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Abstract:

In this study 14 student teachers were placed at the same elementary school. They were supervised and evaluated normally and at the end of their placement a focus group was held in an effort to establish if and to what degree they impacted the effectiveness of teaching and learning in the classroom.  First teachers were asked to make comments on student effect and their answers were divided into three categories negative, neutral, and positive.  Then they were asked to rate their particular student on a scale of 0-10.  A rating of five was considered neutral or no effect.  Above five indicated a positive contribution and below five would indicate negative effect.  All student teachers in the study scored five or above with most scoring at level eight.

The mean score of 7.7 put the overall effectiveness at 57%.  In the rest of the study comparisons are made to the salaries of professionals and para-professionals in order to determine what possible monetary value traditional student teaching might bring to K-12 education in the US.

Do Student Teachers Add Value to Their Placement Schools?

“A billion here a billion there, pretty soon you’re talking real money.” Attributed to Senator Everett Dirksen.
Background for the Study 
Disclaimer 
The study described in this paper is worthwhile mainly because it addresses a very important issue.  It is more speculative than conclusive. The math used in the study is not so much statistical as it is propositional. The study was developed in reaction to an interesting circumstance, namely the placement of fourteen students in one small elementary school.  This opened the door to an opportunity for a qualitative look at their impact on that school.  Therefore the study can be viewed as simply setting the stage for a broader and more carefully designed research project on the question of value added by student teachers. Hopefully this study will raise some tantalizing possibilities for researchers.
How Many Student Teachers in the US?

The estimates of Teacher Preparation Program (TPP) graduates, student interns, and new teachers hired in a given year in the US vary wildly. The high estimate for new teacher hires seems to come from the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES). Their definition of a new hire is as follows:  “A teacher who moves from teaching in one sector to the other sector is considered a new teacher hire, but a teacher who moves from one school to another school in the same sector is not considered a new teacher hire. It is important to note that these projections measure the total number of teacher hires, including those hired to replace teachers retiring or leaving the teaching profession permanently or temporarily”. IHS Global Insight projects that by 2021 the number of “new hires” will increase to 384,000 in public schools and 87,000 in private schools for a total of 471,000 (Hussar & Bailey, 2013).
Tim Walker in an NEA article sets the number at 200,000 in 2007 / 2008 and makes the case for a decline due to layoffs since that time (Walker, 2014).  

Phillip Elliot reports what is probably the low estimate in an Associated Press article where he states, “Some 239,000 teachers are trained each year and 98,000 are hired” (Elliot, 2013). This quote appears in a number of publications and is a bit of a rallying cry for conservatives who are suspicious of traditional TPPs. Elliot seems to attribute these numbers to the Fordham Institute inspired National Center for Teacher Quality (NCTQ) Teacher Prep Review of 2013.  The NCTQ 2013 Review, for its part, seems to put the number closer to 171,000 new hires in public and private schools using 2012 Title II figures (NCTQ, 2013). Their 2011 report entitled Student Teaching in the United States puts the numbers at 186,000 traditional graduates and 77,000 hired to teach. (NCTQ 2011)
In light of these numbers and for the purposes of this study, we assume that the number of new teachers who come through traditional programs which include some kind of student teaching field experience of 10 weeks or more is somewhere between 100,000 and 200,000.  For the sake of argument we use the figure 150,000 student teachers per year nationally. This figure, though a very rough estimate, will be important to the basic premise of this study.
CAEP Standard 2: Clinical Partnerships and Practice

When the Council for Accreditation of Educator Preparation (CAEP) standards were ratified in 2013, Standard 2 was intended to increase and improve collaboration between TPPs and their p-12 partners when constructing arrangements, designing programs, selecting and preparing clinical educators, approving candidates, and measuring performance.  The point is that for CAEP accredited schools the student teaching or field experience is significant enough to be one of the five standards developed for approval of TPPs.

