Standard 13: Equity

The program ensures that teacher candidates experience schools that are successful in serving students who
have been traditionally underserved.

Why this standard?

Placement in schools whose staffs are successfully teaching students living in poverty can help teacher
candidates maintain high expectations for disadvantaged students and learn effective instructional methods.

What is the focus of the standard?
This standard examines the proportion of a program’s student teaching placements that are in high-performing,
high-poverty schools, ensuring that programs are taking full advantage of strong placement options.

Standard applies to elementary programs.

Standard and INdICators .........coooiiii s page 2

3 LT -1 page 3
The rationale summarizes research about this standard. The rationale also describes practices in the United
States and other countries related to this standard, as well as support for this standard from school leaders,
superintendents and others education personnel.

1 CST o T« oo -5 page 4
The methodology describes the process NCTQ uses to score institutions of higher education on this standard. It
explains the data sources, analysis process, and how the standard and indicators are operationalized in scoring.

Research INVENTOry ... ... e page 6
The research inventory cites the relevant research studies on topics generally related to this standard. Not all
studies in the inventory are directly relevant to the specific indicators of the standard, but rather they are related
to the broader issues that the standard addresses. Each study is reviewed and categorized based on the strength
of its methodology and whether it measures student outcomes. The strongest “green cell” studies are those that
both have a strong design and measure student outcomes.
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Standard and Indicators
Standard 13: Equity

The program ensures that teacher candidates experience schools that are successful in serving students who
have been traditionally underserved.
Standard applies to: Elementary programs.

Indicator by which the program will be compared:

Programs will not be scored for their performance relative to this standard. As NCTQ has done in an earlier
review of teacher preparation programs, data on program performance will be made publicly available in a
manner that allows for comparison of institutions in relative geographic proximity.

13.1 When evaluated in the context of teacher preparation programs that are in relative geographic
proximity, the proportion of a program’s student teaching placements that are made in schools that
can be classified as “high functioning and high needs” can signal a commitment to ensuring that all
teacher candidates experience teaching in such learning environments. For purposes of classification,
schools are designated as “high functioning and high needs” if:

» Average student performance in either reading or mathematics exceeds the district average.

AND

» Forty percent or more of students are eligible to receive free or reduced-price meals.
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Rationale
Standard 13: Equity

The program ensures that teacher candidates experience schools that are successful in serving students who
have been traditionally underserved.

Standard applies to elementary programs.

Why this standard?
Placement in schools whose staffs are successfully teaching students living in poverty can help teacher
candidates maintain high expectations for disadvantaged students and learn effective instructional methods.

What is the focus of the standard?
This standard examines the proportion of a program’s student teaching placements that are in high-performing,
high-poverty schools, ensuring that programs are taking full advantage of strong placement options.

Note: Methodological challenges in using the data provided by institutions prevent rating programs on this standard,
although we are able to report on this standard. We will revisit this standard in future editions.

Rationale

Research base for this standard

“Strong research” shows that entering teachers learn crucial methods of instruction and management through
observation of and supervised practice in schools where staff are successfully teaching students living in
poverty.? Such a training model can also prevent teacher candidates from developing misguided notions that
lower their expectations of what disadvantaged students can achieve.

Other support for this standard
This standard garners support from school district superintendents.

1 NCTQ has created “research inventories” that describe research conducted within the last decade or so that has general relevance to aspects
of teacher preparation also addressed by one or more of its standards (with the exceptions of the Outcomes and Evidence of Effectiveness
standards). These inventories categorize research along two dimensions: design methodology and use of student performance data. Research
that satisfies our standards on both is designated as “strong research” and will be identified as such. That research is cited here if it is
directly relevant to the standard; strong research is distinguished from other research that is not included in the inventory or is not designated
as “strong” in the inventory. Refer to the introduction to the research inventories for more discussion of our approach to categorizing
research. If a research inventory has been developed to describe research that generally relates to the same aspect of teacher prep as
addressed by a standard, the inventory can be found in the back of this standard book.

