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Introduction
Instructional feedback is the foundation of teacher development, serving as a critical tool for preservice teachers to develop their instructional practices and grow in their professional abilities (Rodriguez et al., 2020). Teacher preparation programs utilize feedback on lesson plans and instructional delivery to bridge the gap between theory and practice (Daniel et al., 2013). However, a student’s feedback behaviors, such as willingness to seek feedback and apply it to future work, can vary based on their preparation stage (Khoshnevisan, 2017). Understanding preservice teacher engagement with feedback is key to improving the effectiveness of teacher education and ensuring growth during all stages of development (McMahan & Garza, 2016). 
	Agricultural education research has stressed the importance of feedback as a developmental tool during the student teaching experience. Edgar et al. (2011) identified quality feedback’s significant role in shaping agricultural education student teachers’ instructional growth and efficacy. Within agricultural education, university supervisors and cooperating teachers often administer feedback to preservice teachers before and during their student teaching experience on both their lesson planning and teaching (Schmidt et al., 2024). Roberts and Dyer (2004) and Harlin et al. (2002) also acknowledged that mentoring and reflective feedback improved teacher effectiveness and professional identity during field-based experiences. Despite this emphasis by previous literature, there is limited research examining how preservice teachers at earlier stages, such as those still enrolled in coursework, engage with feedback compared to those actively student teaching. 
	Engagement with feedback includes several important components. First, preservice teachers must be motivated to seek feedback from others (Fawzi & Alddabous, 2019). Next, they need the ability to understand the meaning and application of the feedback to their own work (Nicol et al., 2014). Finally, they must manage their emotional response, especially when the feedback is critical or difficult to hear (Grainger, 2020). Feedback is most impactful when learners find it to be credible, useful, and aligned with performance objectives (Carless & Boud, 2018; Hattie & Timperley, 2007). On the other hand, emotionally challenging feedback that is critical can undermine its effectiveness, especially for students who perceive limited control over their success or place personal value on their performance of the task (Pekrun, 2006). 
Theoretical Framework
	To explore this dynamic within agricultural education, this study integrated the feedback orientation theory (London & Smither, 2002) and the control-value theory of achievement emotions (Pekrun, 2006). The feedback orientation theory (London & Smither, 2002) provides perceptive into how individuals differ in their motivation to seek and use feedback. According to this theory, individuals vary in their overall feedback orientation based on four key dimensions: utility, accountability, social awareness, and feedback self-efficacy. Utility is the belief that feedback is valuable and can improve performance. Accountability is the perception that learners have the responsibility to act upon the feedback they receive. Social awareness refers to how feedback affects interpersonal dynamics and how others may perceive the feedback process. Further, feedback self-efficacy is the confidence one has in their ability to understand and apply feedback. Within teacher preparation programs, these dimensions could influence how preservice teachers approach feedback on lesson planning, instructional practices, and professional growth (Wilcoxen & Lemke, 2021). The control-value theory (Pekrun, 2006) offers a lens to understand the emotional responses preservice teachers experience when engaging with feedback. This theory states achievement emotions, such as pride, anxiety, frustration, or motivation, arise from perceived control and task value. Perceived control is the extent to which an individual believes they can influence their outcomes. Task value is the perceived importance or usefulness of a task. A perceived high control and high value would likely lead to experiencing positive emotions that facilitate feedback engagement. In contrast, students who feel like they have low control or feel overwhelmed may experience negative emotions, which can inhibit their willingness to process or apply feedback. By integrating these two frameworks, both cognitive-behavioral components and emotional dynamics that may shape feedback engagement and reception can be explored. This allows for a more comprehensive understanding of how preservice teachers engage with feedback across different stages of their preparation. Research by Pekrun et al. (2007) further supports this connection, emphasizing that achievement emotions not only affect motivation and learning strategies but also influence how feedback is interpreted and utilized. 
Although feedback has been previously studied in agricultural education, specifically within the student teaching phase, few studies have directly compared preservice teachers at various preparation stages. This study addresses that gap by comparing pre-student teachers and current student teachers on their perceptions of feedback-seeking, sensemaking, usage, emotional response, and overall perceived effectiveness. By identifying developmental differences, this study can inform the design of targeted and supportive feedback practices across the teacher preparation continuum. 
Purpose/Research Questions
	The purpose of this study is to compare pre-student teachers and current student teachers on their perceptions of feedback. Specifically, this study examines group differences between feedback seeking, sensemaking, usage, emotional response, and perceived feedback effectiveness. This research was guided by four research questions:
RQ1: To what extent do pre-student teachers and current student teachers differ in their feedback-seeking behaviors? 
RQ2: How do pre-student teachers and current student teachers differ in their interpretation and judgement of feedback on lesson planning?
RQ3: Are there differences in emotional responses to feedback between pre-student teachers and current student teachers?
RQ4: How does perceived feedback effectiveness differ between the two groups? 
Methods
	This study used a causal-comparative survey design to examine differences in feedback-related perceptions between pre-student teachers and current student teachers in an agricultural education program (Fraenkel et al., 2023). Participants included 59 preservice agricultural education students enrolled in an agricultural education program in the United States. The sample consisted of 29 pre-student teachers and 30 current student teachers completing their field experience. Pre-student teachers are students currently enrolled in agricultural education courses that provide feedback on lesson plans; whereas, student teachers are senior students currently enrolled in the capstone teaching practicum experience. The AAAE website provided a list of institutions offering undergraduate agricultural education degrees, and faculty contact information was cross-checked using the AAAE directory. Instructors received an email invitation with a request to share the study, and they distributed it to their students.
The sample consisted of 59 preservice agricultural education students, with 29 in the pre-student teaching phase and 30 currently student teaching. Among pre-student teachers, 41% identified as male, 55% as female, and 3% as non-binary or a third gender. Among student teachers, 47% were male, 50% female, and 3% non-binary. Most participants identified as White (97%), with 3% also identifying as American Indian or Alaska Native. Overall, 15% identified as Hispanic or Latino. First-generation college students made up 24% of the sample. For academic classification, 2 (6.9%) pre-student teachers were sophomores, 10 (34.5%) were juniors, and 17 (58.6%) were seniors, while all student teachers were seniors. Across both groups, 86% reported planning to pursue a teaching career after graduation. 