The Question of “Value Added”
It seems that in everything professionals do these days, from creating a resume, to applying for a grant, to proposing a new program of some sort, the question is “how will this add value to the profession?” In the education world, which is characterized by high expectations and limited resources, this question becomes paramount.  Many states have developed value added assessments for programs and personnel in education.  This is certainly the case in the state of Tennessee in which this study took place, hence the title of the original study, Do (Bryan College) Student Teachers Add Value to Their Placement Schools?  The point of this article is to describe that modest study and in so doing raise the question of generalization or replication of the study in other localities.
Participants
In this study, fourteen student teachers from Bryan College were assigned to Spring City Elementary School in Rhea County Tennessee for the second part of their fifteen week student teaching placement from February through April of 2012.  Twelve of the student teachers were elementary licensure candidates.  The other two were ESH licensure and Music licensure.  The average GPA for this group of student teachers was 3.53; the lowest GPA being 2.95 and the highest GPA being 3.95.  


All student teachers participated in an interview process during their sophomore year in order to be admitted to the TPP.  The interview process included nine questions plus two ratings on communication and overall impression. Students were rated by four interviewers on a scale of zero to four.  Each of the questions corresponded to some aspect of each of the ten Interstate New Teacher Assessment and Support Consortium (INTASC) standards.  The average interview score for these fourteen student teachers was 3.4.   

These student teachers also had three summative evaluations completed during their student teaching, two generated by the cooperating teachers and the other generated by the observing supervisor.  Student teachers were rated on a scale of zero to four with zero identified as “unsatisfactory” and 4 identified as “advanced.”  These summative evaluations also evaluated students based on the ten INTASC standards.  The average summative evaluation by the teachers was 3.39.  While the average summative evaluation by the observing supervisors was 3.43.   


Of the fourteen student teachers, three did not take the Tennessee required Praxis tests.  However, of those three, two are licensed in other states and one teaches in a private school.  The other eleven passed the required Praxis II exams and became licensed in Tennessee.  The only test required of all majors regardless of license is the PLT.  The average PLT score, for the 11 who took the test, was 178.64.  The range of scores for this test is 100-200.  According to ETS, the average performance range for the 2011-2012 year was 166-180.    

These students were also surveyed two years after graduation.  Six of the fourteen that participated in this study responded to the survey.  Eighteen survey questions, based on the ten INTASC standards, asked graduates of the TPP to rate how well the TPP had prepared them for various responsibilities and teaching attributes associated with the INTASC standards.  The graduates were given a four point scale ranging from “minimal” to “advanced.”  In their responses, graduates gave no “minimal” scores to any question and “adequate” scores only appeared nine times.  The rest of their responses were either “proficient” or “advanced.”    
 Based on the academic profile of these students, they would be identified as high average.  This may affect the ability to generalize this study to other populations.  
Figure 1: Student Teacher Profile
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School Profile

Spring City Elementary is a public school In Rhea County Tennessee with 687 students in grades PK-5. This school was built in 1985 to consolidate all elementary and middle school students in Spring City.  Prior to that there was an elementary school at Grandview, a Kindergarten  school with one first grade class at St. Clair ,and a first grade center that housed three first grades. In August of 2003 Spring City Middle School was established to alleviate the overcrowded conditions at Spring City Elementary. Spring City Middle School contains grades six, seven and eight.

The mission of Spring City Elementary School is to ensure that all students achieve their optimal learning in a safe environment.  The faculty and staff provide opportunities for meeting the intellectual, social, emotional, physical, and technological needs of a diverse population of students.

74.4% of students at Spring City Elementary received free and reduced lunch in 2013. The school has a school-wide Title I Program.  This means that SCES receives federal funds to be used in providing a quality educational program with special emphasis on the areas of reading and math.  All students in the school share equally in the services, equipment, and materials provided by Title I.

Focus Group: The Effect of Student Teachers on Learning in Elementary Classrooms

After the close of the school year a focus group was held on May 29, 2012.  All fourteen of the cooperating teachers were able to attend the focus group which was recorded with their permission.  They were led in a discussion of the positives and negatives of their experience with student teachers.  
The comments of the cooperating teachers are recorded in figures 2 and 3 below.

