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Need for Innovation
The student teaching semester is traditionally viewed as the capstone experience for graduates in educational majors. Student teaching is a very demanding task; as students are required to enter “a new setting to use newly acquired skills, under the watchful eye of experienced professionals” (Schwebel, Schwebel, Schwebel, & Schwebel, 2002, p. 5).  The student teacher, depending upon the traditions and conceptions of the school, can have differing experiences that are not closely examined and can lead to poor transitions from a student to a professional (Darling-Hammond & Bransford, 2005; Orland-Barak, 2002).  It is very possible that the problem of transition can stem from the idea that the student teacher is more a student than they are a teacher, and they are unable to incorporate teaching ideas into their classes (Rosenfeld, 2001).  It is possible that the model used by the school is causing the lack of transition from student to teacher. Teacher educators have to accept the “professional responsibility” that comes with examining our student teaching models or “teacher preparation will become professionally bankrupt” (Cruikshank, Reynolds, & Cruz Jr., 1996, p. 133).
The student teaching experience model should be “constructed with careful consideration of what the experience should be like and why” (Darling-Hammond & Bransford, 2005, p. 410).  Schwebel et al. (2002) suggests that the student teaching experience is likened to an apprenticeship, with the student teacher gradually engaging in smaller tasks, larger tasks, then finally, assuming all parts of the profession. A student teaching model based upon the traditional apprenticeship model would require student teachers to start with co-teaching opportunities, gradually taking over most roles as a professional teacher. The model would require close work with the cooperating teachers guiding the students gradually into the teaching profession (Cuenca, 2011; Laboskey & Richert, 2002; Pelletier, 2000).  Creating a student teaching experience that focuses on the end product would require increased collaboration between student teachers, cooperating teachers and university supervisors through the entire process.  The increased collaboration among colleagues is widely supported in literature (Darling-Hammond & Bransford, 2005; Lave & Wenger, 1991; Rosenfeld, 2001; Stripling & Barrick, 2013).  To attack the problem of graduating agricultural education teachers unprepared for the profession, [University] has implemented a student teaching method that is based upon the traditional apprenticeship model.  
How it Works

The term “The Progressive Model” was coined by one of the cooperating teachers in the program as he was describing to his coworkers how the model allows for the student teacher to “progress” into the teaching profession. The agricultural education students engage in a plan that begins with the student teacher entering the classroom as a co-instructor in the laboratory environment.  The time spent in the lab environment gives the student teacher a chance to observe the cooperating teacher as an active participant in the class.  The active engagement gives the student teacher a chance to build rapport with the students, a chance to learn the laboratory procedures, and a chance to establish themselves as a near peer with the cooperating teacher.  The student teacher is encouraged to remain in the role of co-instructor for two to three weeks until they assume teaching their first class.  The student teacher will receive their first two university observations while teaching this class.  The student teacher will acquire their second class around the mid-point of the student teaching semester.  The student teacher will receive their second class once the cooperating teacher and university supervisor agree that the student teacher is ready to meet the responsibility of a second class.  The student teacher is expected to gradually reach a full load of coursework with about three weeks left in the experience and will remain at this load until they drop all courses one week prior to their college graduation.
Results to Date

Two semesters of student teachers have completed student teaching with the progressive model.  Of the three student teachers; two of them are in the classroom as current secondary agriculture teachers.  The third student teacher decided to accept an opportunity with a job in the agriculture industry.  All three student teachers were hired into their current positions before graduation.  One current student teacher is working with the model and as of submission has received one job offer for a secondary agricultural education position.  The cooperating teachers anecdotally have approved of the model, feeling that it prepares the student teacher better for the profession because there is a lack of a drop off period. The student teachers have mentioned that the model has prepared them for a career as a teaching professional.  The education department at [University] has remained supportive of the efforts in agricultural education and has allowed the agricultural education majors to proceed with the progressive model. 
Future Plans and Advice to Others

The model will be continued in the Spring 2014 Semester.  A research project on the model will be conducted in the future after achieving a greater number of participants in the program.  For the progressive model to work, communication must remain consistent between the university supervisor, the cooperating teacher and the student teacher.  Because the student teacher is gradually acquiring more responsibilities, it is possible that the student teacher will have a greater number of mistakes towards the end of their teaching experience.  Mistakes can include missed deadlines, lower-quality lesson plans and less innovative teaching methods. Increased proper guidance from the university supervisor and the cooperating teacher will help the student teacher correct these mistakes before they enter the profession.
The model has only been attempted with student teachers that have worked specifically with high schools that have taught using a four-by-four block semester.  The schedule will have to be slightly modified for future student teachers that teach in schools with different period lengths at their student teaching location.
Costs and Resources Needed

There are minimal monetary costs involved with switching to the progressive model. Time and resources are required to change departmental documents that outline the student teaching experience. The main cost of the program is an initial one-on-one visit between the university supervisor and the cooperating teacher. The visit has been critical for the program at [University] as the cooperating teachers either have never hosted a student teacher or they have hosted a previous student teacher using a different model of supervision.  The cost for each of these visits includes mileage ($0.55/mile), drive time (Up to two hours each direction) and about a 60 - 90 minute meeting between the supervisor and the cooperating teacher.  Indirect costs include the salaries of the supervisor and cooperating teacher.  The model also contains an educational cost.  Because [University] has adopted a mantra of preparing the teacher for the classroom, the only assignments required for the student teaching semester are the minimal portfolio requirements required by the state’s licensing agency.  The shift in time has eliminated many reflective assignments during the student teaching semester.  Reflective assignments have been shifted to the junior year, requiring sooner placement with cooperating teachers.  Earlier placement requires a cooperating teacher that is willing to work with a student over a two-year period, potentially lowering the available qualified pool of cooperating teachers. 
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