
"foundatio~i" - "production" courses is logical in that first a 
general hiowledge of  all areas of  agriculture is developed, then 
scientific principles o f  animal science are studied, and finally. 
production management syste~iis are related t o  tlie previously 
acquired information. Tlie iniplenlentation ofsuch a curriculum 
would necessita tc considerable discussion of  course content 
between junior colleges and seriio~ colleges as well as between 
tlle tertclicrs o f  " founda t io~~"  cou~ses  and  "production" courses. 
T l i s  coordina~ion sllould be directed toward preventing esces- 
sive ovet lappi~igof  subject ni:ittct and encouraging continuit) of 
the educ:ttional process. The "l)roduction" courses ( Beef, Dairy, 
Pork, etc.) may need to be slightly different from traditional 
concepts o f  livestock \cience, in that they sliould emphasize 

management and nian,tgerlicllt decisiotis. The student will have 
already acquired rtic scientitic basis for production in the 
"foundation" courses, leaving t he ~iietliods o f  iniplementation 
and discussion o f  syste~iis of  production for tlie "production" 
courses. 

The p~oport ioning :inlong "general education" (40 Iiours), 
" p r e p r o f e s s i o n a l "  (20 hours), "foundation" (1 5 hours), 
"produc~ion" ( 1 5 Iiours), 2nd "electives" (30 .I- ho~trs) ,  seenls to  
give an acceptable bnlancc to  encourage breacltti, depth and 
flcsibilit y. 
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GRADUATE COURSE IMPROVEMENT THROUGH EVALUATION: 
A CASE STUDY 

Laverne B. Forest - University of \+'isconsin-Xladiso~i 

ISTRODUCTION 
"Not t o  prove but to i~iiprove" - is the theme of  the Phi Delta 

Kappa Study Cornmittcc Report on Educational Evaluation.l 
This report.  long with other literature, provides many reasons 
for doing course evaluatiori: 

1. To deter~ninc ii cour\e and .;~utlcnts;~rc ~~nking  desired progress. 
2. To prouitle d a ~ ; ~  o n  1 0  \v110111 i~irtrl~crnr~ and administrators are 

ac~ounr;~l~lc. 
3. 'L'o provide stilt us and reinl'c~rcc~nm to curriculu n~ planners and 

instruc~ors. 
4. 'l'o enlinncc tllc decision-t~lnking I)roccs\ on curricular pl;~nninf. 
This f o ~ ~ r t h  reason is correctly idetitificd by tlie I'.D.K. report 

as the most uscl'ul, prag~iiatic reason for conducting formalized 
evaluation. This stress on evaluatio~i for improving decisioris and 
thus improving curriculum at111 courses. i~iiplies a strong future 
orielitation. Ivaluation is ;I uscl'ul tool o n l \  \irhen it is used t o  
unprovc future efforts. 

I agree with tlie P.D.K. coticcpt. Yet, I am bothered by tlie 
lack o f  real evidc~ice sitpporting formalized evaluation as a prag- 
nutic. fi~ture-oriented concept wit11 tlie wpacity to  irnprove cur- 
riculum. hlost evaluation reports, for esample. are sumtiiary in 
narure, thus providing little encouragement t o  teachers t lu t  
evaluation is a useful tool for iniproving course \vork. One can 
easily see why many instructors lkel threatened or insecure when 
peers o r  administrators suggest tliey evaluate their courses. 
Tllese instr~rctors fccl tlie only reason others \\~isli tliem t o  
evaluate is t o  see lio\\~ proficic~it tliey are - period! 

The seeming void in tlie literature on tlie validity of  formal. 
syste~natic evaluation is riiy concern. The focus o f  tlus article is 
t o  help fill this void by providing comparative cvidcnce showing 
how a course was improved I lirougli systematic evaluation. The 
case study reported here is ahout a formal evaluation of  a 
graduate college course 1 tcacl~.  

THE SETTING 
In 197 I I began tcacliing r Iic course - "Program Planning in 

E s t r ~ i s i o ~ i , "  a key course t o  gratl~ri~te s t ~ t d e ~ i t s  botli in and out  of  
the Depart~nent of Agricultural ;111d Estensioti Ed~rc:ttion. Uni- 
versity of  \Visconsi~i. G s ~ ~ c r ; ~ l l y ,  students of this course are 
action-oriented, hrrvc a tccl~riological backgrottncl as under- 
grrtduates, a n d  often from ir~tcr~i:~tiunal schools, t l i ~ ~ s  unaccus- 
tomed to ni~nlecturc,discussii)~i t ypc learningcspcricnces. 

