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Teacher Survey

A.
JUSTIFICATION
This request for OMB clearance addresses data collection activities for the Impact Evaluation of Teacher Preparation Models.  The purpose of the study is to rigorously test whether the extent or content of teacher preparation are related to teacher practice or to the effectiveness of teachers, as measured by student achievement.  Through various modes of data collection—both quantitative and qualitative—the study will determine the comparative effectiveness of contrasting methods of teacher preparation.

Every year, thousands of new teachers pass through hundreds of different teacher preparation programs and are hired to teach in the nation’s schools.  An opportunity clearly exists to improve teacher quality by identifying effective teacher preparation strategies and promoting and expanding programs that use those strategies.  However, the existing research on the link between student achievement and teacher preparation is so limited that it provides little guidance in identifying such strategies.

In recent years, “alternative teacher certification” (AC) programs have expanded rapidly, offering an increasingly popular route into teaching that differs from that offered by traditional certification (TC) programs. The increased variation in teacher preparation approaches that is created by the existence of various AC and TC programs offers an opportunity to examine the effect of different components of teacher training on teacher performance.  For example, AC programs often allow holders of a bachelor’s degree to become teachers of record with less previous teacher training than is required by TC programs.  We can exploit this type of variation to examine whether the extent of teacher training is associated with differences in teacher performance.

To inform this debate, the U.S. Department of Education’s (ED’s) Institute of Education Sciences (IES) has funded the Impact Evaluation of Teacher Preparation Models.  The results of the study will be used to identify effective teacher preparation strategies and guide policy discussions on ways to promote the most effective among them, based on those strategies that are associated with the highest student achievement.

Achievement will be measured through group administration of standardized tests in math and reading to children in grades one through five.  Other measures of student performance will include student attendance, promotion, and disciplinary action.  The random assignment of students into classes led by beginning teachers who are from different preparation routes will ensure that scientifically valid estimates are obtained of the relative impacts of these preparation routes on student achievement.

1.
Circumstances Necessitating Collection of Information

Section 9601 of The No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB) stipulates that federal funds are to be used to evaluate programs that are authorized under this Act.  NCLB, which reauthorized the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (ESEA), emphasizes the importance of teacher quality in improving student achievement.  Title II, Part A of ESEA—the Improving Teacher Quality State Grants program—provides nearly $3 billion a year to states to prepare, train, and recruit high-quality teachers.  The purpose of Title II, Part A is to help States and local school districts ensure that all students have effective teachers.  It also stipulates that teachers who are not yet fully certified can meet the certification requirements of NCLB if they are participating in an alternative route to certification program under which they receive training and support that will have a “positive and lasting impact on classroom instruction before and while teaching” (Improving Teacher Quality State Grants Non-Regulatory Guidance, January 16, 2004).  The impact evaluation is thus essential to determining whether the federal government’s efforts to place high-quality teachers in classrooms are, in fact, having a measurable impact on student achievement.

2.
How, by Whom, and for What Purpose Information is to be Used

The purpose of the impact evaluation is to determine the effectiveness of approaches to teacher preparation on student achievement.  Specifically, the evaluation will determine whether there is any difference in achievement attributable to certain alternative or traditional modes of teacher preparation and, if so, which aspects of these routes to preparation promote higher achievement.

The data collection focuses on gathering information to address questions in three specific areas:  (1) professional preparation and support, (2) classroom practices, and (3) student performance.  Questions that will be explored in each of these areas are as follows:

Professional Preparation and Support


What is the nature and extent of teacher preparation in different preparation programs?  What is the mix of training in such areas as pedagogy, classroom management, and child development, and how are these taught?  What is the nature and extent of support for new teachers, provided either by the teacher preparation program or the school/district in which they begin their careers?

Classroom Practices


How do different teacher preparation methods affect new teachers’ classroom practices? 

Student Performance


Is the extent and content of teacher preparation, particularly the amount of education coursework, related to the effectiveness of teachers, as measured by student achievement?

The collection of information to address these questions will permit analyses that can inform the policy debate on appropriate strategies for responding to teacher shortages: by promoting alternative certification, traditional certification, or aspects of both.  Each piece of the data collection package will provide vital information toward prioritizing possible strategies.  The intended audiences for the study results are ED, state education policymakers, and state and local certification program and school district staff.

Conceptual Framework for the Study.  Many factors can distinguish among teachers, particularly those teachers who enter teaching through different routes.  To understand the contribution of teacher preparation programs on classroom practices and student performance, it is important to account for differences in personal and professional background characteristics, in addition to differences in the content of the preparation programs themselves.  A conceptual framework for the study is depicted in Exhibit 1.

This framework indicates core areas for exploration under the research questions posed in each of the three areas listed above.  It also captures the key background characteristics that are hypothesized to influence the other measures of interest.  The framework highlights the important linkages between the backgrounds of teachers—including such characteristics as age, education, academic ability, and previous work experience (column A); external factors resulting from the professional preparation received and possible ongoing support during their early years of teaching (column B); the intermediate effects these might have on classroom practices, which also are influenced by the factors associated with local context (column C); and the key longer-term effects on student performance, including achievement and school-related behaviors (column D).

a.
Structure of the Data Collection Effort

To address the study’s research questions, the evaluator (Mathematica Policy Research, Inc. [MPR]) will employ a number of different methods of data collection.  Data collection instruments include standardized tests to measure student achievement in reading and mathematics, a request to collect teachers’ SAT or ACT scores, a classroom observation 
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interview protocol, protocols to interview AC and TC program administrators, a guide for the collection of teacher preparation program documents, protocols to interview school personnel, and a teacher survey.

Because data will be collected from up to 80 different, geographically dispersed schools, as well as up to 10 different AC programs and 90 TC programs, each data collection activity will be uniformly administered by MPR staff.  Exhibit 2 displays a timeline for the data collection activities.  A brief description of each data collection instrument is provided below; instruments are included in accompanying appendixes, and the matrix presented in Exhibit 3 displays the role of each instrument in providing information relevant to the conceptual framework.  
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b.
Standardized Test of Students in Reading and Math (Appendix A)

Student achievement in reading and math (topics 37-38 in Exhibit 3) is a critical outcome of interest in the study.  The California Achievement Test, 5th Edition (CAT/5), developed by CTB/McGraw-Hill, will be administered by trained MPR staff to students of the study teachers whose parents have consented to their participation.  Students will be given CAT/5 subtests in reading comprehension, vocabulary, math concepts and applications, and math computation.  The test will be administered in fall 2004 and again in spring 2005.  Fall administration will occur within four weeks of the start of the school year, in order to establish a baseline measure prior to any achievement performance that could be affected by the classroom teacher and new school year.  The test will be administered again at the end of the school year, in order to measure differences in performance among students.  Test administration will take a total of two hours in both the fall and spring, which includes time for set-up, breaks, test distribution, completion, and collection.  Standard letters to school principals and to classroom teachers will be sent prior to each data collection effort outlining the dates and logistics for testing.  Samples of these are included in Appendix A.

We will test only those students whose parents indicate their consent for their child to participate in the study and take these tests.  Appendix A displays the parent consent form for this data collection activity, as well as letters which will be sent to teachers instructing them on the dissemination of consent forms.  Consent forms will be accompanied by a cover letter (also in Appendix A) from each school’s principal indicating school support and cooperation with the study.

c.
Teacher SAT/ACT Scores (Appendix B)

Teachers with varying levels of academic ability may demonstrate various levels of teaching effectiveness, regardless of their particular route to certification.  As such, it will be important to control for differences in academic ability (topic 4 in Exhibit 3).  Each sampled teacher will be asked for permission to allow the College Board or ACT to release their SAT or ACT scores, respectively, to us.  Appendix B displays the consent form.  These test scores will provide a basic measure of verbal and math ability and require no additional burden on the part of teachers.  It will be made clear to teachers who do not wish to have their scores shared with us that they are able to deny such access.

d.
Classroom Observation Teacher Interview Protocol (Appendix C)
A key hypothesis of the study is that differences in teacher preparation will lead to differences in classroom practice that ultimately will affect student achievement.  Because classroom practice is difficult to measure, the impact evaluation will tap it in three ways so that the information can be triangulated at the analysis stage.  First, the teacher survey will include questions about classroom practice related to reading and math (see under Teacher Survey below).  Second, semi-structured interviews will be conducted with the local school staff deemed most knowledgeable about each teacher’s classroom practices (the principal, an induction program mentor, or an instructional supervisor; see under Interview Guide below).  Third, classroom observations will be conducted to gain first-hand knowledge of each study teacher’s approach to teaching in terms of the teacher’s curriculum coverage, pedagogical practices, and classroom management (topics 24-26 in Exhibit 3).  Both reading and math lessons will be observed.  Each teacher will be observed 4 times during the academic year:  twice in late fall 2004, and twice in late spring 2005 before school closes.

INSERT EXHIBIT 3

Prior to each classroom observation, 10-minute interviews will be conducted with each teacher.  These interviews will address the teacher’s goals and objectives for the lesson to be observed.  Appendix C contains a cover letter which will be sent to each teacher to confirm arrangements for the classroom observations, as well as the protocol for this 10-minute pre-observation teacher interview.  The observations themselves require no interaction with the teachers.  The protocol for the classroom observations (the Vermont Classroom Observation Tool) is a proprietary document and therefore is not included in this document.

e.
Interview Guide for Alternative Certification Program Administrators (Appendix D)
In-person interviews with administrators of the 10 alternative certification programs in which the study’s AC teachers are or were enrolled will be conducted during the period October 2004 through February 2005.  A letter will be sent to each program administrator in preparation for these interviews.  The letter is included in Appendix D.  The semi-structured interviews will be conducted using the protocol also in Appendix D.  Each interview will last approximately 60 minutes and yield information on the content of the alternative preparation program and supplemental support activities provided as part of the program (topics 11-21 in Exhibit 3).  Additionally, AC program administrators will be asked about other induction activities and professional activities they provide to students who are already serving as teachers of record (topics 22-23 in Exhibit 3).

f.
Interview Guide for Traditional Certification Program Administrators (Appendix E)
Telephone interviews with the administrator of each traditional teacher preparation program represented among the TC teachers will be conducted during the period October 2004 through February 2005.  The protocol in Appendix E will be used to conduct these semi-structured interviews, which are anticipated to last approximately 60 minutes.  (See Appendix E for the advance letter to be sent to each program administrator.)  The TC administrator interviews will cover the content of the traditional preparation program and supplemental support activities it provides (topics 11-21 in Exhibit 3).

g.
Guide for Collecting Certification Program Documents (Appendix F)
During the interviews with AC and TC program administrators, program documents will be requested for subsequent review.  These documents will include only what is readily available that describes or explains in detail various aspects of the program, such as its content and support activities (topics 11-23 in Exhibit 3).  Typically, such documents will be available to program applicants and staff, and thus will not impose any additional burden on the evaluation.  Researchers will consult the Guide for Collecting Certification Program Documents (Appendix F), which describes the documents that the programs are likely to have readily available.  The time necessary for the program administrator to collect the appropriate documents and transfer them to MPR staff will be less than 15 minutes.

h.
Interview Guide for Principals (Appendix G)
Interviews will be conducted with the principal of each sampled school.  These semi-structured interviews will gather information on the social context of the school.  Information will also be collected on the school- and district-level support activities available for teachers, as well as the classroom practices of the study teachers, if the principal is deemed the best source for this information (alternative sources are teacher mentors and instructional supervisors; see below).  Each interview will last approximately 30 minutes if limited to the social context of the school (topics 29-31 in Exhibit 3) or 60 minutes if it also covers support activities and classroom practices (topics 18-23 and 25-26 in Exhibit 3) for the study teachers.  A letter will be sent to each principal in advance in order to make arrangements for these interviews (see Appendix G).  The interviews with principals will be conducted during the period October 2004 through February 2005 and will use the Interview Guide for Principals, which appears in Appendix G.

i.
Interview Guide for Mentors and Instructional Supervisors (Appendix H)

In some cases, the principal will not be the best source of information about the classroom practices of sampled teachers and the support activities provided to them.  Some schools and/or districts will have teacher induction programs or other support programs that will be a prime source of information on the classroom practices of the teachers they work with (topics 25-26 in Exhibit 3) and on mentoring and other available support activities for teachers (topics 18-23).  If a mentor from a school or district induction program or from the alternative certification program is deemed the best source for this information (rather than the school principal), semi-structured interviews about these topics will be conducted with the mentor, rather than the principal.  Each will last approximately 30 minutes if the mentor works with only one of the two study teachers, or 45 minutes if the mentor works with both.

