	Teacher Preparation
From Feedback to Growth: Validating a Performance Assessment Tool for Student Teaching Internships
Introduction
Preservice preparation programs allow for student teaching experiences within their desired field. Student teaching internship experiences can range from ten to sixteen weeks giving students the opportunity to engage in hands-on learning and skill development through creating instruction, interacting with students, preparing lessons and assessments, personal growth, professional development, and reflection (Coleman et al., 2021; Miller & Wilson, 2010; Reaves et al., 2023; Smalley et al., 2015; Thi Ngoc Ha & Dakich, 2022). Opportunities through student teaching internships offer immersion and experiential learning through a true classroom environment (Coleman et al., 2021; Miller & Wilson, 2010; Reaves et al., 2023). Student teaching internship placement plays a role in ensuring the students grow through varied experiences. To assist with this growth, their cooperating teacher (CT) should provide support, mentorship, guidance, provide resources, and constructive feedback through evaluation observations (Coleman et al., 2021; Hendon et al., 2019; Miller & Wilson, 2010; Roberts, 2006). Experience within the program they student taught in has shown significant impacts on preservice teachers' preparedness to enter the career (Stephens & Whittington, 2010).
Many factors play a role in establishing a student's cooperating teacher. Miller and Wilson (2010) identify some of the factors to be, a minimum number of years of experience, an active FFA chapter and students engaged in supervised agricultural experiences (SAE), and suitable classroom/ lab facilities being characteristics desired for those to mentor student teachers. Prior to completing the student internship, preservice teachers observe their CT which allows them to build relationships (Stephens & Whittington, 2010). These cooperating teachers serve as a model of what an effective teacher is for students (Coleman et al., 2021). Likewise, there must be a trustworthy, mutual, productive relationship between the CT and student teacher (Stephens & Whittington, 2010). Additionally, mentorship and guidance are crucial components of a student's internship experience (Coleman et al., 2021; Smalley et al., 2015).
The value of CT mentorship is unmatched. Cooperating teachers assist in developing students' attitude towards the realm of education and agriculture (Stephens & Whittington, 2010). CTs provide valuable feedback to students and evaluate their teaching methods and designs to prepare students to become successful educators (Hendon et al., 2019; Stephens & Whittington, 2010). Moreover, in many cases cooperating teachers serve as career long mentors (Hendon et al., 2019). CTs have been reported to have substantial impact on students during the student internship experience (Smalley et al., 2015; Stewart et al., 2017). As mentioned, CTs help develop preservice teachers by evaluating them on their growth throughout the semester, assisting in the students' performance (Coleman et al., 2021). Therefore, the purpose of this study was to validate an instrument (bi-weekly evaluation form) used by CT’s to provide feedback to the student intern based on the Florida teaching standards in agricultural education. The following objectives guided this study: 
Objective 1: Determine if constructs are describing factors of performance are internally consistent.
Objective 2: Determine if instrument items cluster into latent constructs that can be used to describe factors of performance. 
Theoretical Framework
As described by Johnson and Golombek (2011), the development of human cognition is influenced by the social environment and interaction with others, so it can be proposed the relationship between the cooperating teacher and student intern influences their social development in this role. With this context in mind, stemming from the work of Vygotsky (1978), the study’s goals were strengthened by sociocultural theory. Sociocultural theory helps to explain that teaching is the process of helping learners develop cognitive functions, and that the impact of their social environment is a key to this development (Daneshfar & Moharami, 2018). A student teaching intern’s environment is heavily influenced by their cooperating teacher, since they become the learners in this perspective. The key feature to the theory Vygotsky (1978) proposed is the zone of proximal development. The zone of proximal development describes the distance between two zones of learning (Vygotsky, 1978). There is a zone of actual development, and a zone of the potential development a student can reach. This tool gives individuals such as educators the ability to understand this internal developmental process (Vygotsky, 1978). 
The study focuses on the cooperating teacher, and the impact they have on the preservice teacher’s development of knowledge and skills through the bi-weekly Teaching Internship Evaluation form. The bi-weekly Teaching Internship Evaluation form records both the interns and cooperating teacher scores of the preservice teachers’ accomplishments in specific skill areas. The record keeping of the preservice teacher’s performance by the cooperating teachers highlights the goals that are set bi-weekly, and how the mentorship of the cooperating teacher affects these scores per individual preservice teacher. Assessment of the ability for the preservice teacher’s capacity to learn within their zone of proximal development based on the influences of their cooperating teacher can give insight to the social interactions between the two, and the lasting effects it has on developing new educators. In the case of the preservice teacher, the zone of potential development can be described as the growth potential the cooperating teacher can provide through their mentorship.
The relationship formed between the preservice teacher and their cooperating teacher is dynamic and significant when it comes to the development of the preservice teacher’s knowledge (O’Brian et al., 2007). Applying Vygotsky’s work (1978), what learners in their internship can do with the help of their cooperating teacher should be more indicative of their mental development compared to what they can do on their own. Studying this cultural and social relationship from the perspective of the cooperating teacher through the bi-weekly Teaching Internship Evaluation form will highlight the dynamics in developing teachers into their community role.
Methods
This longitudinal study consisted of a census of all agricultural education preservice teachers (N = 48) enrolled in the student teaching placement at the University of Florida during the spring semesters of 2021 through 2024. All student teachers successfully completed their 14-week student teaching internship experience at their placement site in a public-school setting in Florida. As part of the student teaching experience, preservice teachers completed an electronic portfolio consisting of: (a) pre-placement experiences, (b) teaching calendar, (c) placement experiences, (d) clock hour worksheet, (e) weekly reflection journal, (f) SAE visits, (g) case study, (h) mock interview, (i) weekly lesson plans, (j) bi-weekly Teaching Internship Evaluation form, and (k) university supervisor evaluation forms. 
Instrumentation
For the purpose of this study, only the bi-weekly Teaching Internship Evaluation form was examined to determine reliability and internal consistency of the instrument construct items. Bi-weekly evaluation forms consisting of 25 items rated on a 5-point Likert scale (1 = Needs Improvement, 2 = Developing, 3 = Meets Expectations, 4 = Exceeds Expectations, 5 = Outstanding) were collected during weeks 3, 5, 7, 9, 11, and 13 of the student teaching internship experience. This form was created to assess the student teacher’s perceived performance during their internship alongside the CT’s evaluation of the student’s performance. 
This instrument was originally used from 2015–2018 to measure the standardized educator practices of Florida. Previous studies confirmed the 25 items measure five latent constructs to evaluate the student teacher’s performance. Individual items were selected to develop an index to measure said constructs (Kumar Chaudhary & Israel, 2015). The items measured five latent constructs: (a) instructional design (five items), (b) instructional practice (six items), (c) student-centered teaching (four items), (d), teacher professionalism (five items), and (e) reflective and autonomous practitioner (five items) (Coleman et al., 2021; Reaves et al., 2023). However, starting in 2021 the instrument was modified by the university faculty for appropriate length and criteria for a bi-weekly performance assessment versus a weekly evaluation and the scale was modified from a 4-point Likert scale to a 5-point Likert scale. Additionally, three of the original items were replaced by new items. For the data of this study, we used only the cooperating teachers’ evaluation scores to validate the instrument.   
Data Analysis 
All data were analyzed using SPSS version 30. The data were analyzed for the distribution of missingness (Schafer & Graham, 2002), and 13.3% (n = 2,026) of the values were missing at random. The proportion of missing data was considered to be too large to ignore (Schafer, 1999). Therefore, multiple imputation was conducted to estimate plausible values for the missing data (Schafer & Graham, 2002; van Ginkel et al., 2020). Reliability analysis was conducted using Cronbach’s alpha to check the internal consistency of each construct’s items and the minimum value for the 10 imputations is reported. Given that the instrument was modified significantly, exploratory factor analysis (EFA) using principal axis factoring was used to analyze the relationship between variables (Floyd & Widaman, 1995). Because SPSS does not provide pooled estimates for factor analysis, the median eigenvalue and associated factor loadings and communalities are reported.  	



