	
	
	



Development of a Situational Judgment Test 
for Teaching Effectiveness in School-Based Agricultural Education
The value of any evaluation approach depends on the validity and reliability of the instruments measure, which becomes more complex when considering the use of self-report instruments due to individuals’ ability to reflect on and self-evaluate their knowledge, competence, and self-efficacy. A potential metric to overcome some of these pitfalls is a performance-based test. The purpose of this study was to develop a performance-based evaluation instrument to measure teaching effectiveness of SBAE teachers. This study used a situational judgment test methodology to develop job-based situations aligned with essential criteria of effective SBAE teaching. The systematic development and validation of the ETI_SBAE_SJT instrument was segmented into three Phases (Peus et al., 2013). Phase One of operationalized the ETI_SBAE framework (Eck et al., 2021) to develop situations and responses aimed to establish job-based situations. Phase Two aimed to establish situational consensus and item response development, which employed cognitive interviews with subject matter experts. In Phase Three, the situations were evaluated by expert SBAE supporters. The establishment of the ETI_SBAE_SJT provides initial validity for evaluating effective SBAE teaching based on content alignment to a previously validated instrument and the SJT development process.
Introduction 

The sentiment “you don’t know what you don’t know” is often credited to Socrates and is used to illustrate limits in self-awareness and self-assessment (Plato, n.d.). This sentiment is echoed by educational evaluation specialists today, who advocate for a more comprehensive teacher evaluation method (Goe et al., 2008; Little et al., 2009). The value of any evaluation approach depends on the validity and reliability of the instruments measure, which becomes more complex when considering the use of self-report instruments due to individuals’ ability to reflect on and self-evaluate their knowledge, competence, and self-efficacy (Little et al., 2009; Privitera, 2020). Thus, establishing the potential for overconfidence or under confidence in knowledge, competencies, skills, and self-efficacy (Moores & Chang, 2009). 
A potential metric to overcome some of these pitfalls is a performance-based test, which is a common method of selection within human resource management, personnel psychology, organizational leadership, and applied psychology disciplines for evaluating job-related criteria (Campion et al., 2014; Christian et al., 2010; Peus et al., 2013). Performance-based tests can assess an individual’s ability to perform real-world tasks and are a common requirement for completion of vocational training programs (Darling-Hammond, 2010; Jones, 1979; Mohammadpour & Maroofi, 2023). Specifically, performance-based tests are a method of measurement that uses job-related situations representing realistic problems or challenges that require specialized knowledge, skills, attitudes, or behaviors to address effectively (Campion et al., 2014; McDaniel et al., 2001; Mohammadpour & Maroofi, 2023; Motowidlo et al., 1990; Weekley & Jones, 1999). Due to the relationship found between individuals reported self-efficacy and job performance, could a performance-based test be a more robust measure for evaluating effective teaching (Vancouver et al., 2001; Vancouver, 2005).
For school-based agricultural education (SBAE), this is further exacerbated by the overwhelming and varying roles and responsibilities expected of effective teachers (Best et al., 2024; Marsh et al., 2025a, 2025b). More than three decades of research have been conducted to evaluate the specific needs of SBAE teachers and found that areas critical to teaching effectiveness in SBAE are recurring and deficient, such as classroom administrative tasks; behavioral management of students; public relations, and communications; technology adoption, and integration; management of student leadership development programs; and facilitating and supervising work-based learning projects (DiBenedetto et al., 2018). Gaps still exist in these critical areas, impacting teacher efficacy and limiting the job satisfaction of SBAE teachers, while also increasing the risk of SBAE teacher attrition (DiBenedetto et al., 2018; Doss et al., 2023; Eck et al., 2021; Marsh et al., 2023a, 2023b).  
The persistence of SBAE teachers’ professional development needs suggests a need to reconsider how the field assesses and supports the human capital associated with effective SBAE teaching (DiBenedetto et al., 2018; Eck et al., 2019, 2020; Marsh et al., 2023a, 2023b). Thus, a performance-based assessment would be beneficial to evaluate the specific human capital needs of effective pre-service and in-service teachers because it elicits judgments in realistic teaching situations rather than relying solely on self-perceptions. Additional instruments have relied on self-report scales to evaluate job-specific knowledge, skills, and behaviors; however, limitations due to socially desirable responses, inadequate sensitivity to the instrument scales, and inflated self-efficacy all contribute to data collection errors (Podsakoff et al., 2003). While self-report survey instruments have provided useful information, limitations exist when using them with pre-service and in-service SBAE teachers. Therefore, it is essential to consider performance-based tests to evaluate and provide feedback, ensuring the effectiveness of teaching, the preparedness of pre-service and in-service SBAE teachers, and the ability to address the diversity of their needs. 
For over three decades, educational reform efforts have sought to define and evaluate teacher effectiveness with the goal of improving student academic achievement and long-term success by enhancing teachers’ human capital (Goe et al., 2008; Little et al., 2009; Soar et al., 1983). However, teacher effectiveness is a complex, multidimensional construct that remains challenging to define and measure (Clark, 1993; Soar et al., 1983; Stronge et al., 2011). There is a critical need for a valid and reliable evaluation tool to assess teaching effectiveness, particularly within the context of comprehensive SBAE programs. Therefore, the purpose of this study was to develop a performance-based evaluation instrument to measure teaching effectiveness of SBAE teachers.  
Theoretical/ Conceptual Framework

