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Clinical Field Experience Study 

An Analysis of Teacher Candidate Responses 

SCSU School of Education ï Fall 2008 

 

The opportunity to participate in a clinical field experience is provided to all teacher candidates 

enrolled in an Educator Preparation Program. It is one of the requirements for the successful 

completion of a certification program. Candidates are exposed to a variety of field experiences as 

they progress through the various levels, or gates, of their program.  

 

The Clinical Field Experience Student Self-Assessment (CFESS) was distributed in the spring of 

2008 to all teacher candidates enrolled in education courses with a clinical field placement 

component.  The CFESS is a brief instrument designed to gather information about a teacher 

candidateôs field experience. It provides an opportunity for candidates to reflect on their 

experience and the knowledge and skills they have gained.  

 

The purpose of this study is to learn about the quality of the field placement experiences 

provided to SCSU candidates and to ensure that these field experiences are productive and 

meaningful.  The specific goals of this study are: 
 

¶ to determine the overall quality of the candidatesô field experience, e.g.,  their 

ability to connect theory to practice, grow as educators, collaborate with 

practicing teachers, become self-reflective practitioners,  

¶ to determine candidatesô perceptions of their experiences at different gates and 

note any differences in experiences between gates, and 

¶ to use the study results to inform curricula and future clinical field experiences.  

 

 

            Method 

Participants 

All candidates enrolled in an education course with a clinical field experience were invited to 

complete and return a Clinical Field Experience Student Self-Assessment (CFESS) during the fall 

2008 semester. Candidates enrolled in more than one course with a clinical field experience were 

asked to complete a separate CFESS for each course. The completion of the CFESS is a 

requirement in all education courses with a clinical field experience component and is noted as 

such on the course syllabus. Three hundred sixty nine completed Clinical Field Experience 

Student Self-Assessments (CFESS) were reviewed for this study.   

 

Student ID numbers were required to complete the self-assessment so CCSAR staff were able to 

track the number of candidates who submitted for multiple courses.  Of the 369 completed 

assessments, 56 were provided by individuals enrolled in more than 1 course (typically an EDU 

and an SED course).  For those enrolled in more than one field experience class, both responses 

were used in the analysis.  A preliminary analysis showed that the same candidate provided 

different responses based on the class they were enrolled in. 

 

 The majority of candidates were undergraduates (approx. 78.6%), with the following areas of 

certification represented: K-12, Early Childhood Education, Elementary Education, Secondary 
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Education, and Elementary/Special Education Collaborative.  Tables 1 and 2 show the specific 

distribution of this sample.   

 

Apparatus 

School of education faculty and CCSAR staff members collaboratively developed the Clinical 

Field Experience Student Self-Assessment (CFESS). The first section of the assessment asks 

candidates to provide the following information:  their eight-digit student identification number, 

current field experience course and course section number, number of hours spent at the field 

site, name of certification area they are pursuing, and student status (undergraduate or graduate). 

The second section asks candidates to indicate the type and level of interaction and observations 

that they had with students, and the level of professionalism that they demonstrated throughout 

their field experience. In this section, candidates selected all applicable responses for each 

question. The third section asks candidates to respond to 28 statements about their field 

experience using a six-point Likert-type scale: 1=Strongly Disagree, 2=Disagree, 3=Slightly 

Disagree, 4=Slightly Agree, 5=Agree and 6=Strongly Agree.  The fourth and final section 

includes three open-ended questions designed to elicit additional feedback about the field 

experience.  The CFESS was created using Snap Survey Software, and a copy is included in the 

Appendix.  A coefficient alpha internal consistency estimate was computed for the scaled 

response items (n=28) in section three of the self-assessment. A Cronbachôs alpha of .943 

indicates strong reliability for this portion of the CFESS. 

 

Procedure 

CCSAR obtained the email addresses of all candidates who were enrolled in a course with a 

clinical field experience component during the spring of 2008 via the SCSU Banner system.  

Duplicate email addresses were removed (some candidates were enrolled in more than one 

clinical field experience course) and the initial emailing, containing the secure website link 

where the self-assessment was located, was sent to 822 email addresses. A copy of the original 

email letter is in the Appendix.  Candidates in more than one course with a clinical field 

experience component were asked to submit a separate self-assessment for each course.  All 

course faculty with a clinical field experience were also emailed copies of all correspondence 

with their candidates.  Two email reminders were sent to candidates and their course instructors 

throughout the data collection period. Three hundred eighty-eight self-assessments were 

electronically submitted by the close of the data collection period in May 2008.  

 

Prior to conducting any statistical analyses, data were reviewed for errors and/or missing 

information.  CCSAR staff used SPSS software to conduct all statistical analyses. A frequency 

analysis and a mean and standard deviation score for each item was calculated.  A new variable 

was created to track the current gate placement of all the respondents.  The data was then 

disaggregated and presented by gate placement. 

