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Student satisfaction with, and performance in, a
first-offer online agri-sales course was compared with
that of students enrolled in a simultaneously-taught
classroom course. Online and classroom students
were equally satisfied with the course and the
instructor using most measures, and student overall
performance did not differ. However, online students
tended to do better on exams while classroom stu-
dents demonstrated a greater ability to apply course
concepts to a practical setting. Changes were made in
the online course to improve student understanding
of and ability to apply course concepts. Specifically,
online student exams were no longer open-note /
open-book and were proctored and on-campus online
students participated in their final sales presentation
with classroom students. Coinciding with these
changes were improvements in satisfaction and
performance among online students, and a change in
their use of class resources. Online students listened
to a much larger percentage of online lectures and
found them to be more useful during the revised
offering, and were more successful at applying course
concepts to practical situations.

Online course offerings continue to grow. The
growth rate was 35% between 2004 and 2005 accord-
ing to Allen and Seaman (2006). For many of the
reasons noted in the literature, our existing class-
room-based agricultural sales course was modified
for its initial online offering in 2003. Our specific
objectives were to diversify and expand the audience
for this course, and provide more flexibility in course
scheduling for students on campus. Asynchronous
web-supported courses with audio-supported video or
slide presentations are the most prevalent methods of
distance education used in Agricultural Economics
(Jensen and English, 2007). Our course was no
different. PowerPoint® presentations and written
materials such as the course syllabus, homework
assignments, and descriptions of course projects,
were revised. Voice-overs were prepared for each of
eighteen PowerPoint® presentations which had been

shortened from those used in the classroom. One
presentation introduced students to the course. Each
of the remainder replaced approximately one 75-
minute in-class lecture. Resulting online presenta-
tions ranged from 7.6 to 30.2 minutes. The average
presentation length was 18.4 minutes, coincidentally
similar to the 15 minutes later recommended by
Makus (2006). In-class activities and presentations
by professional salespeople were used in the class-
room but not offered to online learners.

In the initial offering, the design of communica-
tion and assessment of student performance compo-
nents of the online course were approached naïvely.
The literature demonstrates that students by and
large do what we inspect (i.e., what counts toward
course credit) versus what we expect (e.g., for learn-
ing sake ) (e.g., see Maki and Maki, 2000).
However, limited experience (i.e., none) and time
constraints resulted in a very rudimentary structure
for student-instructor communication and online
delivery of assignments and performance measures
(e.g., exams). The announcement feature in
Blackboard® and email messages were frequently
used by the instructor to communicate with students.
On-campus online students could and did regularly
stop by to ask questions of the instructor or to submit
and pick up graded assignments and exams. Off-
campus students used fax and email. Telephone
correspondence was noted as an available option but
was rarely used.

Motivations, satisfaction, and performance of
online learners was assessed and compared to that of
students concurrently taking the course in the
classroom (see Wachenheim, 2004 for details not
provided here). Allen and Seaman (2006) report that
most chief academic officers believe that the quality
of online courses is superior to (16.9%) or as good as
(45%) classroom-taught courses. However, they also
note that nearly 40% believe online course quality to
be inferior and they note that faculty acceptance is a
constraint to development of online courses. Schmidt
and Miller (2005) reported that 67% of administra-
tors surveyed at land grant agricultural colleges
expressed “great concern” about the overall quality
of distance education courses and Roberts et al.
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(2005) suggest that faculty generally view distance
education courses as inferior to those taught in the
classroom. Thus, we were cognizant of the need, not
only to offer a quality online course, but to demon-
strate its quality through assessment.

In the initial offering, classroom students were
more satisfied with the instruction in the course than
online students, although there was no difference
otherwise in perception of the instructor or her
performance or the course. Students, either in the
classroom or, where it is perhaps more important, in
the online section, were self-admittedly not reading
the textbook, and online students were not listening
to the audio lectures. This, coupled with student
comments from the assessment of the initial offering,
which suggested that online students were simply
looking up responses to the exams rather than
learning the material before they took them, led us to
believe that our objectives for student-mastery of
course content were not being met.

In fact, there was no statistically significant
difference in overall course performance; however
grades on individual activities did significantly differ.
Online students did better on rudimentary home-
work assignments and exams but were less able to
apply course concepts to a practical setting including
the “Ready Set Sell” (RSS) activity and the associated
paper, and a paper relating their day with a sales
professional to course content. Thus, by their own
admission and as supported by their lesser ability to
apply course concepts, online students did not engage
themselves in discovering much beyond that neces-
sary to complete the assignments and open-
note/open-book exams. It is not clear whether this
was a reflection of the course being online or that
students needed stronger motivation to increase
their exposure to available resources. Assuming the
latter, resulting objectives for revision of the online
course were to increase student use of supporting
materials (especially audio-supported lectures) and
improve student performance on applied activities.

There is a plethora of literature that demon-
strates at least a correlation between course atten-
dance and performance and, except when attendance
is mandatory or explicitly rewarded, attendance
reflects a motivation to learn (Siebert et al., 2006). An
online course environment requires redefinition of
the concept of attendance. The audio-supported
PowerPoint® presentations were intended to replace
the traditional lecture. Thus, we hoped to increase
student use of the audio-supported presentations
and, wherever possible, other course materials.

Motivating student (quality) time with course
materials was attempted by replacing open-
note/open-book exams with proctored exams. Rather
than being able to look-up responses to test ques-
tions, students would have to know the material the

exam (potentially) covered before they took it. As
such, the theory was that they would be motivated to
spend more time mastering the broad range of
material covered.