Results
Objective 1: Determine if constructs describing factors of performance are internally consistent.
Reliability analysis was conducted to check the internal consistency of each construct's items using Cronbach's alpha. All five constructs exceeded the ideal alpha coefficient recommended by DeVellis (2012) of .7; thus, the items were deemed reliable (Table 1). Exploratory factor analysis (EFA) using principal axis factoring was used to analyze the relationship between variables and unmeasured constructs (Floyd & Widaman, 1995). The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) Measure of Sampling Adequacy was utilized to assess the suitability of the data for factor analysis. Results were inspected for a value of .6 or above (Kaiser, 1970, 1974). Further, Bartlett's Test of Sphericity was assessed for significance (p ≤ .05; Bartlett, 1954). The KMO Measure of Sampling Adequacy and Bartlett's Test of Sphericity are reported in Table 1.
	Table 1

Cronbach's Alpha, KMO Measure of Sampling Adequacy, and Bartlett's Test of Sphericity for Factors of the Weekly Preservice Teacher Evaluation

	Construct
	Cronbach's Alpha
	KMO Measure of Sampling Adequacy
	Bartlett's Test of Sphericity

	
	
	
	Approx. Chi-Square
	df
	p-value

	Instructional design
	.923
	.860
	1050.47
	10
	<.001

	Instructional practice
	.919
	.893
	1086.65
	15
	<.001

	Student-centered teaching
	.898
	.802
	  699.90
	  6
	<.001

	Teacher professionalism
	.883
	.821
	  957.38
	10
	<.001

	Reflective and autonomous practitioner
	.931
	.892
	1139.40
	10
	<.001



Objective 2: Determine if items cluster into latent constructs
Based on Kaiser's (1970) criteria, factor loadings with eigenvalues of one or more should be retained. All factors, with eigenvalues greater than one, and the total common variance explained, are listed in Table 2. The communalities of a factor are measures of the proportion of common variance (Field, 2018). The factor loadings were strong, and the range of values is reported in Table 2. 