 

 

Results 

 

Part I. Clinical Field Self-Assessment Results 

A. Background and Course Information 

Table 1 presents the distribution of the sample by course at each gate. Table 2 represents 

candidates in the following certification areas: K-12, Early Childhood Education, Elementary 
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Education, Secondary Education, and Elementary/Special Education Collaborative. Table 3 

shows the distribution of hours spent at a field site by gate and the overall distribution of field 

site hours for this sample. The length of time candidates spent at their field site ranged from one 

hour to more than 40 hours, with the number of hours varying between courses and by gate. For 

example, in EDU 200, EDU 413, and SED 449 candidates averaged 40 hours or more at their 

field site while in ART 370, EDU 503, EDU 504, EDU 505, EXS 291, EXS 495, RDG 567, SED 

235, SED 325, SED 365, and SED 375 they averaged 10 hours or less at their field site.   

 

Table 1 ï Course Distribution of Candidates by Gate   

Gate 1 Gate 2 Gate 3 

Course n Course n Course n 

EDU 200 54 ART 370 3 EDU 311 17 

EDU 201 10 ART 371 13 EDU 492 1 

EDU 206 11 EDU 309 26 EDU 493 6 

EXS 191 1 EDU 312 32 EDU 494 13 

SED 225 41 EDU 413 11 EDU 503 6 

  EXS 291 17 EDU 504 4 

  EXS 350 9 EDU 505 7 

  RDG 567 10 EXS 495 15 

  RDG 568 1 IDS 449 6 

  SED 235 8 SED 375 23 

  SED 325 2 SED 435 4 

  SED 335 1 SED 449 4 

  SED 355 4   

  SED 365 5   

  SED 536 4   

n 117  146  106 

Percent 31.7  39.6  28.7 

n = 369  

 

Table 2 ï Candidates Pursuing the Following Certification  Areas (Valid Percents are used.) 

 
Total Undergrad Graduate 

n % n % n % 

K ï 12 92 25.3 60 20.9 32 42.1 

Early Childhood Education 35 9.6 33 11.5 2 2.6 

Elementary Education 130 35.8 113 39.4 17 22.4 

Secondary Education 48 13.2 38 13.2 10 13.2 

Elementary/Special Education 

Collaborative 
58 16.0 43 15.0 15 19.7 

Total:  363 100% 287 100% 76 100% 
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Table 3 ï Number of Hours Spent at Field Site (Valid Percents are used.) 

I have spent about the following number of hours at the field site: 

 Overall Gate 1 Gate 2 Gate 3 

n % n % n % n % 

1 -10 hours 114 31.0 18 15.4 45 30.8 51 48.6 

11 ï 20 hours 67 18.2 4 3.4 40 27.4 23 21.9 

21 ï 30 hours 45 12.2 5 4.3 31 21.2 9 8.6 

31 ï 40 hours 66 17.9 42 35.9 11 7.5 13 12.4 

More than 40 hours 76 20.7 48 41.0 19 13.0 9 8.6 

Total:  368 100% 117 100% 146 100% 105 100% 

 

 

Part II.   Clinical Field Self-Assessment Results 

B.  Type, Frequency and Diversity of Experience Working With Students and Level of 

Professionalism (Table 4) 

 

Overall Findings 

Working with Students 

In response to questions related to the type and frequency of opportunities candidates had to 

work with students they indicated, across all three gates, that they óoftenô or óalwaysô had the 

opportunity to work with the students, and that was most often with a ósmall group(s) of 

students.ô  

 

Hands-on Practical Experience/Assisting Students 

Candidates frequently responded that they óobservedô at gate 1 (89%). In gate 2 candidates 

indicated that óobservingô had been reduced (67%) and the opportunity to teach at least one 

lesson had increased (75%). In gate 3, candidates reported more observing (68%) than planning 

(34%) or teaching (53%). Candidates indicated that they were given opportunities to assist 

students at all three gates. These experiences ranged from assisting óone studentô to óa whole 

class.ô 

 

Level of Professionalism 

Respondents reported that they believed they had demonstrated the behaviors and attitudes of a 

professional educator during their field experience. More than 82% of candidates at each gate 

felt they showed patience, organization, respect for studentsô differences, fairness, and 

professionalism. In addition, more than 94% of all candidates  arrived on time and were 

prepared.  Lower percentages of respondents felt they had demonstrated effective classroom 

management strategies: gate 1 = 75.2%, gate 2 = 74.7%, gate 3 = 73.5%.  Candidates 

collaborated with students (more than 72% of all candidates) and their mentor teachers (more 

than 65%)  more often than they did with their peers (48.7% at gate 1 to 63.1% at gate 3).  The 

lowest percentages were found in candidatesô ability to participate in activities outside the 

classroom (gate 1 = 50.4%, gate 2 = 27.4%, gate 3 = 36.9%.)  
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Diversity of Students 

The majority of candidates in all three gates had the opportunity to work with students from 

different ethnic backgrounds either óalwaysô or óoftenô (83.7% at gate 1, 72.4% at gate 2, and 

76.7% at gate 3).   

