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Self-evaluation is a key component of preservice teacher development; however, there is a lack of standardized evaluation training in teacher preparation programs on self-assessing teaching practices. This study used a one-group pretest-posttest quasi-experimental design with repeated measures to assess changes in student teachers’ assessment accuracy and written reflection quality following a targeted instructional intervention. A sample of 18 student teachers completed a pre-training evaluation, post-training evaluation, and self-evaluation using the Texas Tech University Student Teacher Evaluation Instrument. Results indicated preservice teachers initially demonstrated limited accuracy and tended to overestimate teaching performance relative to expert ratings. Following the intervention, modest improvements in assessment accuracy were observed for several dimensions, though improvements were not uniformly significant and effect sizes were small to moderate. Accuracy declined when preservice teachers evaluated their own teaching with increased underestimations across multiple criteria. Written reflection quality improved significantly immediately after training, particularly in clarity, actionability, and balance. However, reflection quality decreased during self-evaluation, indicating a potential reduction in training effects over time. These findings suggest targeted training can support assessment and reflection skills, but sustained scaffolding and practice may be necessary to promote long-term accuracy and high-quality self-evaluation. 

Introduction

Preservice teachers undergo substantial development through a combination of coursework, field experiences, and guidance from cooperating teachers and university supervisors (McKim & Velez, 2017). This developmental process is fundamentally shaped by two interconnected factors: teacher reflection and self-efficacy. These elements have been consistently identified as critical determinants of teacher persistence, retention, and resiliency in the profession (Yost, 2006). Among early-career agriculture teachers, self-efficacy (Blackburn & Robinson, 2008; Stripling et al., 2008) and job satisfaction (Clemons & Lindner, 2019) emerge as pivotal factors influencing career longevity and retention rates. The practice of self-evaluation enables teachers to engage systematically in self-observation, self-analysis, and self-reflection, processes that facilitate exploration of teaching experiences and continuous improvement of practice (Asad Juma, 2024). Research demonstrates that teachers who consistently engage in reflective practices develop adaptive expertise, enhanced problem-solving capabilities, and improved classroom management skills (Korthagen & Vasalos, 2005; Toom et al., 2015). For preservice teachers specifically, structured reflection reduces anxiety, strengthens professional autonomy, and effectively bridges the gap between educational theory and classroom practice (Denton, 2011; Roth et al., 2007). Given these benefits, scholars have recommended that teacher preparation programs in agricultural education incorporate more self-regulated learning practices, such as reflection, especially during micro-teaching and student teaching experiences (McKendree & Washburn, 2017; Meder et al., 2018). 

Recorded lessons taught by preservice teachers are a self-evaluation tool commonly used by teacher preparation programs. Recordings can be in audio or video formats and can enhance preservice teacher self-assessment and reflective skills, facilitating professional growth and improved teaching practices (Bergman, 2015; Evans et al., 2010; Önal, 2019; Snead & Freiberg; 2017). Self-assessing teaching performance through recorded video has also led to improved instructional implementation (Alexander et al., 2012; Wright et al., 2012). Lambert et al. (2014) suggested techniques requiring self-evaluation and reflection across multiple formats may be helpful in providing a more complete picture of student teaching proficiency. Echoing this sentiment, researchers have suggested forms of self-evaluation, such as assessment instruments, particularly when coupled with video recordings, can be used by preservice teachers to reflect on what occurred while teaching and make decisions about future improvement (Baecher et al., 2013; Struyk & McCoy, 1993). However, preservice teacher accuracy in rating teaching through self-assessment is sometimes lacking (Alexander et al., 2012). Baecher et al. (2013) suggested training preservice teachers with recordings of older, competent peers could clarify performance expectations and decrease inflated self-ratings. Relatedly, researchers have recommended a study on the quality of reflection based on self-assessment (Bergman, 2015). 