If a school or district does not provide a mentor through a teacher induction program, the school or district may provide new teachers with access to an instructional supervisor.  In such cases, the instructional supervisor will be interviewed, rather than the principal or a teacher mentor.  Each interview will last approximately 30 minutes per instructional supervisor for one study teacher or 45 minutes for both teachers.  See Appendix H for the advance letter that will be sent to each mentor or instructional supervisor to make arrangements for these interviews.  The Interview Guide for Mentors and Instructional Supervisors appears in Appendix H.  Interviews will be conducted during the period October 2004 through February 2005.

j.
Teacher Survey (Appendix I)
During spring 2005, when the CAT/5 is administered to the students of sampled teachers, surveys will be administered to the teachers themselves.  Topics to be covered are the personal and professional background of each teacher (topics 1-10 in Exhibit 3), the content of their teacher preparation program (topics 11-17), the support activities they have received since becoming a teacher of record (topics 18-23), their classroom practices (topics 25-26), their commitment to the school and the profession (topics 27-28), and their perceptions of the school culture and environment (topic 30).  Teachers will receive the survey by mail two weeks prior to the student testing, along with a letter requesting completion of the survey prior to on-site administration of the CAT/5.  MPR staff will collect the teacher survey on the day of the test.  Teachers who have not completed the survey by the day of the test will have an opportunity to complete it while their students are being tested.  Completion time for the survey is estimated to be 30 minutes. The cover letter to teachers and teacher survey appear in Appendix I.

Appendix J includes an additional standard letter and study description which will be sent to all study teachers early in the school year.  These materials are intended to give teachers an overview of the entire study and a concise summary of what will be expected of them, and approximately when.

3.
Use of Automated, Electronic, Mechanical, or Other Technological Collection Techniques

The data collection plan reflects sensitivity to issues of efficiency, accuracy, and respondent burden.  Where feasible, information will be gathered from existing data sources, such as program and school records, using straightforward reporting forms or preexisting documents.  Schools will have the option of delivering school records data electronically, filling out a straightforward reporting form manually, or submitting hard-copy documents that already exist.  Programs will be able to submit documents describing their curricula that already exist for admissions and other purposes.

In other cases, necessary data can be obtained only from program staff, school staff, teachers, or students directly.  Every effort will be made to reduce burden and maximize efficiency.  The standardized test of students will be administered in a group setting to all students whose parents have consented to their participation.  Students will benefit from the guidance of data collectors who will be present to administer the CAT/5, explain directions, and answer questions.  The teacher survey will include a toll-free telephone number and electronic mail address so that teachers can easily contact researchers with questions they may have.  Those who take the survey during administration of the CAT/5 can pose questions to on-site MPR staff.  Telephone followup will be conducted for nonresponse.  These procedures are all designed to minimize burden on respondents.

4.
Efforts to Avoid Duplication of Effort

There is much interest in obtaining an accurate assessment of possible differences in student performance attributable to quality of teacher preparation.  To date, however, no studies of this kind have been conducted.  The impact evaluation will thus be an important contribution to the policy debate. Its rigorous methodological design incorporating random assignment of students will ensure that highly credible evidence about the impact of teacher preparation on student performance is obtained.  Matching teachers from different programs based on years of experience, school, and grade level will further bolster the credibility of the results.

Standardized testing is now common in public elementary schools across the country.  A number of states already administer the CAT/5 to their students.  As a result, some students may be taking a test they have already taken.  Nevertheless, administration of the baseline and year-end standardized tests by MPR staff is important to the integrity of the study for three reasons. First, not all schools administer standardized tests to students in all grades, especially prior to the third grade.  Thus, having MPR staff administer tests in the classrooms of every teacher sampled will ensure that there are no gaps in the data.  Second, not all states administer the CAT/5.  Consequently, MPR administration of the CAT/5 to all students of sample teachers ensures that the analysis is based on scores on the exact same test, rather than on a mixture of tests that differ by state.  Third, having MPR staff administer the test to the students of sample teachers ensures that administration conditions are uniform across the sample.  To the greatest extent possible, the tests will be scheduled so that all students in the same grade, regardless of location, are administered the test at the same time and under similar conditions.  This will help remove any concerns about differences in test administration and the role these differences could play on student performance.

The evaluation will gather detailed information from a variety of sources about each teacher’s preparation program and the support the teacher received since becoming a teacher of record.  Gathering data on the same topic from multiple sources is necessary in order to ensure that multiple perspectives are represented in the analysis.  For instance, the effectiveness of a program’s support for its graduates may be viewed differently by program administrators than by teachers.  Data collection from multiple sources on the same topic has been limited to those areas where multiple perspectives are likely to exist, and such triangulation will enrich interpretation of the study findings.

5.
Sensitivity to Burden on Small Entities

There are two primary entities for the impact evaluation:  the teacher preparation programs from which the study teachers acquired their training, and the schools in which they currently teach.  Burden is reduced for all study participants by requesting only the minimum information required to meet the study objectives.  The burden on programs will be minimized by requesting readily available information that will nevertheless inform the evaluation.  The burden on schools will be minimized through the careful specification of information needs and the restriction of questions to information that is generally available.  All data collection will be coordinated by trained MPR staff so as to minimize the burden on preparation programs, sampled teachers, their students, and other school staff.

6.
Consequences to Federal Program or Policy Activities if the Collection is not Conducted or is Conducted Less Frequently than Proposed  

In the absence of the impact evaluation, IES will not be able to gauge differences in classroom practice or student achievement stemming from differences in teacher preparation. Only the most basic of information—much of it methodologically suspect—is available that speaks to the current debate over the best teacher preparation methods.  Nevertheless, thousands of new teachers are hired every year from various programs with little or no scientifically based knowledge of which programs produce teachers most likely to be effective in the classroom.  Thus, public funds would continue to be allocated in the absence of knowledge about which teacher preparation programs best serve the nation’s school children.

The impact evaluation will fill this gap in policy-relevant knowledge, using a study design that incorporates a single set of baseline data on student achievement with a single followup.  Thus, the data collection plan calls for the minimum amount of data needed to measure differences in student achievement based on teacher preparation.

7.
Special Circumstances

There are no special circumstances involved with this data collection.

8.
Federal Register Announcement and Consultation

a.
Federal Register Announcement

A 60-day notice to solicit public comments will be published in the Federal Register within approximately one week of submission to ED, on February 19, 2004.  Any comments received in the first comment period will be addressed prior to submission to OMB.

b.
Consultations Outside the Agency

During preparation of the data collection plan for this evaluation, professional counsel was sought from a number of people.  Early in the study planning, input was solicited from a broad range of researchers who were members of the Technical Working Group under contract to design the impact evaluation.  Their counsel has continually been sought on numerous issues.

These individuals are:


David Monk, Pennsylvania State University, 814-865-2526
Brian Stecher, RAND Corporation, 310-393-0411
Jeff Smith, University of Maryland, 301-405-3532
Dan Goldhaber, University of Washington, 206-685-2214
Paul Holland, Educational Testing Service, 609-734-1243
Richard Murnane, Harvard University, 617-496-4820
Rob Hollister, Swarthmore College, 610-328-8105 
Steve Rivkin, Amherst College, 413-542-2106

c.
Unresolved Issues

None.

9.
Payment or Gift to Respondents

No direct gifts or payments to students will be made.  Because students will complete data collection activities during regular school hours, no additional compensation will be provided.

Each school in the study will receive $2,000 to cover costs associated with their participation.  This will compensate schools for the time it takes the principal, teachers, and central office staff to provide the information needed for the evaluation (school records, interview time), as well as time needed to schedule the fall and spring student achievement tests.  These costs have been included in the overall cost to the federal government.

Similarly, compensation is available to school districts and certification programs on a case-by-case basis as needed.  If requested, school districts will be compensated for the time spent tracking students who move from the classrooms of study teachers, as well as time spent extracting school records held at the district level.  They will also be compensated for the interview time of teacher mentors and instructional supervisors.  Similarly, certification programs will be compensated for the interview time of administrators, if requested.

10.
Confidentiality of the Data

All data collection activities will be conducted in full compliance with ED regulations; this is to maintain the confidentiality of data obtained on private persons and to protect the rights and welfare of human research subjects as contained in ED regulations.  Primary caregivers will receive information about confidentiality protection when they receive a consent form for their child’s participation in the study (see the consent form in Appendix A).  In addition, each self-administered instrument will include a reminder on the protection of confidentiality.  Where data is collected through in-person interviews—for instance, among school principals, mentors, and program administrators—interviewers will remind respondents of the confidentiality protections provided, as well as their right not to answer questions.

All data collectors and interviewers will be knowledgeable about confidentiality procedures and will be prepared to describe them in full detail, if necessary, or to answer any related questions raised by respondents.

MPR has a long history of protecting confidentiality and privacy of records, and considers such practice a critical aspect of the scientific and legal integrity of any study.  The integrity the company brings to protecting data confidentiality and privacy extends to every aspect of survey operations and data handling in the field for the impact evaluation.  MPR plans to use its ongoing, long-standing techniques which have proven effective in the past.  Every data collector will be required to sign a pledge to protect the confidentiality of respondent data.  The pledge indicates that any violation or unauthorized disclosure may result in legal action or other sanctions by MPR.  A copy of this pledge will be kept on file and will be available upon request.

MPR removes personal identifying information from respondent information as soon as practical.  Should MPR use a linking methodology, it is secured to prevent unauthorized linkage of the respondent information and the personal identifiers.  Completed hard-copy questionnaires administered in the field are returned to MPR by certified or registered mail, or by courier services.  However, identifying information (contact sheets and locating information) is sent under separate cover, when possible.

To protect confidential data stored on hard-copy media, MPR keeps these materials in controlled access areas and locked rooms.  When not in use, hard copies, floppy disks, and computer tapes are also stored in these areas.  We also use log sheets to track and record access to the confidential information.  The log is maintained as part of the project’s documentation and records.  Important raw data, intermediate, and final analytical files are copied to cartridge and assigned an expiration date or disposed of in accordance with the contract requirement and/or data use agreement.  Paper documents are then shredded.

11.
Additional Justification for Sensitive Questions

The only data of a sensitive nature that will be collected pertain to school-based disciplinary events among students of sampled teachers.  School records will be collected on such events as absenteeism, tardiness, suspension, expulsion, and promotion among all the students of sampled teachers whose parent or primary caregiver has consented to their participation.  The consent form will address the collection of these records.  These school records will be linked to our data file through the use of each respondent’s unique MPR identification number.  After this linking process, personal identifiers, such as the student’s name or date of birth, will be removed since these will no longer be necessary for our purposes.

12.
Estimates of Hour Burden

Exhibit 4 provides an estimate of time burden.  The total reporting burden for this data collection effort is 14,040.9 hours.  The majority of these hours are for administering the student test in fall 2004 and spring 2005.  Based on past experience, an 85 percent response rate is anticipated in the spring, which takes into account mobility to schools outside the original district and absenteeism.  A total of two hours has been allotted per test administration, to account for set-up, administrative logistics, and breaks during the test.

13.
Estimate of Total Annual Cost Burden to Respondents or Recordkeepers

There are no direct costs to individual participants.

14.
Estimates of Annualized Cost to the Federal Government

The estimated cost to the federal government for the Impact Evaluation of Teacher Preparation Programs—including designing and administering all data collection instruments, support payments to local schools, processing and analyzing the data, and preparing reports summarizing the results—is 8,028,769.  Data collection and reporting activities will be carried 

EXHIBIT 4

BURDEN IN HOURS TO RESPONDENTS

	Data Collection Activities
	Number of Respondents
	Number of Responses/ Respondent
	Average Burden Hours/

Respondent
	Total Burden Hours

	
	
	
	
	

	Preparation Programs:
	
	
	
	

	Interview of AC Program Administrators
	
10
	1
	
1
	
10

	Interview of TC Program Administrators
	
90
	1
	
1
	
90

	Collection of Certification Program Documents
	
100
	1
	
.25
	
25

	
	
	
	
	

	Schools:
	
	
	
	

	Interview of Principals – school social context
	
80
	1
	
.5
	
40

	Interview of Principals – support & practicesa
	
20
	1
	
.5
	
10

	
	
	
	
	

	Interview of Mentor – TC and AC teacher
	
15
	1
	
.75
	
11.25

	Interview of Mentor – TC or AC teacher
	
15
	1
	
.50
	
7.50

	
	
	
	
	

	Interview of Instructional Supervisor – TC and AC

     Teacher
	
15
	1
	
.75
	
11.25

	Interview of Instructional Supervisor – TC or AC

     Teacher
	
15
	1
	
.50
	
7.50

	
	
	
	
	

	Teachers:
	
	
	
	

	Survey
	
180
	1
	
.5
	
90

	Classroom Observation (Pre-Observation Interview)
	
180
	4
	
.17
	
122.4

	
	
	
	
	

	Students:
	
	
	
	

	Standardized Test of Students (CAT/5)

  Fall 2004

  Spring 2005
	
3,680


3,128
	1

1
	
2


2
	

7,360


6,256

	
	
	
	
	

	Total
	4120
	
	
	14,040.9


aSupport for beginning teachers and classroom practices will be covered in the principal interviews only if principals are deemed the best source for this information.  Mentors (provided by either the school/district or an AC program) and instructional supervisors are alternative sources for information on these topics.

