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Clinical Field Experience Study
An Analysis of Teacher CandidateResponses
SCSU Schoobf Educationi Fall 2008

The opportunity to participate in a clinical field experience is provided to all teacher candidates
enrolled inan Educator Preparation Programisltone of the requirements ftine successful
completion of a certification program. Candidates are exposed to a variety of field experiences as
they progress through the various leyelsgates of their program.

The Clinical Field Experience Student Sél§sessmer{fCFESS)was distributedn the springof

2008 to all teachercandidates enrolled in education courses witblimical field placement
component. The CFESS is a brief instrument designed to gather infornafbut ateacher
candi dat eds .flti peoVidds are @ppoetunity efor candidageto reflect on their
experience and the knowledge and skills they have gained.

The purposeof this studyis to learn about the quality of the field placement eigmees
provided to SCSU candidates and to ensure that these field experieaceoductive and
meaningful. Thespecific goals of this study are

1 to determine theverallquality of thec a n d i d a éxpesiedce,feig.theird
ability to connect theorto practice, grow as educagpcollaborate with
practicing teacher becomeself-reflective practiones,

1 todet er mi ne c a orkiofdheit erpsriénces diffeer gates and
note any differences in experientetweergatesand

1 to use tle study results tmform curriculaand future clinical field experiences.

Method
Participants
All candidatesenrolled in an education coursethvia clinical field experiencevere nvited to
completeand returra Clinical Field Experience 8tlent SeAssessmeCFESS during thefall
2008semesterCandidates enrolleith more than one course with a clinical field experience were
asked to complete a separd@d&ESSfor each courseThe completionof the CFESSis a
requiremenin all educationcourses with a clinical field experiencemponeni@and is noted as
such on the course syllabuBhree hundredsixty nine completedClinical Field Experience
Student SelAssessmesa(CFES$ werereviewed for this study.

Student ID numbers were requiredcomplete the selissessment so CCSAR stakreable to

track the number of candidates who submitted for multiple coursestheO869completed
assessment86 were provided by individuals enrolled more than 1 coursgypically an EDU

andan SED ourse). 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 majoity of candidates were undergraduatapfrox. 78.80), with the following areas of
certification represented-12, Early Childhood EducationElementary Education, Secondary



Education and Elementary/Special Educati@ollaborative Tables 1 and 2 show theexfic
distribution of ths sample

Apparatus

School of education faculty and CCSAR\$ members collaborativelgeveloped theClinical

Field Experience Studen®eltAssessmenfCFESS) The first section of thessessmenrdsks
candidates to providthe fdlowing information: their eightdigit studentidentification number,
current field experience coursed course sectionumber number of hours spent atettield
site,nameof certification aredahey arepursuing,and student statysindergraduate or gduate).

The second section askandidateso indicate the type and level of interaction and observations
that they hadvith studentsand the level of professionalism that they demonstrated throughout
their field experienceln this section, andidatesselectedall applicable responses for each
guestion The third section ks candidates to respond 38 statements abouther field
experience using a spoint Likert-type scale: 1=Strongly Disagree, 2=Disagree Skghtly
Disagree 4=Slightly Agree, 5=Agee and 6=Strongly Agree The fourth and final section
includes three operended questionslesigned to elicit additional feedback about fredd
experience.The CFESSwas created using Snap Survey Softwarel a copy is included in the
Appendix. A codficient alpha internal consistency estimate was computed for the scaled
responseitems (=28) in section thre®f the selfassessmentA Cr on b ac hdf 943al p h a
indicates strong reliability for this portion of tQ#ESS.