Human Capital Theory (HC) refers to individuals’ knowledge, experiences, skills, abilities, and attributes that can be leveraged to create value in work and society (Becker 1964; Schultz, 1961). The development of HC can be general or career-specific, which varies greatly based on the chosen profession of the individual (Smith, 2010). General HC refers to highly transferable job skills often developed through schooling and on-the-job training (Becker, 1964). Career-specific HC focuses on the specialized skill and competency development of an individual, which may not be transferable to other career fields (Becker, 1964; Heckman, 2000).​ The investment in specialized skill development is linked to increased efficacy and professional value for the individual (Becker, 1964; Heckman, 2000; Smith, 2010). HC can be used to assess the value of skills and describe job-specific tasks, not limited to the evaluation of effective teaching skills of SBAE teachers (Autor & Handel, 2013; Smylie, 1996). 
Effective teaching requires the possession of specialized HC, enabling educators to be competent in practice while also cultivating HC in their students (Marsh et al., 2023a; Gibbons & Waldman, 2004). SBAE teachers have additional expectations and responsibilities that require efficacy to effectively manage a comprehensive program, thus surpassing the expectations of general education teachers (Best et al., 2025; Phipps et al., 2008; Terry & Briers, 2010). HC was used to guide and frame the development of the performance-based test for this study. The effective teaching model for SBAE teachers identified the essential components as a lens to evaluate the HC needs of SBAE teachers (Eck et al., 2019, 2020). Due to the ambiguity surrounding the definition of effective teaching, the validity and reliability of measuring effective teaching, and the numerous expectations and historical needs of SBAE teachers, it is imperative that the criteria used to evaluate effective SBAE teachers be clearly established. The effective teaching instrument for SBAE (ETI_SBAE) was used as the conceptual framework to guide development of the SJT so that situations reflect job-specific behaviors and responsibilities associated with effective SBAE teaching (see Figure 1; Eck et al., 2020, 2021).
Figure 1 
The Effective Teaching Model for SBAE Teachers (Eck et al., 2019). 
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The Effective Teaching Model (ETI–SBAE) was developed based on the agricultural education professions unique and specific roles and responsibilities of effective SBAE teachers that differ from other core and career and technical education content areas in secondary education (Darline-Hammond, 2010; Eck et al., 2019; Roberts & Dyer, 2004). The ETI_SBAE (Eck et al., 2019), seen in Figure 1, identifies the components representing the attributes and skills of an effective SBAE teacher, made up of effective SBAE teacher instructional practices, program management behaviors, and personal/professional characteristics factors. Eck et al. (2020) identified six essential components for SBAE teachers to develop their career-specific human capital related to the skills, education, training, and experiences that increase their career readiness (Eck et al., 2020; Smylie, 1996). 
The ETI_SBAE provides a starting point for consideration in the conceptualization of effective SBAE teaching preparation, development, support, and evaluation, from the recruitment of teacher aspirants and pre-service teacher preparation, to serving current traditionally and alternatively certified teachers in agricultural education (Eck et al., 2020). 
Methods and Findings
This study used a situational judgment test (SJT) methodology to develop job-based situations aligned with essential criteria of effective SBAE teaching. The goal was to represent SBAE classroom instruction and comprehensive 21st century program responsibilities (i.e., FFA, SAE). The SJT methodology is a performance-based test that measures job-specific situations and situations depicting problems or challenges that require specialized knowledge, attitudes, skills, and personal attributes to solve (Christian et al., 2010). The SJT provides reliable measures for predicting job performance with a high level of criterion-related validity due to the relatability of the job-specific problem or challenge depicted within the situation (Christian et al., 2010; McDaniel et al., 2001). 
The strength of SJT lies within the method of instrument development to measure job-related skills, knowledge, behaviors, and personal and professional dispositions, making it a potential tool to evaluate the specific human capital needs of in-service SBAE teachers and the preparedness of pre-service teachers entering the profession (Christian et al., 2010; Motowidlo et al., 1990; Peus et al., 2013). SJT’s ability to predict is based on the principle of behavioral consistency that promotes that the best predictor of future success is current behavior and provides the rationale that constructs that are closely aligned with actual work skills will have a higher level of criterion validity (Motowidlo, 1990; Ployhart & Ehrhart, 2003). Past behavior is an indicator of future behavior (Schmitt & Ostroff, 1986), making the SJT the second greatest predictor of job performance and career success (Peus et al., 2013). The systematic development and validation of the ETI_SBAE_SJT instrument was segmented into three Phases (Peus et al., 2013). Due to the nature of SJT development, the methods and findings of this study are presented in parallel by Phase.
Phase One Methods