Prior t o  tsrtching this course, lily esperience was limited to  
infornlal l ion-cont inuo~~s settings witli volunteer groups (both 
yout 11 aricl :idults) ;is an esrelision agcrit . Tlius, ri~y lack of  esperi- 
ence in ~cucltinp a graduate c o ~ r s c  for studerits fromall over tlie 
world provide~l a11 opportutiily for seeing whether systematic 
evaluatiori could bc a strategy for course improvement. 

PROBLEXlS A N D  DECISIONS 
One reason I \vi\lwd to cv;llu:~ir the Lnur\e was to learn hon. to plan 

and implement a graduate courw pr;lcricing the pI~ilowphies.andzdu~~- 
tional tlleorie~ I Iud learned. 

Second, a t  tlie "coursr level." I 11;1d to decide iusr I~o\v "prrtrucrured" 
or "te;~cllcr organired" a cour\e 11;td t o  he and ho\v unstrtrctltred some 
parts ol' tlie course s I i~ )~ t l d  or coultl 1 ~ .  I 1vondered whether I Iud to set 
sprciiicol>jcc~ive\ l'or pradu:~le vtutlcnls to achieve. 

l'liird, the \vork  loati, rile p:~ce ol'llic class.and re3lislicexpectatiotlsof 
stude~l~s I~ad  be ;~\se\\cd. 

I:ourr 11, rhc ap l~r~ l~r i ; l~c~ies \  i ~ n d  csclnsivcne\.; o i  tile Luursc content 
necdetl ev;iluotion. \\'a\ i t  too ~lluch? l:~~oupI~' . '  \Yere there other. n~ore 
imp~)rt;bl~l c.onc-cptsro be t:rupl~l~? 

I : i f ~ l l .  I I1:rd to dcciik 011 :~~)~iro~)r i i~te  te;~cl~ing ~rnccdures, organiza- 
[ion, ; I I I ~  ~i~erhod\ for cacl~ concept In he tnl1gI11, t o  huild a sttons 
c~~incct in~l  bct\veen pl;tn~lin:: ide:~s;ind re;llii !. (tl~cory and practice). 

I'IIOCEDURES 
A system:ltic. forni;il c\laluiit ion is not a research effort. 

Instcad ofdeierniiriing truths to generalize to  other situations. as 
in research, it determines tlic value of course content and pro- 
cesses asjudged against certain criteria.? 

Sysrematic. formal evaluation also means tllat. rather than 
depcndinp  on single mcasureiiients. one relics on  multiple 
measurements. Xlariy sources of evidencc are itnportant. I used 
tlie follo\ving sources t o  discover weak points of  the course. ro 
probs unanticipated Iiappetiirigs. arid t o  make tliedecisionsout- 
lined above: 

1.  I)i\cu\\inn\ \\ i r  h iclloiv profc\\or\ o n  the feedback they \\.err 
get ling iron studenrs ;ind o r  Iicrs. 

2. Dirccr student feedback i n  cia\\ and during individual clonierences 
wit 11 cacli student. 

2. ObservationsoicI:~ssa~itl individual efCort5. 
4. Student advi\ory con~~~lillec di\ic~~\\ion~. 
5. 1:videncc from c\tensivc \urvcys;it I he end of the wmestur. 
Tlie survey I'ornl at tltc cnd of the course did not replace the 

need for the other sourccsofcvidcrice h ~ ~ t  ratlier complemented 
tlir ot her sources by: 

I .  (:elling rc:lctions I ' r o ~ n  t111)sc \ v l ~ o  did not  speak out .  
2. I.'illing i n  111e gapson I I~ings conic studcnts didn't re\poi~d on. 
3. Prolling rnore deeply cCrr:~in is\ue\ tha t   lay have arisen during tlre 

c'ourw. 
The reliability and valirlity o f  ~l icsc apl)roaclies was checked 

in scvernl 1vays. First, tI1c s~rrvey fi)r~ii \V:IS reviewed and pre- 
testetl by fellow d e ~ ) a r t ~ i i ~ ' ~ ~ t : ~ I  l)rofessors ittld [ h e  class advisory 
co~iimittec tosee tliat qucstio~is would be u~iderstood and would 
ac t  ua l l y ob ta i~ i  desired iril'orrnation. Second: the multiple 
measurement coriccpt had inherent reliability tests built into it. 
For esatiiple. the survey results could be cc)tiipared witli the 
\'isital 0hzer\,3tioiis ;ilid/or I I I C  fecdback from fello\v professors. 



