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I. Introduction to the Supporting Statement 

The Office of Educational Technology, U.S. Department of Education, requests clearance for the design of the Leveraging Technology to Keep America Competitive (LevTech) study. The LevTech study is being conducted under the authority of Title II, Part D, Subpart 2, Section 2421(b) and (c) of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) of 1965, as amended by the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) of 2001. Under Section 2421 of the ESEA, the Secretary may reserve funds to carry out national activities under the following categories:

(b) DISSEMINATION- Using funds made available under section 2404(b)(2), the Secretary shall make widely available, including through dissemination on the Internet and to all State educational agencies and other recipients of funds under this part, findings identified through activities carried out under this section regarding the conditions and practices under which educational technology is effective in increasing student academic achievement.

(c) TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE- Using funds made available under section 2404(b)(2), the Secretary may provide technical assistance (directly or through the competitive award of grants or contracts) to State educational agencies, local educational agencies, and other recipients of funds, particularly in rural areas, under this part, in order to assist such State educational agencies, local educational agencies, and other recipients to achieve the purposes of this part.

The LevTech study will examine and describe the technology experiences incorporated into pre-service teacher preparation programs, as well as document how teachers currently use technology in their classrooms.  Clearance is requested for the design, sampling strategy, and data collection activities to be undertaken by the LevTech study. These collections will gather information from educational technology faculty, teacher education programs, induction teachers, and accomplished technology-using induction and experienced teachers. Data will be collected from 3,035 to 3,285 respondents (depending on data saturation) over the course of the study and used for describing the current status of technology in teacher preparation. 

This document supports the information provided in Information Collection Submission Worksheets Parts 1 and 2. The first section introduces the study design. The Supporting Statement that follows provides justification for the study and a description of statistical and other methods undertaken to complete the research activities.

A. Need for Current Study 

Recently, researchers have called for renewed efforts in exploring both what knowledge should be taught in pre-service teacher education programs with regard to technology, and how to best prepare teachers to effectively use that knowledge to support student learning (e.g., Lawless & Pellegrino, 2007; Pellegrino et al., 2007). To this point, research that has examined these issues has tended to rely heavily on self-reported survey data, (e.g., Kleiner, Thomas, & Lewis, 2007), and tended to examine how technology was incorporated into teacher education programs at only a superficial “course” level (Pellegrino et al., 2007). Finally, there are few detailed cross-institutional studies available that can provide more generalizable findings regarding how to best prepare prospective teachers to effectively use technology (e.g., Strudler et al., 1999). As Pellegrino et al. (2007, p. 55) state: “A review of existing evaluation reports on the state of technology implementation in teacher education programs shows a lack of attention to cross-institutional and/or longitudinal studies. We found no systematic, conceptually driven effort to study the effectiveness of technology integration across multiple [institutes of higher education].” 

Various studies have indicated that inservice teachers use technology for limited purposes and lack full integration in the classroom (Russell, Bebell, O’Dwyer, & O’Connor, 2003; U. S. DOE, 2003). Some suggest one reason for this lack of technology integration may be that teacher education programs are not adequately preparing preservice teachers to use technology in their eventual K-12 classrooms (Kleiman, 2004). While reports indicate that preservice teachers are prepared to use technology (Kleiner, Thomas, & Lewis, 2007), technology integration in K-12 schools is still limited (Cuban, 2001). However, there are examples of isolated instances where teachers used technology to positively enhance the teaching and learning process (e.g., Coppola, 2004). As these examples exist in a variety of contexts and environments, the question becomes what experiences influenced these teachers’ successes. 

Teachers will not use technology unless they find it meaningful or relevant to teaching or learning (Zhao Cziko, 2001). Therefore, it is important to investigate what teachers find meaningful and relevant within the K-12 classroom context. To investigate how technology experiences from teacher education programs translate into actual teaching practices and which experiences are the most relevant, we will contact induction teachers. In addition, we will contact accomplished technology-using teachers to investigate best practices and what those individuals consider relevant and meaningful. These results may improve the likelihood that technology experiences included in teacher education programs are translated into the classroom. To investigate the teacher education programs and how they include technology, we will contact the individuals in charge of technology integration at all teacher education programs across the United States that offer initial teacher licensure programs.

The purpose of this study is to address a critical gap in our knowledge of how to best prepare teachers to integrate technology to enhance teaching and learning. Therefore, this study will investigate the intended technology abilities and experiences preservice teachers acquire as part of their teacher education programs, as well as the technology abilities and experiences that practicing teachers utilize and find meaningful in their classrooms. By comparing these two elements, we may better understand the gap that currently exists between teacher education programs and inservice teaching with regards to technology.

