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Introduction
[bookmark: _Int_09K94USk]Student teaching experiences often afford preservice teachers' real-world classroom experience prior to graduation (de Jong et al., 2013). Previous studies have noted how critical the student teaching experience is, expressing how it can set the foundation of a teacher's identity (Coleman et al., 2023; Coleman et al., 2021; Edgar et al., 2011; Edwards & Briers, 2001; Franzak, 2002; Harlin et al., 2002; Kasperbauer & Roberts, 2007; Sweet Moore et al., 2023). With a variety of college pathway options, it is assumed that students in agricultural education teacher preparation programs consider entering the classroom upon graduation, yet there is a discrepancy between newly graduated students and those entering the classroom for a career (Camp et al., 2002; Roberts et al., 2006). To solve this discrepancy, teacher preparation programs must examine the preservice teachers' main difficulties and concerns as they prepare for their future career. 
[bookmark: _Int_1vXfAr03][bookmark: _Int_h3mIpXpn]A variety of models have been used to analyze the concerns and capabilities of preservice teachers throughout their student teaching experiences (Fuller, 1969; Marshall, 1996; Watzke, 2003). Oklahoma State University uses the Candidate Preservice Assessment of Student Teaching (CPAST, n.d.), a valid and reliable formative and summative assessment during the student teaching experience. Common concerns that have been noted by preservice teachers during their student teaching experiences are accurately scoring on self-evaluations, the ability to perform, and being accepted by peers (Marshall, 1996; Watzke, 2003). Evaluations such as the CPAST form can help student teachers, cooperating teachers, and university supervisors effectively assess student progress and reach consensus scores. The purpose of this study is to examine the growth of student teachers through comparing midterm and final evaluation points, while examining differences in CPAST scores across three evaluator roles (i.e., student self-evaluation, cooperating teacher, and university supervisor). With valid and reliable instruments and training on evaluating themselves and others, all involved in the CPAST scoring will be able to assess midterm and final scores to examine the rate of growth in each student teacher. Evaluation of the datapoints can help programs meet reporting demands and stay accountable as they strive to produce quality preservice educators. 
Theoretical Framework and Literature Review
This study used Bandura’s (1991) Social Cognitive Theory and Vygotsky’s Theory of Social Constructivism as a frame. Reinforcing theories used in this study were Self-Efficacy and the Zone of Proximal Development. 
[bookmark: _Int_jvrRpNE2]Social Cognitive Theory views individuals as “active agents” who directly influence their own behavior and the surrounding environment. This theory also analyzes how social environments impact learning, motivation, and self-regulation (Bandura, 1986, 1991; Shunk & Usher, 2019). In simple terms, individuals have the capacity to determine their course of action in life by setting goals and determining the path to lead them to their desired outcome. This path may be positively or negatively influenced by the social environment surrounding the individual. The reinforcing theory used by Bandura (1997) is self-efficacy, known as an individual’s beliefs about their ability to be successful in a given situation. Like other studies, preservice teachers examined their teaching efficacy, which assessed their belief in the ability to foster student learning (Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001). Motivation is a recurring factor in self-efficacy. Belief in oneself will help an individual choose which goals to go after, the time allotted to each goal, the amount of effort to dedicate, and how to overcome obstacles. Often, the more confidence an individual has, the less likely they feel stressed or upset during a setback (Bandura, 2001). 
The Social Constructivism Theory focuses on how different social settings can influence growth and learning in individuals (Tudge & Scrimsher, 2003). With this theory, it is stated that humans can take knowledge from the classroom, reorganize it in a way that is comfortable for them, and alter the environment for their own purposes (Schunk, 2012). It is also important to note that knowledge can be constructed between two or more individuals. The second reinforcing theory is the Zone of Proximal Development (ZPD) or, 
The distance between the actual development level as determined by independent problem solving and the level of potential development as determined through problem solving under adult guidance or in collaboration with more capable peers. (Vygotsky, 1978, p. 86) 
[bookmark: _Int_ILDPrhnt]In layman’s terms, the ZPD is the gap between a child's independent capabilities and what they may achieve through guidance from others. These theories and reinforcing theories lay the foundation for this study, as student teachers are being examined for what they are capable of given their environment, what they feel they are capable of, and how their abilities transfer from different environments. 
Teacher preparation programs have been tasked with aiding in the construction of teacher identity, with the aim of developing effective teachers. Didactic and clinical curriculum should be used in teacher preparation programs to help prepare the student for their classroom experience (Darling-Hammond, 2010). Like predispositions, preservice teachers begin their experience with a specific level of teaching efficacy based on previous coursework and experiences. Roberts et al. (2006) noted that through interactions with the cooperating teacher, university supervisor, and the students, preservice teachers often grow through their experiences, process their reflections better, and develop significant generalizations. The process of teaching efficacy is not a dormant process; instead, it is a fluid motion impacted by the student teaching experience, which is affected by teaching efficacy (Roberts et al., 2006). Self-efficacy, which can later form into teaching efficacy, is often based on performance accomplishments since an individual can specify what they have accomplished (Schunk & DiBenedetto, 2010). Schunk and DiBenedetto (2010) stated that, “Teacher self-efficacy refers to perceived capabilities to help students learn” (p. 4). In this scenario, teacher self-efficacy can affect the same motivational outcomes as learner self-efficacy. Moreover, teachers with high self-efficacy will be more likely to interact with students, employ critical thinking, and encourage students to strive for greater goals (Schunk & DiBenedetto, 2010).