 
Table 4 - Clinical Field Results by Gate 

(Candidates were asked to check all that apply.) 

B1. During my field experience, I worked with:   Gate 1 Gate 2 Gate 3 

     no students, just observed 9.4 4.8 15.4 

     one student at a time 41.0 46.6 36.5 

     occasionally assisted a student, but mostly observed 36.8 24.0 14.4 

     small group(s) of students  59.8 49.3 47.1 

     the whole class 52.1 43.2 36.5 

B2. During my field experience, I worked with student(s): 

     never 1.7 3.4 9.6 

     rarely 6.0 6.8 11.5 

     sometimes 15.4 10.3 13.5 

     often 34.2 21.2 31.7 

     always 49.6 62.3 38.5 

B3. During my field experience, I 

     observed 88.9 67.4 68.0 

     planned 23.1 52.5 34.0 

     taught at least one lesson 46.2 74.5 53.4 

B4. During my field experience, I had the opportunity to assist: 

     one student 64.7 69.9 52.9 

     a small group of students 74.1 58.2 53.8 

     the whole class 61.2 45.2 41.3 

     I did not have the opportunity to assist students 6.0 4.8 11.5 

B5. During my field experience, I adapted my mentor teacherôs lesson for: 

     one student 31.6 31.2 32.0 

     a small group of students 51.3 28.4 30.1 

     the whole class 26.5 27.0 25.2 

     I did not have the opportunity to adapt a lesson for 

students 
34.2 31.2 37.9 

B6. During my field experience, I demonstrated: 

      patience 95.7 94.5 93.1 

     organization 82.9 91.8 85.3 

     effective classroom management strategies 75.2 74.7 73.5 

     respect for studentsô differences 96.6 95.2 90.2 

     fairness 85.5 87.0 78.4 

     professionalism 96.6 98.6 93.1 

B7. During my field experience, I:   

     arrived on time 98.3 98.6 96.1 
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     was prepared 94.0 97.9 97.1 

     stayed longer than my scheduled time 64.1 53.4 57.3 

     participated in activities outside the classroom 50.4 27.4 36.9 

     collaborated with students 85.5 74.7 72.8 

     collaborated with my mentor teacher 89.7 74.0 65.0 

     collaborated with my peers 48.7 53.4 63.1 

B8. I worked with students who were from different ethnic backgrounds than mine: 

     always 52.1 35.2 57.3 

     often 31.6 37.2 19.4 

     sometimes 11.1 17.9 13.6 

     rarely 6.8 5.5 6.8 

     never 1.7 6.9 3.9 

 

 

Part III. Clinical Field Self-Assessment Results 

C.  Perceptions of Clinical Field Experience 

Candidates were asked to respond to 28 items scored on a 6-point scale: 1=Strongly Disagree, 2= 

Disagree, 3=Slightly Disagree, 4=Slightly Agree, 5= Agree, 6=Strongly Agree 
 

Overall Findings 

Aggregated Gate Results (Table 5) 

The distribution of item mean scores ranged from 3.38 to 5.39. The overall mean score was 4.64.  

Item C16: Through my field experience I have gained an understanding of teacher professional 

behavior, received the highest mean score (M=5.39) and Item C27: I had the opportunity to 

incorporate technology into at least one lesson (M=3.38), and Item C28: I had the opportunity to 

utilize technology in my teaching (M=3.39) received the lowest mean scores. Item C11: I had the 

opportunity to try various techniques for disciplining students (M=3.80), also had a low mean 

score in the 3.00 range. The mean scores of these three items suggest a less positive response 

(3.00 = slightly disagree). 

 

Table 5 ï Clinical  Field Assessment Item Mean Score Responses in Descending Order 

Scale:  1=Strongly Disagree, 2= Disagree, 3=Slightly Disagree, 4=Slightly Agree, 5= Agree, 

6=Strongly Agree 

Please rate the following statements: Mean SD 

C16 
Through my field experience I have gained an understanding of teacher professional 

behavior. 
5.39 0.985 

C19 I developed a deeper understanding of students with different ability levels.  5.35 0.963 

C21 I had the opportunity for self-reflection. 5.28 1.064 

C20 
This field experience gave me the opportunity to experience life in the classroom as 

I learned about it in my course. 
5.21 1.134 

C1 My field experience helped me understand the cognitive development of children.   5.14 1.032 

C24 Self-reflection helped me make sense of what I was learning in my fieldwork. 5.09 1.055 

C17 I developed a deeper understanding of students from all cultural backgrounds. 5.09 1.134 

C18 
I developed a deeper understanding of students from all socioeconomic 

backgrounds. 
5.04 1.184 
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C22 I had the opportunity to discuss my field experience with my SCSU professor. 5.03 1.214 

C6 
I had the opportunity to observe the classroom teacher use various techniques for 

giving instructions to students. 
5.02 1.360 

C8 
I had the opportunity to observe the classroom teacher use various techniques for 

organizing classroom life. 
5.00 1.298 

C2 My field experience helped me understand the emotional development of children.   4.98 1.125 