COI\lP.SRISON OF 1971 AND 1972 COURSES 
The following broad learning objective served to guide the 

planninsof tlie course for 1971. 
S ~ ~ ~ d e n t s  to develop an indepth kno\ivledgc of ektension program 
planning and its conceptsand a coni~nitment t o  study the subject 
further by aci~ully beconling involved in the planning. Icarninp. 
and evaluation o f  the  cnurse. 
This objective was rcaI'lirmed by evidence gathered at the end 

ol' the 1971 course and served to guide the course planning in 
1972 also. The evidence at tlie end of  the 1971 course served t o  
change the 1973 format considerably. Follo\ving is a briefcom- 
parison of  the 1971 and I972 courses. 

197 1 Course Content and Process 
The content to  be learned centered around 12 concepts,pre- 

sented or discussed in the following order: Pllilosopliy of Exten- 
sion, Extension Prosram, Social Systems. Change, Situation 
An;llysis, Involvement of  Citizens, Decision blaking, Nceds and 
Problems, Educational Objectives, Learning Design and Instruc- 

OriItllS. tion, Administrative Support. arid Evaluation of Pro, 
Students voluntecrcd or were assigned t o  develop t\vo short 

papers related t o  c a c l ~  of  two concepts. These papers were t o  
include both a brief summary o f  tlie important research o n  the 
concept, followed b y  their own creative additions on that con- 
cept. Students writing on similar concepts organized inlo task 
groups t o  present the key ideas t o  the class. I met with each 
group a t  least once, usually several limes to lielp them plan a pre- 
sentation of  concepts for tlie class. 

Tlie advisory conin~ittee elected by the studenls to  help make 
decisions o n  procedures :~nd  content made an  early decision to 
divide the 41 students into tivo sections for two days a week 
(used Tor student presentations). wit11 t l ~ e  class meeting as a 
whole the tlurd day (used for instructor input and sum~naries).  

Instead o f  a final esaln, the cliss members cl~osc t o  develop a 
~riodcl o f  progralii planning using the 1 3  concepts. discussing 
their inter-relationships, and showilig IIO\V the concepts l i t  into 
practice. About mid-semester (at the end of tlic presentation on 
c o n c e p t s ) .  1 presented my ideas on how the concepts fit 
logetlier. 

Tile last 3-4 weeks of tlie selllcster task groups presented and 
d i scussed  proposals on approaches they had developed in 
resporlse t o  specific progranirning probleos identified during the 
early part o f  the semester. (i.e. How t o  drop unnecdcd extension 
prosrums.) 

In summary. the st udcnts worked in depth and on their own. 
at abstract and theoretical levels. 

Several key problerr~s \vith processes used in the 1971 class 
were identified b y  the live evaluation procedures: 

1 .'The course \pas tt)o ;tbsIract or ~ o t ~ c f p ~ u a l  ; ~ n d  unrclatcd to 5tu- 
dent e\periences. hlorc prac~ical irppliccition was tieeded. 

2. Problem\ of cornrnunicaiion ckistcd. Many internation;lls~udcnls 
found it ~iifticult to present and listen to discu\sions by orhcr 
students in the class. 

3. Tlie sequenc-e was improper. Some alncepts needed t o  Ilc pre- 
sented before orher concept?, could be understood. (i.e. Nerds 
rnusr be presenrcd bcli)re si~uationaliinitlysis.) 

4. 'I 11e ivork load \vas t o o  p a t .  
5 .  Tlie raidingsdid not provide enough direction. 
6. The chss \va\ too I;trgc Tor t lie format 11hed. 
7. 'I'l~c groups needed morc trclinins in ccin~n~unication.; ;~nd group 

dynamic,. 
8. hlorr. inrerestins :~nd stimulating rnetliotfs were tieetleti. Kot 

cnougli variety or cr ia t iv i ty  clisted i n  course prrssnrarion ;~nd 
i n b ~ r u c ~ i o n i ~ l  media. 