As such, to estimate burden among the 80 schools from which data will be collected, it has been assumed that 20 of the 80 principals will provide information on support and practices.  In the other 60 schools, this information will come from interviews with mentors or instructional supervisors.  In 30 schools, it has been estimated that mentors will provide this information (15 will provide information on both the AC and TC study teachers; 15 will provide information on a single study teacher).  In the other 30 schools, it has been estimated that instructional supervisors will provide information on support and practices (15 will provide information on both the AC and TC study teachers; 15 will provide information on a single study teacher).

Although it cannot be determined definitively how many interviews of each type will be conducted prior to entering each school, the above estimates are based on interviewing a single respondent per school about support for beginning teachers and classroom practices: either the principal or a mentor or an instructional supervisor.

out over roughly two years (from fall 2004 to spring 2006).  Thus, the average annual cost of data collection and analysis is 4,014,385.  This estimate is based on MPR’s previous experience in management of other research and data collection activities of this type.

15.
Reasons for Program Changes or Adjustments

This is a new project.

16.
Tabulation, Publication Plans, and Time Schedules

Our discussion of tabulation and publication plans focuses on the reports that will be produced after follow-up data have been collected.  We also discuss plans for tabulating descriptive information gathered from the baseline interviews and assessments that will be presented in these project reports.

16.1  Tabulation Plans

We will conduct two types of analyses to address the main impact-related research questions for the evaluation described above in section A2.  First, we will conduct a global analysis to examine the overall effect of different forms of teacher preparation on student outcomes (such as achievement and standardized test scores, attendance, promotion, suspensions, tardiness, and grades).  These effects will be estimated by comparing outcomes for the treatment group (students in the classrooms of teachers from one preparation route) to the outcomes of the control group (students in the classrooms of teachers from a comparison preparation route).  We also will examine the extent to which, overall, the teaching practices of  teachers from different routes differ. Second, we will conduct a targeted (or subgroup) analysis to examine what works and for whom.  In particular, we will examine whether impacts differ by key program features and structural elements, by baseline student and family characteristics, and by teacher and school characteristics.

Next, we discuss these analyses in more detail.  The section begins, however, with a brief discussion of contextual analyses that we will conduct to aid in interpreting the impact estimates.

a.
Contextual Analyses

The evaluation will begin with several contextual analyses that will lay the foundation for the impact analysis and that will be crucial for interpreting the impact results.  These analyses include:

1. Assessing how well random assignment was implemented to examine the extent to which the impact estimates (treatment and control group differences) are unbiased

2. Examining the baseline characteristics of children in the treatment and control classrooms to understand the student population under investigation

3.
Examining the selectivity and curriculum requirements of the various programs included in the sample and the characteristics of  teachers from different programs

Assessing the Integrity of the Random Assignment Process.  The generalizability, validity, and interpretation of the impact estimates hinge on the integrity of the random assignment process and adherence to its procedures.  We will conduct several analyses to gauge the success of the random assignment process.

First, we will examine the mobility of children in the sample into and out of treatment and control group classrooms using midyear roster checks and school records data.  Such movers complicate the analysis because, to preserve the integrity of the random assignment design, children who relocate from treatment to control groups must be considered treatment group members in the analysis; similarly, children who relocate in the reverse direction must be considered controls.  As discussed later in this section, we will use statistical procedures to account for these crossovers.

Second, within each school, we will conduct statistical tests to gauge the similarity of the baseline characteristics of children in the treatment and control classrooms.  This analysis will be conducted using school records data.  We expect that the random assignment used to select the classrooms in the research sample will produce equivalent treatment and control groups.

Examining Sample Characteristics.  We will conduct descriptive analyses of the characteristics of the sample to help us understand more fully the types of children in the research sample, including their backgrounds and risk factors.  These results will help us interpret program impact estimates and guide us in defining subgroups that may be of policy interest.  These analyses will be conducted using school records data.  In addition, we will compare the characteristics of students in our sample to national samples of elementary school students using published data.

Examining the Characteristics of Certification Programs and Teachers.  A major component of the evaluation will be context studies of the 80 schools and the relevant alternative and traditional certification programs of teachers included in the study.  These context studies will be based on site visits to the schools and programs, including interviews with principals and alternative program administrators.  The study team will also conduct telephone interviews with administrators of the teacher preparation programs from which the traditionally certified teachers in the study originated.

Data from these in-depth interviews, telephone interviews, and document reviews will be triangulated to produce a summary of information relating to the context of teachers certified through different routes of teacher preparation in each school sampled.  A synthesis of these summaries will result in the development of cross-site comparisons that describe contextual similarities and differences for teachers certified through these different processes, as well as the nature and extent of their teacher preparation.

An important part of this analysis will be to examine the characteristics of treatment and control group teachers using data from the teacher surveys and tests.  This analysis will be crucial for interpreting the impact estimates, because it will help us disentangle program effects due to differences in the backgrounds of treatment and control group teachers from program effects due to differences in the types of teacher certification training they received. 

b.
Global Analysis

The global analysis will examine the extent to which being taught by a teacher from a given preparation program, on average, changes children’s outcomes relative to what these outcomes would have been had they been taught by a teacher with the same level of teaching experience but from a different preparation program.  Although the programs under investigation will differ in terms of their curriculum requirements and trainees, it is of policy importance to examine the overall effectiveness of these programs and to examine the particular outcomes  most affected.

Basic Statistical Model to Estimate Point-in-Time Impacts.  Random assignment of students will be performed before the beginning of the 2004-2005 school year.  Thus, unbiased estimates of the impacts of being placed in a classroom taught by a teacher from a given program (relative to a teacher from the comparison program) can be computed as the differences in the average outcomes of all treatment and control group children.  This approach yields unbiased estimates of the “intention-to-treat” impacts, because the random assignment design ensures that the primary difference between the treatment and control groups at the point of random assignment is the training of their teachers.

Although we will compute these simple differences-in-means impact estimates, we will focus on regression-adjusted estimates.  This is because regression procedures improve the precision of the estimates and adjust for residual differences in the observable characteristics of treatment and control group members, due to small sample sizes, random sampling, and interview nonresponse.  We will estimate variants of the following regression model:
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where

Y  = 
Child outcome at a specific follow-up time point, such as standardized test scores

S =
Indicator variable equal to 1 if the child is in school j, and 0 otherwise
T = 

Treatment indicator equal to 1 if the child is assigned to the treatment group (teachers from a given preparation program), and 0 if the child is assigned to the control group (teachers from a comparison preparation program)

X = 

Child and family demographic characteristics pertaining to the period prior to random assignment, such as child’s gender, race/ethnicity, and family income 

Y0 = 
Baseline measures of the outcome measures, such as child test scores

 β, γ, δ   = coefficients to be estimated

e   = random (and mean zero) error component 

In words, equation (1) says that any given child outcome at a point in time is determined by the child’s baseline level of development, his or her family background, the intervention (in this case, the opportunity to be taught by a teacher from the given program), and a set of other factors that are not related to his or her intervention assignment status.  In this formulation, the estimate of βj represents the regression-adjusted impact estimate for school j.  Impact estimates across all schools will be obtained by taking the average of the regression-adjusted impacts in each school (that is, the βjs).
  The associated t-tests will be used to test the statistical significance of the impact estimates.

The explanatory variables included in the regression models will be obtained from the fall 2004 interviews and assessments.  We expect that the explanatory variables will substantially increase the precision of the impact estimates, because some (in particular, the baseline test scores) are likely to be highly correlated with the outcomes measured at followup.  

The statistical methods used to estimate the regression models will depend on the nature of the outcome measure.  For example, we will use ordinary least squares methods for continuous outcome measures (such as test scores), and logit maximum likelihood methods for binary ones (such as grade promotion).  

Finally, we will use methods very similar to those described above to examine the extent to which the teaching practices of teachers from different preparation routes differ.  For these models, the dependent variables will be the specific teacher practices, defined using data from the teacher surveys.  Thus, the models will contain one observation per teacher, rather than one per student.  The targeted analyses discussed next pertain to both the student-level and teacher-level outcome measures.

c.
Targeted Analysis

The targeted analysis will use a more refined approach than the global analysis to examine the relative effects of different teacher preparation programs on key outcomes.  The targeted analysis will address the important policy questions of what works, and for whom.  Specifically, this analysis will address the following research questions:  (1) Do impacts vary according to the key features of teacher certification programs?  (2) Do impacts vary according to key teacher characteristics and practices?  (3) Do impacts differ for students with different baseline characteristics?  

Next, we discuss our analytic approach to obtaining informative impact estimates for these subgroups, as well as for disentangling the effects of particular subgroups from others.

Estimating Impacts for Subgroups Defined by Key Program Features and Teacher Characteristics.  Impact results for the programs and teachers with different characteristics can provide important information on how to improve program services and how to develop and expand the program.  The findings can help policymakers assess the types of teachers who become successful and, hence, the types of trainees who should be targeted by the different programs.  The findings also can be used to determine the program models that lead to successful outcomes. 

Data used to define these subgroups will be obtained from the context studies (in-depth interviews during site visits, telephone interviews with program administrators, and document reviews), as well as the teacher surveys.  We expect the program subgroups to include measures of the intensity and nature of the required coursework, the quality of the program, and local area characteristics (such as rural/urban status).  The teacher subgroups are likely to include teacher, age, gender, teaching experience, employment history, and reasons for wanting to become a teacher, although the final set of subgroups will be made in consultation with IES.

We will first estimate these subgroup impacts one at a time. Next, we will group programs and teachers with a particular feature and estimate impacts separately for each group.  For example, to estimate the impacts for programs with minimal course requirements, we will estimate the impacts in those schools with treatment group teachers who were certified in programs with minimal course requirements.  Similarly, to estimate the impacts for teachers that have two years of teaching experience, we will compare the outcomes of treatment and control group teachers with two years of teaching experience.  We will estimate these impacts using the regression model in equation (1) and conduct statistical tests to gauge whether impacts differ across levels of a subgroup (for example, across programs with intensive and minimal course requirements, or across teachers with different experience and age profiles). 

These impacts may be difficult to interpret if there is a high degree of correlation across key program features and teacher characteristics.  For example, older teachers may be concentrated in programs with a specific program model, making it difficult to disentangle the effects of each feature.  Thus, we also will estimate hierarchical linear models (HLM) to simultaneously estimate the effects of key program and teacher characteristics.  These models will isolate the effects of a particular program or teacher characteristic, holding constant the effects of others. 

The HLM models will be estimated in two stages.  In the first stage, we will obtain impact estimates for each school using equation (1) (that is, obtain estimates of each 
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).  In the second stage, we will estimate the following model, where each of the school-specific impacts is regressed on the program and teacher measures (denoted by Z):
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 are parameters to be estimated and u is a mean zero term.  The results from these models can be used to disentangle particular program or teacher features from others.  Clearly, however, equation (2) can be estimated only if there is variation across the Z variables (that is, if the Z variables are not collinear).  Thus, an important part of our initial analysis will be to conduct a detailed descriptive analysis to examine the correlation among potential Z variables and include only those variables that can yield meaningful results. 

Estimating Impacts for Subgroups Defined by Student Characteristics.  The relative effects of  teacher preparation programs may vary across students with different characteristics, because of the diversity in educational needs across students and the extent of teacher training required to effectively address these diverse needs.  For example, it is possible that teachers from a given program may be less successful than teachers from a different program in promoting student achievement for students with low ability or for students in particular grades.  Thus, understanding differences in program effects across student subgroups has important policy implications for the operation of the program.