C9 
I had the opportunity to observe the classroom teacher use various time management 

techniques.  
4.97 1.329 

C7 
I had the opportunity to observe the classroom teacher use various techniques for 

disciplining students. 
4.97 1.319 

C23 
I had the opportunity to discuss my field experience with my mentor classroom 

teacher. 
4.84 1.429 

C3 My field experience helped me understand the physical development of children.   4.72 1.245 

C4 I made changes in my lesson(s) to accommodate studentsô different learning styles. 4.63 1.479 

C5 
During at least one lesson, I modified my instruction based on an assessment of the 

studentsô learning. 
4.48 1.554 

C12 I had the opportunity to try various techniques for giving instructions to students.  4.46 1.558 

C13 I had the opportunity to try various instructional techniques. 4.40 1.569 

C25 I felt prepared to utilize technology in my teaching. 4.34 1.429 

C15 I had the opportunity to try planning lessons. 4.19 1.800 

C26 I had the opportunity to observe the use of technology in the classroom. 4.19 1.507 

C29 
In my field experience, I was able to observe how technology can be utilized to 

assist students. 
4.14 1.558 

C14 I had the opportunity to try various time management techniques. 4.09 1.586 

C10 I had the opportunity to observe the classroom teacher planning lessons. 4.08 1.637 

C11 I had the opportunity to try various techniques for disciplining students. 3.80 1.640 

C28 I had the opportunity to utilize technology in my teaching. 3.39 1.633 

C27 I had the opportunity to incorporate technology into at least one lesson. 3.38 1.631 

 

Disaggregated Gate Results (Table 6) 

Gate 1 ï Results 

Over 99% of Gate 1 respondents were undergraduate students.  The distribution of item mean 

scores at gate 1 ranged from 3.25 to 5.48 for 117 candidates. The calculated overall survey mean 

score was 4.78.  Item C19:  I developed a deeper understanding of students with different ability 

levels. received the highest mean score (M=5.48), and Item C27: I had the opportunity to 

incorporate technology into at least one lesson, received the lowest mean score (M=3.25). 

Additional items whose mean scores suggest that candidates may have óslightly disagreed,ô as 

defined by mean scores (3=slightly disagreed), with the statement are C11: I had the opportunity 

to try various techniques for disciplining students (M=3.95); C15:  I had the opportunity to try 

planning lessons (M=3.63), and C28: I had the opportunity to utilize technology in my teaching, 

(M=3.40).   

 

Gate 2 ï Results 

Approximately 80% of Gate 2 respondents were undergraduates.  The distribution of item mean 

scores at gate 2 ranged from 3.20 to 5.57 for 146 candidates. The calculated overall survey mean 

score was 4.71.  Item C16:  Through my field experience I have gained an understanding of 
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teacher professional behavior, received the highest mean score (M=5.57) and Item C28: I had 

the opportunity to utilize technology in my teaching, (M=3.20) and Item C27: I had the 

opportunity to incorporate technology into at least one lesson (M=3.21),  received the lowest 

mean scores. Additional items whose mean scores suggest that candidates may have óslightly 

disagreed,ô as defined by mean scores (3=slightly disagreed), with the statement were:  C10: I 

had the opportunity to observe the classroom teacher planning lessons (M=3.94); C11: I had the 

opportunity to try various techniques for disciplining students (M=3.62); and  C29 In my field 

experience I was able to observe how technology can be utilized to assist students (M=3.81).   

 

Gate 3 ï Results 

Undergraduate students represented about 54% of Gate 3 respondents.  The distribution of mean 

scores for each survey item ranged from 3.66 to 5.06 for 106 candidates. The calculated overall 

survey mean score for this sample was 4.41.  Item C19: I developed a deeper understanding of 

students with different ability levels, (M=5.06) and Item C16:  Through my field experience, I 

have gained an understanding of teacher professional behavior, (M=5.06) received the highest 

mean scores; and Item C28: I had the opportunity to utilize technology in my teaching, received 

the lowest mean score (M=3.66). Additional items who mean score suggests that candidates may 

have óslightly disagreed,ô as defined by mean scores (3=slightly disagreed), with the statement 

were:  C10: I had the opportunity to observe the classroom teacher planning lessons (M=3.69); 

C11: I had the opportunity to try various techniques for disciplining students (M=3.88); and 

C27: I had the opportunity to incorporate technology into at least one lesson (M=3.75).   
 