9. More introductory ~~vrrvie\v W;I\ needed at the beginning o f  the 
course t o  help XI direction. 

10. hlore out.;idc rc\ourccs\\.cre needed for variety. 
I 1 .  Alorr clarity \varncc~lcd on itle;r\, conce[>ts.l?nd inslr~lctions. 
12. Student\ ncneratly cor~ld not establish for ihemsclve~ ~ r ~ e i ~ t i i n g i u l .  

Iiipller Isvellr;trnin.z nl~jcctives. ;IS e\~xctrd. 

1971- Course Coi~tetit  and Process 
As a result o f  the 1971 cvalualion. sever;il c1ia11ei.s \\,ere 1113de 

ill the 1972 course. First, more specific Ie;~r~ii~~gohjectives\vere 
identiticd. about which cliiss rucnlbers \vere expected to  ~ n a k e  
some commitment. These were p~~e\~ icwcd at  tlie begir~ning of 
tlrc course. The class n ~ e ~ ~ ~ b e r s  were then encoura~cd  t o  work 

towards developing more personalized and oven morc specific 
objectives during the semester, \rithin the  already established 
framework. 

Second, discussions on "ccincepts" and "conimunic;~tion" 
were inserted at the beginning of the course t o  help students 
understand a concept and co111111unication as  a useful p l a n n i ~ ~ g  
concept. Exlwriences related to  these two discussions also 
helped them in class planning situations. In addition, more time 
was given to  he concepts of  group dynanucs, needs, situational 
analysis, and decision making. Less time was given to learning 
and evaluario~l because many students ivere taking speciric 
courses on those subjects. 

Third, tlie sequence of  concept presentation was changed in 
several cases. For example. needs followed situation analysis in 
1971. but preceded situation analysis in 1972. In programming, 
needs are identified asa  result of analyzing situations and SIIOIIICI 
be tauphr in that order. However. the I971 experience showed a 
student 1111ist know W I I ; I ~  a need is. before discussing sitilatio~i 
analysis. if I I ~ .  is t o  know a need wl~en  he finds it, and if he is to 
linow tile reason for analyzing 3 programrni~~g situation. Tlie 
sequence or [lie concepts in the i 972 course with some changes 
in labcls is compared to L I ~  1971 sequence belo\\!: 

1971 1972 
Philosophy of l. \lension ('clnce1)1 I.rclrninp 
I-hiension Prograni Coniniunicrttiot~ 
Sochl Sy\tcrr~, C;roul~s/Scrchl System\ 
Clianpc Change 
Siluation A ~ ; I ~ \ ' E ~ S  I:\iension Education Plulo~oplly 
Involvement of('i1irens I'rogram 
Decision )lakin= Needsj~lotivation 
Needs and Problem\ Si~uatiun Analysis 
Cducarional Ohjrc~i\~es Involvci~rnt oiCiriren\ 
L.e;rrning 1)ecign and I~irtruction I>ecision IlakinplPlannin~ 
Administralive Support Lducational Objeclivrs 
Evaluation or Programs r l ~ e  Le;lrning Esprricnw 

Securing/Orpnizing Program Support 
tvalua~ion of Programs 

Fourth. 1 planned and presented [he  nujor  input on all of  the 
1 1  concepts in 1973. Students did not initi~irc as man), of  the 
learning experiences. thus eliil~iriatir~g son~r'  I:lnguage and con]- 
rnunicstion prnblems. but dept.ivulg students o f  an opportitnity 
to plat1 a ~ i d  t e : ~ c l ~ .  

Fifth. these ins1 ructor-initiated experiences were more varied 
th:~n the Ica1.11er-i~iiti;~tecl experiences of  the Ic)7i course. These 
espcriences included c;rse studies. group disc~~ssions. lectures, 
role playing, open ended exercises, gucst speakers. student pre- 
sented Iectilrcs. sllort writing assignr~~ents (which forced stu- 
dents t o  compare theories). communications exercises. demon- 
strations o f  tcclu~iques, and 111ure use of  1311 charts. ovcrl~cad 
projection. c l~alk board. and Iiandouts. Vari:~tion \\7as not illc 
only concerrl Iicre. hlore serious attempts were ~ ~ r a d e  to 111;1tc11 
a p p r o p r i a t e  processes to  the suhjecl nli~(tCr being taugl~r. 
Ohvioilsly, this effort inlplios graduate students arc motivated 
not only by subject matter and [heir otvn desires lo I e ~ r n ,  bur 
also by external classroom stimuli. 