B. Overview of Research Questions and Study Design

The U.S. Department of Education (ED) has contracted with the Granato Group, and the Granato Group has subcontracted to the Center for Evaluation and Education Policy at Indiana University to examine the experiences related to technology integration included in pre-service teacher education programs and inservice professional development, and how these experiences influence teaching practices and the use of technology in K-12 classrooms. In addition, this research project will synthesize the results obtained from analysis of the data to determine any gaps between the technology abilities and experiences pre-service teachers acquire as part of their teacher education programs, and the technology abilities and experiences that practicing teachers utilize and find meaningful in their classrooms. Finally, we will use the results of this study to suggest effective methods for preparing pre-service teachers to integrate technology into their future classrooms in meaningful ways to educators, schools of education, technology developers, and policy-makers at the Federal, State, and local levels.

B.1 Research Questions

Three main questions were formulated for this study. These research questions guide the overall study design and implementation. Specifically, this research project will be guided by the following research questions:

Research Question 1: What technology experiences are included in pre-service teacher education programs, and how do these compare to technology experiences supported by the research literature?
Research Question 2: What technology experiences do teachers (a) find relevant and meaningful to their teaching and learning practices, and (b) integrate into their teaching and learning practices?

Research Question 3: What are the similarities and differences between the technology experiences included in teacher education programs and the technology experiences teachers (a) find relevant and meaningful to their teaching and learning practices, and (b) integrate into their teaching and learning practices?

B.2 Overview of Study Design 

We propose to address the three overarching research questions through a three-phase study utilizing a grounded theory approach. The focus of grounded theory is to “develop a theory grounded in data from the field” (Creswell, 2007, p. 78). No explicit theory has been developed to explain the gap between preservice teacher education programs and the use of technology by K-12 inservice teachers. Therefore, grounded theory is an appropriate methodological choice to help explain this gap. "Grounded theory is a good design to use when a theory is not available to explain a process…On the practical side, a theory may be needed to explain how people are experiencing a phenomenon, and the grounded theory developed by the researcher will provide such a general framework" (Creswell, 2007, p. 66). Using a grounded theory approach, we intend to explain the technology experiences included in teacher education programs and how this knowledge transfers to the K-12 classroom. 

In Phase 1 of the study, we will gather preliminary information from Educational Technology faculty across the United States via a brief screening instrument regarding the technology experiences required for pre-service teachers at their institutions. We will use these data as both a sample screen for participants in Phase 2 of the study, as well as a means for determining pre-service teachers’ general educational technology requirements at teacher education institutions in the United States. We will also sample a large number of general induction teachers (teachers with between one and three years of experience) and ask them to complete a brief screening instrument designed to elicit information on the technology integration experiences they encountered during their teacher education programs. These data will also be used as a sample screen for participants in Phase 2 of the study.

Phase 2 of the study will use a grounded theory research design with phone interviews of a representative sample of educational technology faculty, accomplished technology-using induction teachers, and accomplished technology-using experienced teachers. In addition, supplemental documents (e.g., course syllabi, assignment descriptions) will be collected from each educational technology faculty member participating in a phone interview. 

This phase will provide more in-depth information regarding the technology requirements of teacher education programs, as well as information on the technology experiences and teaching and learning practices of successful technology-using practitioners. The participants for this phase will be recruited through various nomination and self-nominated sources such as listservs (e.g., International Society for Technology in Education Special Interest Groups; EdTechTalk), magazines (e.g., Leading and Learning with Technology; Technology and Learning), and social networks (e.g., Teacher Educators Ning; Facebook Groups). 

Phase 3 will utilize a case study research design to obtain more descriptive information regarding how teacher education institutions are preparing prospective teachers to integrate technology into their future classrooms, the extent to which practicing teachers utilize technology knowledge and experiences from their pre-service training in their teaching, and the technology knowledge and experiences that practicing teachers find meaningful. Cases will be selected based on results from Phase 1 and Phase 2. Representative teacher education programs and accomplished technology-using induction and experienced teachers will be selected for follow-up site visits. Analysis of data obtained from the site visits will be used to further inform and clarify our initial results from Phases 1 and 2. Table 2 provides an overview of the proposed methodology. 

Pilot tests will be used with one teacher education program site and one K-12 accomplished technology-using teacher site to help refine the process and logistical concerns. Instruments have already been reviewed by the TWG experts. This will help ensure we are using the best possible procedures to gather data during site visits. Please note that the pilot tests will collect data from fewer than nine individuals.