Table 6 ï Item Mean Score Comparisons Between Gates 

Scale:  1=Strongly Disagree, 2=Disagree, 3=Slightly Disagree, 4=Slightly Agree, 5=Agree, 

6=Strongly Agree 

 Please rate the following statements: 
Gate 1 
n=117 

Gate 2 
n=146 

Gate 3 
n=106 

Overall 
n=369 

C1 
My field experience helped me understand the 

cognitive development of children.   
5.30 5.31 4.72 5.14 

C2 
My field experience helped me understand the 

emotional development of children.   
5.19 5.10 4.59 4.98 

C3 
My field experience helped me understand the 

physical development of children.   
4.89 4.80 4.42 4.72 

C4 
I made changes in my lesson(s) to accommodate 

studentsô different learning styles. 
4.44 4.88 4.50 4.63 

C5 
During at least one lesson, I modified my instruction 

based on an assessment of the studentôs learning. 
4.18 4.76 4.43 4.48 

C6 
I had the opportunity to observe the classroom teacher 

use various techniques for giving instructions to 

students. 
5.37 5.09 4.52 5.02 

C7 
I had the opportunity to observe the classroom teacher 

use various techniques for disciplining students. 
5.44 4.91 4.52 4.97 

C8 
I had the opportunity to observe the classroom teacher 

use various techniques for organizing classroom life. 
5.39 4.97 4.57 5.00 

C9 
I had the opportunity to observe the classroom teacher 

use various time management techniques.  
5.43 4.89 4.57 4.97 

C10 
I had the opportunity to observe the classroom teacher 
planning lessons. 

4.58 3.94 3.69 4.08 

C11 
I had the opportunity to try various techniques for 

disciplining students. 
3.95 3.62 3.88 3.80 
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C12 
I had the opportunity to try various techniques for 

giving instructions to students.  
4.49 4.57 4.27 4.46 

C13 
I had the opportunity to try various instructional 

techniques. 
4.41 4.54 4.18 4.40 

C14 
I had the opportunity to try various time management 

techniques. 
4.10 4.17 3.99 4.09 

C15 I had the opportunity to try planning lessons. 3.63 4.81 3.97 4.19 

C16 
Through my field experience, I have gained an 

understanding of teacher professional behavior. 
5.45 5.57 5.06 5.39 

C17 
I developed a deeper understanding of students from 

all cultural backgrounds. 
5.17 5.17 4.88 5.09 

C18 
I developed a deeper understanding of students from 

all socioeconomic backgrounds. 
5.16 5.09 4.82 5.04 

C19 
I developed a deeper understanding of students with 

different ability levels.  
5.48 5.45 5.06 5.35 

C20 
This field experience gave me the opportunity to 

experience life in the classroom as I learned about it in 

my course. 
5.38 5.33 4.84 5.21 

C21 I had the opportunity for self-reflection. 5.41 5.46 4.88 5.28 

C22 
I had the opportunity to discuss my field experience 

with my SCSU professor. 
4.91 5.29 4.79 5.03 

C23 
I had the opportunity to discuss my field experience 

with my mentor classroom teacher. 
5.10 4.81 4.56 4.84 

C24 
Self-reflection helped me make sense of what I was 

learning in my fieldwork. 
5.21 5.22 4.78 5.09 

C25 I felt prepared to utilize technology in my teaching. 4.50 4.36 4.14 4.34 

C26 
I had the opportunity to observe the use of technology 

in the classroom. 
4.60 3.99 3.99 4.19 

C27 
I had the opportunity to incorporate technology into at 

least one lesson. 
3.25 3.21 3.75 3.38 

C28 
I had the opportunity to utilize technology in my 

teaching. 
3.40 3.20 3.66 3.39 

C29 
In my field experience, I was able to observe how 

technology can be utilized to assist students. 
4.60 3.81 4.08 4.14 

 Overall Survey Mean Score for Each Gate 4.78 4.71 4.41 4.64 
 

 

Statistical Comparison Between Groups 

A one-way betweenïsubjects ANOVA was conducted to assess gate level differences between 

candidatesô perceptions of their field experience as measured by their overall mean score 

response in Section III (29 scaled items). The results found that candidatesô perceptions did 

differ between gates: F(2, 364) =4.88, p< .05. In interpreting these results, it is important to 

remember that candidates at each gate were enrolled in different programs, different courses, and 

spent varying number of hours (one to more than 40 hours) at their field site.  

 

Follow-up tests were conducted to evaluate the differences in means by gate. The post hoc 

comparisons were conducted using the Tukey test. There was a significant difference in the 

means between candidates in gate 3 and candidates in gates 1 and 2. Candidatesô perceptions of 

their field experience were lower in gate 3 than those perceptions of candidates in gates 1 and 2. 
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Descriptives

MEAN1

117 4.7760 .98164 .09075 4.5963 4.9558 1.00 6.00

146 4.7057 .79126 .06549 4.5762 4.8351 1.00 6.00

104 4.4121 .99951 .09801 4.2178 4.6065 1.00 6.00

367 4.6449 .92572 .04832 4.5499 4.7399 1.00 6.00

Gate 1

Gate 2

Gate 3

Total

N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Lower Bound Upper Bound

95% Confidence Interval for

Mean

Minimum Maximum

 

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects

Dependent Variable: MEAN1

8.185a 2 4.093 4.877 .008 .026

7717.906 1 7717.906 9196.960 .000 .962

8.185 2 4.093 4.877 .008 .026

305.462 364 .839

8231.744 367

313.647 366

Source

Corrected Model

Intercept

gate

Error

Total

Corrected Total

Type III Sum

of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.