Sixth. tilo studcnts were given estc~isive reading lists on the 
concepts, wit11 specific identification of  key readings. at [lie 
start. These readings were also made more accessible by  placing 
tliern in two locations. 

Seventh, a very key change, the students divided tl~en~selves 
into teams of  3-3 students. E;lcl~ Ieati~ was to  select one o f  several 
possible programming situations ;lnJ dcvclop a ivritten exten- 
sion program plan. The teanis worked a11 semester on  tl~csc 
plar~s. incorporating tile course concepts into Ilicir "rcal" pla~ls. 
University o f  \Visconsin-Este~ision persons actually doing pro- 
gramming related to  f:~rnily ~ ~ u t r i t i o n ,  disadva~itaged youth, 
c o n i r n u ~ i i t  y r e s o u  rce developnicnl, and grotving ricc 2nd 
tobacco \irere used as resource people for these groups. 

Those concepts arid processes rated as effective in I97 1 \\,ere 
retained for the 1972 class. including each student developing 
his own conceptual program planning model ant1 sclf-evaluatio~i. 

EV.ALU,ITION RESULTS 
'I'lie extensive survey done : ~ t  the end of  each semester l ~ a d  

s t u d e n ~ s  rate [lie degrcc to  w l ~ i c l ~  various criteria describe11 111c 



course. 
Tlie criteria represent tile key variables used for a11 measure- 

ments. In l ~ s l  form, they represent a tangible comparison oftlie 
results due t o  the changes in the 1 9 7 1  course based on cvalua- 
rions of  ~ h c  year before. Tliougl~ tile st l~derit fcedb;~ck was not 
the sole source of  evidence, the comparisons of  perceptions d o  
reflect 1re11ds exhibited by other sourcesof inforrnat io~~.  

All avcragc's, unless otlierwisc noted. are on 3 1-5 sc,ile ~vitli 
live being the Iugllest (nearly always or very niuch) and one the 
lo\vcst (nc:trIy never o r  very l i t 1  It). Tile 1971 ratings (n=25 ). 
which are relatively lower, can Ijc Liewed as benchmark data and 
are a c t u ~ l l y  part of tlie decision-11iaICinp data used for niaking 
cli~inges in t lie 1972 course. Tlie 1072 r a t i n ~ s  (n= 12) can be con- 
sidered results due to changes. 

Perceptions of Content 
Table I 

Comp:~rison of hlean Perceptioiis of Course Content 

Qw:pz/:;oci~l Svsc-.s 

Cha. .-c 

P i l o r o p l : ~  o f  
.%r-nsion 

arr--ion Provraa  

!Ieels 2nC Problez- 

S i r u i r  :o.. An3lvsis  

Involvencn: o f  
C i t i z e n s  

Decision '!akin? 

3ucatior7L Objcc:i,.fez 

learn in^ Exncrlan.:~ s  

Secur in~ /%-h-~ .miz in~  
Support 

3 - a l u a t i o c  of Prolra-s  

1. Rer:us, .  o f  t h e  zr '~der .r ' s  a z r i o n  o r i e n r a r i o - .  i t  -5 di*ir i i?r l= ihar 
t h e  corlr-r  -ant--,: i =_ .~.;eEul i n  r h e i r  fu:u-e ar.C/or p-.:seat jc: 
s i t ; : a t i o n s .  T i c  ra:inrs soin.r.-. tt- < a n - . =  :o which s ~ u d e n t s  
thou;ht i h c  i d e a s  r c r e  r e i cvanz  and aral irihl*. 

7. Br,r:ausr: thy  c o ~ t r s i  v;s - -  i .-rad,:i+n ?.-'..=I, i: u3; dc;ir.lbl,2 r b a t  
th .  c o n f r n t  Fs.1 --=cn:.-ai !.c-.o-.! ~ r c  3 - e  r e c a l l  and -.:.i?.jn-l,.-- 
Facts .  The r a ~ i n . 5  - - - m r -  i h r  di.mni. i o  xhizh s t u 3 c n r s  thought  
t h e  idea.; were p.raC.?rhe i . -v*l .  

3. Bec-.use o f  z i c  zecini:,~.1- u--4 i n  ?'?I :a a;.+? .ire r?:c 20. cc: t s .  
th: !i t i  vc rv  5-all i-, 111 c i s e d  (I-:.) - -a  :- .:o-,= : ! - ~ s ,  :::l;er~rs 
were n o t  r-il'.~.l ;t -111. 