Evaluations can take a variety of formats, including numerical assessments of skills and qualitative reflections on performance (Dahal et al., 2022). At Texas Tech University, the student teacher assessment tool uses both formats to support evaluation and guide instructional and professional growth of preservice teachers (Texas Tech University Agricultural Education Cooperating Teacher Handbook, 2025). For evaluations to be effective, assessments must be both accurate (Brookhart, 2008) and high-quality (Hattie & Timperley, 2007). Accuracy of assessment refers to the degree to which evaluative judgements represent preservice teachers’ performance and are aligned with established criteria or institutional standards (Brookhart, 2008; Sadler, 2010). Accurate assessment ensures preservice teachers receive a valid representation of their current performance, which is necessary for appropriate interpretations and responses (Sadler, 2010). Quality of written reflection reflects the extent to which reflection supports learning and improvement by providing information that is understandable, usable, and oriented toward future performance (Shute, 2008). Prior literature suggests high-quality reflection is characterized by several key dimensions, including clarity, specificity, actionable guidance, balance, and alignment to objectives. Clarity refers to comprehensibility and lack of ambiguity in a reflection (Hattie & Timperley, 2007). Specific reflections identify precise behaviors or lesson elements (Shute, 2008). Actionable reflections outline possible steps for improvement and delineate a plan to execute changes (Cannon & Witherspoon, 2005). Balance, or the inclusion of both strengths and areas for improvement, is crucial to constructive reflection (Ovando, 1994). Finally, aligning a reflection with lesson objectives improves teaching by enabling meaningful connections between instructional decisions and learning outcomes (Darling-Hammond, 2012). 

Despite the well-documented benefits of self-evaluation and reflection, a critical gap exists within teacher preparation programs: the lack of standardized evaluation training regarding self-assessment of teaching practices. While preservice teachers receive extensive instruction in pedagogical methods and content knowledge, few programs systematically develop preservice teachers’ capacity to accurately evaluate instructional teaching performance, either their own or that of others. This deficiency is particularly problematic given that accurate self-assessment requires a sophisticated understanding of teaching quality indicators and the ability to apply evaluation criteria consistently (Boud & Dawson, 2023). Without assessment training, preservice teachers may struggle to identify areas for improvement.

Conceptual Framework
This study integrates theoretical components from two complementary and well-established models to create a comprehensive framework for understanding and developing preservice teachers' self-evaluation capabilities. The first component draws from Lipnevich et al.'s (2016) student feedback interaction model, which delineates eight distinct characteristics that contribute to feedback effectiveness: timing, amount, mode, audience, density, specificity, valence, and clarity. Of these characteristics, two were selected as particularly relevant to the development of evaluation skills in preservice teachers. First, accuracy refers to the correctness and precision of the feedback provided, an essential quality for effective evaluation that ensures educators can reliably distinguish between different levels of teaching performance. Second, congruency with expectations describes the degree of alignment between the feedback received and what the learner anticipated based on their understanding of evaluation criteria (Lipnevich et al., 2016). These feedback characteristics are fundamental to understanding how preservice teachers perceive, process, and ultimately internalize information during the evaluation process.
The feedback literature has increasingly recognized that feedback effectiveness depends not merely on the quality of information transmitted, but critically on the recipient's capacity to utilize that information (Winstone et al., 2017). This emphasis on feedback literacy, defined as "the understandings, capacities and dispositions needed to make sense of information and use it to enhance work or learning strategies" (Carless & Boud, 2018, p. 1316), highlights the importance of developing preservice teachers' abilities to engage meaningfully with evaluative information. Research demonstrates that feedback effects are highly variable across individuals (Lipnevich et al., 2016), suggesting that learners have diverse feedback needs and varying capacities to process and apply feedback. For preservice teachers, developing accuracy in providing feedback through assessment and reflection is a crucial step toward developing their own feedback literacy and, ultimately, their capacity for meaningful self-evaluation.

The second theoretical component stems from Bandura's (1977) self-efficacy theory, which identifies four distinct sources of efficacy-related experiences: performance accomplishments, vicarious experiences, verbal persuasion, and emotional arousal. Self-efficacy theory suggests performance accomplishments are the most influential determinant of self-efficacy beliefs. Performance accomplishments are based on individuals' personal encounters with success and failure, providing authentic evidence of their capabilities (Bandura, 1977). For preservice teachers, self-efficacy beliefs regarding their teaching abilities develop longitudinally through coursework, teaching methods classes, and student teaching experiences (Stripling et al., 2008). Research examining agricultural education preservice teachers specifically has documented that teaching self-efficacy improves progressively at multiple points throughout their preparation programs, with notable increases occurring after teaching methods coursework and again following student teaching experiences (Gates, 2018; Stripling et al., 2008). This study deliberately aimed to provide preservice teachers with structured practice opportunities in delivering accurate feedback, thereby creating mastery experiences designed to strengthen their self-efficacy beliefs regarding evaluation and self-assessment. By repeatedly engaging with evaluation criteria, applying them to authentic teaching videos, and receiving expert guidance on the accuracy of their judgments, participants encountered opportunities to develop both competence and confidence in evaluation processes. These mastery experiences serve a dual purpose: they develop the technical skills required for accurate evaluation while simultaneously building the self-efficacy beliefs necessary for preservice teachers to trust their own judgments and engage confidently in ongoing self-assessment throughout their careers.
By combining these complementary theoretical frameworks, the student feedback interaction model's emphasis on feedback accuracy and self-efficacy theory's focus on mastery experiences, this study addresses a critical gap in preservice teacher education: the systematic development of accurate self-evaluation skills through purposefully designed and structured learning experiences. This integrated approach recognizes that effective self-evaluation requires both technical competence in applying evaluation criteria (accuracy) and the confidence (self-efficacy) to engage in honest self-assessment. Teacher preparation programs that incorporate explicit evaluation training may better prepare graduates to engage in the reflective practices essential for professional growth and career longevity in agricultural education.