Caries et al. (2012) found that the student teaching experience often leads to a journey of self-reflection, meeting others, and exploring new situations. During this period, individuals also focus more on their emotions, procedural and pedagogical growth, cognition, and reflect on the meaning of their student teaching experience (Caries et al., 2012). Throughout this time, positive role models such as faculty and cooperating teachers, previous teaching experiences, and the student’s education will affect the student teacher’s pedagogical development and self-efficacy (Fairbanks et al., 2000; Velez-Rendon, 2006). Throughout their educational journey, students will face challenges and successes that will aid them in blossoming into future educators (Roberts et al., 2006). Previous research suggests that building teacher-student relationships, understanding content, managing classroom behavior, having a work-life balance, motivating students, document creation and submission, and the need for more content related professional development sessions are all cited needs for preservice or beginning agricultural educators (Duncan et al., 2006; Joerger, 2002; Mundt & Connors 1999; Myers, et al., 2005; Stair et al., 2012; Talbert et al., 1994; Thieman et al., 2012). These categories that student teachers are to be proficient in must be covered extensively by the teacher preparation programs for preservice teachers to excel.
[bookmark: _Int_iGuUJaOS][bookmark: _Int_8yhxaBK2]A common question presented in studies has been, “What do preservice agricultural educators face when they transition from student to teacher?”. Regardless of the number of weeks, the student teaching experience has been established to provide growth in the areas of classroom instruction, student management, lesson preparation, personal and professional growth, and reflection as an educator (Miller & Wilson, 2010). Studies such as Coleman et al. (2021) and Sorensen et al. (2018) sought to not only search for areas of concern for student teachers, but methods of measurement, and how to analyze their growth. Evaluations of student teachers ranged from direct instruction, to handling supervised agricultural experiences, interacting with parents, and planning community events (Tores et al., 2008). It is important to note that the cooperating teacher must not only have their own increased knowledge of instructional design and classroom management but help to foster a positive relationship with their student teacher and offer prompt, effective feedback (Roberts, 2006). The ability to effectively evaluate student teachers allows for progress to be documented, and for the student teacher, cooperating teacher and university supervisor to analyze what areas need adjustment. Previous studies have laid the groundwork for future research in understanding student teacher evaluation methods, self-efficacy, and student teaching experiences.
Purpose and Objectives
The purpose of this study was to examine the growth of a teacher preparation programs’ student teachers through analyzing midterm and final scores from CPAST forms collected during the student teaching experience. The following objectives guided this study:  
1. Analyze the performance of preservice teachers over the midterm and final evaluation periods.
2. Assess the differences in scoring between evaluators at different evaluation periods.
Methodology
Participants in the study were a part of Oklahoma State University’s Agricultural Education student teaching cohort for the Spring 2025 semester (N = 36). Complete data were collected for 29 (74%) students. A majority of participants were females (n = 22, 76%). Data were collected at a midterm and final point in the student teaching experience. 
 The Candidate Preservice Assessment of Student Teaching (CPAST) is an evaluation form that has been developed and researched by VARI-EPP. This instrument is broken down into two subscales: pedagogy and dispositions. Within the rows of the form, 21 observable and measurable descriptors are expressed to help guide scoring decisions (CPAST, n.d.). As part of previous research, this instrument was deemed valid and reliable for formative and summative assessments regarding student teaching evaluations (CPAST, n.d.). Four sets of scores make up the CPAST Instrument: (a) a student’s self-score, (b) a cooperating/mentor teacher score, (c) a university supervisor score, and (d) a consensus score. For consensus scores, the student, cooperating teacher, and university supervisor reviewed scores together at each evaluation point and came to a consensus on each variable score. Consensus scores were used to address objective one, while scores from the individual, cooperating teacher, and university supervisor were used to address objective two.
After the data were collected and sorted, they were then analyzed using version 29 of SPSS via descriptive statistics, a Wilcoxon Signed-Rank test, and a Kruskal-Wallis H test. To complete objective one, and because our data were measured on an ordinal scale, a Wilcoxon Signed-Rank test was conducted to analyze performance growth in the preservice teachers from the midterm to the final evaluation checkpoints (Field, 2024). To complete objective two, and due to once again having ordinal data, a Kruskal-Wallis H test was conducted to compare midterm and final evaluation points, while examining differences in scores across three evaluator roles: students, cooperating teachers, and university supervisors. Four assumptions were tested prior to completing this analysis, including: (a) the results concluded that the data were ordinal, (b) the independent variables were three related pairs being measured at different points, (c) a distinct evaluator provided each score with no overlap, and (d) the distribution of the differences between the groups was symmetrical in shape (Field, 2024). 
Results
Descriptive statistics for students’ consensus scores, including means and standard deviations, are presented in Table 1. Referencing Table 1, this test indicated that there was significant growth from total midterm scores (Mdn = 2.24, n = 29), compared to total final scores (Mdn = 2.76, n = 29), z = -4.71, p < .001, with a very large effect size r = -.87. Similarly, this test indicated that there was significant growth from pedagogy midterm scores (Mdn = 2.08, n = 29), compared to pedagogy final scores (Mdn = 2.62, n = 29), z = -4.71, p < .001, with a very large effect size r = -.87. Finally, the analysis indicated that there was significant growth from disposition midterm scores (Mdn = 2.62, n = 29), compared to disposition final scores (Mdn = 2.88, n = 29), z = -4.49, p < .001, with a very large effect size r = -.83 (Field, 2024). 
	Table 1 
Wilcoxon Signed-Ranks Test and Descriptives for Consensus Scores