Phase One of operationalized the ETI_SBAE framework (Eck et al., 2021) to develop situations and responses aimed to establish job-based situations. Four ETI_SBAE components were used as a frame for situation development, including intracurricular engagement (IE), appreciation for diversity and inclusion (AD), pedagogical preparedness (PP), and work-life balance (WB). The development of SJT situation and response items is critical, as they can influence the validity and reliability of the completed instrument (Campion et al., 2014; Dillman et al., 2014). SJT literature offers different methods for situation and response development using theoretical or critical incident methods (Christian et al., 2010; Peus et al., 2013). Theoretical situation stem development involves generating situations grounded in literature and expert judgment (Campion et al., 2014). 
[bookmark: OLE_LINK35][bookmark: OLE_LINK5]Generative artificial intelligence (AI) technology (i.e., ChatGPT-3.5; OpenAI, 2024) was used for the initial development of job-specific situations and response stems representing essential components of effective teaching in SBAE. A generative AI large language model (LLM) was used to draft initial situations to be evaluated by the research team, employing rational judgment to review situations and responses, as well as item stems for content and face validity (Krumm et al., 2024; Mussel et al., 2018). The use of LLMs, such as ChatGPT 3.5, in research is new, leaving questions regarding their potential strengths, challenges, and implications for education and research (Alqahtani et al., 2023; Duan & Wu, 2024; Krumm et al., 2025). Current literature supports the use and innovative role of AI in personalized learning, assignment design and evaluation, curriculum design, text generation, and specific career guidance (Alqahtani et al., 2023; Krumm et al., 2024; Preiksaitis & Rose, 2023; Singh et al., 2023). The literature supports AIs ability to provide individualized career guidance, identification of skill gaps based on career demands, and generation of realistic case study situations (Alqahtani et al., 2023; Krumm et al., 2024; Singh et al., 2023). 
[bookmark: OLE_LINK6][bookmark: OLE_LINK7]Challenges and limitations found related to the use of generative AI are hallucinations, bias, lack of a distinct voice, and data uncertainty, all of which pose potential ethical concerns surrounding its use in research and education (Alqahtani et al., 2023; Krumm et al., 2024; Preiksaitis & Rose, 2023; Singh et al., 2023). To address these ethical concerns, best practices have been developed to ensure the transparency of how generative AI has been used, ensure data privacy, and human interactions and review the tasks and outputs of generative AI (Alqahtani et al., 2023; Krumm et al., 20254 Preiksaitis & Rose, 2023; Singh et al., 2023). To address these limitations in research, various journals have established best practices and expectations for transparency for what and how generative AI can be used ethically in peer-reviewed research (Alqahtani et al., 2023; OECD, 2024). 
The Journal of Agricultural Education has adopted a use of artificial intelligence statement, which establishes expectations for AI publications, as follows:
The Journal of Agricultural Education discourages the submission and publication of content created by artificial intelligence, language models, machine learning, or similar technologies, unless part of formal research design/methods, enhancement of writing quality, and readability. AI-assisted technologies do not meet the JAE criteria for authorship and, therefore, may not be listed as authors or co-authors. Authors who use AI-assisted technologies as components of their research study or as aids in the writing or presentation of the manuscript should note this in the acknowledgments section of the manuscript. Detailed information should also be provided in the methods section for AI- assisted methods: The full prompt used in the production of the work, as well as the AI tool and its version, should be disclosed. Authors are accountable for the accuracy of the work and for ensuring that there is no plagiarism. JAE prohibits editors and reviewers from employing AI technologies in the article review process. (2025, p. 4)
Consistent with these expectations, prompts and edits associated with the use of AI as a research tool within this study are clearly outlined within each Phase. To appropriately prompt the AI bot, Mussel et al. (2018) recommended that instructions for situation development be used to ensure the quality of the situations generated using descriptors that represent the historical and current SBAE teachers’ situations, aligning with ETI_SBAE components from the literature (Eck et al., 2020). For each of the four ETI_SBAE components the following process to develop an initial situation: initial AI bot prompt, AI-generated response, revised prompt, and potential response stems.
The initial AI prompt for situation generation was:
I am a researcher looking to develop a critical incident response situation that depicts the real-world needs and challenges of teaching agricultural education in 6th- through 12th-grade classrooms. 
Followed by a prompt that was specific to each component (e.g., Component intracurricular engagement):
	Develop a situation that reflects an ag teachers practice with using a complete three-circle program to guide programmatic decisions.
Phase One Findings
The research team analyzed the resulting situation to remove redundancies and non-essential details, condensing and reducing its length to ensure and evaluate the situation’s alignment with SBAE literature and the ETI_SBAE frame. Given the current limitations of AI as well as the ethical best practices forwarded by Alqahtani et al. (2023) and Krumm et al. (2024), the research team reviewed the voice and tense in the generated text. Table 1 outlines the four essential components of the ETI_SBAE and the corresponding items that were used to develop situations using the LLM. In addition, the table identifies the number of situations developed by the LLM and the number retained after they were evaluated by the research team.
Table 1
Effective Teaching in School-Based Agricultural Education Components with Corresponding Items and Developed Situations
	ETI_SBAE Component 
	Item
	ETI_SBAE Criteria Description
	