Purpose and Objectives

The purpose of this study was to evaluate the effectiveness of an intervention designed to train preservice teachers to accurately assess teaching and write high-quality reflections to support the development of self-evaluative practices. Specifically, the study examined changes in assessment accuracy and reflection quality across three time points: pre-training, post-training, and post-post-training (self-evaluation). Four research objectives guided this study:
1. Describe assessment accuracy across three time points: pre-training, post-training, and post-post-training. 
2. Describe changes in preservice teachers’ assessment accuracy across three time points: pre-training, post-training, and post-post-training.
H01: There is no significant difference in assessment accuracy provided by preservice teachers across three time points.
3. Describe written reflection quality across three time points: pre-training, post-training, and post-post-training. 
4. Describe changes in preservice teachers’ written reflection quality across the three time points: pre-training, post-training, and post-post-training.
H02: There is no significant difference in written reflection quality provided by preservice teachers across three time points.

Methods

Research Design 

	This study used a one-group pretest-posttest quasi-experimental design with repeated measures to assess changes in student teachers’ assessment accuracy and written reflection quality following a targeted instructional intervention. Quasi-experimental approaches are widely used in teacher education research when random assignment is not possible due to naturally occurring groups in authentic instructional contexts (Fraenkel et al., 2023). In this study, random assignment was not feasible because the intervention was built into an existing teacher preparation course, and all enrolled student teachers received the same instructional experience. Additionally, one-group quasi-experimental designs are appropriate when including a comparison group is impractical or unethical, particularly when the intervention is embedded in required coursework and withholding instruction is not feasible (Capili & Anastasi, 2024). Data were collected at three time points (Figure 1): pre-training, post-training, and post-post-training (self-evaluation). First, pre-training measures (O1) established baseline performance on assessment accuracy and written reflection quality. Students were then trained (X) on how to assess teaching accurately and on how to write quality teaching reflections. Next, post-training measures (O2) were collected to describe changes in assessment accuracy and written reflection quality immediately following the training intervention. Finally, a post-post-training measure (O3) was included to examine whether changes in assessment accuracy and written reflection quality continued beyond the training and transferred to participants’ self-evaluation of their own teaching practices. The repeated-measures structure allowed each participant to serve as their own comparison over time, thereby reducing error variance attributable to individual differences and revealing within-participant change (Johnson & Christensen, 2024).

Figure 1 
One-Group Pretest-Posttest-Post Posttest Quasi-Experimental Design Diagram
	O1
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Participants

Participants were student teachers enrolled in a teaching methods course in an agricultural education teacher preparation program at Texas Tech University. Student teachers were an appropriate population for this study because they are expected not only to evaluate others’ instructional practices during preparation experiences, but also to analyze and reflect on their own teaching performance to support professional growth. Participants were recruited using nonprobability convenience sampling (Fraenkel et al., 2023) and were required to complete all three evaluations as a part of a course assignment designed to support skill development in instructional self-evaluation. As required by Texas Tech University IRB, inclusion of student work in the research analyses was voluntary and contingent upon informed consent. A total of 18 student teachers agreed to participate in the research and provided data at all three time points. Most participants were female (n = 15, 83.33%) and had a mean age of 21 years. All participants were seniors and were scheduled to begin their student teaching experience the following semester.

Instrumentation

	Numerical assessment accuracy was measured using the Texas Tech University Student Teacher Evaluation Instrument. This standardized tool is used across educator preparation programs at Texas Tech University to assess teaching performance across multiple domains related to lesson design, instructional delivery, and classroom environment. Fifteen items are rated on a five-point scale: 0 = no opportunity to observe, 1 = unsatisfactory, 2 = beginning competent, 3 = proficient, and 4 = clearly outstanding. Assessment accuracy was operationalized as the discrepancy between student teachers’ numeric ratings and their corresponding expert rating. Expert ratings were established by a panel of two agricultural education faculty members and a graduate student with extensive experience and training in supervising and evaluating student teachers. Experts independently rated all lesson videos using the same instrument then met to reach consensus on item-level scores. For each evaluation item, an absolute difference score was calculated between participant and expert ratings, with lower values indicating greater accuracy. 