Procedure

CCSAR obtained theneall addresse®f all candidatesvho were enrolled in a course with a
clinical field experience compent during thespring of 2008via the SCSU Banner system
Duplicate email addresses were remoysdme candidateswere enrolled in more than one
clinical field experience coursegnd the initial emailingcontaining thesecure website link
where thesel-assessmemwaslocated wassent t0822 email addresse A copy of the original
email letter isin the Appendix. Candidates in more than one course withingcal field
experience component were asked to submit a separat@ssefsment for each coursall
course facultywith a clinical field experience were algmailed copies of all correspondence
with their candidatesTwo email reminders were serd tandidates and their course instructors
throughout the data collection period.Three hundred eigipeight self-assessments were
electronically submitte@y the close of the data collection perindMay 2008

Prior to conducting any statistical analysalata 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 deviatioredooreach item was calculated. A new vaeab

was created to trécthe current gate placement of all the respondefitse data was then
disaggregatednd presentebly gate placement.

Results

Part I. Clinical Field Self-AssessmenResults

A. Background and Course Information

Table 1 presentsthe distribution of the ample by courseat eachgate. Table 2 represents
candidatesn the following certification areas: K2, Early Childhood Education Elementary
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Education SecondaryEducation and ElementarySpecial Education Collaborativ8able 3
shows the distribution diours spent at a field site by gate and the overall distribution of field
site hours for this sampl&helength of timecandidates spent their field site ranged from one
hourto more than 40 hours, with the number of hours varying between courseg gaid Bor
example, in EDU 200EDU 413 andSED 449candidates averaged 40 hours or mdréhair

field site whilein ART 370,EDU 503, EDU 504, EDU 50E& XS 291, EXS 495, RDG 563ED

235, SED 38, SED 365, and SED 3theyaveraged 10 hours or lesdfagir field site.

Table 117 CourseDistribution of Candidates byGate

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 21 Candidates Pursuing theFollowing Certification Areas (Valid Percents are used.)

Total Undergrad Graduate

n % n % n %
Ki 12 92 253 60 209 32 42.1

Early Childhood Education 35 9.6 33 115 2 2.6

Elementary Education 130 35.8 113 394 17 22.4
Secondary Education 48 132 38 132 10 13.2
Eggggﬁg{ﬂspec'm Education 58 | 160 | 43 | 150 | 15 | 19.7
Total: | 363 | 100% 287 | 100% 76 100%




Table 37 Number of Hours Spent at Field SitgValid Percentsre used.)
| 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 18 154 45 30.8 51 486
117 20 hours 67 18.2 4 3.4 40 27.4 23 219

2171 30 hours 45 12.2 5 43 31 21.2 9 8.6
317 40 hours 66 17.9 42 359 11 7.5 13 12.4

More than 40 hours 76 207 48 41.0 19 13.0 9 8.6
Total: | 368 | 100% | 117 | 100% | 146 | 100% | 105 | 100%

Part Il. Clinical Field SelfAssessment Results

B. Type, Frequencyand Diversity of Experience Working With Studentsand 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
béhdotbreéalgwaesd |
opportunity to work with the students, and that was most often vatls ana | |

work with studentsthey ndi cat ed,

students

Hands-on Practical ExperiencdAssisting Students

Candi dat es
indi cat ed

studentsat all three gatesThese experiences ranged fr@ssistingé o n e

class 6

frequently

t hat

Level of Professionalism

acr oss

group(s) o

respo@%FFee th gatel?2 @andidatdsey 6 o

0 0 b s &%)vandntigedoppbrtardty td teaemat leastconec e d
lesson had increasedS%). In gate 3, candidas reported more observing (68%) than planning
(34%) or teaching (98). Candidatesindicated that theywere given opprtunities to assist

S

t (advieolet 6 t o

Respondents reported that they believed they had demongtrateehaviors and attitudex a
professional educator during their field experiendere than 8% of candidatesat each gate

felt they showed patience, organization, respetto r

classroon{gate 1 = 50.%, gate 2 27 4%, gate3 =36.9%.)