Figure 2: Comment Categories
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Figure 3: Comments from Cooperating Teachers

	Negative:
1. Mine was a little different. When she came in she told me that she didn’t really want to teach.  She brought a book to read, brought a novel one day…totally wouldn’t take initiative.  
2. I didn’t feel that I had a clear avenue…she wouldn’t say’ “Did that go well?” so I didn’t feel like I had an avenue to say.
3. The only problem he had was getting the kids to be quiet enough, because they’re so excited to be in the gym. There were several times when he would give directions and they were not listening. Then they would come over and ask me what to do.

	Neutral :

1. She had problems with a couple of kids but it was the same kids we all have trouble with at the beginning of the year.
2. Mine learned that he had to be flexible in the gym, because you never know what’s going to be going on in the gym. 
3. At the beginning I think I made him nervous.  After a few weeks he was really good. (classroom management)

4. I think (Name) was really in culture shock…once she got to know the kids, I think management came much easier for her.

5. In classroom management she said, “I’m very soft spoken, I know.” But she advanced in that. 

6. We had one boy who we hadn’t had any problems with that started acting out when the student teacher came in (context- when to bring a new personality into the classroom).

	Positive:

1. Mine was excellent…able to build off what I’d done…very comfortable in the classroom…able to pick up on what we were doing… started walking around the room right away… got herself involved.
2. I didn’t need to guide her. She already knew what was expected…she immediately began learning 100 students’ names right away.  That was very important to her. She wanted to bond with the students and get right in there from day one.

3. Mine was really good at the diversity of my different students…he was very willing to help where needed…
4. Mine was a little more timid at the beginning, but she really excelled for a week when I was out with the flu…when I came back I could tell that she had really settled in.
5. Mine did a very good job. She was excellent.  I had no complaints…was walking around, knew everybody’s name, took initiative to do things.

6. This group just seemed to have leadership more than what we’ve had in the past.  They all came in and said what can I do?

7. I think reflection was an issue (Name) would ask me; “How do you think that went? What could I have done differently?” That’s how we teach reflection in our profession. She was very willing to accept instruction.

8. With my student teacher one thing that impressed me was her ability to adjust…she came in and she was just fluid…she did really well at that.

9. My student would bring it up first…sometimes before I could say anything she would say; “you know, I think next time I’m going to do it this way.”  That impressed me that she was already thinking that way.

10. You didn’t have to “hold her hand”, that was nice.

11. Mine was very open to that. (critique)  She’d say, “Well that didn’t go very well.”  She was open to the students.

12. I think as a group they were just really good.

13. It’s partly personality. We would split up tasks.  She’d be walking around or I’d be walking around.  I wasn’t afraid of what she was telling them. I had a lot of confidence in her and so we just worked very well together…it was a great experience for my kids.


Survey

Teachers were also asked to fill out a one question survey in which they ranked the effect of student teachers on learning in the elementary classroom.  The question involved rating each student teacher on a continuum with a scale of 0–10. 

A score of 0 would indicate that the presence of a student teacher diminishes learning in the classroom. A score of 5 would indicate a neutral effect. While a score of 10 would indicate that the presence of a student teacher enhances learning for the students in the classroom.

Figure 4: Results of the survey:


Findings: 

· Since a score of 5 indicates a neutral influence, the scale can be viewed by raw score percentage of effectiveness in enhancing student learning.  5=0%, 6=20%, 7=40% 8=60%, 9=80%, and 10=100% effective. All student teachers were at least a neutral influence, but the majority was positive.

· The median and mode scores of the student teachers in the study were 8 on the scale and the mean was 7.7 indicating, as a group, they were roughly 54-60% effective in enhancing student learning according to their cooperating teachers. 
Therefore the divisor chosen for the effectiveness factor was 57% above neutral.
Teacher preparation programs have, for some time, speculated on what the financial contribution of sending free workers into the classroom might be.  While there is no good way to calculate actual financial value added, we might suggest two possibilities based on this study.  One is a high estimate and the other low.

