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Introduction
The student teaching semester is very important in determining the success of the student and impacts their decision to enter the profession (Deeds, Flowers, & Arrington, 1991; Grimmett & Ratlaff, 1986; Norris, Larke, & Briers, 1990; Schumacher & Johnson, 1990; Schuman, 1969).  Efforts have been made to improve the student teaching semester and the interaction between student teachers and cooperating teachers (Bacharach, Heck, & Dahlberg, 2010; Hamman, Olivarez Jr., Lesley, Button, Chan, Griffith, & Elliot, 2010). One way the interaction may be improved is through implementation of the Situational Leadership Model (Hersey & Blanchard, 1969) in training and practice. The model suggests that leaders must identify the development level of their followers and modify their leadership style to meet the related needs. 

The Research Agenda for Agricultural Education & Communications recognizes this need with the research priority area of “defining the characteristics of effective agricultural education programs and teachers” (Doerfert, n.d., p. 10). The purpose of this research was to determine cooperating teachers’ perceptions of their previous student teachers’ level of commitment and the essential competencies needed by student teachers. The following questions guided the research: 1) How do you determine a student teacher’s level of commitment? and 
2) What competencies should student teachers have when they enter their student teaching experience?

Conceptual Framework
The Situational Leadership Model developed by Hersey & Blanchard (1969) states that the leader should modify their leadership style to meet the developmental needs of their followers.  The follower’s developmental level varies based on their commitment and competence on specific tasks (Northouse, 2010). As followers become more confident, motivated, and knowledgeable on particular tasks they are able to move from D1 (low development) to D4 (high development). The leader must be able to assess the developmental level of the follower in order to match their leadership style to the follower. Moreover, an instrument is needed to allow cooperating teachers to more accurately assess student teachers’ development level on specific tasks, rather than overall competency, so that leadership style may be matched to developmental needs on a task-specific basis.
Methodology
The population for this study was a purposive sample of agriscience teachers identified as potential cooperating teachers for the 2011-2012 school year. A list of 33 agricultural education teachers within 100 miles of the university were selected and sent an invitation to attend. Thirteen agricultural education teachers attended the workshop and participated in the focus group session.

Focus group interviews allow for a discussion on a certain topic among a group of selected people (Glesne, 2011). They “allow for group interaction and greater insight” (Krueger, 1994, p. 3) on certain topics and thoughts. Krueger states, “focus groups can improve the planning and design of new programs” (1994, p. 3). Two primary questions were posed, with probing questions asked during the discussion period. Teachers were first asked, “How do you determine a student teacher’s level of commitment?”  Secondly, teachers were asked, “What competencies should student teachers have when they enter their student teaching experience?” Responses to each of the questions were captured and used to compile a list of commitment indicators and needed competencies. 
	
Findings/Conclusions
The focus group participants consisted of 13 teachers who attended a Cooperating Teacher Workshop sponsored by {State} University. All of the participants were male (100%) and the majority (76.9%) had five years or more of teaching experience. Ten (76.9%) of the participants had served as a cooperating teacher at least once prior to attending the workshop. 

When cooperating teachers were asked the question, “How do you determine the commitment level of your student teacher?” the discussion revealed a list of 10 key identifiers. They are: Take initiative/advantage of all opportunities, arriving early/punctual, willing to stay late, are not apprehensive, willing to learn/take on challenge (want to go, do, and learn), have identified goals, want to teach after graduation, general first impressions, non-verbal reactions (especially to new experiences), go out of their way to be there and do a good job. 

The discussion regarding the question, “What competencies should student teachers have when entering the high school classroom?” resulted in agreement on 12 competencies. Those included: People skills (faculty, administration, parents, students, community), knowledge of the difference between being a teacher and being a friend to the students, adaptability /flexibility, classroom management, accepting of available facilities, mindset of a teacher/professionalism, maturity, knowledge of how to promote program, lesson plans and planning (content and structure), an understanding of timing and the student engagement associated (50 min or 90 min), grasp on instructional methods besides lecture, general FFA knowledge. 	
There were two competencies that were identified as having either a negative impact or no impact on the student teacher’s ability to perform. The first was, “overconfidence” in connection to student teachers thinking they are experts on a certain subject, but are unable to teach it effectively. Teachers recommended that the cooperating teacher be patient when explaining new skills to the student teacher. Better training is needed to enable student teachers to transfer their knowledge to the high school students. “Knowledge of livestock selection and showing” was a competency that the teachers did not feel was necessary for student teachers, which was surprising due to the regional area that was represented. 
Implications/Recommendations
There are several recommendations that arose from this focus group. First, researchers should continue to ask cooperating teachers about the competencies and commitment levels of their student teachers. Also, cooperating teachers want to know how to better work with student teachers and workshops should be developed to meet this need. Finally, an instrument to assess the developmental level of student teachers should be developed and pilot tested from the information that was gathered from this focus group. This instrument may help diagnose what developmental level the student teacher is in for each competency, therefore providing cooperating teachers more information on how to meet the developmental needs of their student teacher.
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