Table I compares I ~ o w  students perceived tile content in tlie 
two years. Tlre rat inrs of all concepts increased in 1972. cxccllt 
for "needs and llroblems" arltl "tv:~li~;ition of progra~~is." Tlie 
1 9 7 2  r c l c v a n c c  rv t inps  a r e  311 above 4.00 except two: 
"pliilosoplly" and "securins suppor~s." In 1971 :ill concc'prs 
tvere perceived to be 4.00 o r  abovc Irom a theoretical standard. 
c s c c p t  For "ev;~l  u r l ~ i o n . "  "securinp support ." "learning 
esperienct.~." and  "hilualio~l analysis." 

Pcrceprio~ls of the Processes Used in the Courses 
Simila~ data were gatIicr~'CI rcg:~rdin~ course processes.Tl~ese 

c l a ~ ; ~  a r c  co~np:trcd iri T:lhle [ I .  
As Table I1  slio\\rs. a11 pruccsscs \verc perceived as iirlproved in 

the 1977  course except one. Sluderits rated "freedotn and 
a~~tonorn!-" Io\ver. Tlic greaicst increases in perceptions ~vere in 
" rno~iva~ins .  stirnulatins" :incI "opportu~iily to  apply ideas." As 
~ I I o \ \ ~ I I .  tlie 1110st Iii~iily rated procc'sses in 1')71 \brere "uppor- 
runity ro par~icipirte in learning." "'work lo;~d," ";issign~ncnts." 
and "a~l:iIytii;~l 1 linking." 

Tlie p lan~l i~ lg  prcojects used :IS a speci l~c P;NI 01' 11" 1972 
course \vcrc rated asvery re lcva~~i .  usefi~l. arid c'o1iiple111e11ta1-y 10 

Overa l l  n l ann inc /o rmniza t ions  

Onportuni tv r o  o a r r i c i n a r . ,  i n  planninz 

IXpor tun i tv  t o  p a r t i c i n a t e  in  l e a r n i n e  

Opportuni tv t o  w r r i c i o a t e  in  eva lua t ion  

h n a l v t i c a l  ttiin:-ine needed 

~ o t i v a r i n ~ / s r i r u l a z i n p  

heftlorn and a u t o n n v  

S u f f i c i e n t  pu i t ance  

Voriat  ion i n  ilirhd.lr 

Appronriato. -%i is5:inr. 

Oppnrtunl t v  t o  c l a r i f v  ideas 

opportuni t-r  t o  i p p l v  id-s-  

Cmnort t n i m  :o *at -7-rd-rds 

m p o r r u n i  r v  t o  ra:.n d e c i -  ions 

E f f c c t i v e n e i s  in a-5:-vinq l e ~ i r n i n ~  

A~mu:lt or c r i r i F e  ar.4 Z..edback 

F l r x i l . , l c .  c w n  t o  c'la;.i..2 

Adcauncv o' a s s ' ~ n - . r - z s  

Work load and I ace 

Table I 1  
Comparison of hlean Perceptions on Course Processes 

1. 8eca.>ss th -  ;our:- was oraduarc l e v e l ,  ;\- nroce----  -cle.-*vd 
t o  p e t  fce.::r-t c- 7 x 1  : l e d  n-rr:.. o f  r h t  usual  c r i r e r l ' r  ( v a r i - r .  of 
nethod-. r - - i r i t i o n .  F.- -dh?ct) ,  bur a l s o  s e v e r a l  more r?l.l*eC r o  
qraduarr. %:orb (:r.:.:l of -.-.al.,?izal t:.I+.ia;. , Yree50-, oooor:uni;v 
r o  p lan  an- .:vz:ua?.?. ) 

COUXSE F? .OC~SS~ 

class discussion. Students Tclt thcy a c t t ~ a l l ~ ~  experienced tlie con- 
ceptsof group dl-namics, cummu~lications, planning. identifying 
needs. and n i a k i n ~  dccisio~is in tile group plan~iing projects.(i211 
were laled 4.25 to1 .58)  

KAY PEPCLZIn!lS 
1971 1'372 - - 

tlolistic Reactions to  Course 
Ot her qi~cstions deter~iiined student rcactiorls t o  tire tot;~l 

course i11 scveral w ~ y s .  Tllese reactions validated the perceptions 
of ~ l i c  processes and conicnt ]>resented :tbove. 