High Estimate

·  The average novice (10th percentile) teacher salary in Rhea County Tennessee is $35,000.00. 
Student teaching (fifteen weeks) takes up approximately 40% of the school year.
This is equal to $14,000.00 in teacher salary. 
· At 57% effectiveness this equals $7,980.00 in added value for each student teacher. 

Low Estimate

· If we use the same reasoning, but assume the wages of a paraprofessional (since student teachers have not completed the bachelor’s degree or licensure) at $9.50 per hour the salary for 15 weeks is $5,700.
At 57% effectiveness this is a contribution of $3,249.00 per student teacher. 

Though these two figures are quite disparate, the conclusion of the study is that there is a significant value added to student learning when a student teacher is present in the elementary classroom. 

A modest way to state this might be to use an average of these figures: 
Value added equals $5614.50 per student teacher. This means, if we have 150,000 traditional student teachers nation-wide, they are quite possibly creating a value added of $842,175,000.00.  A less conservative estimate would calculate this value at over a billion dollars.

Figure 5: Calculation of Value Added
	
	Novice Teacher
	Para-Professional

	Salary
	 $35,000.00 per year in TN.*
	$9.50 per hour
$380.00 per week

	15 weeks 40% of school year
(typical student teaching placement)
	
$14,000.00
	
$5700.00

	57% Effectiveness according to survey
	$7980.00 possible value added
	$3249.00 possible value added

	
Average of the Two Possible Numbers.
	
$5614.50 
Value Added per Student

	
Assuming 150,00 Student Teachers 
Nation-wide Valued at $5614.50 Each
	
$842,175,000.00  
Value  Added to American Schools by Student Teachers Yearly.


*Starting teacher salaries by state can be found at:

 http://www.nea.org/home/2012-2013-average-starting-teacher-salary.html
Implications of this Study

The main implication is that even though student teachers are mainly there to complete their teacher training, value is added when student teachers are placed in a school.  It may not be the same value as fully prepared teachers, and is not true in all cases, but conservatively speaking it is more than half the value of having a second professional in the room. When extrapolated to include all US student teachers, the value added can be significant.

CAEP has made the clinical practices and partnerships a high priority in its standards.  They, correctly, assume that the more collaborative the relationship between TPPs and partner schools the better the outcome for teaching candidates and, more importantly, their future students.
If it is true that each year student teachers add close to a billion dollars in value to American PK-12 education, schools everywhere should welcome the collaboration with TPPs and reap some of that benefit.  Student teaching coordinators should not have to go “hat in hand” to local schools asking for placements as a favor or a sacrifice by those schools.  If this study has any validity, a placement is more like a $6,000 gift.  If the collaborative relationship is stronger, realizing the value of the gift has greater potential.  In the case of this study, the large concentration of Bryan College student teachers in one school was requested by the principal.
There are ample anecdotal reports of schools deciding not to take student teachers particularly in light of the pressures of current curriculum shifts and the high stakes assessment.  It should be noted that the placement in this study was in the spring semester when testing actually occurs and the pressure to prepare for testing is greatest.  Even in that high stakes environment, the argument for value added seems to be verified.
Questions for Further Review

It is obvious that a larger and more intentional study could reveal several things:

· Can this study design be improved and then generalized to a larger and more diverse group of student teachers in multiple locations?

· There is a need for refinement of all demographics related to this and any similar studies that would address the value added question.

· What would such a study reveal about whether student teachers are more or less than 57% effective?
· What key factors enhance success for student teachers relative to preparation of both candidates and, more importantly, cooperating teachers by the TPP?
· Is it possible to compare the performance of several comparable schools which do and do not host student teachers?
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The number of respondents 		14


The range of student scores		5–10


The mean score				7.7


The median score		 	 8


The mode of the scores 	 	 8