	Written reflection quality was assessed using a researcher-developed rubric designed to evaluate open-ended written comments. The rubric measured five dimensions of reflection quality: clarity, specificity, actionability, balance, and alignment to objectives. Rubric dimensions were informed by established literature on effective instructional feedback, including literature addressing clarity and specificity (Hattie & Timperley, 2007; Shute, 2008), actionable guidance (Cannon & Witherspoon, 2005), balanced feedback (Ovando, 1994), and alignment to instructional goals (Darling-Hammond, 2012). Each dimension for written reflection quality was scored on a four-point scale (1 = beginning, 2 = developing, 3 = proficient, 4 = exemplary). Rubric content validity was established through expert review prior to use. For continuity in scoring for both the Texas Tech University Student Teacher Evaluation Instrument and the written reflection quality rubric, three expert team members met, viewed an example video and a written reflection, then agreed on interpretation of instrument assessment criteria for the example. 

Intervention

	The intervention consisted of a structured lesson aimed at improving accuracy in assessing teaching and quality of written reflection. The instruction was delivered during September as part of a required teacher preparation course and took place over a single instructional session (three hours). Training included detailed guidance on interpreting teaching assessment criteria for each of the 15 items on the Texas Tech University Student Teacher Evaluation Instrument, identifying observable indicators of teaching performance, calibrating numerical ratings, and writing high-quality comments aligned with the five written reflection quality dimensions. Participants engaged in guided practice using video examples and reviewed reflection examples representing varying levels of quality. 

Data Collection and Analysis
 
	 Data were collected at each of the three time points using online questionnaires administered through Qualtrics. For the pre-training measure (O1), participants viewed a professionally recorded secondary agricultural lesson taught by an early-career agricultural education teacher in an introductory agriculture course. Participants completed the Texas Tech University Student Teacher Evaluation Instrument by providing numerical ratings of the recorded teaching performance and writing reflective feedback for improvement. Demographic information was collected during this administration. For post-training measures (O2), participants viewed a second recorded lesson featuring a different instructional segment and completed the same assessment and reflection procedures. Pre-training measures occurred at the beginning of the 3-hour class session and post-training measures were completed at the end of the same 3-hour class session (approximately 2 hours apart). A different lesson video from pre-training was used to reduce potential testing effects while maintaining consistency in evaluation criteria. Three university experts agreed on official scores on the Texas Tech University Student Teacher Evaluation Instrument for both recorded video lessons to be used for determining accuracy of scores assigned by the preservice teachers. For the post-post-training measure (O3), preservice teachers taught and video recorded their own lesson (topic of their choosing) during a visit to their clinical placement school in mid-October. Then they watched the recording of their teaching while completing the Texas Tech University Student Teacher Evaluation Instrument and writing reflections on areas of improvement needed in their teaching. Three university experts then scored each of the 18 recorded videos independently on the Texas Tech University Student Teacher Evaluation Instrument The experts then met to reach consensus on item-level scores for all recorded videos. The same expert scoring process was used for written reflection quality.

Numerical assessment accuracy and written reflection quality were analyzed separately. Descriptive statistics were calculated for all variables. Assessment accuracy was calculated by subtracting participant ratings from expert ratings for each item on the Texas Tech University Student Teacher Evaluation Instrument and taking the absolute value of the resulting difference, with larger values indicating greater deviation from expert scores (less accuracy). To examine changes over time, one-way repeated-measures ANOVAs were calculated for each accuracy of ratings on each item and for each written reflection quality dimension. Assumptions of normality and sphericity were examined prior to analysis (Field, 2024), and Greenhouse-Geisser corrections were applied when violations were identified. Effect sizes were reported using partial eta squared. Bonferroni-adjusted pairwise comparisons were calculated for significant effects to examine differences between time points while controlling for Type I error. 

Limitations 

	Several limitations should be considered when interpreting this study’s findings. First, the absence of a control group limits causal inference, and results should be interpreted as evidence of change over time rather than definitive treatment effects (Johnson & Christensen, 2024). The small sample size drawn from a single teacher preparation program limits generalizability (Fraenkel et al., 2023). The post-post-training measures required participants to assess their own teaching, which may have introduced self-assessment bias. Although this design increased ecological validity by capturing authentic reflective practices, it may have influenced ratings and written reflection quality. Finally, differences in lesson context across time points may have contributed to variability in responses despite the use of standardized evaluation criteria. 