	AI Initial Situations
	Retained Situations

	Intracurricular Engagement
	IE_1
	I instruct students through FFA.
	
	5
	4

	
	IE_2
	[bookmark: OLE_LINK36]I facilitate record keeping for degrees and awards.  
	
	
	

	
	IE_3
	I instruct students through SAEs.  
	
	
	

	
	IE_4
	I use the complete agricultural  
     education 3-component model.
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Appreciation for Diversity and Inclusion
	AD_1
	I value students regardless of economic status.
	
	4
	4

	
	AD_2
	I value students of all ethnic/racial groups.
	
	
	

	
	AD_3
	I value students regardless of sex.
	
	
	

	
	AD_4
	I understand there is not an award for all students, but that does not mean they are not valuable.
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Pedagogical Preparedness
	PP_1
	I demonstrate classroom management.
	
	3
	3

	
	PP_2
	I demonstrate sound educational practices.
	
	
	

	
	PP_3
	I am prepared for every class.
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Work-Life Balance
	WB_1
	I have the ability to say no.
	
	3
	3

	
	WB_2
	I lead a balanced life. 
	
	
	

	
	WB_3
	I am never afraid to ask for help.
	
	
	



Generative AI enabled the development of 14 situations aligning with the four ETI_SBAE components. The situations generated using AI were consistently too long and written at a higher level of complexity. Therefore, the research team reviewed all situations for voice, tone, length, reading level, and alignment to the ETI_SBAE framework. With the research team addressing inconsistencies, all situations were determined to be unique and realistic, demonstrating the complexities SBAE teachers face daily, thus LLM use to develop situations was effective.
Phase Two Methods
Phase Two aimed to establish situational consensus and item response development, which employed cognitive interviews with subject matter experts (SMEs). The SMEs were effective SBAE teachers who provided content and face validity of the situations and situations generated to ensure that situations reflected the SBAE teachers’ job realities (Boeije & Willis, 2013). Expert effective SBAE teachers were determined to represent the study’s panel. The experts were identified from the National Association of Agricultural Education (NAAE) award winners over the past five years across two award areas (i.e., outstanding agricultural education teacher and teacher mentor). The NAAE award winners are expert SBAE teachers due to their effective SBAE teaching, dedication to the profession, and continued involvement within the professional organization. A researcher-developed frame was established for award winners across all six NAAE regions over a five-years period (2019 to 2023) using the NAAE website, and publicly accessible school district emails 46 SMEs were invited to participate (Boeije & Willis, 2013; Creswell & Poth, 2018; Privitera, 2020). SMEs represented a range of personal and professional characteristics, including career tenure, gender, and NAAE region, with five of the six NAAE regions being represented by the participants. All participants were considered effective SBAE teachers, having the required experience to serve as experts (Boeije & Willis, 2013; Creswell & Poth, 2018; Peus et al., 2013; Motowidlo et al., 1990). 
Interview Protocol 
The cognitive interview protocol aimed to understand the thought process of respondents when answering survey questions (Willis & Artino, 2013). The method originated in the field of experimental psychology, with studies focusing on how individuals mentally process and respond to questions (Boeije & Willis, 2013; Willis & Artino, 2013). The cognitive interview protocol was developed and employed the critical incident technique methods to evaluate and revise crafted stems and responses, assessing realistic, common, and critical situations (Boeije & Willis, 2013; Christian et al., 2010; Peus et al., 2013; Motowidlo et al., 1990). 
The interview protocol included think-aloud and general probe procedures designed to capture SMEs’ verbal thought process as they respond to presented situations (Boeije & Willis, 2013; Campanelli, 2008; Presser et al., 2004; Willis & Artino, 2013; Willis, 2009). The cognitive interview protocol provided feedback, recommendations, and additions needed to ensure that situations generated during Phase One were readable, relatable, and representative of real-world SBAE programs, coming to a consensus on situations and generating behavioral responses for item stems (Boeije & Willis, 2013; McDaniel et al., 2007; Peus et al., 2013; Ployhart & Ehrhart, 2003). The interview protocol contained 14 situations developed during Phase One of SJT construction, and each situation was followed by three probing questions: 1) Is this situation realistic?; 2) What would the best possible response include?; and 3) What would be the worst possible response? Individual cognitive interviews were scheduled and conducted via Zoom, with interviews ranging in length from 45 to 90 minutes, averaging 70 minutes per interview (Boeije & Willis, 2013; Campanelli, 2008; Creswell & Poth, 2018; Presser et al., 2004). 
Reflexivity Statement