We will use the fall test scores and school records data to define the student subgroups.  We expect that the subgroups will include grade, race and ethnicity, gender, fall test scores, and household poverty level, although the final list of subgroups will be selected in consultation with IES.  We will obtain subgroup impact estimates using procedures similar to those described above for the program- and teacher-related subgroups.  Specifically, we will estimate equation (1) to compute regression-adjusted impacts for students in a particular subgroup.  For example, we will estimate impacts for male students by comparing the mean outcomes of male students taught by treatment and control group teachers.  In addition, we will include student subgroup indicator variables in the HLM models, to help disentangle student subgroup effects from program and teacher effects.

d.
Accounting for Attrition and Crossovers 

Our research design assumes that random assignment will be implemented with reasonably high fidelity to the intervention design, with all treatment group children remaining with the assigned  treatment teacher and all control group children remaining with the control teacher.  While impacts are straightforward to estimate under these assumptions, there are two sorting mechanisms that may confound the results.  First, some students may fail to participate for the entire year in their assigned class; that is, of the students who are randomly assigned and were enrolled in the class at the time of the baseline test, some may leave the school at midyear.  The other sorting mechanism is that some students who are assigned to a treatment  teacher may “cross over” into a class with a control teacher, or vice versa.  In order to preserve the integrity of the random assignment design, these crossovers will retain their original research status in the analysis. 

As discussed in the data collection section, we will track down and test any students who leave their schools during the year, as long as they remain in the same school district.  Students who transfer to another class in the same school (that is, the crossovers) will be included as part of the regular testing procedures. 

We will employ various statistical procedures to account for the leavers and crossovers in the analysis, and compare the robustness of findings using these various approaches.  First, we will estimate impacts using the full sample.  This approach will yield uncontaminated impact estimates if, as expected, there are only a small number of leavers and crossovers in our sample.  A second approach is to estimate impacts while excluding the leavers and crossovers in both the treatment and the control group.  This approach, however, will produce unbiased estimates only if the (observable) characteristics of the leavers and crossovers in the two research groups are similar (which will occur if mobility decisions are not influenced by differences in the quality of the treatment and control group teachers).  Thus, we will compare the characteristics of leavers and crossovers (and stayers) in the two research groups to assess the appropriateness of this approach.
 

Third, if attrition is large and appears to differ by research status, we will use propensity scoring methods to generate impact estimates that control for attrition.  To implement these methods, we will estimate a logit model of whether a sample member remains in the sample using baseline test score and school records data that will be available for both the movers and the stayers.  The predicted probabilities (propensity scores) from these models will then be used to select members of the control group, with replacement, who are most similar to members of stayers in the treatment group.  We will then estimate impacts by comparing the outcomes of treatment group stayers to those of their matched controls.  

16.2  Publication Plans

The evaluation report will be completed after all data from the 2004-2005 school year have been collected and analyzed.  A draft report will be completed by mid-January, 2006 and the final report will be completed by the end of May 2006.  A key objective of the report will be to discuss the relative impacts of different teacher preparation programs on student outcomes for the full sample and for key subgroups of programs, students, and teachers.  Findings from the contextual analyses discussed above will also be part of these reports.

16.3  Time Schedule

The full timeline for the evaluation is shown in Exhibit 5.  The timeline calls for design and school selection activities between October 2003 and September 2004, data collection for the baseline year begins in fall 2004, with follow-up data collection in spring 2005. 

17.
Approval Not to Display the Expiration Date for OMB Approval

Approval not to display the expiration date for OMB approval is not requested.

18.
Exception to the Certification Statement

No exceptions to the certification statement are requested or required.

B.
COLLECTION OF INFORMATION EMPLOYING STATISTICAL METHODS
1.
Respondent Universe and Sampling Methods

The respondent universe for the study will consist of students and teachers selected from 10 alternative certification programs.  The sample will be selected in five stages: (1) select 10 alternative certification programs, (2) select two school districts from each program, (3) select a total of four schools from those school districts, (4) select at least one alternative and one traditional teacher from each school, and (5) randomly assign students to the treatment and control group classrooms and include all students in these classrooms in the research sample.  The total number of schools in the study will be 80.  We will sample as many alternatively certified teachers from each school as possible (in order to increase the power of the study) but will conservatively assume that we will be able to sample a total of 90.  We will also sample 90 traditionally certified teachers.  Assuming 23 students per classroom, the total number of students in the study will be about 3,680.

EXHIBIT 5

Schedule of Activities 

Activity







Schedule
Design and sample selection
October 2003-September 2004

Baseline fall tests
August 2004-October 2004

Classroom observations
November 2004

Teacher tests
January 2005-March 2005

Follow-up spring tests and teacher survey
April 2005-June 2005

Midyear roster check
January 2005

Classroom observations
April 2005

Collect school records
May 2005-September 2005

Reports
Draft Report, January 2006


Final Report, May 2006

A summary of our sampling plan and respective respondent universes is as follows:

· We will select 10 programs that will constitute the respondent universe for this study.  These 10 programs will be purposively selected from 165 programs in 12 states that meet our eligibility criteria, described in detail in Section B2.  

· From each program, we will sample two school districts.  To be eligible for inclusion in the study, a school district must have hired at least 12 teachers from the program within the past two years, to ensure that we will have a good chance of obtaining our target sample of treatment and control group teachers.  We will randomly select and order school districts from among those eligible and will sequentially contact them until our sample size targets have been met. 

· From each district, we will sample four schools.  To be eligible for inclusion in the study, a school must have at least one alternatively certified teacher and one traditionally certified teacher with the same amount of teaching experience who teach the same grade.  We will randomly sample and order schools in a district that meet this eligibility criteria, then sequentially contact them.  

· From each school, we will sample at least two teachers.  At least one alternatively certified and one traditionally certified teacher will be randomly selected from each school.  

· Students will be randomly assigned to each classroom.  Students in the relevant grades will be randomly assigned either to the classroom taught by the alternatively certified or to the classroom taught by the traditionally certified teacher.  All students in these classrooms will be included in the research sample.

Next, we discuss these sampling plans in more detail.

2.
Statistical Methods for Sample Selection and Degree of Accuracy Needed

In this section, we describe in greater detail the universe of programs from which we will randomly draw schools, teachers, and students to be included in our study.  We also give the details, including eligibility criteria, of how school districts, schools, teachers, and students are chosen.  Finally, for each level of sampling, we indicate who will be interviewed.

a.
Statistical Methodology for Stratification and Sample Selection

Selection of Alternative Certification Programs.  Alternative certification programs can be divided into four categories according to entrance requirements (low or high selectivity) and courseload (minimal or substantial).  Exhibit 6 illustrates these combinations of teacher preparation models.  We will include only programs that have low entrance requirements (models B and D), for two reasons.  First, most traditional certification programs do not have highly selective entrance requirements (Hess 2000).  Hence focusing on alternative certification programs with low entrance requirements will help us to disentangle effects of the training from the effects of innate individual characteristics.  Second, most alternatively certified teachers come from programs with low selectivity (Mayer et al 2003).  Thus, programs with low selectivity are more policy-relevant, since these are the programs that produce most of the alternatively certified teachers working today.

We will include 10 programs drawn from the population of Model B and D programs—5 representing Model B and 5 representing Model D.  Having programs that represent both models will help us identify the impact of education coursework on teacher effectiveness.  If possible, we also will purposively vary other teacher preparation model features, such as the extent of mentoring and other new teacher supports, to allow for additional nonexperimental analyses of the impact of these model features.

The 10 programs will be selected in three stages from a universe of 165 programs in 12 states with low entrance selectivity requirements.
   First, we will divide the 165 programs into seven strata based on geography and whether or not the program has intensive course 

EXHIBIT 6

ALTERNATIVE TEACHER PREPARATION MODELS

	
	
	Entrance Requirements



	
	
	Highly Selective 
	Less Selective

	Education Courseload
	Minimal
	Model A


	Model B

	
	Substantial
	Model C
	Model D




requirements.  Second, we will randomly select 50 programs across the seven strata, where the sample size in a stratum will be proportional to the share of all programs that are in that stratum.  

Third, we will randomly order the selected programs within each stratum, and sequentially research each of the 50 programs to assess whether each one is appropriate for the study based on certain selectivity requirements.
  These criteria will include (1) program size (the number of elementary school teachers trained by the program), so that we can select the larger programs to ensure that will be able to obtain sufficient trainee samples; (2) program age, so that we can exclude programs that are too new (that is, who do not have teachers with one or two years of experience); (3) future operational plans, so that we can exclude those programs that are about to cease operation; and (4) entrance requirements, so that we can exclude programs that are too selective (that require a B average or better).
  

We expect this process to generate a sample of 10 geographically dispersed programs for inclusion in the study.  The sample will include five programs with intensive course requirements and five with minimal course requirements, so that the design can be effective for estimating impacts for each of these policy-relevant subgroups. 

We will request from the 10 programs information on the elementary schools where their program graduates have been placed within the previous two years.  As part of the context study, we will also inform them that we plan to conduct semi-structured interviews with their program director.  These interviews will be administered in person by visiting their office or meeting them at one of the research schools.  These interviews will be conducted October 2004 through February 2005.


Selection of School Districts.  From each of the 10 programs, two school districts will be selected for the study (although we will select one district if it is very large).  The eligibility requirement is that a district must have hired at least 12 teachers from the alternative certification program to ensure that we have a high probability of finding a suitable treatment and control group teacher within four schools in the district.  If there are more eligible districts than are required for the sample, we will randomly select school districts with probabilities proportional to the number of program graduates in the district.

School district staff will be contacted to participate in the study.  We will request that they help coordinate contacts with individual schools.  

Selection of Schools.  From the school districts selected, we will contact schools to participate in the study and to determine whether or not they have a teacher who could be used as a comparison teacher in our study.  To be used as a comparison in our study, a teacher must be traditionally certified and have the same amount of teaching experience as the alternatively certified teacher (that is, either zero, one, or two years of experience), thereby making the teacher a reasonable counterfactual to the alternatively certified teachers in the teacher’s school.  If we find more than three schools (or six, in the case of a single large district) that meet these requirements, we will randomly select three (six) from among that group.  

Selection of Teachers.  At least one alternatively certified and one traditionally certified teacher with the same amount of teaching experience will be sampled from each school.  We will select as many eligible teachers per school as possible in order to increase the power (reduce the minimum detectable effect) of the study.  

Teachers will be asked to complete the teacher surveys and the teacher tests (Praxis I).  In addition, they will be informed that their classrooms will be observed.  Finally, we will conduct interviews with administrators of the preparation programs attended by the teachers in our sample.

Selection of Students.  We will request that school staff randomly assign to classrooms all students in those grades with treatment and control group teachers.  Thus, students in the relevant grades will be randomly assigned to a classroom taught by an alternatively certified teacher, a classroom taught by a traditionally certified teacher with comparable experience, or a teacher at the same grade level who is not included in the study (for example, because this is a veteran teacher).  This design will reduce design effects due to clustering of students within classrooms, because there should be no difference between the average baseline characteristics of students in the treatment and control group classrooms.