Results

	Research objective one sought to describe assessment accuracy across the three measured time points (Table 1). Pre-training (O1) mean participant ratings of the recorded lesson ranged from 2.44 to 3.56 on each of the 15 items. Mean absolute difference ratings (|∆|) ranged from 0.28 to 0.89. Stronger alignment of student rating with expert ratings was observed for adaptive lesson planning for diverse learners (M|∆| = 0.28), learner-centered instructional content (|∆| = 0.33), and logical instructional sequencing (M|∆| = 0.33). Larger discrepancies were found for promoting reflection and critical inquiry (M|∆| = 0.89), diversity-responsive instruction (M|∆| = 0.83), and assessment-driven remediation (M|∆| = 0.79). The overall mean absolute difference rating at the pre-training was 0.52 points on the five-point rating scale. 

Table 1
Pre-Training Descriptive Statistics for Teaching Assessment Accuracy (n =18)
	Item
	M
	SD
	Expert 
	 M ∆
	M|∆|

	1. Learner-Centered & Dev. Appropriate Content 
	3.11
	0.58
	3.00
	0.11
	0.33

	2. Diversity-Responsive Instruction
	2.83
	0.62
	2.00
	0.83
	0.83

	3. Adaptive Lesson Planning for Diverse Learners
	3.17
	0.51
	3.00
	0.17
	0.28

	4. Content Knowledge & Disciplinary Concepts
	2.89
	0.76
	3.00
	-0.11
	0.56

	5. Logical Instructional Sequencing
	3.11
	0.58
	3.00
	0.11
	0.33

	6. Promotes Reflection & Critical Inquiry
	2.44
	0.98
	2.00
	0.44
	0.89

	7. Respectful & Inclusive Learning Environment
	3.28
	0.58
	3.00
	0.28
	0.39

	8. Classroom Organization & Time Management
	3.28
	0.67
	3.00
	0.67
	0.51

	9. Positive Student Rapport
	3.56
	0.51
	4.00
	-0.44
	0.44

	10. Clear & Age-Appropriate Communication
	3.06
	0.64
	3.00
	0.06
	0.39

	11. Effective Instructional Communication Skills
	3.22
	0.55
	3.00
	0.55
	0.49

	12. Active Student Engagement Strategies
	2.83
	0.79
	3.00
	0.79
	0.50

	13. Assessment-Driven Remediation & Enrichment
	2.50
	1.04
	2.00
	1.04
	0.79

	14. Instructional Technology Integration
	3.33
	0.59
	3.00
	0.59
	0.51

	15. Student Performance Monitoring & Assessment
	3.11
	0.76
	3.00
	0.11
	0.56

	Overall M
	3.05
	0.68
	2.87
	0.35
	0.52


Note. M = mean participant rating; Expert = expert rating; M∆ = mean difference between participant and expert rating (participant – expert); M|∆| = mean absolute value of difference between participant and expert rating (participant – expert).

	Table 2 outlines post-training (O2) descriptive statistics. Mean absolute difference ratings ranged from 0.17 to 0.83 and an overall mean |∆| of 0.49. Lower mean absolute difference ratings were observed for learner-centered instructional content (M|∆| = 0.17), classroom organization and time management (M|∆| = 0.22), and instructional technology integration (M|∆| = 0.33). Larger discrepancies were found for active student engagement (M|∆| = 0.83) and assessment-driven remediation and enrichment (M|∆| = 0.78). 

Table 2
Post-Training Descriptive Statistics for Teaching Assessment Accuracy (n =18)
	Item
	M
	SD
	Expert 
	M ∆
	M|∆|