With a study of this nature, addressing the lead researcher positionality is important; therefore, I served as an SBAE teacher for nine years before serving as a graduate teaching and research associate at two land grant institutions. As an SBAE teacher, I had first-hand experience of the stress, workload, and dedication needed to manage a complete SBAE program. As a graduate student continuing my own personal growth, I attended Clemson University, followed by Oklahoma State University, where I served as a graduate teaching and research associate at both institutions as I pursued my MS and PhD, respectively. I have had the opportunity to serve as a teaching assistant and lab instructor for all core teacher preparation courses. I also had the opportunity to serve as a university supervisor for student teaching, assist with undergraduate research projects, and facilitate recruitment, outreach, and early field experiences for the agricultural education program. Beyond the traditional classroom, I have delivered professional development workshops to agricultural educators. I also assisted with undergraduate and graduate recruitment, #TeachAg and Ag Ed signing days, State FFA conventions, and community engagement experiences. I also served as a State and National FFA judge for agriscience fair, proficiency awards, and national chapter award applications, all of which aimed to support agricultural educators, SBAE students, and SBAE teacher recruitment. 
Qualitative Data Analysis
	Data analysis procedures ensure the transparency, consistency, and trustworthiness of the cognitive interviews’ qualitative analysis (Boeije & Willis, 2013; Willis & Artino, 2013). To maintain the consistency of the cognitive interview protocol, the lead researcher conducted all interviews (Boeije & Willis, 2013; Creswell & Poth, 2018). Round One implemented an open coding process to allow themes to emerge from SME participants’ reflection on experiences and job-based situations presented from the qualitative interview transcripts, Zoom audio recordings, and interviewer notes (Boeije & Willis, 2013; Creswell & Poth, 2018). The research team conducted coding checks to address interviewer bias during the coding process to maintain the study’s credibility (Boeije & Willis, 2013; Creswell & Poth, 2018). The research team ensured that the potential transferability of the data collected was maintained by describing the participants and the interview setting and procedures, outlining the recruitment and communication with participants, and representing the diversity of perspectives related to effective SBAE teaching situations (Boeije & Willis, 2013; Creswell & Poth, 2018; Privitera, 2020). The study’s dependability refers to the consistency and rigorous standard held throughout and is evident in the robust procedures, interview protocol, and the data triangulation process (Boeije & Willis, 2013; Creswell & Poth, 2018; Privitera, 2020). The reflexivity statement addresses the lead researcher’s relationship with SBAE, understanding of the situations being evaluated, and the bias to maintain the confirmability of the study (Boeije & Willis, 2013; Creswell & Poth, 2018; Privitera, 2020).
Phase Two Findings
Phase Two SMEs found that all 14 situations developed by the LLM and reviewed by the research team were realistic. The narrative shared by the SMEs led to the refinement of situations, further reducing the length of situational items and eliminating distractions or non-essential details. SMEs approached situations and addressed challenges from the mindset of lifelong learners. The SMEs expressed interest in and sought training and skill development opportunities to enhance their competency and self-efficacy. SMEs were passionate, enthusiastic, and motivated to provide students with opportunities and meet community needs. SMEs identified deeply with work-life balance situations and shared the challenge of balancing career and family life. SMEs agreed that the worst possible response to the situations all echoed the teacher's lack of motivation or effort to make a change and ignored the programmatic issues. 
Phase Three Methods
	The resulting instrument contained 14 situations representing the four components of the ETI–SBAE framework developed through procedures in Phases One and Two. In Phase Three, the 14 situations were evaluated by expert SBAE supporters who were representative across roles that support, train, supervise, or facilitate the education, development, outreach, and service of in-service and pre-service SBAE teachers. The majority of the expert SBAE supporters (n = 43) have been in their current position for less than 10 years (65.1%), ranging from one year to 28 years in their current position. For total years of experience related to agricultural education, as a teacher or supporter, 60 percent of experts had 10 to 29 years, with experts ranging from five to 41 years of experience. Expert SBAE supporters reviewed situations and evaluated the potential response items. For each situation, there were four potential response item stems that expert SBAE supporters were asked to rate as best, acceptable, neutral, or poor. Descriptive statistics (i.e., frequency and percentage of agreement) were used to develop an initial continuous scoring frame, evaluating each situation’s response item to distinguish between responses.
Phase Three Findings
	Expert SBAE supporters agreed with effective SBAE teachers regarding the authenticity of the 14 developed situations. Expert SBAE supporters selected responses to situations and established decision rules to construct a reliable scoring key for the ETI_SBAE_SJT instrument. Initial decision rules considered for addressing the Phase Three key included the removal of the neutral. Due to the limited distinction between best, acceptable, and neutral response stems, which resulted in conflicts for nine of the 14 situations between acceptable and neutral response options (see Table 2).
Table 2
Subject Matter Expert – Phase Three SBAE Supporters Panel Key (n =43)
	SBAE SJT Situations
	Item
	