The quantitative instrument for this study measured several key variables, including participants’ willingness to seek feedback information (SF), their comprehension of feedback (MS), their planned use of provided feedback (UF), their emotional response to feedback (MA), and their perceived effectiveness (E). The instrument included statements adapted from previous work by Dawson et al. (2024) and Lizzio and Wilson (2008). This instrument included 22 Likert scale questions (SF-5, MS-4, UF-5, MA-5, E-3). Responses were collected using a 5-point scale ranging from "1 = Strongly Disagree" to "5 = Strongly Agree," with three items measuring effectiveness using a 5-point scale from "1 = Not at all effective" to "5 = Extremely effective."  Summated scoring followed the factor structure confirmed by Dawson et al. (2024). It also included 14 demographic questions. A panel of three current agricultural education professors evaluated the instrument. This panel established content validity, checked for clarity and language, and provided feedback for refinement. The updated instrument underwent a pilot test with students enrolled in an introductory agricultural education course after they received their first lesson plan feedback. Reliability analysis produced Cronbach’s alpha values for each construct: SF- α = .66, M- α = .77, UF- α = 79, MA- α=.78, E- α = .91. Four of the five constructs demonstrated acceptable reliability, and SF was found to be minimally acceptable (DeVellis & Thorpe, 2021).
An online Qualtrics survey facilitated data collection. Participants received a link via email from their instructor. The survey remained open for three weeks in April 2025, and weekly reminders encouraged participation during the survey period. The study received Institutional Review Board approval before data collection. Participation was voluntary and anonymous. Data analysis was conducted using SPSS Version 30. The researchers computed summative scores for each construct using the compute variable function, following the data analysis procedure outlined by Dawson et al. (2024). The analysis included independent samples t-tests to compare pre-student teachers and current student teachers on each feedback construct. Shapiro-Wilk and Levene’s tests assessed normality and homogeneity of variance. The data met the assumptions, and parametric tests were deemed appropriate for group comparison. This study’s design presents several limitations. Due to the use of pre-existing groups, observed differences may reflect pre-existing characteristics rather than the effect of the teacher preparation stage. The reliance on self-reported data introduces the potential for response bias. The relatively small sample size (N = 59) could limit the generalizability of findings. While the sample provided sufficient power to detect moderate to large effect sizes, smaller differences may not have reached statistical significance (Perugini et al., 2018). Results should be interpreted with caution due to potential threats to internal validity, including selection bias, maturation, and historical differences across groups. 
Results
	Table 1 outlines the results of the independent samples t-test conducted to examine the differences in feedback-related perceptions between pre-student teachers (n = 29) and current student teachers (n = 30). A statistically significant difference was found in Use of Feedback, t(57) = 4.57, p < .001. Pre-student teachers (M = 22.48, SD = 2.35) reported higher feedback usage than student teachers (M = 19.77, SD = 2.64). This difference represented a large effect size (Cohen’s d = 1.08). A significant difference was also found in the Perceived Effectiveness construct, t(57) = 2.11, p = .04. Pre-student teachers (M = 12.86, SD = 2.77) perceived feedback as more effective than student teachers (M = 11.20, SD = 3.26) with a moderate effect size (Cohen’s d = 0.55). The difference in Emotional Response to Feedback approached statistical significance, t(57) = 1.76, p = .08, with a moderate effect size (Cohen’s d = 0.46). The small sample size may have limited statistical power, increasing the likelihood of a Type II error (Cohen, 2013). No significant differences were found in Seeking Feedback construct, t(57) = 1.41, p = .16, or the Making Sense of Feedback, t(57)= 0.71, p = .48. Both constructs had small effect sizes (Cohen’s d = 0.37 and Cohen’s d = 0.19), which suggests minimal group differences. 
Table 1 
Independent Samples t-Test Results Comparing Feedback-Related Constructs Between Pre-Student Teachers and Current Student Teachers (N = 59)
	Construct
	Group 1
Pre-student Teachers (n = 29)
	Group 2
Student Teachers (n = 30)
	t
	df
	      p
	Cohen’s d