Partial Eta

Squared

R Squared = .026 (Adjusted R Squared = .021)a. 

 

Multiple Comparisons

Dependent Variable: MEAN1

Tukey HSD

.0704 .11367 .810 -.1971 .3379

.3639* .12346 .010 .0734 .6544

-.0704 .11367 .810 -.3379 .1971

.2935* .11755 .035 .0169 .5701

-.3639* .12346 .010 -.6544 -.0734

-.2935* .11755 .035 -.5701 -.0169

(J) Gate

Gate 2

Gate 3

Gate 1

Gate 3

Gate 1

Gate 2

(I) Gate

Gate 1

Gate 2

Gate 3

Mean

Difference

(I-J) Std. Error Sig. Lower Bound Upper Bound

95% Confidence Interval

Based on observed means.

The mean difference is significant at the .05 level.*. 

 
 

Since candidates mentioned ólack of timeô as a concern, researchers conducted an additional 

ANOVA using ótimeô (with 5 levels) as the independent variable.  The one-way ANOVA to 

assess differences in candidatesô perceptions of their field experiences yielded statistically 

significant results, F (4, 362)=3.53, p<.05.  The Tukey post hoc test found statistically significant 

mean differences between groups 1 and 5.  The mean score for group 1 (1-10 hours spent at site, 

n=113) M= 4.42, SD=.95 was lower than the mean score for group 5 (more than 40 hours, n=76) 

M= 4.90, SD=1.05.  These results suggest that candidates who spent 10 hours or less at their 

field site had a less favorable perception of their field experience than candidates who spent 

more than 40 hours at their field site. 

 

Although statistically significant differences were found, these results warrant careful 

interpretation.  The influence of additional variables (e.g., type and location of school, grade 

level of classroom observed, characteristics & quality of classroom teacher mentor, SCSU 

professor, and type & level of SCSU course) and the difference in sample size between these two 

groups may also have had an effect on candidatesô responses.                               
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                                                                     Descriptive Statistics 
Mean  1 

 N Mean 
Std. 

Deviation 
Std. 
Error 

95% Confidence Interval 
for Mean Minimum Maximum 

 Time Groups(a4)         
Lower 
Bound 

Upper 
Bound     

(1)  1-10  hours 113 4.4243 .95486 .08983 4.2463 4.6023 1.00 6.00 
(2)  11-20  hours 67 4.6218 .78888 .09638 4.4294 4.8142 2.79 6.00 
(3)  21-30 hours 45 4.6014 .85438 .12736 4.3448 4.8581 1.00 5.97 
(4)  31 ï 40 hours  66 4.7842 .81812 .10070 4.5831 4.9853 1.00 6.00 
(5) More than 40 
hours 

76 4.8981 1.05236 .12071 4.6576 5.1386 1.00 6.00 

Total 367 4.6449 .92572 .04832 4.5499 4.7399 1.00 6.00 

                                                              

                                                                 
 
 Tests of Between-Subjects Effects 
Dependent variable: MEAN 1 

Source 
Type III Sum 
of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Partial Eta 
Squared 

Corrected Model 11.773(a) 4 2.943 3.530 .008 .038 

Intercept 7324.798 1 7324.798 8783.735 .000 .960 

a4 11.773 4 2.943 3.530 .008 .038 

Error 301.873 362 .834       

Total 8231.744 367         

Corrected Total 313.647 366         

a  R Squared = .038 (Adjusted R Squared = .027) 

                                                                
 
                        Multiple Comparisons 
Dependent variable: MEAN 1 
Tukey HSD 

 (I) A4.  I have spent 
about the following 
number of hours at ... 

(J) A4.  I have spent 
about the following 
number of hours at ... 

Mean 
Difference (I-J) 