All students in the treatment and control group classrooms will be part of the research sample.  We anticipate that, on average, 23 students will be in each type of classroom.  Thus, we will have a sample of 80 schools, 90 alternatively certified teachers, 90 traditionally certified teachers, and 3,680 students.  Students will be asked to take an achievement test as part of the impact study.

b.
Estimation Procedures

The plans for the statistical analyses of the data, including descriptive statistics and multivariate models, are presented in A16.

c.
Degree of Accuracy Needed

In order to assess appropriate sample sizes for the evaluation, we adopt a precision standard using impact results found in other evaluations.  Several authors (for example, Cohen 1988; and Lipsey and Wilson 1993) have conducted meta-analyses across a range of fields to examine the extent to which impacts, measured in effect size units (that is, as a percentage of the standard deviation of the outcome), are considered to be “meaningful.”  The consensus is that effect sizes of .20 are considered to be moderate in size.  Previous evaluations have found that this effect size is equivalent to 4 percentile points on a standardized test.  Thus, we adopt this .20 effect size value as the standard for this evaluation.  Exhibit 7 displays minimum detectable effects (MDE) on a child outcome measured in effect size units at 80 percent power for a 95 percent one-tailed 

EXHIBIT 7

MINIMUM DETECTABLE effects UNDER ALTERNATIVE SAMPLE DESIGNS 

	
	
	Detectable Effect Sizes (Percentage Points)

	
	Student Sample Size (assuming 20 per class respond)
	(1)
	(2)

	Sample
	
	Regression R2: 60%
	Regression R2: 30%

	1.   One Tailed Test. 80 schools, 180 teachers, 20 students responding per teacher

	Full Sample
	3,600
	11
	15

	50% Subgroup of Programs
	1,800
	16
	21

	50% Subgroup of Teachers
	1,800
	15
	20

	33% Subgroup of Programs
	1,200
	20
	26

	33% Subgroup of Teachers
	1,200
	19
	25

	25% Subgroup of Programs
	900
	23
	30

	25% Subgroup of Teachers
	900
	21
	28

	50% Teachers; 50% Programs
	900
	22
	29

	2.   Two tailed test. 80 schools, 180 teachers, 20 students responding per teacher

	Full Sample
	3,600
	13
	17

	50% Subgroup of Programs
	1,800
	18
	24

	50% Subgroup of Teachers
	1,800
	17
	23

	33% Subgroup of Programs
	1,200
	22
	30

	33% Subgroup of Teachers
	1,200
	21
	28

	25% Subgroup of Programs
	900
	26
	34

	25% Subgroup of Teachers
	900
	24
	32

	50% Teachers; 50% Programs
	900
	25
	33


Note:
Minimum detectable effects are estimated for a 5 percent level of significance and 80 percent power level.  These calculations take into account clustering effects at the teacher level and at the school level. The equation used to calculate the minimum detectable effect is: 
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where 

S is the number of schools, T is the number of treatment (comparison) teachers, N is the number of students in the treatment (comparison) group, p1 (=0.07) is the between-school variance as a percentage of the total variance of the outcomes based on previous studies, p2 (=0.16) is the between teacher variance, and c (=0.50) is the correlation between treatment and control group students within the same school.  Previous impact evaluations have found that an R2 of 60 percent may be an appropriate assumption when baseline measures of an outcome are available, but 30 percent is more realistic when baseline measures are not available. 

test and for a 95 percent two-tailed test.
  The table also shows how the MDE varies with assumptions regarding the regression R2 and subgroup size.
  These calculations incorporate design effects due to clustering at the school and teacher level. On the basis of findings from previous education-related evaluations, we assume an intraclass school effect of .07, and an intraclass teacher effect of .16.  Other assumptions are displayed at the bottom of the Exhibit.

d.
Unusual Problems Requiring Specialized Sampling Procedures

We do not anticipate any unusual problems that require specialized sampling procedures.

e.
Use of Periodic Data Collection Cycles to Reduce Burden

The data collection for students in the study will include one round of baseline assessments in fall 2004, and one round of follow-up assessments in spring 2005.  The data collection for teachers in the study will include one administration of a test in the fall, and one administration of a survey in the spring.  The observations of teachers’ classes will include two rounds, one in late fall 2004, and one in late spring 2005.  The process analysis data collection for the context studies will include only one round of data collection.  

3.
Addressing Nonresponse

Several steps will be taken to maximize response among sampled teachers.  Teachers will have several options for taking the teacher survey.  It will be mailed to them two weeks prior to the spring administration of the standardized test of their students.  They will have the option of filling it out at their leisure during the two-week period, or completing it while their students are taking the spring 2005 standardized achievement test.  MPR staff will follow up with nonrespondents and administer the survey over the telephone at the teacher’s convenience.

High response rates among students of study teachers will hinge, initially, on high rates of parent consent for each child’s participation in the study.  Passive consent forms will be distributed to all of the sampled teachers during the first week of classes.  Teachers will distribute the forms to their students and instruct their parents or guardians to review it. The form will describe the importance of the study and what their child’s participation will entail: completion of standardized tests in math and reading during the fall and spring and collection of records on their child’s behavior at school (i.e. tardiness, attendance, and disciplinary events). The form will also include an 800 number that the parent or guardian may call with any questions about the study. 

Attrition is an issue that must be addressed in virtually every longitudinal study.  Family mobility and changes in circumstances can contribute to attrition and may be expected to occur in this study as well.  Some students will transfer to schools within district, and others will relocate outside the school district.  Student mobility will be tracked through the use of a midyear classroom roster check in each school.  Schools will be asked to provide their current rosters for the classrooms of sampled teachers, as of January 2005.  These will be cross-checked against the study sample in each classroom.  Follow-up phone calls with the appropriate school or district administrator(s) will help determine the location of those no longer enrolled in the study class.  For students who remain within the same school district, every attempt will be made to test them in their new school during the same time period as those in their original cohort.

Because some sample members—either teachers or students—will not complete all data collection instruments, we will need to make statistical adjustments in order for impact estimates to be representative of the full original sample.  If those who do not respond to follow-up surveys (that is, who do not take follow-up standardized tests or whose spring 2005 records are unavailable) are substantially different from those who do respond, then the impact estimates could be biased.  This is because, without some effort to control for differences between respondents and nonrespondents, the impact estimates will represent only the effect of being taught by a teacher from a given preparation program for the types of students who are responsive to our evaluation.  That is, we would not know the effect for our entire original sample. 

We will examine the extent of nonresponse bias by comparing the baseline characteristics of respondents and nonrespondents using school records and baseline test score data.  We will also compare the characteristics of respondents in the treatment and control groups.  We will conduct statistical tests (t-tests and chi-squared tests) to gauge whether the differences in characteristics are statistically significant.

We will account for nonresponse in several ways.  First, we will use regression models to adjust for differences in the observable baseline characteristics of respondents in the treatment and control groups.  Second, we will construct nonresponse weights that weight respondents according to their similarity to nonrespondents.  The more similar a respondent is to nonrespondents, the more heavily he or she will be weighted in our analyses.  

These weights will be constructed by using baseline characteristics to predict response at followup.  Specifically, we will run a logistic regression of follow-up response status on baseline variables.  Using the parameter estimates from this regression, we will calculate the predicted probability of responding at followup for every member of the baseline sample.  The inverse of these predicted probabilities will be the nonresponse weights.  Thus, this propensity scoring procedure will yield large weights for those respondents with characteristics that are associated with low response weights.  Similarly, the procedure will yield small weights for those respondents with characteristics that are associated with high response rates.  A different nonresponse weight will be calculated for each follow-up instrument.  That is, missing follow-up grades will be modeled separately from missing test scores. 

Finally, we will explore the sensitivity of our impact estimates to nonresponse by calculating impacts with and without the nonresponse weights. 

4.
Tests of Procedures and Methods to be Undertaken

A pretest of the teacher survey was undertaken in order to examine the flow and clarity of the questions and the length of the instrument.  Participants were selected in order to test the instrument on both traditionally and alternatively certified teachers.  Roughly half of the teachers were traditionally certified; the other half were alternatively certified.  They taught a range of elementary grade levels.  This allowed an accurate assessment of reporting length for different types of teachers, as well as of students.  The teacher survey was revised in the aftermath of the pretest to clarify individual items and instructions in order to reduce burden on respondents.  The average length of time for completion of the survey was 30 minutes.

5.
Individuals Consulted on Statistical Aspects of the Design

The following people were consulted on statistical aspects of the study design:


Peter Schochet, Mathematica Policy Research, Inc.


609-936-2783

John Deke, Mathematica Policy Research, Inc.



609-275-2230

Paul Decker, Mathematica Policy Research, Inc.


609-275-2290 

Frank Potter, Mathematica Policy Research, Inc.


609-936-2799

Mark Dynarski, Mathematica Policy Research, Inc.


609-275-2397


David Monk, Pennsylvania State University



814-865-2526 

Brian Stecher, RAND Corporation




310-393-0411   

Jeff Smith, University of Maryland




301-405-3532 

Dan Goldhaber, University of Washington



206-685-2214 

Paul Holland, Educational Testing Service



609-734-1243 

Richard Murnane, Harvard University




617-496-4820

Rob Hollister, Swarthmore College




610-328-8105 

Steve Rivkin, Amherst College





413-542-2106
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APPENDIX A


COVER LETTERS AND PARENTAL CONSENT FORMS

APPENDIX B


TEACHER CONSENT FORM FOR RELEASE OF SAT/ACT SCORES

APPENDIX C


CLASSROOM OBSERVATION TEACHER INTERVIEW PROTOCOL

(PRE-OBSERVATION)


MATHEMATICA 


Policy Research, Inc.
MEMORANDUM
P.O. Box 2393


Princeton, NJ  08543-2393


Telephone (609) 799-3535


Fax (609) 799-0005


www.mathematica-mpr.com
TO:
[INSERT TEACHER NAME]


[INSERT SCHOOL NAME]

FROM:
[INSERT MPR SITE COORDINATOR NAME]
DATE: [DATE]


TPM - 

SUBJECT:
Classroom Observations


 

Thank you again for your participation in the national evaluation of teacher preparation programs.  Mathematica will observe a [INDICATE READING OR MATH] unit in your classroom on:

· [INSERT DAY]  [INSERT DATE] [INSERT TIME OR TIMES]

We will observe a [INDICATE READING OR MATH] unit in your classroom on:

· [INSERT SECOND DAY, DATE AND TIME]

We’ll arrive in time to speak with you for about 10 minutes prior to the scheduled observation; our goal will be to not disrupt the normal routine of your class too much.

Please do not do anything beyond your ordinary plans for these observations.  Our intent is to record what normally takes place in your classroom.  All of this information is kept completely confidential and will not be shared with anyone beyond the study staff.  Our observers have been extensively trained and are familiar with the many variables that teachers confront during any given 50-minute block of time.

We look forward to seeing you again.

CLASSROOM OBSERVATION TEACHER INTERVIEW PROTOCOL

(PRE-OBSERVATION)

INSERT 3 pages here 

2

3

APPENDIX D


INTERVIEW GUIDE FOR AC PROGRAM ADMINISTRATORS



[date]

[acadministratorname

title

acprogramname

address1

address2

city, state ZIP]   

Dear [acadministratorname]:

As you know, [acprogramname] and a number of your current and/or former interns are participating in a national study of teacher preparation sponsored by the U.S. Department of Education.  The goal of the study is to identify how different dimensions of teacher preparation contribute to quality teaching and student achievement.  Mathematica Policy Research is conducting this study during the 2004-2005 academic year with assistance from Decision Information Resources and Chesapeake Research Associates.  Researchers will visit participating programs to understand program content, sequencing, and support systems for interns as they launch their careers. 

This letter is advance notice that researchers will be calling you soon to arrange a convenient day and time to talk during their visit to your area.  They will not be asking any personally or professionally sensitive questions; nonetheless, all information will be strictly confidential.  Their conversation with you will take approximately one hour.

Thank you again for participating in this important national study.  If you have any questions in the meantime, please don’t hesitate to contact me at [phone] or [emailaddress].


Sincerely,









[sender’s name









title]

cc:  

INTERVIEW GUIDE FOR AC PROGRAM ADMINISTRATORS
A.
ICEBREAKER AND PERSONAL BACKGROUND QUESTIONS
1.
Tell me a little bit about your career in education, including how and when you got involved in this teacher preparation program.

B.
PROGRAM DESCRIPTION
Can you give me a brief description of your certification program for elementary teachers?  I already have some information from an earlier phone discussion, but since that was a while ago, I’d like to refresh my understanding of your program.  Specifically,

3. How long does the average candidate take to complete all program requirements?

2.
What core courses or instructional hours do interns complete before they take over their own classroom?  Does this include any activities where they observe or are responsible for students (such as observing or teaching in a summer school)?  What do they take while they are teaching (afterschool, evenings, etc.)?

3.
Have the program activities, content, or courses changed over the last four years?  If yes, describe the major changes.

C.
PREPARATION PROGRAM CONTENT
Now I’d like to talk about some of the content your program provides to participants during their internship and how it is delivered.

1.
Classroom Management

First, let’s discuss classroom management.  By classroom management, I mean the rules, behavior expectations, classroom routines, etc.

a. What specific classroom management topics do you cover?  What specific skills, strategies, or approaches are taught?

b. How is the information on classroom management delivered?  (Courses, mentoring, observations, other)

c. How much instruction is provided in this area (number of contact hours/courses/ workshops), and at what point(s) in the program?

d. What types of people are responsible for that instruction?  (Certified or not, years prior classroom experience, currently teaching elementary school or not, works for the program full time or part time, regular academic or adjunct?)

e. How much emphasis does your program place on the following specific topics within the broad area of classroom management?  Use a scale of 0 to 5 where 0 is no emphasis, 1 is very little emphasis, 3 is moderate, 5 is very strong, and 2 and 4 are in between:

(1)
How to establish classroom rules and procedures?
0  1  2  3  4  5

(2)
How to monitor and affect student behavior in class?
0  1  2  3  4  5

(3)
How to structure, monitor, and adjust classroom activities?
0  1  2  3  4  5

2.
Curriculum Content
Now let’s talk about teaching curriculum content.  By this, I mean how you teach the scope and depth of the grade-level content, how to plan for a year’s worth of instruction, how to determine the relative importance of topics within each content area, distribute content topics over the year, integrate content across content areas, and so forth.

a. What specific curriculum content topics do you cover?  (Reading, math, social studies, science, etc)

b. Do you teach your students how to plan for a year’s worth of instruction, how to determine the relative importance of topics within each content area, and distribute content topics over the year?  If so, how/when does that instruction happen?

c. How is the information on curriculum content delivered?  (Courses, mentoring, observations, other)

d. How much instruction is provided in this area (number of contact hours/courses/ workshops), and at what point in the program?

e.
What types of people are responsible for that instruction?  (Certified or not, years prior classroom experience, currently teaching elementary school or not, works for the program full time or part time, regular academic or adjunct?)