B.2.1 Relationship of Data Collections to Research Questions 

Exhibit 1 shows how the data collections, by level and by type, answer the research questions. A further description of how the data collections will be integrated is discussed by each phase below. 

Relationship of Data Sources to Research Questions

	
	Educational Technology Faculty Data
	General Induction Teacher Data
	Accomplished Technology-Using Teacher Data

	Research Question
	Screening Instrument
	Follow-up Phone Interview
	Artifacts
	Case Study of Teacher Education Program
	Screening Instrument

	Screening Instrument

	Phone Interview
	Artifacts
	Case Study

	Research Question 1:  What technology experiences are included in pre-service teacher education programs, and how do these compare with technology experiences supported by the research literature?
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	
	

	Research Question 2: What technology experiences do teachers (a) find relevant and meaningful to their teaching and learning practices, and (b) integrate into their teaching and learning practices?
	
	
	
	
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X

	Research Question 3: What are the similarities and differences between the technology experiences included in teacher education programs and the technology experiences teachers (a) find relevant and meaningful to their teaching and learning practices, and (b) integrate into their teaching and learning practices?
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X


B.3. Instruments for OMB Review

Four instruments are being submitted for OMB review at this time: the educational technology faculty screening instrument, the teacher screening instrument, the educational technology faculty phone interview protocol, the accomplished technology-using teacher phone interview protocol. Each instrument addresses the research questions described above and has been designed to minimize respondent burden, avoid duplication, and focus on items most useful in satisfying the purpose of this study. The instruments can be found in Appendix B (educational technology faculty screening instrument), Appendix C (teacher screening instrument), Appendix D (educational technology faculty phone interview protocol), and Appendix E (accomplished technology-using teacher phone interview protocol).

II. Supporting Statement

A. Justification

A.1 Circumstances Requiring the Collection of Data

As underscored by President Bush in the American Competitiveness Initiative (February 2006), “Keeping our competitive edge in the global economy requires focused policies that lay the groundwork for continued leadership in innovation, exploration, and ingenuity.  America’s economic strength and global leadership depend in large measure on our Nation’s ability to generate and harness the latest in scientific and technological developments and to apply these developments to real world applications.”  The President’s 2006 State of the Union address, in which President Bush announced the American Competitiveness Initiative, highlighted the point that “America’s Economic Strength and Global Leadership depend on continued technological advances” (White House Press Release January 31, 2006, p. 1).  Similarly, Secretary Spellings stated that information and communications technologies (ICT) can provide a powerful platform to help transform and strengthen education to meet the workforce needs of the 21st century (U.S. Department of Education Press Release, March 24, 2006). 

In this spirit, the Leveraging Educational Technology to Keep America Competitive contract gives special attention to the technology experiences included in teacher education programs and how technology is integrated into classroom practices to improve teacher quality, effectiveness, and availability. Student academic success is predicated on access to high quality teachers. Challenges of geography and resources compound the issue for many students around the country particularly those in high-poverty, low-performing, and hard-to-staff schools and in rural areas. Online learning and distance education are showing promise as a means of addressing some of these challenges. However, as new technologies create new organizational models, new learning models, new content, new delivery, and new assessment models, pre-service teacher preparation and in-service teacher professional development must keep pace both with the new pedagogy, new assessment, and new technologies. This contract will examine the implications of the developments in new learning and assessment models on teaching and will explore the use of emerging technologies to develop innovative approaches to strengthen pre-service preparation and in-service professional development to support high quality and effective teaching. As there presently is no descriptive comprehensive study investigating the technology experiences included in teacher education programs and how those experiences related to K-12 teachers’ classroom uses of technology, data on this topic does not currently exist. These needs will be fulfilled by the LevTech study.

A.2 Purposes and Uses of the Data

The primary purpose for this data collection is to understand the breadth and depth of what pre-service teacher preparation programs cover in terms of content, depth, and prevalence; assess the alignment and identify possible gaps by comparing what these programs cover with the knowledge and skill set that teachers need in the classroom; and align with external standards such as the International Society for Technology in Education (ISTE) Technology Standards in Teacher Preparation, as well as States’ standards and certification requirements for teachers. In addition, the contractor was asked to provide a nationally representative picture of what pre-service teacher preparation programs in institutions of higher education (IHEs) present about how to use technology in teaching without evaluating the quality or effectiveness of specific pre-service teacher preparation programs.