	
	M
	SD
	z
	Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed)
	Mdn
	r

	Total Midterm
	2.20
	.31
	
	
	2.23
	

	Pedagogy Midterm
	2.00
	.30
	
	
	2.08
	

	Disposition Midterm
	2.52
	.40
	
	
	2.62
	

	Total Final
	2.69
	.26
	-4.71
	<.001
	2.76
	-.87

	Pedagogy Final
	2.59
	.29
	-4.71
	<.001
	2.62
	-.87

	Disposition Final
	2.84
	.23
	-4.49
	<.001
	2.88
	-.83

	Note. r = Wilcoxon effect size.



Descriptive statistics for midterm and final evaluations by evaluator group, including means and standard deviations, are presented in Table 2. At midterm, cooperating teachers scored students the highest on Disposition (M = 2.50, SD = .40), followed by Total (M = 2.22, SD = .37) and Pedagogy (M = 2.05, SD = .39). University supervisors scored similarly at midterm, with the highest rating being Disposition (M = 2.45, SD = .47). The collected data showed that student teachers’ self-ratings were lower than the scores from cooperating teachers and university supervisors, with the highest midterm score being Disposition (M = 2.30, SD = .46). Assessment of the final scores demonstrated a growth in all variable scores. Similarly, to midterm scores, cooperating teachers gave the highest scores in Disposition (M = 2.84, SD = .21). While students rated themselves the highest in Final Disposition (M = 2.73, SD = .30), these scores still fall lower than those given by their cooperating teachers and university supervisors. University supervisor final scores remained moderate across the various categories, with Total (M = 2.59, SD = .27), Pedagogy (M = 2.49, SD = .32), and Disposition (M = 2.75, SD = .29). 
	Table 2 
Descriptive Statistics for Midterm and Final Evaluations by Evaluator Group

	Variable
	Student 
	Cooperating Teacher 
	University Supervisor

	
	M
	SD
	M
	SD
	M
	SD

	Total Midterm
	2.03
	.36
	2.22
	.37
	2.10
	.42

	Pedagogy Midterm
	1.87
	.35
	2.05
	.39
	1.90
	.44

	Disposition Midterm
	2.30
	.46
	2.50
	.40
	2.45
	.47

	Total Final
	2.56
	.28
	2.71
	.25
	2.59
	.27

	Pedagogy Final
	2.45
	.31
	2.62
	.30
	2.49
	.32

	Disposition Final
	2.73
	.30
	2.84
	.21
	2.75
	.29

	
	