A

student so di fferent
professionalism.In addition more than 94% of all candidatesrrived o time and were

prepared. Lower percentageof respondentelt they had demonsted effective classroom
management strategiegate 1 = 75%, gate 2 =74.%6, gate 3 =73.5%.
collaboraté with studentgmore than 7% of all candidatesand teir mentor teacher@nore
than 65%) more often thathey did with their peers (48.7% at gate 1 to 63.1% at 3jatelhe
lowest percentages were found ¢andidate @bility to participate in activities outside the

Candidates



Diversity of Students

The majority of candidates in all three gatesl the opportunity to work with students from
or 6oftenod

different ethnic backgroundsi t her o6 al ways©o

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, | worked with: Gate 1 Gate 2 Gate 3
no students, just observed 94 4.8 154
one student at a time 41.0 46.6 365
occasionallyassisted a student, but mostlyserved 36.8 24.0 14.4
small group(s) of students 59.8 49.3 47.1
the whole class 521 43.2 365

B2. During my field experience, | worked with student(s):
never 1.7 3.4 9.6
rarely 6.0 6.8 115
sometimes 154 10.3 13.5
often 342 21.2 317
always 49.6 62.3 385

B3. During my field experience, |
observed 88.9 67.4 680
planned 23.1 52.5 34.0
taught at least one lesson 46.2 74.5 53.4

B4. During my field experience, | had the opportunity to assist:
one student 64.7 69.9 52.9
a small group of students 741 58.2 538
the whole class 612 45.2 413
| did not have the opportunity to assist students 6.0 4.8 115

B5. During my field experie n c e , | adapted my mentor tea
one student 31.6 31.2 32.0
a small group of students 51.3 28.4 30.1
the whole class 26.5 27.0 252
;tcilger:]cg have the opportunity aalapt a lesson for 349 312 37.9

B6. During my field experience, | demonstrated:
patience 957 94.5 931
organization 82.9 91.8 85.3
effective classroom management strategies 75.2 74.7 73.5
respect for studentsd d 96.6 95.2 902
fairness 85.5 87.0 784
professionalism 96.6 98.6 931

B7. During my field experience, I:
arrived on time 98.3 98.6 961

(83.

7 %



was prepared 940 97.9 97.1
stayed longer than my scheduled time 641 53.4 57.3
participated in activities outside the classroom 50.4 27.4 369
collaborated with students 855 74.7 72.8
collaborated with my mentor teacher 897 74.0 65.0
collaborated with my peers 48.7 53.4 63.1
B8. | worked with students who were from differentethnic backgrounds than mine

always 52.1 35.2 573
often 316 37.2 194
sometimes 11.1 17.9 136
rarely 6.8 5.5 6.8

never 1.7 6.9 3.9

Part Ill. Clinical Field Self-Assessment Results

C. Perceptions of Clinical Field Experience

Candidatesvereasked to regmd t028 items scor on a6-point scale 1=Strongly Disagree, 2=

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

Overall Findings
Aggregated GateResults [Table 5)

Thedistribution ofitem meanscores anged fron3.38t0 5.39 The overall mean score was4.
Item C16:Through my field experience | have gained an understanditepoher professional
behavior received the highest mean score=GvB9 and ItemC27: | had the opportunity to
incorporate technology into at leashe lessorfM=3.38), and Iltem C28t had the opportunity to
utilize technology in my teachirfiyl=3.39) received the lowest mean sceréemC11 | had the
opportunity to try various techniques fdisciplining student§M=3.80), also had a low mean
scorein the 3.00 rangeThe mean score of these three itenmiggest a less positive response

(3.00=

slightly disagree)

Table 51 Clinical Field Assessmenttem Mean Score Responses in Descending Order
Scale: 1=Strongly Disagree, 2= Disagree, 3=Slightha@rise, 4=Slightly Agree, 5= Agree,
6=Strongly Agree

Please rate the following statements: Mean | SD

c16 Through my field experience | have gained an understanding of teacher profeg 5% | 0985
behavior.

C19 | | developed a deeper understanding of stigderth different ability levels. 5.35 | 0.963

C21 | I had the opportunity for setkflection. 5.28 | 1.064

C20 This field experience gave me the opportunity to experience life in the classrod 591 | 11
| learned about it in my course.