3.
Content-Specific Pedagogy

By content-specific pedagogy, I mean information about good instructional practices and how they vary by specific content area, the topic within that content, and the required level of student cognition.

a. Does your program cover content-specific pedagogy?  In which content areas?  What specific pedagogy topics do you cover for reading and language arts?  What about math?  What specific skills, strategies, or approaches are taught?

b. How is the information on content-specific pedagogy delivered?  (Courses, mentoring, observations, other)

c. How much instruction is provided in this area (number of contact hours/courses/ workshops), and at what point in the program?

d. What types of people are responsible for that instruction?  (Certified or not, years prior classroom experience, currently teaching elementary school or not, works for the program full time or part time, regular academic or adjunct?)

4.
Diagnostics and Assessment

By diagnostics and assessment, I mean diagnosing student’s learning styles, deficits, and accomplishments, and informally assessing student learning to inform daily instruction.

a.
What information and training does this program provide to elementary teacher candidates about classroom diagnostics and assessment?  What specific skills, strategies, or approaches are taught?

D.
EMPHASIS
1.
Thinking about each of those areas we just defined and discussed (classroom management, curriculum content, content-specific pedagogy, and diagnostics and assessments), what level of emphasis does your program place on each topic?  Use a scale of 0 to 5 where 0 is no emphasis, 1 is very little emphasis, 3 is moderate, 5 is very strong, and 2 and 4 are in-between:

a.
Classroom management
0  1  2  3  4  5

b.
Curriculum content
0  1  2  3  4  5

c.
Content-specific pedagogy
0  1  2  3  4  5

d.
Diagnostics and assessments
0  1  2  3  4  5

2.
Thinking about some other possible topics that your program might cover, what level of emphasis, if any, does your program place on each of the following possible topics?  Use a scale of 0 to 5 where 0 is no emphasis, 1 is very little emphasis, 3 is moderate, 5 is very strong, and 2 and 4 are in-between:

a.
Child development (information on the sequential stages of 


physical, psychological, and social development)
0  1  2  3  4  5

b.
Instructional logistics (the nuts and bolts of teaching:  locating 


resources, acquiring materials, and setting up classrooms)
0  1  2  3  4  5

c.
Psychological and moral support (a forum for sharing, listening, 


and giving sympathy or advice on how to cope)
0  1  2  3  4  5

d.
Other.  (List)  ___________________
0  1  2  3  4  5

E.
SUPPORT ACTIVITIES FOR TEACHERS
Now let’s turn to some of the support activities that your program may provide.  By support activities, I mean courses, mentoring, observation, and other induction or professional activities designed to improve teaching.

1.
Courses

a. Are there any other courses or workshops etc. that this program provides that we have not already talked about?  Please tell me about those.  (Contact hours/courses/ workshops, at what point in the training program, type of instructor?)

2.
Mentoring, Observations 

a. Does this program have a formal mentoring component, or a means for observing beginning teachers and providing feedback and advice on their performance?

[if no—for example, mentoring is solely the responsibility of district or school officials—then skip out of this section]

b. Thinking of some of the possible goals of your mentoring program, to what extent is each of the following a goal of your mentoring program?  Use a scale of 0 to 5 where 0 is not at all a goal, 1 is a slight goal, 3 is moderate goal, 5 is very strong goal, and 2 and 4 are in-between:

(1)
To provide feedback and advice on teaching techniques?
0  1  2  3  4  5

(2)
To provide personal/psychological/moral support for new teachers?
0  1  2  3  4  5

(3)
To provide an opportunity to evaluate the intern?
0  1  2  3  4  5

c. What types of people are the mentors?  (Certified or not, years prior classroom experience, currently teaching elementary school or not, works for the program full time or part time?)  What type of training have they had to become mentors?

d. How many times do mentors or other program staff observe new teachers in action in their classrooms during their first year?  What is the length of observations? (expected, minimum, average, variation)

e. How many times, if ever, do new teachers observe others? (Expected number of times, minimum, average, and variation) What is the length of observations? (expected, minimum, average, variation)

f. Are there any other regular mentor-mentee connections though means other than observations (casual discussions, other meetings, etc.)?

3.
Other support, induction, or professional activities

a. Are there any other support activities that your program provides for beginning teachers that we have not talked about?  (Orientation meetings?  Formal training sessions?  Informal meetings/ discussions? Probe for number, timing, content, purpose, participants, providers)

F.
CLOSING
1. Is there anything else you think I should know about your program?

Thank you very much for your help.

APPENDIX E


INTERVIEW GUIDE FOR TC PROGRAM ADMINISTRATORS



[date]

[tcadministratorname

title

tcprogramname

address1

address2

city, state ZIP]   

Dear [tcadministratorname]:

In an ongoing effort to promote teacher quality, the U.S. Department of Education is sponsoring a national study of teacher preparation.  The goal of the study is to identify how different dimensions of teacher preparation contribute to quality teaching and student achievement.  Mathematica Policy Research is conducting this study during the 2004-2005 academic year with assistance from Decision Information Resources and Chesapeake Research Associates.  

A graduate of your teacher preparation program is participating in this study and the Department of Education needs your assistance.  This letter is advance notice that researchers will be calling you soon to describe the study in more detail, review the program information needed from you, and arrange a convenient day and time to talk.  Researchers will want to understand preparation program content, sequencing, and supervision of student teachers as they launch their careers.  They will not be asking any personally or professionally sensitive questions; nonetheless, all information will be strictly confidential.  Their conversation with you will take approximately one hour.

Thank you for participating in this important national study.  If you have any questions in the meantime, please don’t hesitate to contact me at [phone] or [emailaddress].


Sincerely,









[sender’s name









title]

cc:  

INTERVIEW GUIDE FOR TC PROGRAM ADMINISTRATORS
A.
ICEBREAKER AND PERSONAL BACKGROUND QUESTIONS
1.
Our goal is to understand the teacher preparation program that (control teacher) attended before becoming certified in (year).  How long have you been involved with this teacher preparation program?  (Ascertain whether respondent was there when (control teacher) attended.)  Did you know (control teacher)?

B.
PROGRAM DESCRIPTION
Can you give me a brief description of your program for elementary teachers?  Specifically,

1. How long does the average student take to complete all program requirements and become certified?  

2.
What core courses or instructional hours do your students complete before they do their student teaching?  Does this include any activities where they observe or are responsible for students (such as observing or teaching in a summer school)?  Do they take any courses, etc while they are teaching (after school, evenings, etc.)?  Do they take any courses after their student teaching?

3.
Have the program activities, content, or courses changed over the last four years?  If yes, describe the major changes.

C.
PREPARATION PROGRAM CONTENT
Now I’d like to talk about the content your program provides to education students and how it is delivered.

1.
Classroom Management

First, let’s discuss classroom management.  By classroom management, I mean the rules, behavior expectations, classroom routines, instructional record keeping, parental involvement, etc.

a. What specific classroom management topics do you cover?  What specific skills, strategies, or approaches are taught?

b. How is the information on classroom management delivered?  (Courses, mentoring, observations, other)

c. How much instruction is provided in this area (number of contact hours/courses/ workshops), and at what point(s) in the program?

d. What types of people are responsible for that instruction?  (Certified or not, years prior classroom experience, currently teaching elementary school or not, works for the program full time or part time, regular academic or adjunct?)

e. How much emphasis does your program place on the following specific topics within the broad area of classroom management?  Use a scale of 0 to 5 where 0 is no emphasis, 1 is very little emphasis, 3 is moderate, 5 is very strong, and 2 and 4 are in between:

(1)
How to establish classroom rules and procedures?
0  1  2  3  4  5

(2)
How to monitor and affect student behavior in class?
0  1  2  3  4  5

(3)
How to structure, monitor, and adjust classroom activities?
0  1  2  3  4  5

2.
Curriculum Content
Now let’s talk about teaching curriculum content.  By this, I mean how you teach the scope and depth of the grade-level content, how to plan for a year’s worth of instruction, how to determine the relative importance of topics within each content area, distribute content topics over the year, integrate content across content areas, and so forth.

a. What specific curriculum content topics do you cover?  (Reading, math, social studies, science, etc) 

b. Do you teach your students how to plan for a year’s worth of instruction, how to determine the relative importance of topics within each content area, and distribute content topics over the year?  If so, how/when does that instruction happen?

c. How is the information on curriculum content delivered?  (Courses, mentoring, observations, other)

d. How much instruction is provided in this area (number of contact hours/courses/ workshops), and at what point in the program?

e. What types of people are responsible for that instruction?  (Certified or not, years prior classroom experience, currently teaching elementary school or not, works for the program full time or part time, regular academic or adjunct?)

3.
Content-Specific Pedagogy

By content-specific pedagogy, I mean information about good instructional practices and how they vary by specific content area, the topic within that content, and the required level of student cognition.

a. Does your program cover content-specific pedagogy?  In which content areas?  What specific pedagogy topics do you cover for reading and language arts?  What about math?  What specific skills, strategies, or approaches are taught?

b. How is the information on content-specific pedagogy delivered?  (Courses, mentoring, observations, other)

c. How much instruction is provided in this area (number of contact hours/courses/ workshops), and at what point in the program?

d. What types of people are responsible for that instruction?  (Certified or not, years prior classroom experience, currently teaching elementary school or not, works for the program full time or part time, regular academic or adjunct?)

4.
Diagnostics and Assessment

By diagnostics and assessment, I mean diagnosing student’s learning styles, deficits, and accomplishments, and informally assessing student learning to inform daily instruction.

a.
What information and training does this program provide to elementary teacher candidates about classroom diagnostics and assessment?  What specific skills, strategies, or approaches are taught?

D.
EMPHASIS
1.
Thinking about each of those areas we just discussed (classroom management, curriculum content, and content-specific pedagogy), what level of emphasis does your program place on each topic?  Use a scale of 0 to 5 where 0 is no emphasis, 1 is very little emphasis, 3 is moderate, 5 is very strong, and 2 and 4 are in-between:

(1)
Classroom management
0  1  2  3  4  5

(2)
Curriculum content
0  1  2  3  4  5

(3)
Content-specific pedagogy
0  1  2  3  4  5

(4)
Diagnostics and assessments
0  1  2  3  4  5

2. Thinking about some other possible topics that your program might cover, what level of emphasis does your program place on each of the following possible topics?  Use a scale of 0 to 5 where 0 is no emphasis, 1 is very little emphasis, 3 is moderate, 5 is very strong, and 2 and 4 are in-between: 

a.
Child development (information on the sequential stages of 


physical, psychological, and social development)
0  1  2  3  4  5

b.
Instructional logistics (the nuts and bolts of teaching:  locating 


resources, acquiring materials, and setting up classrooms)
0  1  2  3  4  5

c.
Psychological and moral support (a forum for sharing, listening, 


and giving sympathy or advice on how to cope)
0  1  2  3  4  5

d.
Other.  (List)  ___________________
0  1  2  3  4  5

E.
SUPPORT ACTIVITIES FOR TEACHERS
Now let’s turn to some of the support activities that your program provides.  By support activities, I mean courses, mentoring, observation, and other induction or professional activities designed to improve teaching.

1.
Courses

a. Are there any other courses or workshops etc., that this program provides that we have not already talked about?  Please tell me about those.  (Contact hours /courses /workshops, at what point in the training program, type of instructor?)