	1. Learner-Centered & Dev. Appropriate Content 
	2.94
	0.42
	3.00
	-0.56
	0.17

	2. Diversity-Responsive Instruction
	2.28
	0.96
	2.00
	0.28
	0.72

	3. Adaptive Lesson Planning for Diverse Learners
	2.06
	1.06
	2.00
	0.56
	0.72

	4. Content Knowledge & Disciplinary Concepts
	2.89
	0.47
	3.00
	-0.11
	0.22

	5. Logical Instructional Sequencing
	3.06
	1.06
	3.00
	0.56
	0.61

	6. Promotes Reflection & Critical Inquiry
	2.17
	1.04
	2.00
	0.17
	0.72

	7. Respectful & Inclusive Learning Environment
	3.28
	0.58
	3.00
	0.28
	0.39

	8. Classroom Organization & Time Management
	3.00
	0.49
	3.00
	0.00
	0.22

	9. Positive Student Rapport
	3.33
	0.59
	3.00
	0.33
	0.44

	10. Clear & Age-Appropriate Communication
	3.00
	0.59
	3.00
	0.00
	0.33

	11. Effective Instructional Communication Skills
	2.89
	0.58
	3.00
	-0.11
	0.33

	12. Active Student Engagement Strategies
	2.83
	0.62
	2.00
	0.83
	0.83

	13. Assessment-Driven Remediation & Enrichment
	2.22
	0.94
	3.00
	-0.78
	0.78

	14. Instructional Technology Integration
	3.11
	0.58
	3.00
	0.11
	0.33

	15. Student Performance Monitoring & Assessment
	2.61
	0.85
	3.00
	-0.39
	0.50

	Overall M
	2.71
	0.72
	2.73
	0.08
	0.49


Note. M = mean participant rating; Expert = expert rating; M∆ = mean difference between participant and expert rating (participant – expert); M|∆| = mean absolute value of difference between participant and expert rating (participant – expert).

	As shown in Table 3, self-evaluation (O3) mean absolute difference ratings ranged from 0.33 to 0.72, with an overall mean |∆| of 0.51. Several competencies, including respectful learning environments (M|∆| = 0.44) and content knowledge and disciplinary concepts (M|∆| = 0.56), remained fairly aligned with expert ratings. However, increased absolute difference ratings were found for learner-centered instructional content (M|∆| = 0.72) and clear, age-appropriate communication (M|∆| = 0.67).

Table 3 
Post-Post-Training Descriptive Statistics for Teaching Assessment Accuracy (n =18)
	Item
	M
	SD
	M Expert 
	M ∆
	M|∆|

	1. Learner-Centered & Dev. Appropriate Content 
	2.28
	0.75
	2.78
	-0.50
	0.72

	2. Diversity-Responsive Instruction
	1.67
	0.77
	2.00
	-0.33
	0.44

	3. Adaptive Lesson Planning for Diverse Learners
	1.61
	0.85
	2.00
	-0.39
	0.50

	4. Content Knowledge & Disciplinary Concepts
	2.44
	0.71
	2.22
	0.22
	0.56

	5. Logical Instructional Sequencing
	2.56
	0.86
	2.76
	-0.11
	0.44

	6. Promotes Reflection & Critical Inquiry
	2.06
	0.73
	2.22
	-0.17
	0.39

	7. Respectful & Inclusive Learning Environment
	2.56
	0.62
	2.33
	0.22
	0.44

	8. Classroom Organization & Time Management
	2.33
	0.69
	2.44
	-0.11
	0.56

	9. Positive Student Rapport
	2.50
	0.62
	2.33
	 0.17
	0.61

	10. Clear & Age-Appropriate Communication
	2.17
	0.79
	2.50
	-0.33
	0.67

	11. Effective Instructional Communication Skills
	2.22
	0.55
	2.17
	0.06
	0.39

	12. Active Student Engagement Strategies
	2.33
	0.67
	2.44
	-0.11
	0.33

	13. Assessment-Driven Remediation & Enrichment
	1.89
	0.76
	2.28
	-0.39
	0.50

	14. Instructional Technology Integration
	2.28
	0.75
	2.06
	0.22
	0.56

	15. Student Performance Monitoring & Assessment
	2.11
	0.58
	2.22
	-0.11
	0.56

	Overall M
	2.20
	0.71
	2.32
	-0.11
	0.51


Note. M = mean participant rating; M Expert = mean of expert ratings for all 18 videos; M∆ = mean difference between participant and expert rating (participant – expert); M|∆| = mean absolute value of difference between participant and expert rating (participant – expert).
 
	Research objective two sought to describe changes in preservice teachers’ assessment accuracy across three time points. Results from the repeated-measures ANOVAs (Table 4) revealed statistically significant effects of time for learner-centered and developmentally appropriate content (F = 5.92, p = .006, ηp² = .26), promoting reflection and critical inquiry (F = 4.41, p = .020, ηp² = .21), and active student engagement strategies (F = 4.96, p = .013, ηp² = .23). Post hoc Bonferroni-adjusted pairwise comparisons indicated that for learner-centered and developmentally appropriate content, assessment accuracy differed significantly between post-training and post-post-training self-evaluations (p = .012), with greater deviation from expert ratings observed with post-post-training self-assessment. For promoting reflection and critical inquiry, preservice teachers demonstrated significantly greater alignment with expert ratings during post-post-training self-assessment than during pre-training assessment (p = .002). Similarly, for active student engagement strategies, assessment accuracy was significantly greater during post-post-training self-assessment than during post-training assessment (p = .046). Effect sizes for these items were small to moderate (Cohen, 1988). 