C1 | My field expeaience helped me understand the cognitive development of childrg 5.14 | 1.032

C24 | Selfreflection helped me make sense of what | was learning in my fieldwork. | 5.09 | 1.0%

C17 | | developed a deeper understanding of students from all cultural backgrounds.| 5.09 | 1.13%

c18 | developed a deeper understanding of students from all socioeconomic 504 | 1184
backgrounds.




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

| had the opportunity to observe the classrocahier use various techniques for
C6 giving instructions to students. 5.02 | 1.360
c8 | had the opportunity to observe the classroom teacher use various techniqueg
organizing classroom life.
C2 | My field experience helped me understand the ematidevelopment of children. | 4.98 | 1.15

| had the opportunity to observe the classroom teacher use various time mana

5.00 | 1.298

C9 - 497 | 1.32
techniques.
| had the opportunity to observe the classroom teacher use various techniqueg
C7 disciplining stu@nts. 497 | 1.319
c23 | had the opportunity to discuss my field experience with my mentor classroom 484 | 1.429

teacher.
C3 | My field experience helped me understand the physical development of childrg 4.72 | 1.24%

C4 | I made changesinmylesson(s)tcacmmodat e studentsé 4.63 | 1.479
During at least one lesson, | modified my instruction baseshassessment of the

C5 studengblearning. 448 | 1.5%
C12 | | had the opportunity to try various techniques for giving instructiossutents. 446 | 1.5
C13 | I had the opportunity to try various instructional techniques. 440 | 1.5
C25 | I felt prepared to utilize technology in my teaching. 4.34 | 1.429
C15 | | had the opportunity to try planning lessons. 4.19 | 1.800
C26 | | had the oppounity to observe the use of technology in the classroom. 419 | 1.507
C29 :S;?sytgilj%eeﬁge.nenqd was able to observe how technology can be utilized to 414 | 1.5
C14 | I had the opportunity to try various time management techniques. 4.09 | 1.58
C10 | I had the opportunity to observe the classroom teacher planning lessons. 4.08 | 1.6
C11 | I had the opportunity to try various techniques for disciplining students. 3.8 | 1.640
C28 | | had the opportunity to utilize technology in my teaching. 339 | 1.633
C27 | | had the opportunity to incorporate technology into at least one lesson. 3.3 | 1.63

DisaggregatedGate Results Table 6)

Gate1i Results

Over 99% of Gate 1 respondemisreundergraduate student$he distribution of item mean
scores at gatl ranged fron3.25to 5.48for 117 candidates. fie calculated overakurvey mean
scorewas4.78. Iltem C19 | developed a deeper understanding of students with different ability
levels.received the highest mean sc@=5.48), anditem C27 | had theopportunity to
incorporatetechnologyinto at least one lesspreceived the lowest mean sc{ké=3.25).

Addi tional items whose mean sdgightlydisagree@asg e st
defined by mean scor¢3=slightly disagreed)with the satement ee C11:1 had the opportunity

to try various techniques for disciplining studefit=3.95); C15: | had the opportunity to try
planning lessonfV=3.63), and C28I had the opportunity tatilize technology in my teaching,
(M=3.40.

Gate 21 Results

Approximately 80% of Gate 2 respondents were undergraduBitesdistribution of item mean
scores at gate 2 ranged fr@20 to 5.57/or 146 candidates. e calculatedoverall survey mean
scorewas 4.71.ltem C16: Through my field experience | lagained an understanding of

t
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teacherprofessional behavioreceivel the highest mean score (M=5.57) and ltem:C2&d
the opportunity tautilize technology in my teachin@1=3.20) and Item C27 had the
opportunity to incorporatéechnology into at l@st one lesso(M=3.21), receiwed the lowest
mean score\dditional items whose mean scores suggest that candidates maggligiuey
disagreegbas defined by mean scores (3=slightly disagreei), the statementere C10:I
had the opportunity toliserve thelassroom teacher planning lessqi$=3.94); C11 | had the
opportunity to try variousechniques for disciplining studer(fd=3.62); and C29In my field
experience | was able to observe heshnology can be utilized to assist stud¢hts3.81).