Firsl . srudcnts were :~sked lio\v tvell thcy tliouglit r l~ey 
acl~icvctl 1 heir o\vn learning objectives. 111 1971. tlie average on a 
tivt poiiit scale \vas 3.93. 111 1972: [lie average was 4.50. . . I Iic second general re:~ction was a rating o f  the overall cjuality 
of  the course. In 1971. (lie a\!i-rage was 3.56. In 1072, tllc 
2irerage \vas 4.4 I . 

Third, s tudc 'n~s ir~dicaied ~nodifications tllcy desired in tlie 
C O I I ~ S ~ .  \\'it11 1i~111iI)er one representing "wo~rld not take course 

Table 111 
hleon Perception of Course Co~itribution> l o  Student 

Professio~ial and .Academic Needs 
-- ~ 

CO,'i?IBUTIO!I 

1. Contribut?c! :o overs??  ~ . r r . Jua rc  s tudy  

2. Contri!~x+c:! ;o pencr.71 i n ~ c l l c - f u a l  
inpmv.-nen; 

3. C o n t r i i ~ u t ~ c i  io Fcrur.. jo' narfori i lncf  

4 .  C o n t r i b u r ~ :  r o  -c?:v.?: io-b t a  do 
zvs :ena~ i*  p r o m  $7 n l  I.,:] i. ,. i~ fucurc  

5 .  C o ~ r r i b  ,t._' r o  a b i l i r v  t o  dn s..r:-n+:iz 
prnp.ri..n pla;ni:.F I n  thr: f u t : r e  



again anyway" andnumber 5 representing"hu1d take course as 
h''the 1971 average was 3'86,aad 1972 was 4.06. 

A final series of questions dealt with the degree to whichstu- 
dents- felt the come contributed to several dimensions ~ ' f  their 
academic and professional needs. These perceptionsare itemized 
in Table 111. 

As shown by the four overall types of reacgons, the student's 
1972 hlistk impmsions diffeaed greatly M those of 1931. 
Particuf arIy important are the ratings of achievement of 
abjedives and the student'$perceptions of the course conmiu- 
tions. These ratings are impsrtani because they me closer to 
measuring the amount of laming, the ultimate application of 
ideas, and the eventual impact of the COW in the eyes of the 
students. 

DISCUSIONS AND CONC LUSZaNS 
Using the students' perceptions as a measure of course effec- 

tmeness, the 1972 course was zignifrcantly improved over the 
1971 course, rqgardless of deria-  The students ratinm were 
higher the second year. Their higher ratings were on both the 
prts af the course (each of the wncepts &ti the various pro- 
teas used) but also on their impressions of the total course as 
obtain& in several ways. My awn subjective observations and 
the feedback frmn fellow professors substantiated these student 
reactions. 

Question: Did the fomdized, systematic evaluation c a w  
the improvemenxs or were other factors more important? Cer- 
tainly, the ex-ces I med the fust year were in themsehes 
critical, as were the pressures existing within the Unive&y 
systfm to impme the come. But experience$ in thernseives 
don t lmprove the next effort, Reflecting on the experiences, 
placing a value or meaning M them, and eventually using these 
mktions and evaluations is what brings imprpvednt. The 
same holds t rw far University pressures. Ody when the instruc- 
tor internalizes these pressures and eduates p i  experiences to 
improve future &@arts do they have any bearing on came 

! improvement, The reflection and evaluation process i s  the 
, aitiml thought process, wkeh Wesevideace from past efforts, 
I judges the dative worth of thwe efforts, and uses these judg 
1 merits ta decide on future course improvements. 

I strongly b e b e  my systematic, f o m l  evaluation was the 
I key to improving the course. The evaluation in f 97 f included 
gathering extensive evidence m the content and processes ofthe 

' arurse in accordance with established criteria, and comparing 
I ti% ratings of the mntent and processes to determine the relative 

extensive, systematic eduation using several sources of 
evidence? Ttte mwer  is an emphatic no! Only through the 
systematic appraach could I have male such progress in one 
y w .  A systematic approach laoh at the course in more detail, 
using the memorie and perceptitions of more persons than the 
instruct or. An instructor annot  remember aU the gaps, 
shtqths, and subtle tlinfs given in a wurse. By using t h e  
memories of the students, we tap the afrea;dy completed evalua- 
Sons of strqdents, stored in fheir rnemsrias, including data, 
crikziaandjud@nts. 

f do not doubt the validfty of the students' perceptions. 
Other sour~es supported them However, T do wish to  raise a 
*@rate h i e  bemuse of these perceptions: .What is a good 
graduate mum? 