Table 2
Eigenvalues, Percent of Variance, Factor Loadings, and Communalities for Factors of the Weekly Self Evaluation
	Item
	Factor Loading
	Communalities

	Factor 1: Instructional Design (Eigenvalue: 3.533; % Variance: 71.1)

	Aligns instruction with state-adopted standards at the appropriate level of rigor
	.814
	.663

	Sequences lessons and concepts to ensure coherence and required prior knowledge 
	.835
	.697

	Designs instruction for students to achieve mastery
	.899
	.809

	Selects appropriate formative assessments to monitor learning
	.846
	.716

	Uses diagnostic student data to plan lessons
	.818
	.668

	Factor 2: Instructional Practice (Eigenvalue: 3.949; % Variance: 65.8)

	Organizes, allocates, and manages the resources of time, space and attention
	.840
	.705

	Establishes and maintains rapport with students
	.762
	.580

	Communicates challenging learning expectations to each student
	.845
	.714

	Establishes and maintains consistent standards of classroom behavior
	.808
	.653

	Makes the physical environment as safe and conducive as possible
	.781
	.610

	Uses instructional time effectively
	.829
	.687

	Factor 3: Student-Centered Teaching (Eigenvalue: 2.761; % Variance: 69.0)

	Makes learning goals and instructional procedures clear to students
	.815
	.665

	Makes content comprehensible to students
	.838
	.702

	Encourages students to extend their thinking
	.867
	.752

	Monitors students' understanding through a variety of means, providing feedback to students to assist learning, and adjusting learning activities as the situation demands
	.801
	.642

	Factor 4: Teacher Professionalism (Eigenvalue: 3.259; % Variance: 65.2)

	Professional behavior is consistent with the Code of Ethics & Principles of Professional Conduct of the Education Profession in Florida
	.899
	.809

	Presents a professional appearance in dress, grooming, attitude, and demeanor
	.907
	.823

	Builds professional relationships with colleagues to share teaching insights and to coordinate learning activities for students
	.780
	.608

	Communicates with parents or guardians about student learning
	.625
	.390

	Is punctual, uses mature judgement, provides accurate reports and records (professional responsibility)
	.793
	.629

	Factor 5: Reflective and Autonomous Practitioner (Eigenvalue: 3.670; % Variance: 73.4)

	Demonstrates responsiveness to supervision (ability to accept constructive criticism and incorporate suggestions into teaching performance)
	.846
	.715

	Demonstrates enthusiasm for teaching
	.817
	.667

	Demonstrates initiative and self–reliance
	.856
	.732

	Demonstrates a sense of efficacy
	.921
	.849

	Reflects on the extent to which learning goals were met
	.841
	.708



Conclusions, Discussion, and Recommendations
Student teaching internships provide hands-on experience in real classroom settings, helping preservice teachers grow through diverse learning opportunities (Coleman et al., 2021; Miller & Wilson, 2010; Reaves et al., 2023). A key factor in the development of preservice teachers is the support and mentorship provided by the cooperating teacher (CT), who offers guidance, resources, and constructive feedback (Coleman et al., 2021; Hendon et al., 2019; Miller & Wilson, 2010; Roberts, 2006). The relationship and mentorship between the CT and the preservice teacher are vital for the intern’s professional growth. Using assessments to track the student teaching interns’ skill development can be valuable in guiding the mentorship practice for meaningful growth. 
A bi-weekly Teaching Internship Evaluation form was created and validated for the purpose of this study. All five constructs were internally consistent, exceeding the ideal alpha coefficient (DeVellis, 2012). The instrument was found to be reliable with all five proposed factors meeting the criteria to be classified as constructs including eigenvalues, total common variance, and factor loading (Kaiser, 1970).
Moving forward we plan to further evaluate the relationships between the student teaching intern’s performance within the five construct areas related to their time spent on student teaching activities, their entry and retention into the profession, and their employer’s satisfaction after their first-year teaching. With this data we hope to further analyze the relationship and mentorship provided by the CTs next to the interns’ performance and potential for development (Daneshfar & Moharami, 2018; Vygotsky, 1978). This additional analysis will help in evaluating our overall teacher preparation program, especially the student teaching internship to help make meaningful decisions for our preservice teachers while also sharing those suggestions with other programs across the country.   
Teacher preparation programs should continue to analyze instruments used for productive feedback to preservice teachers at all levels of the program. Determining the effectiveness of the instrument in helping guide feedback to preservice teachers, can help ensure the instrument is being used appropriately and not becoming an extra work burden. Additionally, other preservice preparation programs could use this developed bi-weekly Teaching Internship Evaluation form if they wish to evaluate similar abilities of their own preservice teachers. Using this instrument or something similar could help in tracking the student teacher’s growth and help with overall mentoring providing by the cooperating teacher.  
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