The purpose of this data collection will yield a better understanding of how the pre-service teacher preparation programs incorporate technology, and how these different content, depth, and prevalence factors relate to teacher technology use in the classroom. State and local policy-makers, as well as institutions of higher education may use results from this study for their own teacher education planning with regards to technology. Finally, researchers and evaluators will also use the information from this study to inform, refine, and develop research plans in this area. 

A.3 Use of Information Technology to Reduce Burden

The contractor will use a variety of advanced information technologies to maximize the efficiency and completeness of the information gathered for this evaluation and to minimize the burden the evaluation places on all respondents.

In compliance with OMB directives under the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995, electronic versions of the screening instruments will be made available to respondents. Those respondents will be sent an email with instructions as to how they can access and respond to the web-based screening instrument on the Internet. This method is more of a convenience for respondents, to reduce the overall time burden associated with completing the screening instruments, to avoid time-consuming and frustrating scheduling, and to provide higher levels of standardization in the collected data. 

Electronic data collection systems will be used to permit respondents to easily navigate through the screening instrument and researchers to effortlessly compile accurate data. Through a number of technical features, this web-based data collection is designed to reduce burden on several accounts. Respondents will be able to complete a screening instrument intermittently, i.e. they can begin to complete the screening instrument, log out if necessary, and log back in at a later time and the application will be able to start the respondent wherever he or she left off. Mechanisms will be built in to limit data entry errors by respondents, thus increasing the accuracy of the data.

A.4 Efforts to Identify and Avoid Duplication

The information to be collected by this data collection does not currently exist in a systematic format. Efforts are being made to document information and avoid duplication.  

A.5 Small Entities

No information is to be collected from small businesses, but small teacher education programs could potentially be included in the case study samples. However, the unit of analysis for the screening instruments and phone interview samples will be an individual representing either a teacher education program (educational technology faculty) or teachers.

A.6 Consequences of Not Collecting the Information

Failure to collect this information will prevent ED and institutes of higher education from gathering data that will inform policies and practices of technology experiences in pre-service teacher education programs that adequately prepares teachers to use technology in their future classrooms. In addition, the contractor will be collecting information that has not been systematically acquired and analyzed by other data collection efforts for the purpose of informing technology policy and practices in pre-service teacher preparation programs. In particular, this study seeks to inform national policymaking by soliciting information in a coordinated fashion from institutes of higher educations and K-12 teachers.

This information is needed to fill a hole in current data collection efforts on the intended technology abilities and experiences preservice teachers acquire as part of their teacher education programs, as well as the technology abilities and experiences that practicing teachers utilize and find meaningful in their classrooms. By comparing these two elements, we may better understand the gap that currently exists between teacher education programs and inservice teaching with regards to technology. The latest NCES study indicated pre-service teacher education programs incorporate a variety of technology experiences, but indicate there are still many barriers to incorporating technology within the teacher preparation curriculum. A number of other studies ask important questions about technology experiences and pre-service teacher education programs, but they did not sufficiently explain the gap (or begin to attempt explaining a reason for this gap) between pre-service teacher education programs and technology use in K-12 schools.

A.7 Special Circumstances Justifying Inconsistencies with Guidelines in 5 CFR 1320.6

None. This study will be conducted in a manner entirely consistent with the Guidelines in Title 5, Section 1320.6 in the Code of the Federal Register. There are no specific circumstances that might require deviation from these guidelines. 

A.8 Consultation Outside the Agency

The research design was developed in consultation with ED staff from the Office of Educational Technology in the Office of the Secretary. In addition, a technical panel of experts has reviewed the study design and statistical method plans and has more plans to meet to provide guidance and feedback on the progress of the study. 

Members of the Technical Working Group

	Member
	Affiliation
	Areas of Expertise

	Susan Lowes
	Columbia University
	Research design; technology-based learning; qualitative research

	Peggy Ertmer
	Purdue University
	Teacher professional development; Research design; qualitative research

	Michael Hannafin
	University of Georgia
	Learning technologies; designing constructivist learning environments; mixed methods research design

	Jim Rudolph
	Independent Evaluation Consultant
	Educational evaluation; statistics; research design

	Barbara Treacy
	Center for Online Professional Education (COPE)
	Online teacher professional development

	Neal Strudler
	University of Nevada – Las Vegas
	Preservice technology education; mixed methods research design


A.9 Payments or Gifts to Respondents

There will be no payments made to respondents. Experience on previous studies indicates that payments are not needed for this type of research.