Gate 37 Results

Undergraduate students represented about 54% of Gate 3 respofithentisstribution of mean
scores for each survey item ranged file®6to 5.06for 106 candidatesThe calculated overall
survey meascore for this samplas 4.41.Item C19:l developed a deeper understanding of
students with different ability leveld=5.06) and Item C16:Through my field experience, |
have gained an understanding of teacher professional beh#&Me5.06 received the highest
mean scorg andltem C28 | had theopportunity to utilize technology in my teachingceived
the lowest mean scor®€3.66). Additional items who mean score suggests that candidates may
havedslightly disagreegas defined by mean scores (3=slightly disagresith, the statement
were: C101 had the opportunity to observe the classroom teacher planning le@de%59);
C11 | had the opportunity to try various tedfnes for disciplining studen{81=3.88); and
C27:1 had the opportunity to incorporate technology iatdeast one lessofM=3.75).

Table 671 Item Mean Score Comparisons Btween Gates
Scale: 1=Strongly Disagree, Risagree, 3=Slightl{Disagree, 4=Slightly Agree, Bwgree,
6=Strongly Agree

Please rate the following statements: ani(i?l anﬁg ani(éss On\i%ré%"
1 e e men ™" | 530 | 531 | 472 | 514
Ca | My feld ciperrce heped merderand e | 519 | 510 | 450 | 4ss
Ca | My e pmence epeme wndesandte | 4@ | 4g0 | 4@ | 472
Ca_ | Lmade shangesn essen o scconmodie | 4t | 488 | 450 | 463
C5 Eggng ati;aa:]stor;er:ess;)ns, Ismgdsl'flgdnrqngwsttruct(l)oz 418 476 4.43 4.48

| had the opportunity to observe the classroom teac
C6 | use various techniques for giving instructions to 5.37 5.09 4.52 5.02

students.
C7 | e various teohmicues for disopiinng sudents, | 544 | 491 | 452 | 497
C8 | e various techmiues for organizing cassreom i 339 | 497 | 457 | 500
Co | oo e opporniy o hsenv hesimon eachel 545 | 4g | 45 | 4
C10 :):;dnit:gelzzzgg;niwm observe the classroom teag 458 3.94 3 69 4.08
c11 Lgi?p}%?n%pgtﬂgzggtotryvarioustechniquesfor 395 362 388 380




| had the opportunity to try various techniques for

Cl2 giving instructions to students. 4.49 4.57 4.27 4.46
| had the opportunity to try various instructional

C13 techniques. 4.41 4.54 4.18 440
| had the opportunity to try vimus time management

Cl4 techniques. 4.10 4.17 3.9 4.09

C15 | | had the opportunity to try planning lessons. 3.63 4.81 3.97 4.19
Through my field experiengéhave gained an

C16 understanding of teacher professional behavior. 5.45 5.57 5.06 5.3
| devebped a deeper understanding of students fro

C17 all cultural backgrounds. 5.17 5.17 4.88 5.09
| developed a deeper understanding of students fro

Cis all socioeconomic backgrounds. 5.16 5.09 4.8 5.04
| developed a deeper understanding of students wit

C19 different ability levels. 5.48 5.45 5.06 5.35
This field experience gave me the opportunity to

C20 | experience life in the classroom as | learned about| 5.38 5.33 4.84 5.21
my course.

C21 | | had the opportunity for seteflection. 5.41 5.46 4.88 5.28
| had the opportunity to discuss my field experience

C22 with my SCSU professor. 4.91 5.29 4.79 5.03
| had the opportunity to discuss my field experience

c23 with my mentor classroom teacher. .10 4.81 4.56 4.84
Selfreflection helped me make sensf what | was

C24 learning in my fieldwork. 5.2 5.22 4.78 5.09

C25 | | felt prepared to utilize technology in my teaching. | 4.50 4.36 4.14 4.34
| had the opportunity to observe the use of technolc

C26 in the classroom. 4.60 3.99 3.99 419
| had the oportunity to incorporate technology into g

Cc27 least one lesson. 3.5 3.21 3.75 3.3
| had the opportunity to utilize technology in my