 For the Total Midterm scores, the Kruskal-Wallis H test noted no statistically significant differences between groups, H(2) = 4.02, p = .134. Similarly, Pedagogy Midterm scores revealed no significant difference across evaluator roles, H(2) = 3.65, p = .161, nor did Disposition Midterm scores, H(2) = 3.19, p = .203. When assessing the final evaluations, Total Final scores demonstrated no statistical significance: H(2) = 4.77, p = .092. Lastly, Pedagogy Final scores continued to remain non-significant, H(2) = 4.03, p = .133, along with Disposition Final scores, H(2) = 2.40, p = .303 (Field, 2024). 
	Table 3
Kruskal-Wallis H Test for Midterm and Final Evaluations by Evaluator Group

	Variable
	Student Teacher Mean Rank
	Cooperating Teacher Mean Rank
	University Supervisor Mean Rank
	H
	Asymp. Sig. 

	Total Midterm
	37.47
	50.74
	43.79
	4.02
	.134

	Pedagogy Midterm
	38.45
	50.88
	42.67
	3.65
	.161

	Disposition Midterm
	37.29
	48.36
	46.34
	3.19
	.203

	Total Final
	38.78
	52.24
	40.98
	4.77
	.092

	Pedagogy Final
	38.72
	51.45
	41.83
	4.03
	.133

	Disposition Final
	40.34
	49.64
	42.04
	2.40
	.303

	Note. df = 2.



Conclusions/Implications/Recommendations
	Findings from this study are representative of Oklahoma State’s spring 2025 cohort (n = 29); therefore, these results should not be used to generalize across all agricultural education preparation cohorts, which is a limitation of this study. Based on the findings presented in Table 1, it is suggested that the allotted student teaching experience, partnered with proper feedback, helps promote growth and boosts self-efficacy in preservice teachers, which aligns with previous studies (Darling-Hammond, 2010; Roberts et al., 2006). Data from Table 2 also revealed a continuing upward trend from midterm to final assessments across the evaluator groups. This suggests a perceived growth in preservice teacher performance over time, specifically in the area of disposition. This growth could, in turn, boost students' self-efficacy and teaching efficacy, as noted in previous studies (Caries et al., 2012; Schunk & DiBenedetto, 2010). These specific revelations from our data work towards answering our first objective, which was to analyze the performance of preservice teachers over the midterm and final evaluation periods. 
Considering objective two, no statistical difference was found between evaluator groups. Although the results from Table 2 suggest variance among the mean ranks was present across the three evaluator roles, no variable reached a level of statistical significance at the designated alpha level of .05. This result suggests that no one rating group scored significantly differently from the other. Data from this study suggests that scoring from evaluators is occurring in a uniform fashion, which allows for feedback to be given effectively and consistently. Other studies have noted that consistent feedback can aid students in their perceived growth, which may correlate with their self-efficacy (Fairbanks et al., 2000; Roberts, 2006; Velez-Rendon, 2006). This data strengthens the claim that CPAST is a valid and reliable instrument that may be used to assess student teacher performance and aid in providing feedback (CPAST, n.d.).
This study reinforces the need for student teaching experiences, as they aid in promoting self-growth, enhancing self-efficacy, and teaching efficacy among preservice teachers. The consistent upward trend found in Table 1, specifically in dispositions, showcases that student teachers will develop confidence in their ability over time. Data from this study and other research support this claim (Caries et al., 2012; Schunk & DiBenedetto, 2010). Though the cooperating teachers showed slightly elevated scores compared to individual and university supervisors, there was no statistically significant difference between evaluator roles. Following this point, data revealed that student teachers tended to score themselves more critically, compared to their cooperating teacher and university supervisor. A too harsh judgment of oneself can lead to lower levels of self-efficacy. With this in mind, cooperating teachers and university supervisors should make both constructive and positive feedback a priority, in hopes of boosting students’ self-efficacy.
To further these findings, teacher preparation programs should prioritize effective mentors and constructive feedback for the student teaching experiences. We recommend that programs using CPAST or similar evaluation tools have discussions regarding inter-rater reliability to ensure consistency across student evaluations. Evaluators should be trained on how to efficiently use the CPAST prior to observations to ensure accurate scoring. The continuation of educating students on content knowledge, pedagogical practices, and dispositions in early-level agricultural education courses should continue, so that students have a proper understanding of the items on which they will be evaluated. It is recommended that the CPAST form be adjusted to a five-point scale, instead of a three-point scale, to allow for more variance.  Finally, a continued examination of CPAST scores should be used to assess teacher preparation programs and adjust their structure if needed. 
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