A.10 Assurance of Confidentiality

No information will be reported or published that would identify individual respondents.  Respondents will not be referenced by either name or position title. An explicit statement regarding confidentiality will be communicated to any and all respondents.

Specifically, the introduction to respondents will include the assurance that, “Responses to this data collection will be kept strictly confidential and will only be used for statistical purposes.  The results will never be presented in any way that would permit any response to be associated with a specific district, school, or individual.”

The Center for Evaluation and Education Policy has extensive experience collecting information and maintaining confidentiality, security, and integrity of interview and screening instrument data. In accordance with the researchers’ respective institutional policies, confidentiality and data protection procedures will be in place.

Project team members will be educated about the confidentiality assurances given to respondents and to the sensitive nature of materials and data to be handled. Each person assigned to the study will be cautioned not to discuss confidential data and will be required to sign a written statement attesting to his or her understanding of the significance of this requirement. 

The need to protect the privacy of respondents will be reemphasized during training periods for interviewers and other data collection personnel. Personnel will be cautioned not to discuss interview data with others outside the study, and to restrict discussion within the project to the essential needs of the data collection activity.

A computer-based status monitoring subsystem will be used to monitor the flow of data collection activities, from initial sample selection and instrument design through processing and coding, transmission to the data entry location, and final entry into the database.

Names and addresses will be disassociated from the data as they are entered into the database and will be used for data collection purposes only. As information is gathered on individuals or sites, each will be assigned a unique identification number, which will be used for raw data, printout listings on which the data are displayed, and analysis files. The unique identification number also will be used for data linkage. Screening instruments will have only the unique identification number on them; no names or addresses or other information that could connect the screening instrument with the individual will be used on instruments or in the public data files that are turned over to ED after each round of data collection.

Participants will be informed of the purposes of the data collection and the uses that may be made of the data collected.

Access to the database used for analyses will be limited to authorized project members only; no others will be given such access. Multilevel user codes will be used, and entry passwords will be changed frequently.

All questionnaires, screening instruments, test data, and other documents will be stored in secure areas accessible only to authorized staff members. Computer-generated printouts containing identifiable data will be maintained under these same conditions.

All basic computer files will be duplicated to allow for file restoration in the event of unrecoverable loss of the original data. These backup files will be stored under secure conditions in an area separate from the location of the original data.

Reports to ED or any employee of ED will be in the form of aggregate data only. No individual or institutional identifiers will be included in these reports. Participating institutions will be acknowledged in the final report for their cooperation, but they will not be identified in the text of any report.

A.11 Questions of a Sensitive Nature

No sensitive information will be collected in the screening instruments. The teacher screening instruments collect data related to the respondents’ ethnicity, gender and age. This will be used to determine the representativeness of the sample, and as classifying variables for subsequent analysis of the screening instrument data. The draft instruments have been reviewed by members of the Technical Working Group to ensure that no sensitive information will be collected.

A.12 Estimate of Respondent Burden

This study includes screening instrument questionnaires and phone interviews with a variety of respondent types and carefully sequenced data collection schedules. Copies of all data collection instruments are provided in the appendices. There are no annualized capital/startup or ongoing operation and maintenance costs associated with collecting the information. In addition to their time, which is estimated in Exhibit 3, there are no other direct monetary costs to respondents 

A.12.1 Number of Respondents, Frequency of Responses, and Annual Hour Burden

The estimated number of respondents for this study is provided in Exhibit 3 by type of data collection and type of respondent (i.e., educational technology faculty, induction teachers, accomplished technology-using teachers). Each respondent will only need to participate with each instrument once. Depending on the sampling, they may need to participate in the phone interview protocol once.

Estimated Burden Hours for Instruments

	Form Type
	Respondent
	Number of Respondents
	Burden Hours Per  Respondent
	Total Person Hours

	Faculty Screening instrument
	Educational Technology Faculty
	1285
	0.2
	257

	Teacher Screening instrument
	Induction Teachers
	1500
	0.2
	300

	
	Accomplished Technology-Using Induction Teachers 
	50-100
	0.2
	25-50

	
	Accomplished Technology-Using Experienced Teachers
	50-100
	0.2
	25-50

	Faculty Phone Interview Protocol
	Educational Technology Faculty
	50-100
	0.75
	37.5-75

	Accomplished Technology-Using Teacher Phone Interview Protocol
	Accomplished Technology-Using Induction Teachers 
	50-100
	0.75
	37.5-75

	Accomplished Technology-Using Teacher Phone Interview Protocol
	Accomplished Technology-Using Experienced Teachers
	50-100
	0.75
	37.5-75

	Total
	
	3285
	
	882 hours (max)


A.13. Estimates of the Cost Burden to Respondents 

There are no annualized capital/startup or ongoing operation and maintenance costs associated with collecting the information.  In addition to their time, which is estimated in Exhibit 2, there are no other direct monetary costs to respondents.
A.14 Costs to the Federal Government

The total estimated cost to the Federal government for the study is $ 1,114,524.41. Of that total, approximately $586,907.63 will be used for data collection activities for which clearance is currently being requested.  These costs are based on expending approximately 5,873 hours of contractor time and $123,549 in other direct costs.