C28 teaching. 3.40 3.20 3.66 3.39
In my field experiencd was able to observe how

€29 technology can be utilized to astsstudents. 4.0 3.81 4.08 4.14

Overall Survey Mean Score for Each Gte | 4.78 4.71 4.41 4.64

Statistical ComparisonBetweenGroups
A oneway betweensubjects ANOVA was conducted to assess gate level differences between
candi dat es 6 p efreld expdrienoenas meaguredt by eheir overall mean score
response in Section 1|11
differ between gated=(2, 364) =4.88, p< .05. In interpreting these results, it is important to
remembe 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.

(29

scal

ed

it ems) .

Follow-up tests were conducted to evaluate the differences in means by gate. Thegos
comparisons were conducted using the Tukey test. There was a significant difference in the

means bet ween candi dat es

n

gat e

3

and

cand.i

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

MEAN1
95% Confidence Interval for
Mean

N Mean Std. Dewviation Std. Error Lower Bound Upper Bound Minimum Maximum
Gate 1 117 4.7760 .98164 .09075 4.5963 4.9558 1.00 6.00
Gate 2 146 4.7057 .79126 .06549 4.5762 4.8351 1.00 6.00
Gate 3 104 4.4121 .99951 .09801 4.2178 4.6065 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: MEAN1
Type lll Sum Partial Eta

Source of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. Squared
Corrected Model 8.185% 2 4.093 4.877 .008 .026
Intercept 7717.906 1 7717.906 9196.960 .000 .962
gate 8.185 2 4.093 4.877 .008 .026
Error 305.462 364 .839
Total 8231.744 367
Corrected Total 313.647 366

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

Multiple Comparisons

Dependent VVariable: MEAN1

Tukey HSD

Mean
Difference 95% Confidence Interval
(DN Gate (J) Gate (1-J) Std. Error Sig. Lower Bound Upper Bound
Gate 1 Gate 2 .0704 .11367 .810 -.1971 .3379
Gate 3 .3639* .12346 .010 .0734 .6544
Gate 2 Gate 1 -.0704 .11367 .810 -.3379 1971
Gate 3 .2935* 11755 .035 .0169 5701
Gate 3 Gate 1 -.3639* .12346 .010 -.6544 -.0734
Gate 2 -.2935* .11755 .035 -.5701 -.0169
Based on observed means.
*. The mean difference is significant at the .05 lewvel.
Since candidates mentioned Ol ack of ti meod
ANOVA wusing O0timed (with 5 | evelwayAN@QW tot he
assess diff er en cceptonsiohtheic feid dekpdrierices syi@lded satistically

significant resultsk (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 gretp hddrs spent at site,
n=113) M= 4.42, SD=.95 was lower than the mean score for gr@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 experigmme ¢andidates who spent
more than 40 hours at their field site.

Although statistically significant differences wer®und, these results warrant careful

interpretation.

The influence of additional variables (e.g., type and location of school, grade
levd of classroom observed, characteristics & quality of classroom teacher mentor, SCSU

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

groups

may

al

SO

have

had an

effect

on candi
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Descriptive Statistics

