worked together 
in assigning homework. Instructors worked 
together in assigning teacher participant 
homework. 

Teacher participants frequently experienced an 
overload of homework from instructors. 
Coordination of homework assignment among 
instructors initially did not take place. This 
was resolved by spring 2012 when teacher 
participants complained about the overload. At 
the beginning of the program teacher 
participants experienced homework 
overload. Teachers complained and the 
problem was resolved. 

Curriculum Teacher participants found the concept of 
curriculum maps to be highly complex and 
confusing and shut down on the day it was 
presented due to utter frustration. The 
instructors met and made changes to what was 
presented previously and made the revised 
presentation more logical. The only big glitch 
in the delivery of the modules was the 
presentation of curriculum maps. 

Teacher participants felt overwhelmed and 
overloaded by the CTE professional 
development content presented and homework 
assigned during summer 1, but this was a 
design of the program. They felt the content 
presented during summer 2 was done at a 
much more leisurely pace than in summer 1. 
The only time the teacher participants came to 
a standstill with their learning was with the 
introduction of curriculum maps in summer 1. 
The participating teachers rebelled, stating that 
the curriculum maps should be designed from 
small picture to big picture rather than big 
picture to small picture. This challenge was 
resolved, with the instructor revising the 
curriculum map instructions. Teacher 
participants experienced productive 
struggle during summer institute 1, the 
summer institute 2 pace was more leisurely. 
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Delivering the Professional Development Model 
 State 1 State 3 
Instructional 
Approach/ 
Delivery 

Instructors used an interactive instructional 
delivery style that included lots of teacher 
discussion. For each segment of instruction, 
teacher participants were asked to create some 
product or respond to questions. There was 
some participant work on the walls during 
summer 1; the walls were covered with 
teachers’ work during summer 2. The 
instructional approach was interactive and 
teacher participants were asked to create a 
product or respond to questions. Interactive, 
project-based delivery approach. 

The prominent instructional delivery method 
was lecture with some discussion. The 
professional development modules were 
presented primarily using a lecture format 
with some discussion. 
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Administrator and Mentor Support 
 State 1 State 3 
Orientation/ 
Leadership of 
Each Sending 
School 

In this state the work of CTE is fairly 
centralized. Principals/directors received an 
orientation to the CTE teacher induction 
professional development program along with 
assigned mentors. This session was not well 
attended. Directors/principals overall were not 
good about submitting the participating teacher 
observation forms to the program evaluators 
throughout the school year. This could have 
been due to their busy schedules and 
competing priorities. That said, some 
principals/directors were more supportive of 
the alternative induction professional 
development program than others. CTE is 
fairly centralized in this state. The mentor 
and administrator training was not well 
attended. Overall directors/principals were 
not good about returning forms to the 
program evaluators. Some 
directors/principals were more supportive 
of the program than others. 

Technical centers in this state are independent 
from one another. Directors/principals and 
mentors did receive an orientation to the 
intensive alternative professional development 
program and administrators took the 
information quite seriously based on their 
attendance and the types of questions they 
asked. One participating teacher was never 
assigned a mentor. There was some concern on 
the part of principals/directors about following 
union guidelines as it had to do with observing 
teachers. Principals/directors were good about 
submitting their checklists to project 
evaluators. Technical centers in State 3 work 
independently from each other. 
Directors/principals took their role with 
new CTE teachers quite seriously. 

Mentor 
Selection 

Mentors are selected by principals/directors to 
work with new CTE teachers. Mentors are 
selected by principals/directors to work with 
new CTE teachers. 

Mentors were selected by principals/directors 
to work with new CTE teachers. Mentors 
were selected by principals/directors to 
work with new CTE teachers. 

Reimbursement 
of Mentors 

The state pays the mentors to work with new 
CTE teachers. To verify their hours, the state 
provides the mentors with a log to document 
the dates and amount of time they worked. The 
state pays the mentors to work with new 
CTE teachers. 

At some technical centers mentors are paid for 
working with new CTE teachers; at others they 
are not. At some technical centers mentors 
are paid for working with new CTE 
teachers; at others they are not. 
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Electronic Facilitated Discussion 
 State 1 State 3 
Community of 
Practice 

The state coordinator and the instructors talked 
about setting up a Facebook group for 
communication/reflection purposes at the 
beginning of the 2011-2012 school year, but it 
never materialized. Teacher participants and 
instructors communicated with each other via 
email throughout the school year. At the 
conclusion of the year, the state coordinator 
noted that group communication for 2012-
2013 teacher participants would be up and 
operational before their initial summer training 
began in June 2012. Electronic facilitated 
discussion did not occur. 

The state coordinator attempted to set up 
Moodle for teacher participant electronic 
communication/reflection at the beginning of 
the 2011-2012 school year. The passwords did 
not work and teachers were unable to enter the 
system. Teacher participants also expressed 
frustration with the technology capabilities of 
the college where summer training 1 and 2 
were held. Teachers were not able to use email 
on campus, and passwords for using the 
college technology system never worked. 
Teacher participants and instructors did 
communicate via email throughout the school 
year. Electronic facilitated discussion did 
not occur. 

Webinars The state coordinator and the instructors 
searched for different platforms to conduct the 
informational webinars and the platforms they 
used were unsuccessful. They attempted to 
offer webinars at three different times during 
the school year and each time the platform did 
not offer the needed support to transmit the 
webinar properly. Teacher participants had to 
get substitutes so they could view the webinars 
and then the webinars were not operational. 
All involved were frustrated. The statewide 
platform system for webinars will be used next 
year. Due to problems with platforms, 
attempted webinars were never successfully 
delivered. 

State 3 did not offer webinars to teacher 
participants during the school year, instead 
they had face-to-face Saturday seminars every 
month in a central location except when there 
was a severe weather situation and 
participating teachers from part of the state met 
in one location, and teachers from another part 
of the state met in another location. State 3 did 
not offer webinars, but instead scheduled 
face-to-face meetings with participating 
teachers. 

 
 