Estimated Costs to the Federal Government

	Form Type
	Respondent
	Number of Respondents
	Burden Hours Per Respondent
	Total Person Hours
	Wage Rate
	Cost to Respondents
	Wage Rate Basis

	Faculty Screening Instrument
	Educational Technology Faculty
	1285
	0.2
	257
	$25.69
	$6,602.33
	Median Hourly Rate - NAICS Code 611300, OCC Code 25-1081

	Teacher Screening Instrument
	Induction Teachers
	1500
	0.2
	300
	$17.82
	$5,346.00
	Average Median Hourly Rate – NAICS Code 611100, Average of OCC Codes 25-2012, 25-2021, 25-2022, 25-2023, 25-2031 – 25th Percentile wage

	
	Accomplished Technology-Using Induction Teachers 
	50-100
	0.2
	25-50
	$ 17.82
	$891.00
	Average Median Hourly Rate – NAICS Code 611100, Average of OCC Codes 25-2012, 25-2021, 25-2022, 25-2023, 25-2031 – 25th Percentile wage

	
	Accomplished Technology-Using Experienced Teachers
	50-100
	0.2
	25-50
	 $ 27.88
	$1,394.00
	Average Median Hourly Rate – NAICS Code 611100, Average of OCC Codes 25-2012, 25-2021, 25-2022, 25-2023, 25-2031 – 75th Percentile wage

	Faculty Phone Interview Protocol
	Educational Technology Faculty
	50-100
	0.75
	37.5-75
	$ 25.69
	$1,926.75
	Median Hourly Rate - NAICS Code 611300, OCC Code 25-1081

	Accomplished Technology-Using Teacher Phone Interview Protocol
	Accomplished Technology-Using Induction Teachers 
	50-100
	0.75
	37.5-75
	 $ 17.82
	$1,336.50
	Average Median Hourly Rate – NAICS Code 611100, Average of OCC Codes 25-2012, 25-2021, 25-2022, 25-2023, 25-2031 – 25th Percentile wage

	Accomplished Technology-Using Teacher Phone Interview Protocol
	Accomplished Technology-Using Experienced Teachers
	50-100
	0.75
	37.5-75
	 $ 27.88
	$2,091.00
	Average Median Hourly Rate – NAICS Code 611100, Average of OCC Codes 25-2012, 25-2021, 25-2022, 25-2023, 25-2031 – 75th Percentile wage

	Total
	
	
	
	882 hours (max)
	
	$19,587.58
	


Wage Rates from May 2006 Occupational Employment Statistics (OES) Survey

Bureau of Labor Statistics, Department of Labor
website:  http:/stat.bls.gov/oes/home.htm

A.15 Change in Burden

This is a new collection so there is no need for any program changes or adjustments.

A.16 Study Schedule, Statistical Analyses and Publication Plans

The major activities and data collections of the study are scheduled as shown in Exhibit 5 below. 

Summary of Procedures and Timeline for Proposed Study

	*ATE = accomplished technology experienced teacher

*ATI = accomplish technology induction teacher
	Jan 08
	Feb 08
	Mar 08
	Apr 08
	May 08
	Jun 08
	Jul 08
	Aug 08
	Sep 08
	Oct 08
	Nov 08
	Dec 08
	Jan 09
	Feb 09
	Mar 09
	Apr 09
	May 09
	Jun 09
	Jul 09
	Aug 09
	Sept 09

	General
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Review and finalize plan
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Bi-weekly Dept summaries
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	TWG advising
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Submit Draft of OMB (P 1 & 2)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	P 1 & 2 OMB Package – Review by ED
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Submit Revisions of OMB (P 1 & 2)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Pilot ET faculty screening instrument (P 1)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Pilot induction teachers screening instrument (P 1)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Pilot phone interview protocol (P 2)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Pilot case site visits of TEP (P 3) 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Pilot case site visits of ind/exp teachers (P 3)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Phase 1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Develop ET faculty screening instrument
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Develop induction teacher screening instrument
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A.16.B: Data Analysis Procedures

Quantitative and quantitative analyses will be conducted and the results synthesized. This section describes these analysis methods and how they will be used to answer the research questions.