Mean 1
Std. Std. 95% Confidence Interval
N Mean Deviation | Error for Mean Minimum Maximum
Lower Upper
Time Groups(a4) Bound 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) 317 40 hours 66 | 4.7842 .81812 | .10070 4.5831 4.9853 1.00 6.00
E\Sgu';"sore than 40 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
Type Il Sum Partial Eta
Source of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 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. | have spent (J) A4. | have spent Mean Std. Error Sig. 95% Confidence Interval
about the following about the following Difference (I-J)
number of hours at ... number of hours at ...
Lower Upper Bound
Bound
17 10 hours 117 20 hours -.1975 .14080 .626 -.5835 .1885
217 30 hours -1772 .16097 .806 -.6185 .2642
317 40 hours -.3599 14147 .083 -.7478 .0279
more than 40 hours -.4738(*) .13547 .005 -.8452 -.1024
1171 20 hours 17 10 hours 1975 .14080 .626 -.1885 .5835
217 30 hours .0203 .17600 1.000 -.4622 .5029
317 40 hours -.1624 .15837 .843 -.5966 2717
more than 40 hours -.2763 .15303 372 -.6959 .1432
217 30 hours 17 10 hours 1772 .16097 .806 -.2642 .6185
117 20 hours -.0203 .17600 1.000 -.5029 4622
317 40 hours -.1828 17654 .839 -.6668 .3012
more than 40 hours -.2967 17177 419 -.7676 1743
317 40 hours 17 10 hours .3599 14147 .083 -.0279 7478
1171 20 hours .1624 .15837 .843 -.2717 .5966
217 30 hours .1828 .17654 .839 -.3012 .6668
more than 40 hours -.1139 .15365 .947 -.5351 .3074
More than 40 hours 17 10 hours .A4738(*) .13547 .005 .1024 .8452
1171 20 hours .2763 .15303 .372 -.1432 .6959
21730 hours .2967 7177 419 -.1743 .7676
31740 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 opeanded questions

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

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 beneficialelnithat it had

definitely contributed to their growth as educators. The opportunity to be exposed a | 0
classrooms and see experienced teachers manage daily classroom routines and disruptions was a
cruci al Cc omp o nent Havifig attualeclassroom experienceeininvalmble tai
someone who has not yet taught. There are things you leaumgthfield work that cannot be

taught to you in a classroot. Classroom management and discipline issues continue to be a
concern to candidates and any opportunity to witness effective management in action is
we | ¢ olmeally ledirned a lot about classom management and | feel this will be a great

asset as | continue my growth in educati . Respondents were exposed to many forms of

d i v e r differény learning environments and to students with differing educational,-socio
economic, and cultural bagkounds 0 many f o rThighhsebeeh the figst time livene , f
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. | have to say it has opened noyseyes

whole new culture as well as diversity and | absolutely loved it. If SCSU had let us choose the
place in which we wanted to do fieldwork, | would have missed out on the opportunity of seeing
how an urban school setting is run, and therefore wouldhage grown from this experience.
Personal growth and an increased self awareness were also evident in the candidate responses,
fiMy field placement helped me to learn a lot about myself as a teacher and agersorPat i enc e
understanding, and flexibilitwere 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, pl an and executlbavdgeowrs on s,
as an educator by observing the master teacher, collaborating with her and the students,
developing lesson plans, executing lesson plans and helping students with th&ir tasks.

2. What have you learned about working with diverse learners as a result of yp
experience in your fieldwork placement?

The respondents felt 1t ewaesr yi nepha rl tdaherésaragdoi frfeecro
variety of abilitesand nt er est s wi t handf eeaynteacher lhas sosreach each 0

child the best heroshe can 601l n addi ti on t hteat dversitydis keg theas f e |
classroom. Each child hasmething to bring to the table,specially when there are different

cultures present it can be such a learning environment for all the stusle@&ndidchtes noted

t h adifferentiated instruction is key for working with diverse learners.chieg® cannot be a
onesizefits-all approachd Lessons must be presented in many styles (audio, visual,-bands

etc.) to accommodate the needs of all the studantsthat this work can be very challenging. In

addi t atienoe,andthé] desire to want to work and help students who may be struggling is
amust 0
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3. What additional experience would have made your fieldwork placement more
beneficial?

The respondas found the field experiences beneficial.h€y were generally very excited and
motivated to continue their work. The main complaint was that there was not enough time, as
one candi dat ejus doiitdver afid[over fov enord experehadt was noted that

the experience could only be enriched by more of everythingre time with the mentor
teacher, more interaction with students, more timereate and teach lesson plaasd more
flexibility i n tvoeldmavedlditd sge diferdntedhys Iwkese, diffefient
subjects are studied or the students have a different schedMlany of the candidates did not

have the opportunity to observe, or incorporate, the use of technology and thought that would
have been |bwveudehtve doved Ito, be Able to incorporate technology into the
classroom. There were not many opportunities for me to do so.