	Ranking of Response Item f (%)

	
	
	Best
	Acceptable
	Neutral
	Poor

	Situation 1:  Intracurricular Engagement 
	IE1_1
	
	0 (0%)
	0 (0%)
	8 (18.6%)
	35 (81.4%)

	
	IE1_2
	
	16 (37.2%)
	27 (62.8%)
	0 (0%)
	0 (0%)

	
	IE1_3
	
	2 (4.7%)
	31 (72.1%)
	9 (20.9%)
	1 (2.3%)

	
	IE1_4
	
	30 (69.8%)
	10 (23.3%)
	3 (7%)
	0 (0%)

	Situation 2: Intracurricular Engagement 
	IE2_1
	
	10 (23.3%)
	31 (72.1%)
	2 (4.7%)
	0 (0%)

	
	IE2_2
	
	0 (0%)
	8 (18.6%)
	8 (18.6%)
	27 (62.8%)

	
	IE2_3
	
	2 (4.7%)
	22 (51.2%)
	14 (32.6%)
	5 (11.6%)

	
	IE2_4
	
	27 (62.8%)
	11 (25.6%)
	5 (11.6%)
	0 (0%)

	Situation 3: Intracurricular Engagement 
	IE3_1
	
	25 (58.1%)
	17 (39.5%)
	0 (%)
	1 (2.3%)

	
	IE3_2
	
	8 (18.6%)
	27 (62.8%)
	7 (16.3%)
	1 (2.3%)

	
	IE3_3
	
	9 (20.9%)
	32 (74.4%)
	2 (4.7%)
	0 (0%)

	
	IE3_4
	
	0 (0%)
	0 (0%)
	1 (2.3%)
	42 (97.7%)