	
	M
	SD
	M
	SD
	
	
	
	

	SF
	21.97
	3.66
	20.63
	3.56
	1.41
	57
	.162
	0.37

	MS
	16.66
	3.07
	16.17
	2.12
	.713
	57
	.479
	0.19

	UF
	22.48
	2.35
	19.77
	2.64
	4.170
	57
	<.001*
	1.08

	MA
	21.66
	3.17
	20.37
	2.41
	1.76
	57
	.083
	0.46

	E
	12.86
	2.77
	11.20
	3.26
	2.11
	57
	.040*
	0.55


Note. *Statistically significant at p < .05. SF = Seeking Feedback; MS = Making Sense of Feedback; UF = Use of Feedback; MA =Emotional Response; E = Perceived Effectiveness. 
Conclusions/Recommendations/Implications
	The findings of this study suggest that preservice teachers’ engagement with feedback varies based on their phase of preparation. This is predominantly apparent in how they use feedback and perceive its effectiveness, with a large and moderate effect size. These findings align with the feedback orientation theory (London & Smither, 2002), which states that individuals differ in their engagement with feedback based on beliefs about its usefulness and their self-efficacy to utilize it. It is possible that student teachers are less motivated to apply feedback due to overload or shifting self-efficacy. Similarly, Carless and Boud (2018) found that individuals working in more complex, high-stakes environments were less receptive to feedback due to reduced motivation and capacity to apply feedback effectively. Student teachers may perceive less control over outcomes due to the high-stakes nature of formal evaluation, cooperating teacher assessments, and course assignments during student teaching. Prior research in teacher education noted that while feedback is often perceived as valuable, its application tends to decrease under increased stress or when feedback is not perceived as actionable or timely (Hattie & Timperley, 2007). Therefore, structured feedback on lesson planning through low-stakes assignments may support preservice teachers’ development before entering the high-stakes field experience. Even though no significant differences were found in feedback seeking or comprehension, emotional response to feedback was nearly significant with a moderate effect size (Perugini et al., 2018). This finding suggests emotional engagement with feedback may increase during student teaching. Further, it aligns with the control-value theory (Pekrun, 2006), which explains emotional responses are shaped by one’s perceived control over outcomes and the value of each task. Student teachers may perceive less control over outcomes due to the higher stakes or heightened performance demands of their current position. This could potentially lead to more emotional responses to feedback, especially when feedback is critical or unexpected (Pekrun & Perry, 2014). 
	These findings could have several implications for agricultural teacher preparation programs. First, the transition into student teaching may be a point where feedback is less frequently used. This may be due to increased expectations and pressure rather than a lack of value for feedback. This stresses the importance of scaffolded feedback support across developmental stages. Embedding low-stakes, scaffolded assignments throughout coursework could also normalize feedback engagement and reduce stress during high-stakes teaching tasks. This will ensure that feedback remains actionable and sustainable even as the complexity of preservice teaching increases (Carless & Boud, 2018; Hattie & Timperley, 2007).  While feedback is being provided during the pre-student teaching stage, programs should be intentional about sustaining feedback use during field experiences. Feedback in these experiences can be achieved through structured teaching of self-reflection or mid-semester coaching sessions. Feedback training for cooperating teachers should emphasize not only how to provide specific, actionable feedback, but should also minimize emotional effects and increase perceived control for student teachers (Nicol & Macfarlane-Dick, 2006). Incorporating emotional regulation and feedback literacy training into early coursework could also prepare future teachers to navigate feedback with resilience. 
Future research should consider using longitudinal or mixed-methods approaches to examine how preservice teachers’ engagement with feedback changes across the entirety of their preparation programs. A longitudinal study tracking the same individuals throughout their coursework could provide insight into developmental changes in feedback engagement and emotional response over time. An investigation into how specific elements of feedback delivery, such as framing, specificity, or tone, influence emotional response and application of feedback would provide an understanding of how various forms of feedback can impact perceptions and responses. This research could inform practice for improving feedback practices within teacher preparation programs in agricultural education and beyond. Further studies could also explore how feedback engagement differs in other disciplines or contexts, such as in undergraduate research experiences or capstone design courses, where feedback on complex tasks influences student growth. 
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