Conclusion

The teacher candidates who respon@ggpbroximately 4%), to the Clinical Field Experience
SelfAssesmentfound their experiences to very beneficial and rewardingThe respondents
rated their increased understanding dbw to behave adeacherprofessiona, the daily
challenges am responsibilities of a teacheahe cognitive development and diffeteabilities of
the studentsand the opportunity for seHreflecion as the strongest components of their
experience. This wasipported by their responses to the epeded qualitative questions.

Many other components contributéal the respondentspostive experiencesand led to both
professional and personal growthklany of the teachecandidate respondents had high praise for

their mentor teachers this semester. They found them to be very knowledgeable, and when able,
helpful. In addition, esponénts were abloobser ve all aspects of tea
by experienced ah knowledgeable mentor teachets observe the classroom teacher use

various techniques for managing classroom schedules and student bebhagiodjfferent

teaching stitegiesand toassiststudentsither individually or in small groupsTheir exposure

to diversity (cultural, socieeconomi¢ and academic), was also evident. Y leenphatically
stated that Aevery child i s dacheffeespensibilidytowi t h v
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 improvementast 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 classrooemd 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
teachng lesson$ mo r e FAohna nod s

Technology is an i mportant tool for todaybs t
from many of the respondeBexperience. Theopportunities to observe the use of technology

to aid student learning, or thBance to incorporate it into a lesson, weoé 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 inlte means of the Gate 3 candidates and those in Gate 1 or Gate 2.
Candi datesd perceptions of their field experi
candidates in gates 1 and Although statistically significant differences weiund, thes

results warrant careful interpretatiorit 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.

Candidatesvho 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 fielh&tenfluence

of additional variables (e.g., type and location of school, grade levelas§oom observed,
characteristics andjuality of classoom teacher mentprand the differencen sample size
betweenthg r oups may al so have had an effect on ca

Summary

The following list of recommendations address liations noted above and providsome
general suggestiarthat may serve to enhance thaical field experience for attandidates:
1 provide candidates with the opportunity to utilize or incorporate technology into their
clinical field experiencgs)
providemore tme in theclinical field classroom
monitorc a n d i ekpetieacedduring their placementettsurea positive experience
for 100% of candidates
1 provideopportunitiedor candidateso share andiscusgheir experiencesvith one
another
1 providemore oportunities to teach, especially for candidates in Gate 3.

1
1
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Appendix | T Email Message

Email message sent to students with a clinical field expegien the spring 20082mester:

November 19, 2008

Dear Student:

As outlined in the course syllabusrequirement of this course is the completion of a self
assessment measure. This-ssessment measu@inical Field Experiene SefAssessmenis

closely linked to the course objectives and provides insight into your learning and development
duringfield 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 protmesgyh 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 thdeacher 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 educationatapfies 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 individusdssgtssment data will be

sent to your current field experience instruc¢tomeet the requirements of the course.

I n the future, for program accreditation repo
ortline selfassessment measures and present only aggregate data regarding student activity within
the program. Rern of this survg indicatesyour consent to havgour data usedh this research.

Thank you very much for taking the time to complete thisasdkessment. If you are currently
enrolled inmore than onecourse that requires a field experience compoméedse complete a
separate, unique sedssessment faachcourse. This link will take you to a secure web site
where you will be able to fill out this sedissessment:

www.snapsurveys.com/scstétall08

This seltassessment will be available fravwovember19, 2081 December 192008
Please let us know if you have any questions.

Maureen GilbrideRedman, M.P.A.
email: ccsar@southernct.edu


http://www.snapsurveys.com/scsu/cfefall08

Appendix Il T Clinical Field Student SelfAssessmaet, Hosted by Snap Surveys

K:\2008-2009 Educator PrepSelf Reported DataiClinical Field 2008-20094Fall 2008\clinical_field_07_08.htm

1 Southern Connectis
Ml State University

LR N B NE N R NCR N
L EUR B IC RC R BB
LB N BN R RN

(N RN R R RN )

Microsoft Internet Explorer

o]




17