I planned t h ~  1971 ~ourse baed an w e n t  student demands 
for freedom and independent learning and on my own cnnvic- 
tim that ma turegcaduate study is dracterized by self-directed, 
self-ma tivat ed, open-ended learning. Yet 1971 students 
d e v e d  lesa and were I e s  sa@ed than tb 1972 group, which 
hdd mare learning experieacesphned fm them. One explana- 
tion is that the s~cund year experiences were closer to expecta- 
tions of a good course. Thus, we must raise the qwtion of 
w h e w  the experiences provided in 2972, even though in 
w r d  with $dent expectations, are the best in the long rurt? 
Wth more && direction dl they be able to develop learning 
md research habits useful for soIvIng future problems when 
instructorsare not available? 

Thus, before deGiding on the overall strategy for evaluating a 
graduate mum or any 0th college course we need to fmt 
decide an just what is a valuable course? Wht criteria represents 
&e type of cum& we desire? 

In addition to relying on ~ e a r c h  on what ought to be and on 
@matic eduation effo* me must be sure of tb pMum- 
phical asumptiws upon which instructional strategies, re- 
Search, and evaluation critsria are based. This case study doesn't 
answer w h ~  aqsump tions are valid. Further research is needed 
on that question. In the meantime, based on the foregoing darta 
and interpretatims, T fed each instructot must think th~ough 
thw asumptions for himself before setting up criteria, gather- 
ing necessary evidence, and judging thevalue of a college course. 

1. Phi Delta a p p a  Study Committee an Education, (SinMebeam, 
DanieI C, Walter 1. Fotey , PWm S. Ge phart. Egon G. Guba, Robert 
Hammond, Haward D, Memiman, Malcom M. Prows), Wcational 
Evaluation and Dedrion Mgkbg, Itasm. Ulinois, F. E Pam& Inc.. 
1971. 

' mum weaknesses. 
O m  might askwhether 1 could not have reflected on the 1 97l 

mum and mak changes and improvemeats without doing an 

2. Steak. Sara M.. "Pro ram Evaluation - A Bmader Defmitioa," 
~oudof~xuen&n,dlume WI, ~ummcr, 1970, pp. 5-1 7. 
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MINUTE3 
NAerA  Executive Committee Meeting 

September 21,1973 

The meeting wits called to order by president Pasto at 9:00 
am. September 21.1973, in the University ofNebraska Center, 
Linwh, Nebraska. Executive committee members presentwere 
&to, Alexander, Brown, Boyce, Ecker, Coleman, and Sand- 
stedt. Others present were Seif, Treese, EIdridge, Harhmg, and 
Arootd. 
The minutes ofthe June 15,1973 e x e ~ t i v e  eommi ttee meet- 

hg were approved as distributed. 
The treasurer's report was accepted as distniuted A c a y  is 

attached. Executive committee members sngjgested that the 
treasurer investigate possibilities of i n v e s ~ g  NACTA funds 
where they will draw the maximum interest possible. 

The editols report was accepted as presented by Pasto for 
Wwt. Executive committee members suggested adding to the 
NAGTA Jouraal regular sections on "Digcs~s of -eh in 
Teaching Tecbaiques in Ag3m1turm:' 'Technical Notes," 
gnwr "Thts Works for Me." 

'Qe foUowing committeereports were presented: 

Ad Hoc Committee on Writing Contst: Treese reported that 
guidelines WEE bein established far a student writing contest 
and that mmces of ! un- were being investigated. The corn- 
wittee feels confident that they will have the contest details 
ready for presentation and adoption at the next summerfs annu- 
al conference. The executive committee members commended 
the ad hoe committee members far their work. 

Membership: The secretary provided @anal directors with 
copies of an updated membership list for their use in member- 
ship developmefit. Copies will be sentto the directors and to the 
Canadian coordinator not present at the meeting by the secre- 
tary. The pr&dent will senda letter andbrochures to each post- 
seeondary M u t i o n  with n program &I agricwlture inviting 
Jireriibeship in NACTA. The president will write to each aetive 
d h t i t u t i d  active qg&g$ to "cwl~ q t  m e w  N G A  
member." 

Teacher Recognition: The report was; made by Sei who 
asked for cladkition of eligibility requirements for the Ens- 

Page IS 