Std. Error Sig. 95% Confidence Interval 

          Lower 
Bound 

Upper Bound 

1 ï 10 hours 11 ï 20 hours -.1975 .14080 .626 -.5835 .1885 

  21 ï 30 hours -.1772 .16097 .806 -.6185 .2642 

  31 ï 40 hours -.3599 .14147 .083 -.7478 .0279 

  more than 40 hours -.4738(*) .13547 .005 -.8452 -.1024 

11 ï 20 hours 1  ï  10 hours .1975 .14080 .626 -.1885 .5835 

  21 ï 30 hours .0203 .17600 1.000 -.4622 .5029 

  31 ï 40 hours -.1624 .15837 .843 -.5966 .2717 

  more than 40 hours -.2763 .15303 .372 -.6959 .1432 

21 ï 30 hours  1 ï  10 hours .1772 .16097 .806 -.2642 .6185 

  11 ï 20 hours -.0203 .17600 1.000 -.5029 .4622 

  31 ï 40 hours -.1828 .17654 .839 -.6668 .3012 

  more than 40 hours -.2967 .17177 .419 -.7676 .1743 

31 ï 40 hours  1 ï  10 hours .3599 .14147 .083 -.0279 .7478 

  11 ï 20 hours .1624 .15837 .843 -.2717 .5966 

  21 ï 30 hours .1828 .17654 .839 -.3012 .6668 

  more than 40 hours -.1139 .15365 .947 -.5351 .3074 

More than 40 hours   1 ï 10 hours .4738(*) .13547 .005 .1024 .8452 

  11 ï 20 hours .2763 .15303 .372 -.1432 .6959 

   21 ï30 hours .2967 .17177 .419 -.1743 .7676 

   31 ï40 hours .1139 .15365 .947 -.3074 .5351 

Based on observed means.*   
The mean difference is significant at the .05 level. 
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Part IV. Clinical Field Self-Assessment Results 

D.  Responses to three open-ended questions 

To gain a fuller understanding of the clinical field experience, candidates were asked to respond 

to the following three open-ended questions. 

 

1. How have you grown as an educator as a result of your experiences in your fieldwork 

placement?  What specific experience(s) contributed in a meaningful way to your growth? 

The respondents found the field work experience to be very beneficial and felt that it had 

definitely contributed to their growth as educators.  The opportunity to be exposed to ñrealò 

classrooms and see experienced teachers manage daily classroom routines and disruptions was a 

crucial component of their experiences, ñHaving actual classroom experience is invaluable to 

someone who has not yet taught.  There are things you learn through field work that cannot be 

taught to you in a classroom.ò  Classroom management and discipline issues continue to be a 

concern to candidates and any opportunity to witness effective management in action is 

welcome, ñI really learned a lot about classroom management and I feel this will be a great 

asset as I continue my growth in education.ò  Respondents were exposed to many forms of 

diversity, ñdifferent learning environments and to students with differing educational, socio-

economic, and cultural backgrounds,ò  many for the first time, ñThis has been the first time I've 

been placed in an urban setting, seeing as the requirement for this course was to complete the 

fieldwork at Barnard Elementary School in New Haven.  I have to say it has opened my eyes to a 

whole new culture as well as diversity and I absolutely loved it.  If SCSU had let us choose the 

place in which we wanted to do fieldwork, I would have missed out on the opportunity of seeing 

how an urban school setting is run, and therefore would not have grown from this experience.ò  

Personal growth and an increased self awareness were also evident in the candidate responses, 

ñMy field placement helped me to learn a lot about myself as a teacher and a person.ò  Patience, 

understanding, and flexibility were all seen as attributes necessary to the profession.  Specific 

experience(s) that were meaningful to the respondents were the opportunities to work with 

children directly, plan and execute lessons, and collaborate with mentor teachers, ñI have grown 

as an educator by observing the master teacher, collaborating with her and the students, 

developing lesson plans, executing lesson plans and helping students with their tasks.ò 

 

2. What have you learned about working with diverse learners as a result of your 

experience in your fieldwork placement? 

The respondents felt it was important to recognize that, ñ every child is different,ò ñthere are a 

variety of abilities and interests within one classroom,ò and ñevery teacher has to reach each 

child the best he or she can.ò  In addition the candidates felt, ñthat diversity is key in a 

classroom.  Each child has something to bring to the table,  especially when there are different 

cultures present it can be such a learning environment for all the students.ò  Candidates noted 

that, ñdifferentiated instruction is key for working with diverse learners. Teaching cannot be a 

one-size-fits-all approach.ò  Lessons must be presented in many styles (audio, visual, hands-on, 

etc.) to accommodate the needs of all the students, and that this work can be very challenging. In 

addition, ñPatience and [the] desire to want to work and help students who may be struggling is 

a must.ò 
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3. What additional experience would have made your fieldwork placement more 

beneficial?  

The respondents found their field experiences beneficial. They were generally very excited and 

motivated to continue their work.  The main complaint was that there was not enough time, as 

one candidate said, ñ[I want to] just do it over and over for more experience.ò  It was noted that 

the experience could only be enriched by more of everything - more time with the mentor 

teacher, more interaction with students, more time to create and teach lesson plans, and more 

flexibility in their daily schedules, ñI would have liked to see different days where different 

subjects are studied or the students have a different schedule.ò  Many of the candidates did not 

have the opportunity to observe, or incorporate, the use of technology and thought that would 

have been beneficial, ñI would have loved to be able to incorporate technology into the 

classroom.  There were not many opportunities for me to do so.ò 

 

             

Conclusion 

 

The teacher candidates who responded (approximately 45%), to the Clinical Field Experience 

Self-Assessment found their experiences to be very beneficial and rewarding.  The respondents 

rated their increased understanding of how to behave as teacher professionals, the daily 

challenges and responsibilities of a teacher, the cognitive development and different abilities of 

the students, and the opportunity for self-reflection as the strongest components of their 

experience.  This was supported by their responses to the open-ended qualitative questions. 