	Situation 4: Intracurricular Engagement 
	IE4_1
	
	3 (7%)
	31 (72.1%)
	9 (20.9%)
	0 (0%)

	
	IE4_2
	
	0 (0%)
	0 (%)
	1 (2.3%)
	42 (97.7%)

	
	IE4_3
	
	25 (58.1%)
	17 (39.5%)
	1 (2.3%)
	0 (0%)

	
	IE4_4
	
	8 (18.6%)
	30 (69.8%)
	5 (11.6%)
	0 (0%)

	Situation 5: Appreciation for Diversity and Inclusion
	AD5_1
	
	0 (0%)
	0 (0%)
	3 (7%)
	40 (93%)

	
	AD5_2
	
	12 (27.9%)
	26 (60.5%)
	4 (9.3%)
	1 (2.3%)

	
	AD5_3
	
	3 (7%)
	10 (23.3%)
	14 (32.6%)
	16 (37.2%)

	
	AD5_4
	
	7 (16.3%)
	27 (62.8%)
	8 (18.6%)
	1 (2.3%)

	Situation 6: Appreciation for Diversity and Inclusion
	AD6_1
	
	25 (58.1%)
	16 (37.2%)
	1 (2.3%)
	1 (2.3%)

	
	AD6_2
	
	2 (4.7%)
	24 (55.8%)
	16 (37.2%)
	1 (2.3%)

	
	AD6_3
	
	5 (11.6%)
	25 (58.1%)
	12 (27.9%)
	1 (2.3%)

	
	AD6_4
	
	0 (0%)
	0 (0%)
	1 (2.3%)
	42 (97.7%)

	Situation 7: Appreciation for Diversity and Inclusion

	AD7_1
	
	10 (23.3%)
	18 (41.9%)
	7 (16.3%)
	8 (18.6%)

	
	AD7_2
	
	3 (7%)
	29 (67.4%)
	10 (23.3%)
	1 (2.3%)

	
	AD7_3
	
	0 (0%)
	0 (0%)
	0 (0%)
	43 (100%)

	
	AD7_4
	
	28 (65.1%)
	10 (23.3%)
	5 (11.6%)
	0 (0%)

	Situation 8: Appreciation for Diversity and Inclusion
	AD8_1
	
	22 (51.2%)
	20 (46.5%)
	1 (2.3%)
	0 (0%)

	
	AD8_2
	
	17 (39.5%)
	24 (55.8%)
	2 (4.7%)
	0 (0%)

	
	AD8_3
	
	0 (0%)
	4 (9.3%)
	8 (18.6%)
	31 (72.1%)

	
	AD8_4
	
	1 (2.3%)
	27 (62.8%)
	15 (34.9%)
	0 (0%)

	Situation 9: Pedagogical Preparedness
	PP9_1
	
	0 (0%)
	3 (7%)
	6 (14%)
	34 (79.1%)

	
	PP9_2
	
	0 (0%)
	11 (25.6%)
	18 (41.9%)
	14 (32.6%)

	
	PP9_3
	
	3 (7%)
	37 (86%)
	2 (4.7%)
	1 (2.3%)

	
	PP9_4
	
	33 (76.7%)
	7 (16.3%)
	2 (4.7%)
	1 (2.3%)

	Situation 10: Pedagogical Preparedness
	PP10_1
	
	0 (0%)
	29 (67.4%)
	13 (30.2%)
	1 (2.3%)

	
	PP10_2
	
	1 (2.3%)
	39 (90.7%)
	3 (7%)
	0 (0%)

	
	PP10_3
	
	32 (74.4%)
	10 (23.3%)
	1 (2.3%)
	0 (0%)

	
	PP10_4
	
	0 (0%)
	1 (2.3%)
	8 (18.6%)
	34 (79.1%)

	Situation 11: Pedagogical Preparedness
	PP11_1
	
	24 (55.8%)
	17 (39.5%)
	2 (4.7%)
	0 (0%)

	
	PP11_2
	
	0 (0%)
	1 (2.3%)
	2 (4.7%)
	40 (93%)

	
	PP11_3
	
	1 (2.3%)
	25 (58.1%)
	16 (37.2%)
	1 (2.3%)

	
	PP11_4
	
	11 (25.6%)
	30 (69.8%)
	1 (2.3%)
	1 (2.3%)

	Situation 12: Work-Life Balance
	WB12_1
	
	9 (20.9%)
	26 (60.5%)
	7 (16.3%)
	1 (2.3%)