Table 4
Repeated-Measures ANOVA Results for Teaching Assessment Accuracy Over Time (n = 18)
	Item
	F
	p
		ηp²




	1. Learner-Centered & Developmentally Appropriate Content 
	5.92
	.006*
	.26

	2. Diversity-Responsive Instruction
	2.07
	.142
	.11

	3. Adaptive Lesson Planning for Diverse Learners†
	2.13
	.154
	.10

	4. Content Knowledge & Disciplinary Concepts
	2.83
	.073
	.14

	5. Logical Instructional Sequencing
	0.75
	.480
	.04

	6. Promotes Reflection & Critical Inquiry
	4.41
	.020*
	.21

	7. Respectful & Inclusive Learning Environment
	0.07
	.935
	<.01

	8. Classroom Organization & Time Management
	2.21
	.126
	.12

	9. Positive Student Rapport
	0.52
	.062
	.03

	10. Clear & Age-Appropriate Communication†
	3.16
	.077
	.16

	11. Effective Instructional Communication Skills†
	0.10
	.859
	<.01

	12. Active Student Engagement Strategies
	4.96
	.013*
	.23

	13. Assessment-Driven Remediation & Enrichment
	0.91
	.413
	.05

	14. Instructional Technology Integration
	0.79
	.462
	.04

	15. Student Performance Monitoring & Assessment
	0.04
	.958
	<.01


Note. Values represent mean absolute difference ratings between participant and expert ratings. Lower values indicate closer alignment with expert ratings. 
†Greenhouse-Geisser-corrected results reported due to violation of sphericity. 
*p < .05.

	Research objective three aimed to describe written reflection quality across three time points. Table 5 presents the means of rated written reflection quality over time. Clarity increased from M = 2.00 (SD = 0.45) at the pre-training measure to M = 3.17 (SD = 0.24) at the post-training measure, before declining to M = 2.31 (SD = 0.75) at the post-post-training self-evaluation measure. Similar patterns were found for actionability (pre: M = 1.08; post: M = 2.22; post-post: M = 1.83) and balance (pre: M = 1.39; post: M = 2.56; post-post: M = 2.08).

Table 5
Mean Evaluator-Rated Written Reflection Quality Across Time (n =18)
	Item
	Pre-Training
	Post-Training
	Self-Evaluation

	
	M
	SD
	M
	SD
	M
	SD

	1. Clarity
	2.00
	0.45
	3.17
	0.24
	2.31
	0.75

	2. Specificity
	2.17
	0.49
	2.53
	0.55
	2.27
	0.75

	3. Actionability
	1.08
	0.19
	2.22
	0.75
	1.83
	0.70

	4. Balance
	1.39
	0.58
	2.56
	0.70
	2.08
	0.91

	5. Alignment to Objectives
	1.03
	0.12
	1.06
	0.17
	1.22
	0.52



Finally, research objective four sought to describe changes in preservice teachers’ written reflection quality across three time points. Statistically significant effects of time were observed for clarity (F = 28.03, p = < .001, ηp² = .62), actionability (F = 15.46, p = < .001, ηp² = .48), and balance (F = 12.57, p = < .001, ηp² = .43). Post hoc Bonferroni-adjusted pairwise comparisons indicated that clarity improved significantly from pre-training to post-training (p < .001) and remained significantly high during post-post-training self-evaluation (p < .001). For actionability, significant improvements were observed from pre-training to post-training (p <.001) and from pre-training to post-post-training self-evaluation (p = .002). Balance also increased significantly from pre-training to post-training reflection (p < .001), with no significant decline during post-post-training self-evaluation. Effect sizes for these items were large (ηp² = .43 - .62). 

Table 6
Repeated-Measures ANOVA Results for Written Reflection Quality Over Time (n = 18)
	Item
	F
	p
	
	ηp²




	1. Clarity  
	28.03
	<.001*
	.62

	2. Specificity†
	1.62
	.221
	.09

	3. Actionability
	15.46
	<.001*
	.48

	4. Balance
	12.57
	<.001*
	.43

	5. Alignment to Objectives†
	1.80
	.196
	.10


†Greenhouse-Geisser-corrected results reported due to violation of sphericity.
*p < .05. 

Conclusions/Discussion/Implications/Recommendations

	When using the Texas Tech University Student Teacher Evaluation Instrument to assess teaching, our participants had an average accuracy of .52 points above or below the official rating on the five-point scale prior to receiving training. As indicated by their difference scores, most were positive, indicating an over-estimation of teaching ability on the five-point scale. The preservice teachers were able to recognize the use of adaptive lesson planning for diverse learning, learner-centered instructional content, and logical instructional sequencing most accurately in the video recording. However, there was higher deviation from expert scores when assessing the teacher’s ability to use diversity-responsive instruction and promote reflection and critical inquiry.