2 Ronfeldt, M. (2012). Where should student teachers learn to teach? Effects of field placement school characteristics on teacher retention
and effectiveness. Educational Evaluation and Policy Analysis, 34(1), 3-26. A recent study supports the use of high-functioning schools (as
indicated by low staff turnover rates) for student teaching placements.
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Methodology
How NCTQ scores the Equity Standard

Standard and indicators

Data used to report on this standard
Evaluation of institutions on Standard 13: Equity uses the following sources of data:

Information provided by teacher preparation programs on the schools in which teacher candidates are
placed for student teaching

Information gathered by NCTQ on the proportion of students receiving free or reduced-price lunches in the
schools where programs place student teachers

Information gathered by NCTQ on average student performance in reading and mathematics on state
standardized student performance assessments for the schools in which programs place student teachers.

Information gathered by NCTQ on average student performance in reading and mathematics on state
standardized student performance assessments for the districts in which programs place student teachers.

Information gathered by NCTQ on the geographic location of institutions of higher education (IHEs)

Who analyzes the data
General analysts evaluate data using a detailed protocol from which this scoring methodology is abstracted.

Scope of analysis
Reports on equity for both undergraduate and graduate programs are based on the proportion of student
teaching placements made in high performing, high poverty schools.

Programs were asked to provide the names of schools used for placement. For each program, analysts collected
data on students receiving free and reduced-price lunches, as well as standardized reading and math test scores
for the school and the district, for up to 50 schools where they placed student teachers. (Note: If the names of
more than 50 schools were provided by the IHE, analysts randomly selected 50 on which to base the study.) For
each school selected, analysts then reviewed the data collected to determine what proportion of those schools
are high performing and high needs, according to our criteria. The schools were classified as “high performing
and high poverty” (HP/HP) if two conditions were met:

Forty percent or more of students receive free or reduced-price lunches

The average student performance in either reading or mathematics on the state’s standardized
student performance assessments equals or exceeds the average for the school’s district.

Because NCTQ has established no minimum level of placement in HP/HP schools and provides reports that allow
comparison of the level of placement in one program with the level of placement in a program in geographical
proximity, programs could not be evaluated in isolation. Moreover, it is difficult to define “geographical proximity,”
since the distances between an IHE’'s campus and schools used for student teaching placements might vary
considerably from IHE to IHE, depending on its setting.
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For both these reasons, we defined as “geographically proximal” programs whose lists of 50 randomly selected
student teaching placements shared at least five of the same school districts. For those programs for which we had
established that five or more of the same school districts were used for placements, we then conducted a second
check of placement lists to ensure that we captured all overlap on the individual school level. If we had not, we
added any additional shared placement schools to the lists to be evaluated for both programs.

Once each program’s list of placement schools was complete and the proportion of HP/HP schools calculated,
this information was displayed graphically as shown below in very general form for five IHEs in the Los Angeles,
California area. Were this graphic to be complete, it would show for each of the five IHEs NCTQ’s estimate of the
proportion of student teaching placements made in HP/HP schools.

How NCTQ reports on Equity Standard findings
E)
c
Yo

A. California State University Channel Islands
B. California State University Long Beach

C. California State University Los Angeles

D. University of California Irvine

E. California Lutheran University

While it is possible that programs compared in reports are experiencing different constraints on placements in HP/
HP schools, the fact that they are in relative geographic proximity suggests that the programs experience the same
opportunities or constraints on placements. This means that a significant difference in the placement rates across
the programs may represent their relative commitment to training teachers in HP/HP schools.

To provide additional context for evaluation of our results for individual IHEs, we also compute and post a
“baseline” proportion of HP/HP schools in the district by:

Identifying all high poverty schools within a district;

Collecting reading and mathematics test data for those schools;

Determining which can be labeled HP/HP using the same criteria as above.

This will allow us to see how well each district’s proportion of HP/HP schools aligns with the proportion of the
programs that use them for student teaching placements.

Possible misconceptions about how analysts evaluate the Equity Standard:

An absolute standard is used to evaluate program placements in high performing and high poverty schools. Due to the fact
that the availability of HP/HP schools can vary considerably among programs in different institutions of higher
education, it would not be equitable to use an absolute standard to report on programs’ commitment to training
candidates in such schools.