	
	WB12_2
	
	3 (7%)
	22 (51.2%)
	16 (37.2%)
	2 (4.7%)

	
	WB12_3
	
	2 (4.7%)
	21 (48.8%)
	11 (25.6%)
	9 (20.9%)

	
	WB12_4
	
	19 (44.2%)
	22 (51.2%)
	2 (4.7%)
	0 (0%)

	Situation 13: Work-Life Balance
	WB13_1
	
	0 (0%)
	0 (0%)
	0 (0%)
	43 (100%)

	
	WB13_2
	
	26 (60.5%)
	16 (37.2%)
	1 (2.3%)
	0 (0%)

	
	WB13_3
	
	6 (14%)
	33 (76.7%)
	4 (9.3%)
	0 (0%)

	
	WB13_4
	
	2 (4.7%)
	10 (23.3%)
	17 (39.5%)
	14 (32.6%)

	Situation 14: Work-Life Balance
	WB14_1
	
	21 (48.8%)
	17 (39.5%)
	5 (11.6%)
	0 (0%)

	
	WB14_2
	
	0 (0%)
	0 (0%)
	1 (2.3%)
	42 (97.7%)

	
	WB14_3
	
	1 (2.3%)
	16 (37.2%)
	23 (53.5%)
	3 (7%)

	
	WB14_4
	
	6 (14%)
	36 (83.7%)
	1 (2.3%)
	0 (0%)



Note: SMEs had the option to identify each potential response item with the same ranking. 
Conclusions/Implications/Recommendations

The establishment of the ETI_SBAE_SJT provides initial validity for evaluating effective SBAE teaching based on content alignment to a previously validated instrument and the SJT development process. The development and validation of the ETI_SBAE_SJT aligns with the recommendations of Little et al. (2009) for developing a robust measure for effective teaching. The study concluded that the SJT design was effective through situational and response item development. SJT job-specific situations and response items enable a deeper understanding of SBAE teachers effective teaching skills and areas for continued growth and development as professionals (Eck et al., 2020; Peus et al., 2013). The ETI_SBAE_SJT, operationalized as the effective SBAE teaching instrument, is a more robust measure that overcomes self-report bias, the influence of false self-efficacy, and limits socially desirable responses (Podsakoff et al., 2003). Perhaps, the ETI_SBAE_SJT will enable a great depth and breadth of understanding of the barriers surrounding the human capital development needs of SBAE teachers.  
Phase Two SMEs (effective SBAE teachers) found through the cognitive interview process that all 14 situations developed were realistic and representative of a 21st century SBAE classroom. The use of effective SBAE teachers as SMEs provides a unique and nuanced teacher-focused perspective that is critical to the readability of the job-based situations being developed, increasing the validity and reliability of the ETI_SBAE_SJT instrument (McDaniel et al., 2007; Peus et al., 2013; Ployhart & Ehrhart, 2003). Even for situations that the SMEs had not experienced themselves, they were able to reflect on the experiences of others or could envision it as a possibility, aligning with SJT item and response development literature (McDaniel et al., 2007; Peus et al., 2013; Ployhart & Ehrhart, 2003).
The ETI_SBAE_SJT instrument should be used by SBAE teacher preparation faculty and supporters to assess pre-service teachers’ human capital growth. A common limitation when developing pre-service teachers is the lack of early field experiences that allow students to evaluate situations from a teacher’s perspective. SJTs use career specific performance-based situations that would allow teacher aspirants, alternatively certified teachers, and in-service teachers of all career phases to respond behaviorally, reflecting on what they would do in that real career situation. It is recommended that the ETI_SBAE_SJT be used to evaluate SBAE teachers’ growth and individual professional needs to target purposeful professional development, engaging SBAE teachers of all career phases as lifelong learners (Marsh et al., 2023a; 2025b; Eck et al., 2020). The ETI_SBAE_SJT 14 initial situations should be considered by superintendents and hiring administrators looking to fill SBAE teaching positions to better understand to job realities of effective SBAE teachers. Although ETI_SBAE_SJT does not evaluate the content and technical skills of SBAE teachers, it does account for essential components of effective teaching and the ability to develop human capital necessary for effectiveness (Eck et al., 2019, 2020). 
Future research should pilot the instrument with pre-service, novice, and alternatively certified teachers to examine validity and reliability across career phases. To better understand the impact of professional development and experiences on SBAE teacher human capital growth and development, the ETI_SBAE_SJT should be employed. 
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