The analysis process for Phase 1 and Phase 2 is based on immersion in the data and repeated coding and comparisons, characteristic of the ground theory approach. Grounded theory provides a procedure for developing categories of information (open coding), interconnecting the categories (axial coding), building a “story” that connects the categories (selective coding), and ending with a discursive set of theoretical propositions (Strauss & Corbin, 1990). The focus of grounded theory is to “develop a theory grounded in data from the field” (Creswell, 2007, p. 78). 

All data sources from Phase 1 and Phase 2 (responses to screening instrument, artifacts, and phone interview notes) will be analyzed using a grounded theory approach. Phase 1 data will include the closed- and open-ended responses to the educational technology faculty and induction teacher screening instruments. The responses will be organized in a database to enable within case, as well as cross case comparisons (Creswell, 2007), as well as to facilitate selection of participants for Phase 2. Notes from the Phase 2 phone interviews, the digital recording of the interviews, and artifacts obtained from educational technology faculty, ATI teachers, and ATE teachers, will be added to the overall database. 

In order to establish reliability of the coding system, the research team will code two participants at the beginning of the analysis process. Researchers will listen to the digital recording of the interviews, review phone interview notes, and examine artifacts provided by educational technology faculty, ATI teachers, and ATE teachers to begin the open coding procedures for Phase 2.Where discrepancies exist, the research team will analyze problems and conclude, through discussions, the proper coding for each discrepancy; modifications will be made to the coded data. Throughout the entire analysis process, all researchers will be employing memoing procedures. Memoing is a process where researchers note ideas about the evolving theory (Creswell, 2007). Each researcher’s memo notes will be shared with the rest of the research team on a weekly basis.

Open coding procedures involve closely examining the data by sentences, phrases, and words to extract meaning of specific concepts. The specific concepts will be labeled by a code; in this case, codes will emerge from the data by using in vivo codes (codes taken directly from specific words, phrases, and sentences used by participants). Those codes found to be conceptually similar will be placed into more abstract concepts termed categories. Each category will be defined with a brief description. 

After each researcher has reviewed several participants, the entire team will regroup to establish a coding system for the data. Both categories and codes will be compared and contrasted resulting in a polished list of code categories and descriptions (Creswell, 2007). The research team will then recode the several participants already completed, and complete the coding for the additional participants. It is important to note that we will continue to recruit participants and conduct interviews until data saturation occurs. Therefore, this initial coding procedure will need to take place several times before coming to a clear, definitive list of codes and categories. If a researcher finds a new code existing outside of the list, this information will be shared with the research team and the code list will be readjusted as necessary.

Once a definitive list has been developed and all data have been coded and categorized through the open coding process, we will follow this with axial coding procedures. Axial coding procedures involve making connections between categories and the inclusive codes. Connections will be established by having individual researchers review the various categories within the data to identify good representations of each category and its codes. Through the axial coding process, individual researchers will identify the various relationships that exist between the categories and codes. Specifically, the researchers will be asked to prepare a statement that incorporates the category and its codes by describing their relationship to one another. As a research team, we will discuss these specific relationships and construct statements describing these relationships together. In addition, we will discuss cues or thoughts on how major categories might relate to each other during the axial coding process. After we formally decide on the relationship between each category and the corresponding sub codes, we will establish a coding paradigm for each category. The coding paradigm is a visual representation of these relationships (Creswell, 2007).

The next step utilizes selective coding procedures to identify a central category. The central category is one category that is related to all other major categories. Strauss and Corbin (1998) suggest that researchers “sit down and write a few descriptive sentences about what seems to be going on here” (p. 148, italics added). Therefore, each researcher will prepare a few descriptive sentences and share these with the group. As a group, we will discuss these and arrive at a central category, describing how the other categories relate to it. According to Strauss and Corbin (1998), the central category will need to (1) emerge directly from the data, (2) appear frequently in the data, (3) should be abstract enough to contribute to the development of a general theory, and (4) can explain variations as well as the main point. 

Once the central category is identified, other categories identified in the open and axial coding processes will be identified as causal conditions (categories that influence the phenomenon), strategies (actions or interactions that result from the central phenomenon), content and intervening conditions (narrow and board conditions that influence the strategies) or as consequences (outcomes of the strategies) (Creswell, 2007). By identifying these categories, it will be easier to establish a storyline and begin the generation of the initial theory. As a side note, this beginning theory will also be informed by the memoing notes taken throughout the coding process.