The standard evaluates programs’ placements in high performing and high poverty schools of teacher candidates in all
forms of clinical practice. While use of HP/HP schools for the clinical practice that precedes student teaching is also
important, this standard reports on the use of such schools only for student teaching placements.
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Research Inventory

Researching Teacher Preparation:

Studies investigating providing teacher candidates
with experience in high-performing schools serving
disadvantaged students

These studies address issues most relevant to Standard 13: Equity

Studies with Stronger Design Studies with Weaker Design
Total

Number Measures Student Does Not Measure Measures Student Does Not Measure
of Studies Outcomes Student Outcomes Outcomes Student Outcomes

62

56
Citations: 1-6, 8-14, 16,

Citations: 7, 44 Citation: 15, 17, 23, 40 1822, 24-39, 41-43, 4562
Citations for articles categorized in the table are listed below.

Databases: Education Research Complete and Education Resource Information Center (peer-reviewed
listings of reports on research including United States populations).

Publication dates: Jan 2000 — June 2012

See Research Inventories: Rationale and Methods for more information on the development of this
inventory of research.

1. American Association of Colleges for Teacher Education. (2010). Reforming teacher education:
The critical clinical component. Washington, DC: Author.

2. Anderson, L., & Stillman, J. (2010). Opportunities to teach and learn in high-needs schools:
Student teachers’ experiences in urban placements. Urban Education, 45(2), 10-141.

3. Anderson, L., & Stillman, J. (2011). Student teaching for a “specialized” view of professional

practice? Opportunities to learn in and for urban, high-needs schools. Journal of Teacher
Education, 62(5), 446-464.

4. Au, K. H. (2001). Culturally responsive instruction as a dimension of new literacies. Reading
Online, 5(1). Retrieved from http://www.readingonline.org/newliteracies/

5. Barnes, C. (2006). Preparing preservice teachers to teach in a culturally responsive way. The
Negro Educational Review, 57(1-2), 85-100.

6. Bates, A. J., & Rosaen, C. (2010). Making sense of classroom diversity: How can field instruction
practices support interns’ learning?. Studying Teacher Education, 6(1), 45-61.
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Boyd, D., Lankford, H., Loeb, S., Rockoff, J., & Wyckoff, J. (2008). The narrowing gap in New York City
teacher qualifications and its implications for student achievement in high-poverty schools. Journal of
Policy Analysis and Management, 27(4), 793-818.

Brock, C. H., Moore, D. K., & Parks, L. (2007). Exploring pre-service teachers’ literacy practices
with children from diverse backgrounds: Implications for teacher educators. Teaching and Teacher
Education: An International Journal of Research and Studies, 23(6), 898-915.

Buehler, J., Gere, A., Dallavis, C., & Haviland, V. (2009). Normalizing the fraughtness: How emotion,
race, and school context complicate cultural competence. Journal of Teacher Education, 60(4), 408-418.

Bullough, R. V., & Draper, R. J. (2004). Making sense of the failed triad: Mentors, university
supervisors and positioning theory. Journal of Teacher Education, 55(5), 407-420.

Burant, T. J., & Kirby, D. (2002). Beyond classroom-based early field experiences: Understanding an “educative
practicum” in an urban school and community. Teaching and Teacher Education, 18(5), 561-575.

Burriss, K., & Burriss, L. (2004). Competency and comfort: Teacher candidates’ attitudes toward
diversity. Journal of Research in Childhood Education, 18(3), 199.

Castro, A. J. (2010). Negotiating challenges in teaching for critical multicultural citizenship: Student
teaching in an accountability driven context. Action in Teacher Education, 32(2), 97-109.

Chizhik, E. (2003). Reflecting on the challenges of preparing suburban teachers for urban schools.
Education & Urban Society, 35(4), 443.

Conaway, B. J., Browning, L. J., & Purdum-Cassidy, B. (2007). Teacher candidates’ changing
perceptions of urban schools: Results of a 4-year study. Action in Teacher Education, 29(1), 20-31.