	When preservice teachers assessed a second recorded lesson, after participating in structured training, on average, their assessment accuracy was .49 points above or below the official ratings. There was an increase in the number of items on the Texas Tech University Student Teacher Evaluation Instrument that were underestimated by the preservice teachers from two prior to training to five following training. They again were most accurate with their ability to rate learner-centered instructional content, while instructional technology integration and organization/time management were also accurately assessed after receiving training. During this point of the study, they were least accurate in assessing active student engagement and assessment-driven remediation and enrichment. Based on data from objective two, there was a general increase in accuracy for rating nine of the 15 items, although these were not necessarily statistically significant improvements. Effect sizes were small to moderate, indicating this study may not have had the statistical power to detect these differences. Findings from pre- to post-training support previous conclusions that preservice teachers struggle to accurately assess teaching (Alexander et al., 2012). However, some improvement was found from the training where they assessed an early career SBAE teacher, resulting in clarified expectations for teaching performance, as was suggested by Baecher et al. (2013). Perhaps the training was not a true mastery experience as described by Bandura (1977), limiting its potential to effect change due to increased self-efficacy, although this was not directly measured. 

	After four weeks, preservice teachers video recorded themselves teaching a lesson at their future student teaching site. When examining the accuracy of their self-assessment of their teaching compared to expert ratings, preservice teachers rated themselves on average .51 points above or below expert ratings. Differences in self-assessment ratings and expert ratings revealed more of the 15 items on the teaching rubric were underestimated by the preservice teachers compared to before and immediately after the training. Baecher et al. (2013) suggested watching older, competent peers for teaching assessment training can decrease inflated self-ratings. Perhaps this occurred with this group of preservice teachers, to a high degree. Their teaching experiences were also only the second time they had ever taught in a secondary school classroom. Their perceived self-efficacy after teaching the lesson may have been lower if the lesson was not a high-quality mastery experience (Bandura, 1977), which could have negatively affected their self-assessment scores. Additionally, preservice teachers were the least accurate in their self-assessment ratings of their own abilities to provide learner-centered and developmentally appropriate content, significantly different from what occurred immediately after the training. They also had lower accuracy in assessing their ability to use clear and age-appropriate communication. Anecdotally, preservice teachers tend to overestimate the knowledge level of high school students due to their more recent involvement in higher-level college agricultural content courses. Perhaps this happened during their teaching experience, making a stronger impact on their self-efficacy associated with those areas. Data should be collected on this tendency in future studies. Significant improvement was found with preservice teachers’ accuracy in assessing their use of active student engagement strategies and in promoting reflection and critical inquiry, suggesting their repeated practice and training may have helped (Baecher et al., 2013; Bandura, 1977). 

	When describing written reflection comments for assessed teaching, there was a general improvement in quality from pre-training to post-training. Prior to training, preservice reflection quality was generally at the beginning level on the five-point scale and improved to the developing or proficient levels immediately after training. Significant improvements were found for clarity, actionability, and balance dimensions of reflection quality. This is likely a result of the training provided in class were a guided mastery experience occurred (Bandura, 1977). When students reflected on their own recorded lesson, their reflective quality decreased in all measured dimensions except in alignment to objectives. There was a significant decrease in the clarity of the written reflection from immediately after training to self-reflection; however, reflection actionability remained significantly higher for self-reflection than for pre-training, even though it decreased from post-training to the time of self-reflection. Perhaps general decreases from post-training to self-reflection can be attributed to the passage of time. Additionally, preservice teachers may not believe they need to write as high-quality reflection comments intended for themselves, although this was not measured in this study. 

	Based on the findings of this study, we recommend that preservice teacher preparation programs train their students to self-assess teaching. It appears training improves this ability, which should result in several benefits for their teaching development (Alexander et al., 2012; Wright et al., 2012). Among our students, most showed a drop in assessment accuracy and reflection quality between the post-training data collection point and their self-assessment. It may be beneficial for university course instructors to discuss self-evaluation measures with their students for sustained use of training techniques. For the items that did not have improvement from students, additional time may need to be spent teaching about the assessment criteria. Future research should explore the long-term impacts of preservice teacher video assessment and written reflection may have on actual teaching practice early in their career. As Lambert et al. (2014) recommended, multiple self-assessment and reflective tools likely improve preservice teachers’ understanding of their own teaching. Future research should explore the combination of different self-assessment instruments and reflective practices to determine which results in the most constructive outcomes. 
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