As a final analysis step within the grounded theory approach, Strauss and Corbin (1998) suggest developing a conditional matrix. Creswell (2007) notes that a conditional matrix can serve as “an analytical aid – a diagram – that helps the researcher visualize the wide range of conditions and consequences related to the central phenomenon” (p. 161). Therefore, for each unit of analysis, a different matrix will be constructed with similar codes. For example, in the teacher education program conditional matrix, each teacher education program will have a designated row. The columns will represent the different categories and codes. If we find a category or subsequent code for one of the teacher education programs, we will place a notation in the cell of that row and column. This notation will indicate that the teacher education program showed evidence supporting that category (as well as where that evidence was found). The conditional matrix will allow us to visually gauge the narrow and broad spectrum of the results.

Comparison of Teacher Education Programs with Research-Based Practices

After all teacher education program data from Phase 1 and Phase 2 have been coded, we will use two sets of criteria to examine the technology experiences. The first set of criteria used to examine each teacher education program’s technology experiences will be the best practices conditional matrix for teacher education programs constructed from a review of the research literature (Appendix F). The second set of criteria will be developed from Phase 2 results. These results will represent the technology expectations for teachers based on the relevant, meaningful, and incorporated technology teaching and learning practices of accomplished technology-using teachers. The purpose of this analysis procedure is to examine the technology experiences offered by teacher education programs, and how these experiences compare to both technology experiences supported by the literature, and technology experiences that teachers find relevant and meaningful.

A.16.C. Plans for Publication

A series of reports will be prepared over the course of the study. This series of reports is intended to release information as soon as possible, given the data collection and analysis schedule. The reporting schedule is shown below in Exhibit 6.

Schedule of Deliverables

	Deliverable
	Due Date
	Date

Received

	Task 3:  Plan and Conduct a Study to Examine How Teacher Preparation Programs Address Technology

	OMB clearance package for phases 1 & 2 of the study

	Draft
	April 14, 2008
	

	ED-requested revisions
	5 working days after requests
	

	Additional revisions if requested by RIMS
	5 working days after requests
	

	Additional revisions if required from POC review
	5 working days after requests
	

	Additional revisions if required from public review
	2 working days after requests
	

	Additional revisions if requested by OMB
	2 working days after requests
	

	OMB clearance package for phase 3 of the study

	Draft
	August 15, 2008
	

	ED-requested revisions
	5 working days after requests
	

	Additional revisions if requested by RIMS
	5 working days after requests
	

	Additional revisions if required from POC review
	5 working days after requests
	

	Additional revisions if required from public review
	2 working days after requests
	

	Additional revisions if requested by OMB
	2 working days after requests
	

	Phase 1 Interim Research Report

	Draft
	December 15, 2008
	

	Revisions
	January 30, 2009
	

	Final
	March 16, 2009
	

	Phase 2 Interim Research Report

	Draft
	February 17, 2009
	

	Revisions
	March 31, 2009
	

	Final
	May 1, 2009
	

	Phase 3 Interim Research Report

	Draft
	April 15, 2009
	

	1st revisions
	May 29, 2009
	

	2nd revisions
	July 15, 2009
	

	Final
	September 1, 2009
	


All approved, final reports will be made available online in a portable document format (PDF). Making documents available in this way is the preferred strategy for most consumers of the research. The materials are thus available "24-7” at the consumer’s convenience and for no cost. On-line versions of the reports will be made available as links from other appropriate web sites (e.g., ED’s main site, the regional laboratories, the R-TECs, and so on). 

In addition to the Web dissemination, the evaluator will publicize the ongoing results of this evaluation through conference presentations, editorials, and articles in professional journals. Obvious venues for presentations include the American Educational Research Association (AERA), the Association for Educational Communications and Technology (AECT) and the Society for Information Technology in Teacher Education (SITE). Given the high profile for any information about integration of technology and technology-related professional development, placement of articles about results of the study may include Educational Technology Research and Development, Education Week and Phi Delta Kappan. 

A.17. Approval to Not Display Expiration Date

This is not requested as part of this submission. 

A.18. Exceptions to Item 19 of OMB Form 83-I

No exceptions are requested as part of this submission. 

� Please note that the general induction teacher screening instrument and the accomplished technology-using screening instrument will be identical.


� Please note that the general induction teacher screening instrument and the accomplished technology-using screening instrument will be identical.
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