 

Many other components contributed to the respondentsô positive experiences and led to both 

professional and personal growth.  Many of the teacher candidate respondents had high praise for 

their mentor teachers this semester.  They found them to be very knowledgeable, and when able, 

helpful.  In addition, respondents were able to observe all aspects of teaching in the ñreal worldò 

by experienced and knowledgeable mentor teachers- to observe the classroom teacher use 

various techniques for managing classroom schedules and student behavior, use different 

teaching strategies, and to assist students either individually or in small groups.  Their exposure 

to diversity (cultural, socio-economic, and academic), was also evident.  They emphatically 

stated that ñevery child is differentò with varying needs, and it is the teachersô responsibility to 

make sure all children received the education they deserved.  The candidates also understood the 

importance of using differentiated instruction to accomplish this. 

 

If there was any complaint or stated desire for improvement, it was simply that the respondents 

did not have enough time to do everything they would have liked.  Given the time restraints (the 

time required by the course and personal schedules) felt by most respondents, they were not able 

to stay late at the classroom, and did not have the time to participate in activities outside the 

classroom.  More time would have allowed time to be more flexible, to observe different 

teachers, classes, and activities, spend more time interacting with students, and planning and 

teaching lessons ï more ñhands-on.ò  

  

Technology is an important tool for todayôs teachers and yet the use of technology was missing 

from many of the respondentsô experiences.  The opportunities to observe the use of technology 

to aid student learning, or the chance to incorporate it into a lesson, were not apparent.  

Technology related questions ranked the lowest on the scaled questions.  
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When the means of candidates from the 3 different gates were statistically compared, there was a 

significant difference in the means of the Gate 3 candidates and those in Gate 1 or Gate 2.  

Candidatesô perceptions of their field experience were lower in gate 3 than those perceptions of 

candidates in gates 1 and 2.  Although statistically significant differences were found, these 

results warrant careful interpretation.  It is important to remember that candidates at each gate 

were enrolled in different programs, different courses, and spent varying number of hours (one to 

more than 40 hours) at their field site.  

 

Candidates who spent 10 hours or less at their field site had a less favorable perception of their 

field experience than candidates who spent more than 40 hours at their field site.  The influence 

of additional variables (e.g., type and location of school, grade level of classroom observed, 

characteristics and quality of classroom teacher mentor) and the difference in sample size 

between the groups may also have had an effect on candidatesô responses.   

 

 

Summary 

 

The following list of recommendations address limitations noted above and provide some 

general suggestions that may serve to enhance the clinical field experience for all candidates: 

¶ provide candidates with the opportunity to utilize or incorporate technology into their 

clinical field experience(s) 

¶ provide more time in the clinical field classroom  

¶ monitor candidatesô experiences during their placement to ensure a positive experience 

for 100% of candidates 

¶ provide opportunities for candidates to share and discuss their experiences with one 

another  

¶ provide more opportunities to teach, especially for candidates in Gate 3. 

 



 

    Appendix I ï Email Message 
 

Email message sent to students with a clinical field experience in the spring 2008 semester: 

 

 

November 19, 2008 

 

Dear Student: 

As outlined in the course syllabus, a requirement of this course is the completion of a self-

assessment measure. This self-assessment measure, Clinical Field Experience Self-Assessment, is 

closely linked to the course objectives and provides insight into your learning and development 

during field experiences. The information obtained from this assessment allows your professional 

educator program to evaluate your ability to put theory into practice. The program also uses this 

and other educational data provided by you, to track your progress through the required phases of 

the program. Be sure to include your student ID in the appropriate location on the survey in order 

to have your data recorded.  

 

The Center for Community and School Action Research (CCSAR) will track your progress 

through the teacher preparation program using a database system called the Candidate Information 

Management Assessment System. This is an internal and confidential database system. Your 

individual data will be used only to ensure that all appropriate educational opportunities are 

offered to you in order to meet with success in the program, and to assure that you are properly 

advancing through the program phases. In addition, your individual self-assessment data will be 

sent to your current field experience instructor to meet the requirements of the course.  

 

In the future, for program accreditation reporting, CCSAR will strip identifiers from all studentsô 

on-line self-assessment measures and present only aggregate data regarding student activity within 

the program. Return of this survey indicates your consent to have your data used in this research. 

 

Thank you very much for taking the time to complete this self-assessment. If you are currently 

enrolled in more than one course that requires a field experience component, please complete a 

separate, unique self-assessment for each course.  This link will take you to a secure web site 

where you will be able to fill out this self-assessment: 

 

www.snapsurveys.com/scsu/cfefall08 

 

This self-assessment will be available from November 19, 2008 ï December 19, 2008 

 

Please let us know if you have any questions. 

 

Maureen Gilbride-Redman, M.P.A. 

email:  ccsar@southernct.edu 

 

 

 

http://www.snapsurveys.com/scsu/cfefall08
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Appendix II ï Clinical Field Student Self-Assessment, Hosted by Snap Surveys 
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