Cook, D. W., & Van Cleaf, D. W. (2000). Multicultural perceptions of 1st-year elementary teachers’
urban, suburban, and rural student teaching placements. Urban Education, 35(2), 165-175.

Downey, J. A., & Cobbs, G. A. (2007). “I actually learned a lot from this”: A field assignment to prepare
future preservice math teachers for culturally diverse classrooms. School Science and Mathematics,
107(1), 391-403.

Everhart, B., & Vaugh, M. (2005). A comparison of teaching patterns of student teachers and
experienced teachers in three distinct settings: Implications for preparing teachers for all settings.
Education, 126(2), 221-239.

Foote, C. J., & Cook-Cottone, C. P (2004). Field experiences in high-need, urban settings: Analysis of current
practice and insights for change. Urban Review: Issues and Ideas in Public Education, 36(3), 189-210.

Friedman, A. A., & Wallace, E. (2006). Crossing borders: Developing an innovative collaboration to improve
the preparation of high school English teachers. Equity and Excellence in Education, 39(1), 15-26.

Furman, M., Calabrese Barton, A., & Muir, B. (2012). Learning to teach science in urban schools by becoming
a researcher of one’s own beginning practice. Cultural Studies of Science Education, 7(1), 153-174

Gallego, M. A. (2001). Is experience the best teacher? The potential of coupling classroom and
community-based field experiences. Journal of Teacher Education, 52(4), 312-325.

Gomez, S., Strage, A., Knutson-Miller, K., & Garcia-Nevarez, A. (2009). Meeting the need for K-8

teachers for classrooms with culturally and linguistically diverse students: The promise and challenge
of early field experiences. Teacher Education Quarterly, 36(4), 119-140.
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Grande, M., Burns, B., Schmidt, R., & Marable, M. A. (2009). Impact of a paid urban field experience
on teacher candidates’ willingness to work in urban schools. Teacher Educator, 44(3), 188-203.

Grossman, P, McDonald, M., Hammerness, K., & Ronfeldt, M. (2008). Constructing coherence:
Structural predictors of perceptions of coherence in NYC teacher education programs. Journal of
Teacher Education, 9(4), 273-287.

Groulx, J. G. (2001). Changing preservice teacher perceptions of minority schools. Urban Education,
36(1), 60.

Hagiwara, S., & Wray, S. (2009). Transformation in reverse: Naive assumptions of an urban educator.
Education and Urban Society, 41(3), 338-363.

Israel, M., Knowlton, E., Griswold, D., & Rowland, A. (2009). Applications of video-conferencing technology
in special education teacher preparation. Journal of Special Education Technology, 24(1), 15-25.

Jeffery, J. V., & Polleck, J. N. (2010). Reciprocity through co-instructed site-based courses: Perceived
benefit and challenge overlap in an urban school-university partnership. Teacher Education Quarterly,
37(3), 81-99.

Knoblauch, D., & Hoy, A. (2008). “Maybe | can teach “those” kids.” The influence of contextual

factors on student teachers’ efficacy beliefs. Teaching and Teacher Education: An International Journal of
Research and Studies, 24(1), 166-179.

Kyles, C. R., & Olafson, L. (2008). Uncovering preservice teachers’ beliefs about diversity through
reflective writing. Urban Education, 43(5), 500-518.

Leland, C. H., & Harste, J. C. (2005). Doing what we want to become!. Urban Education, 40(1), 60-77.
Lloyd, G. M. (2007). Strategic compromise. Journal of Teacher Education, 58(4), 328-347.

McKinney, S. E., Haberman, M., Stafford-Johnson, D., & Robinson, J. (2008). Developing teachers for
high-poverty schools: The role of the internship experience. Urban Education, 43(1), 68-82.

Merseth, K. K., Sommer, J., & Dickstein, S. (2008). Bridging worlds: Changes in personal and
professional identities of pre-service urban teachers. Teacher Education Quarterly, 35(3), 89-108.6

Oh, D. M., Ankers, A. M., Llamas, J. M., & Tomyoy, C. (2005). Impact of pre-service student teaching
experience on urban school teachers. Journal of Instructional Psychology, 32(1), 82-98.