2.
Student Teaching, Observations 

a. Now let’s focus on student teaching.  Does your program have a formal student teaching component?  Does that include a means for observing student teachers and providing feedback and advice on their performance?

b. Thinking of some of the possible goals of your student teaching program, to what extent is each of the following a goal?  Use a scale of 0 to 5 where 0 is not at all a goal, 1 is a slight goal, 3 is moderate goal, 5 is very strong goal, and 2 and 4 are in-between:

(1)
To provide feedback and advice on teaching techniques?
0  1  2  3  4  5

(2)
To provide personal/psychological/moral support for new teachers?
0  1  2  3  4  5

(3)
To provide an opportunity to evaluate the student teacher?
0  1  2  3  4  5

c.
How long does the student teaching component last, and how much time is the student teacher expected to spend leading the class versus watching versus assisting the cooperating teacher?

d.
What types of people are the field supervisors?  (Certified or not, years prior classroom experience, currently teaching elementary school or not, works for the program full time or part time?)   What type of training have they had to become field supervisors?

e.
How many times do field supervisors or other program staff observe student teachers in action in their classrooms?  What is the length of observations? (Expected, minimum, average, variation)

f.
How many times, if ever, do student teachers observe other teachers? (Expected number of times, minimum, average, and variation) What is the length of observations? (Expected, minimum, average, variation)

g.
What is the nature of the feedback student teachers are supposed to get from their field supervisor and the cooperating teacher?


3.
Other Support, Induction, or Professional Activities

a. Besides the student teaching experience, are there any other program components through which students typically get feedback and assistance that a fulltime beginning teacher might get through a district- or school-based teacher induction program?  (Orientation meetings?  Formal training sessions?  Informal meetings/ discussions?  Probe for number, timing, content, purpose, participants, providers)

F.
CLOSING
1.
Is there anything else you think I should know about your program?

Thank you very much for your help.

APPENDIX F


Guide for Collecting Certification Program Documents
Guide for Collecting Certification Program Documents

As you visit each certification program and talk with its program administrator, please collect copies of program documents that will help us understand the content, delivery, and activities offered program participants.  Key documents would include things like brochures or recruitment, and advertising materials; program applications and registration forms; materials used with program staff to train or make mentoring assignments; weekly course, training, or mentoring schedules; course content summaries; copies of self evaluation reports, etc.  While on site, you will need to ask about such documents and bring them back with you.

Because the documents may vary in quality, completeness, and usefulness, you will need to make on-site judgments about their usefulness to the evaluation and to your understanding of the program.  Err on the side of completeness, however.  The document you bring back with you now may eliminate the need for a follow-up phone call later.

Reviewing these documents before, during, and after the site visit will help with the “triangulation” approach to marshaling and evaluating information on key research questions.  Reviewing program documents may enable you to provide more informed answers to several items in the Write-up Form; you never know when you’ll come across a good nugget of information.

We are particularly interested in documents that will help us understand the following topics in two broad certification program areas:

Content of the preparation program


Child development


Classroom management


Curriculum content


Content-specific pedagogy


Diagnostics and assessments


Instructional logistics


Psychological and moral support

Support activities for teachers


Courses


Mentoring


Observations


Personal support


Other induction activities


Other professional activities
APPENDIX G


INTERVIEW GUIDE FOR PRINCIPALS

[date]

[principalname

title

school name 

address1

address2

city, state ZIP]   

Dear [principalname]:

As you know, [district name], [school name], and at least two teachers in your school are participating in a national study of teacher preparation sponsored by the U.S. Department of Education.  The goal of the study is to identify how different dimensions of teacher preparation contribute to quality teaching and student achievement.  Mathematica Policy Research is conducting this study during the 2004-2005 academic year with assistance from Decision Information Resources and Chesapeake Research Associates.  Researchers will visit participating schools to understand local mentoring and other support systems accessed by study teachers as they launch their careers. 

This letter is advance notice that researchers will be calling you to arrange a visit to your school. During the visit, they will want to talk with you and with school or district personnel such as a teacher mentor or instructional supervisor who regularly work with the study teachers.  The researchers will work with you to identify the appropriate mentor or supervisor and to establish a day and time that are convenient for you and the other people involved.  If there are other schools in your district also participating in this study, the researchers will want to coordinate visits to nearby schools.  They will not be asking any personally or professionally sensitive questions; nonetheless, all information will be strictly confidential.  Their conversation with you will take approximately one hour.

Thank you again for participating in this important national study.  If you have any questions in the meantime, please don’t hesitate to contact me at [phone] or [emailaddress].


Sincerely,









[sender’s name









title]

cc:  

INTERVIEW GUIDE FOR PRINCIPALS
a.
ICEBREAKER AND PERSONAL BACKGROUND QUESTIONS

1.
When did you become principal here?

2.
Were you previously a principal in another school?  If yes, when did you first become a principal?

3.
Did you teach or have other responsibilities at this school before becoming principal?  (Describe.)

B.
SOCIAL CONTEXT
1.
In general, what are the socioeconomic characteristics of the families and households that your students come from? 

2.
How would you describe the school culture or environment at this school—that is, what factors contribute positively or negatively toward the learning environment?

C.
COMPARING ROUTES TO CERTIFICATION
1.
How many teachers are currently on your staff, and approximately what percentage are certified?  How many of teachers are from alternative certification routes?

2.
What role did you have, if any, in hiring the two teachers in our study?  (If played a role,) What factors influenced your decision to hire them?  (Probe on number, type of candidates to choose from and level of need for new teachers.)

3.
What programs are the main sources of new teachers to your school?  How has this changed over time?  Do you have preferences about the programs you hire from, or does it depend on other factors?  What are the key factors you consider in hiring?

[Ask the questions in sections D, E, and F only if the principal is the most knowledgeable respondent about available support activities (vis a vis the mentor or instructional supervisor).]

d.
mentoring, observations 

Let’s talk about teacher mentoring and other support provided to beginning teachers in this school over the period the two teachers in our study have been teaching here.  

1.
First, do the mentoring and support services provided to first-year teachers differ depending on the type of certification program new teachers come from?  [If yes, be sure to elicit differences by program type in each of following questions.]

2.
Who (or what organization) sponsors the activities?  (School, District, Prep program, etc.) 

3.
To what extent is the goal of mentoring to (a) provide feedback and advice on teaching techniques and strategies, (b) provide personal/psychological/moral support for new teachers, or (c) provide an opportunity to evaluate the intern?

4.
Who are the mentors?  (Certified or not, years prior classroom experience, currently teaching elementary school or not, works for the program full time or part time?)  What type of training have they had to become mentors?

5.
How many times do mentors or other program staff observe new teachers in action in their classrooms during their first year?  What is the length of observations? (expected, minimum, average, variation)

6.
How many times do new teachers observe others? (understand the expected number of times, minimum, average, and variation) What is the length of observations? (expected, minimum, average, variation)

7.
Are there any other regular mentor-mentee connections though means other than observations (casual discussions, other meetings, etc.)?

E.
COURSES
1.
Does the school, district, or state require beginning teachers to take any courses or workshops or individual coaching, etc., that we have not already talked about?

2.
How many (number of hours/courses/workshops), and at what point during the year?

F.
OTHER SUPPORT, INDUCTION, OR PROFESSIONAL ACTIVITIES
1.
Are there any other support activities for teachers that we have not talked about?  (Orientation meetings, formal training sessions, informal meetings/ discussions.  Probe for number, timing, content, purpose, participants, and providers.)

2.
Who (or what organization) sponsors the activities?  (School, District, Prep program, etc.)

[Ask the next question only if preliminary/scheduling discussions have determined that the principal is the best person to respond about the teachers’ classroom practices.]

3.
What role do you play in assessing __teacher name(s)__ performance in the classroom?  How much time so far this year have you spent personally observing him/her/them (Number of observances, hours/minutes)?  (If appropriate,) how much time in past years?

[Ask the questions in sections G and H only if the principal is the most knowledgeable respondent about classroom practices (vis a vis the mentor or instructional supervisor).]

G.
PEDAGOGICAL PRACTICES
Now, I’d like to talk with you about each teacher’s instructional practices and classroom management.  Let’s talk about Teacher A, first.

Begin with the teacher’s math and reading instructional practices in the classroom.  By instructional practices, I mean how the teacher plans and implements instruction to create experiences that encourage students’ development of critical thinking, problem solving, and performance skills.  Let’s talk about planning lessons, implementing lessons, and then an overall assessment.

Let’s start with Teacher A’s math instruction.  Please compare Teacher A with the average teacher right now in your school.  I’d appreciate your responses on a scale of 1 to 5, where 1 is below average, 3 is average, and 5 is above average, and 2 and 4 are in-between.  Any questions?

Using that scale and thinking about math, 

1.
How well does Teacher A accurately discern the specific learning needs of individual students in math?

2.
What is the quality of her advance planning, how well prepared is she to meet student learning needs in class?

3.
Please rate the quality of her instructional activities during math time.

4.
How well does she modify her instruction during a lesson when necessary to meet individual student needs?

Now use that same scale to respond about her reading and language arts instruction: 

5.
How well does Teacher A accurately discern the specific learning needs of individual students in reading, language arts? 

6.
What is the quality of her advance planning? How well prepared is she to meet student learning needs in class?

7.
Please rate the quality of her instructional activities during reading, language arts time.

8.
How well does she modify her instruction during a lesson when necessary to meet individual student needs?

H.
CLASSROOM MANAGEMENT
Now, let’s talk about Teacher A’s classroom management, including classroom rules, behavior expectations, and classroom routines.  We’ll use the same scale, where 1 is below average, 3 is average, and 5 is above average, and 2 and 4 are in between.

1.
How effective is Teacher A in establishing classroom rules and procedures and communicating these to students?

2.
How effective is she in monitoring students’ behavior to maintain classroom order?

3.
How effective is she in managing the classroom time to maintain on-task behavior by students?

4.
How well does Teacher A encourage desired student behavior through praise, support, etc.?

5.
And finally, how would you rate Teacher A’s overall effectiveness as a teacher, compared with the average teacher right now in your school?  Would you rate her as below average, average, above average or somewhere in-between?


[Repeat the questions collecting same information on Teacher B]
I.
CLOSING
1. Is there anything else you think I should know about either teacher or your school?

Thank you very much for your help.

APPENDIX H


INTERVIEW GUIDE FOR MENTORS AND INSTRUCTIONAL SUPERVISORS


[date]

[mentorname

title

district name 

address1

address2

city, state ZIP]   

Dear [mentorname]:

[district name] and a number of district teachers are participating in a national study of teacher preparation sponsored by the U.S. Department of Education.  The goal of the study is to identify how different dimensions of teacher preparation contribute to quality teaching and student achievement.  Mathematica Policy Research is conducting this study during the 2004-2005 academic year with assistance from Decision Information Resources and Chesapeake Research Associates.  Researchers will visit the district and participating schools to understand local mentoring and other support systems accessed by study teachers as they launch their careers. 

A district official has indicated that you have mentored, worked with, or coached one or more of the study teachers, and the research team would like to talk with you about the services you provide in this capacity.  Researchers will be calling you soon to arrange a convenient day and time to talk during their visit to your district.  They will not be asking any personally or professionally sensitive questions; nonetheless, all information will be strictly confidential.  Their conversation with you will take approximately one hour.

Thank you for participating in this important national study.  If you have any questions in the meantime, please don’t hesitate to contact me at [phone] or [emailaddress].


Sincerely,









[sender’s name









title]

cc:  

INTERVIEW GUIDE FOR MENTORS AND INSTRUCTIONAL SUPERVISORS
A.
ICEBREAKER AND PERSONAL BACKGROUND QUESTIONS
1.
Tell me a little bit about your career in education, including how and when you got involved as a mentor / instructional supervisor. (Years as elementary/other teacher, years as mentor, number of teachers mentored).

2.
Tell me about any training you received to be a mentor.

[Ask the questions in sections B, C, and D only if the mentor or instructional supervisor is the most knowledgeable respondent about available support activities (vis a vis the principal).]

B.
MENTORING, OBSERVATIONS
Let’s talk about teacher mentoring and other support provided to beginning teachers in this school during the period in which the two teachers in our study began teaching here.  

1.
First, do the services provided to first-year teachers differ depending on the type of certification program new teachers come from?  [If yes, be sure to elicit differences by program type in each of following questions.]
2.
Who (or what organization) sponsors the activities?  (School, District, Prep program, etc.) 

3.
To what extent is the goal of mentoring to (a) provide feedback and advice on teaching techniques and strategies, (b) provide personal/psychological/moral support for new teachers, or (c) provide an opportunity to evaluate the intern?

4.
Who are the mentors?  (Certified or not, years prior classroom experience, currently teaching elementary school or not, works for the program full time or part time?)  What type of training have they had to become mentors?

5.
How many times do mentors or other program staff observe new teachers in action in their classrooms during their first year?  What is the length of observations? (expected, minimum, average, variation)

6.
How many times do new teachers observe others? (understand the expected number of times, minimum, average, and variation) What is the length of observations? (expected, minimum, average, variation)

7.
Are there any other regular mentor-mentee connections though means other than observations (casual discussions, other meetings, etc.)?

C.
COURSES
1.
Does the school, district, or state require beginning teachers to take any courses or workshops or individual coaching, etc., that we have not already talked about?

2.
How many (number of hours/courses/workshops), and at what point during the year?

D.
OTHER SUPPORT, INDUCTION, OR PROFESSIONAL ACTIVITIES
1.
Are there any other support activities for teachers that we have not talked about?  (Orientation meetings, formal training sessions, informal meetings/ discussions.  Probe for number, timing, content, purpose, participants, and providers.)

2.
Who (or what organization) sponsors the activities?  (School, District, Prep program,


etc.) 

[Ask the next question only if preliminary/scheduling discussions have determined that the mentor or instructional supervisor is the best person to respond about the teachers’ classroom practices.]

3. What role do you play in assessing __teacher name(s)__ performance in the classroom?  How much time so far this year have you spent personally observing him/her/them (Number of observances, hours/minutes)?  (If appropriate,) how much time in past years?

[Ask the questions in sections E and F only if the mentor or instructional supervisor is the most knowledgeable respondent about classroom practices (vis a vis the principal).]

E.
PEDAGOGICAL PRACTICES
And now, I’d like to talk with you about each teacher’s instructional practices and classroom management.  Let’s talk about Teacher A, first.

Begin with the teacher’s math and reading instructional practices in the classroom.  By instructional practices, I mean how the teacher plans and implements instruction to create experiences that encourage students’ development of critical thinking, problem solving, and performance skills.  Let’s talk about planning lessons, implementing lessons, and then an overall assessment.

Let’s start with Teacher A’s math instruction.  Please compare Teacher A with the average teacher right now in your school.  I’d appreciate your responses on a scale of 1 to 5, where 1 is below average, 3 is average, and 5 is above average, and 2 and 4 are in-between.  Any questions?

Using that scale and thinking about math, 

1.
How well does Teacher A accurately discern the specific learning needs of individual students in math?

2.
What is the quality of her advance planning, how well prepared is she to meet student learning needs in class?

3.
Please rate the quality of her instructional activities during math time.

4.
How well does she modify her instruction during a lesson when necessary to meet individual student needs?



Now use that same scale to respond about her reading and language arts instruction: 

5.
How well does Teacher A accurately discern the specific learning needs of individual students in reading, language arts? 

6.
What is the quality of her advance planning? How well prepared is she to meet student learning needs in class?

7.
Please rate the quality of her instructional activities during reading, language arts time.

8.
How well does she modify her instruction during a lesson when necessary to meet individual student needs?

F.
CLASSROOM MANAGEMENT
Now, lets talk about Teacher A’s classroom management, including classroom rules, behavior expectations, and classroom routines.  We’ll use the same scale, where 1 is below average, 3 is average, and 5 is above average, and 2 and 4 are in between.

1.
How effective is Teacher A in establishing classroom rules and procedures and communicating these to students?

2.
How effective is she in monitoring students’ behavior to maintain classroom order?

3.
How effective is she in managing the classroom time to maintain on-task behavior by students?

4.
How well does Teacher A encourage desired student behavior through praise, support, etc.?

5.
And finally, how would you rate Teacher A’s overall effectiveness as a teacher, compared with the average teacher right now in your school?  Would you rate her as below average, average, above average or somewhere in-between?



Repeat the questions collecting same information on Teacher B.

6.
Is there anything else you think I should know about either teacher or your role as a mentor?

Thank you very much for your help.

APPENDIX I


TEACHER SURVEY

TPM:


Date

Dear :


Thank you very much for allowing us to test the students in your class at [SCHOOL] as part of our study of teacher preparation programs.  I hope you agree with me that it is vitally important to conduct this evaluation to help schools and teacher preparation program staff better understand what contributes to the preparation of a high quality teacher.


As part of the evaluation, we are conducting a survey of teachers to give us a picture of how teachers differ in their backgrounds, professional experiences, and teaching preparation.  Enclosed is the survey we would like you to complete, which should take you about 30 minutes.  The information you provide through this survey will be kept strictly confidential.  Responses will not be identified by individual or even by school.  


The completed survey can be returned to us via the enclosed postage paid business reply envelope, or we will collect it in person during our upcoming scheduled testing session.  If you are unable to complete the survey prior to the testing session, you will be given time to complete it then.


If you have any questions or concerns about the study or the survey, please do not hesitate to call me at 609-936-2714 or ajohnson@mathematica-mpr.com.  Thanks again for your cooperation and support of this important study.


Sincerely,

APPENDIX J

SUPPLEMENTAL MATERIAL FOR CLASSROOM TEACHERS


TPM:


Date

Dear :


Thank you for your participation in the national evaluation of teacher preparation programs.  This letter, and the attached Q and A sheet, provides details on the study and outlines what we will need from you over the course of the year.  The following are the five core activities in which we will need some assistance from you, with an approximate schedule for each:

4. Fall testing of students in your class.  This will take no more than 2 hours, and will occur approximately three weeks after the start of the school year.  Additional details on the schedule and coordination of this will be forthcoming.

5. Two observations of your class.  Each observation will last about 45-50 minutes.  The observations will take place on consecutive days and will be scheduled to allow us to observe a math unit and a reading unit.  You should do nothing special to prepare for these.  We will need about 10 minutes of your time before the lesson to ask you a few questions.  These first two observations will take place in late fall.  We will work directly with you to schedule these as the dates approach.

6. Spring testing of students in your class.  As in the fall, this will take no more than 2 hours and will be scheduled to avoid conflicts with your school’s existing testing schedule.  We will schedule these for late spring on a date that is convenient for school staff.  Additional materials will be forthcoming as the date approaches.

7. Teacher survey.  At the time of the spring testing, we will ask you to complete a 30-minute survey designed to collect background information, as well as information on your professional experience and training.  We will mail you the survey in advance in case you’d prefer to complete it before our visit.

8. Two additional observations of your class.  As in late fall, we will observe a math and reading unit on subsequent days in late spring.  Each observation will again last about 45-50 minutes, with a 10-minute interview with you ahead of time.  We will schedule these for dates that are convenient for you.  No special preparation is expected prior to our observations. 


If you have any questions or concerns after reading these materials, please do not hesitate to contact us.  You can call Paul Decker, the Project Director, at 609-275-2290, or myself, at 609-936-2714.  We very much appreciate your support and cooperation with this important study, and welcome any input you’d like to provide. 








Sincerely,








Amy Johnson








Survey Director

The Research Team
Selecting Schools and 
Programs

Selecting Students
Collecting Information

Teacher Preparation: A Crucial Issue Facing
Our Nation


Improving teacher preparation and training ranks high on the list of our country’s educational concerns. You are invited to participate in a national study sponsored by the U.S. Department of Education to address this important issue, which is growing more urgent in light of looming teacher shortages across the nation. The study will identify ways to promote teaching quality and student achievement. 

The study will focus on traditional teacher preparation routes and two broad models of alternative teacher preparation: one in which teacher candidates take many courses in education and one in which they take fewer such courses. Researchers will examine the content of teacher training courses, mentoring support systems, and other induction activities that teachers receive as they launch their careers. The goal is to measure how different dimensions of teacher preparation, particularly the amount of education coursework, contribute to success in the classroom. 

Mathematica Policy Research, Inc., a respected policy research organization, will conduct the study. Mathematica’s studies of education initiatives and other programs have been used to inform national policymakers for more than 35 years. Researchers from Decision Information Resources and Chesapeake Research Associates, two other research firms, will be assisting Mathematica in this effort.

The study will include at least 10 alternative teacher preparation programs from around the county—5 programs to represent each of the two preparation models.   For each of the programs selected, we will determine which schools hire their participants or graduates, and then include a subset of these schools in the study during the 2004-2005 school year. In particular, we will select approximately four schools per district, and each school will have at least one teacher from an alternative preparation program and at least one teacher with similar experience from a traditional preparation program, both teaching at the same grade level. We will pay  schools  $2,000 for participating in the study.  


We will work closely with school staff to assign students by lottery to the teachers. All students in that grade level will have an equal chance to be part of the study and an equal chance of being assigned to any particular teacher. Assignment by lottery ensures that each teacher has a similar mix of students with regard to ability and other important factors.

Mathematica will visit the school district and collect most of the data for this study. In both the fall and spring, we will spend one to two days in each school to administer a one-hour test in math and reading and conduct observations in the study classrooms. During the spring visit, we will ask the study teachers to complete a 30-minute survey while tests are being administered to their students.  In addition, we will collect  data on teacher SAT or ACT test scores, where available (contingent on consent from individual teachers).  Finally, we will conduct brief, one-time interviews of school principals and mentor teachers. 

District Assistance

Confidentiality 


To Find Out More


 

School district offices and schools will be requested to provide us with a minimal amount of data and assistance. Specifically, we will ask school districts to help us determine which schools hired the participants or graduates from the teacher preparation programs being studied
. We will also ask the schools to provide us with student rosters in summer 2004 so we can work with the schools to assign students by lottery to the study teachers. Then in the winter of 2004-2005, we will request updated class rosters and information about student mobility. Finally, in spring 2005, we will ask for student characteristics data and data on attendance and promotional status. 


Information we collect will be kept strictly confidential to the full extent allowed by law. The results will be reported only in group form, such as “70 percent of third graders could read at grade level.” We will not present data on student performance by teacher, by class, by school, or by program. In this way, the confidentiality of students, teachers, schools, and programs will be carefully guarded. At the beginning of the study, we will inform parents of the study and our confidentiality policies; we will also distribute consent forms that allow parents to remove their child from the study if they so choose.

Contact Paul Decker, the study director, at  Mathematica Policy Research, Inc., (609) 275-2290, pdecker@mathematica-mpr.com.
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�If the number of classrooms in each school varies substantially, then this technique will be modified to reflect that difference.


�The estimates under this approach will be calculated using sample weights to account for differences in the characteristics of movers and stayers.  The weights will be constructed using propensity scoring methods and will be constructed so that the weighted characteristics of the stayers in the treatment and control groups will be similar to the characteristics of the full population.


�The 12 states are geographically diverse and include Arkansas, California, Colorado, Georgia, Illinois, Louisiana, Michigan, New Jersey, New Mexico, Tennessee, Texas, and Wisconsin.


�Our research on the programs will include a full examination of all publicly available information about the program, including Web sites and application materials.  In some cases, we may also informally contact program staff in order to clarify particular details about the program.


�As discussed, we have identified 165 programs that we believe are non-selective programs.  However, these programs were identified using available information that is incomplete.  Thus, some of these 165 programs may be selective programs.  


�The decision to use a one- or two-tailed test depends on the nature of the hypothesis being tested, which can vary both by outcome and by subgroup. Therefore, we present MDEs for both one- and two-tailed tests.


�It is appropriate to assume an R2 of 0.6 for outcomes where baseline measures of the outcome are available, such as test scores.  If baseline measures of the outcome are not available, we assume an R2 of 0.3.  The considerable difference between the MDEs in these two cases (see Exhibit 7) illustrate the importance of obtaining baseline measures of outcomes. 





�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  �Page: 1���We can save this for our face-to-face meeting.





PAGE  

_1135750763.unknown

_1136104634.unknown

_1137407601.ppt


Teacher Candidate Profile 

Professional Preparation and Support

Classroom Practices

Student Performance

Personal Background Characteristics

Age

Race/Ethnicity

Gender

Academic ability



Professional Background Characteristics

Education

Nature, extent of previous work history

Preparation to teach

Prior classroom experience

Motivation to teach

Motive to select route

Classroom Practices

Curriculum coverage

Pedagogical practices

Classroom management





Commitment to Teaching

Expectation for continuing

Behavior

School attendance

Disciplinary events



Learning

Reading achievement

Math achievement

On-time promotion

Recommended attendance at summer school



Content

Child development

Classroom management

Curriculum content

Content-specific pedagogy

Diagnostics and assessments

Instructional logistics

Psychological and moral support



Activities

Courses

Mentoring

Observations

Personal support

Other induction activities

Other professional development



Sources

Teacher Prep Program 

School / District

EXHIBIT 1



CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK FOR IMPACT EVALUATION OF TEACHER PREPARATION MODELS

Social Context

Community expectations

School culture

Family characteristics

Student characteristics

A

B

C

D







Draft
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