Parks, A. N. (2008). Messy learning: Preservice teachers’ lesson study conversations about
mathematics and students. Teaching and Teacher Education, 24(5), 1200-1216.

Phillion, J., Chamness Miller, P, & Lehman, J. D. (2005). Providing field experiences with diverse
populations for preservice teachers: Using technology to bridge distances and cultures. Multicultural
perspectives, 7(3), 3-9.

Pohan, C. A., & Adams, C. (2007). Increasing family involvement and cultural understanding through a
university-school partnership. Action in Teacher Education, 29(1), 42-50.

Pohan, C. A., Ward, M., Kouzekanani, K., & Boatright, C. (2009). The impact of field placement sites on
preservice teachers’ beliefs about teaching diverse students. School-University Partnerships, 3(1), 43-53.

Price-Dennis, D., & Souto-Manning, M. (2011). (Re)framing diverse pre-service classrooms as spaces
for culturally relevant teaching. Journal of Negro Education, 80(3), 223-238.

Proctor, T., Rentz, N., & Jackson, M. (2001). Preparing teachers for urban schools: The role of field
experiences. Western Journal of Black Studies, 25(4), 219-227.
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for student interns placed in different urban school settings. Professional Educator, 26(2), 17-30.

Ronfeldt, M. (2012). Where should student teachers learn to teach? Effects of field placement school
characteristics on teacher retention and effectiveness. Educational Evaluation and Policy Analysis, 34(1), 3-26.

Roselle, R. (2007). Resilience development of preservice teachers in urban schools. Journal of Urban
Learning, Teaching, and Research, 3, 111-126.

Rushton, S. (2000). Student teacher efficacy in inner-city schools. The Urban Review, 32(4), 365-383.

Rushton, S. (2001). Cultural assimilation: A narrative case study of student-teaching in an inner city
school. Teaching and Teacher Education, 17(2), 147-160.

Rushton, S. P (2003). Two preservice teachers’ growth in self-efficacy while teaching in an inner-city
school. Urban Review, 35(3), 167-89.

Rushton, S. P (2004). Using narrative inquiry to understand a student-teacher’s practical knowledge
while teaching in an inner-city school. Urban Review, 36(1), 61-79.

Saffold, F., & Longwell-Grice, H. (2008). White women preparing to teach in urban schools: Looking for
similarity and finding difference. Urban Review, 40(2), 186-209.

Sconzert, K., lazzetto, D., & Purkey, S. (2000). Small-town college to big-city school: Preparing urban
teachers from liberal arts colleges. Teaching and Teacher Education, 16(4), 465-90.

Solorzano, D. (1998). Critical race theory, race and gender microagressions, and the experience of
Chicana and Chicano scholars. International Journal of Qualitative Studies in Education, 11(1), 121-136.

Stachowski, L. L., & Frey, C. J. (2003). Lessons learned in Navajoland: Student teachers reflect on
professional and cultural learning in reservation schools and communities. Action in Teacher Education,
25(3), 38-47.

Stairs, A. J., Corrieri, C., Fryer, L., Genovese, E., Panaro, R., & Sohn, C. (2009). Inquiry into partnered
student teaching in an urban school-university partnership. School-University Partnerships, 3(1), 75-89.

Stillman, J. (2011). Teacher learning in an era of high-stakes accountability: Productive tension and
critical professional practice. Teachers College Record, 113(1), 133-180.

Szpara, M. (2006). Talk among student teachers in an urban high school: Questioning dimensions of
difference. Journal of Urban Learning, Teaching, and Research, 2, 228-242.

Ullucci, K. (2010). What works in race-conscious teacher education? Reflections from educators in the
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Valencia, S. W., Martin, S. D., Place, N. A., & Grossman, P. (2009). Complex interactions in student
teaching. Journal of Teacher Education, 60(3), 304-322.

Walker-Dalhouse, D., & Dalhouse, A. (2006). Investigating white preservice teachers’ beliefs about
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Weisman, E., & Hansen, L. (2008). Student teaching in urban and suburban schools: Perspectives of
Latino preservice teachers. Urban Education, 43(6), 653-670.
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