Further motivation was offered to highlight the
importance of being able to apply course concepts in a
practical setting. The first year, the handful of on-
campus online students were brought together to
make their sales presentation to one individual (RSS
activity). As they made their presentation, other
students would observe under the hypothesis they
would learn from doing so. Alternatively, classroom
students were evaluated in groups by one of approxi-
mately ten sales professionals in a “big event” finale
to the course. After the sales presentations were
completed for the classroom students, the students
and sales professionals went out to dinner together to
further discuss the presentations and other topics
related to sales. In other words, online students
simply came into a conference room on campus for an
hour and made their sales presentations with other
students, whom they had not met within the context
of the class, observed other students doing the same,
and then went on their way; classroom students
attended “RSS night.”

In this initial offering, online students when
compared to classroom students did not perform as
well on their sales presentations, although it was not
clear if this was because they were less motivated or
otherwise had a different experience, or if their sales
professional was a particularly strict grader. Online
students also did disappointing relative to their
classroom peers on the paper describing their
experience and relating it to course concepts.
Stephenson et al. (2005) found that classroom
students gained interest in specific topics discussed
in class when compared to their distance education
counterparts and that they evaluated their class more
positively. We hoped to bring some of the classroom
discussion to our online students. To help motivate
the students to be well prepared for and succeed in
their presentation, on-campus online students
during the revised offering participated in RSS night
with the classroom students.

The course evaluation instrument did not change
substantially from that offered in the previous year.
The instrument remained anonymous and was
completed by students during the last week of regular
classes. Information collected included student
demographics and student motivation for enroll-
ment, satisfaction with the course, and participation
in course activities. Parametric t-tests were used to
compare mean numeric responses between the
classroom and online students and to compare
responses by students in the first-offered and revised
online courses. [Some online responses for 2003 are
slightly different from those reported in Wachenheim
(2004) because only the on-campus online students

Methods
Course Revisions

Course Evaluation
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were included for this analysis. The one off-campus
online student did not complete the course.] Students
were asked to indicate those factors that motivated or
otherwise influenced their decision to enroll in the
course and indicate the importance of each. Factors
identified included: the course fit a category of
electives for their academic program, they had an
interest in the subject, time of course offering, course
instructor, and that the course had been recom-
mended. In addition, online students were asked to
indicate those factors which influenced their selec-
tion of the online section and to indicate the impor-
tance of each.

Students were asked about their satisfaction
with the course, the instructor, and fairness of
evaluation. Open-ended questions requested stu-
dents' suggestions. Online students were also asked
about the effectiveness of the course and their level of
comfort and experience with the Internet and with
the online course.

Students were asked about their level of partici-
pation in class activities including attending (or
listening to online) lectures and reading the textbook.
Online students were asked on what they relied to
complete their exams. All students were asked to rate
course components by degree of usefulness to their
overall level of learning in the course.

Student performance was measured including
overall class grade and percentages obtained on
exams, assignments, and projects. Students were also
asked to self-assess their understanding of course
content and the amount they learned about agri-sales
from the class. To allow student responses from the
anonymous survey instrument to be compared with
student performance, each student submitted their
survey instrument with a self-selected identification
number shared with an office staff member who
reconciled their responses with their grades.

Of the ten online students completing the survey
in the revised course, three were off-campus students
taking the course through a school within our state
university system, but residing out of state. The
remaining seven were on-campus students. The
majors of the online and on-campus students were
similar. Over half of each were majoring in the
department (Agribusiness and Applied Economics)
or in Animal and Range Sciences, with the others in
each section disbursed throughout the College of
Agriculture, Food Systems, and Natural Resources.

Eighty and 92% of online and classroom students,
respectively, were juniors and seniors, similar to
student classes represented in the previous year.
However, in the previous year, 73% of classroom
students and all of the online students were seniors as
compared to 58 and 70% in the current year, respec-
tively. That is, seniors were better represented in the
previous year. As was true in the previous year, 77% of

classroom students were male. Seventy percent of the
online students were male (including all of the on-
campus online students) in 2004 as compared to all of
the online students in 2003.

In 2004, the average online student age (23.7
years) was older than the average classroom student
age (21.8) (P = .021). The previous year, the average
online student worked more hours and took more
credits than their classroom counterparts. However,
in 2004, hours worked, currently enrolled credits,
and GPA did not differ between the online and
classroom sections.

The agri-sales course is not required for any
academic major or minor. Students considered at
least moderately important all factors presented as
potentially influencing their decision to enroll. An
interest in the subject matter was assigned the
highest importance rating for classroom students
(5.04 where 1 = not important and 6 = very impor-
tant), but was not as important for online students
(4.2, P = .047). The most important factor for online
students was time offered (5.1 versus 4.0 for class-
room students, P=.043). Classroom students
reported the instructor was slightly more important
(3.4) than did online students (2.7), but the difference
was not statistically significant. In 2003, average
level of assigned importance was not significantly
different between the sections for any of the factors
except time of course offering.

Online students again this year, students identi-
fied the fit of the course to their schedule and flexibil-
ity as very important in influencing their selection,
and, as moderately important, that the online section
was the only option available to them. Online stu-
dents assigned a much lower level of importance in
2004 to the number of weeks required to complete the
course (3.9 versus 5.7 in 2003, P=.054) and the
overall time commitment (3.2 versus 5.5, P = .041);
and less importance to the idea that they prefer
learning independently (2.0 versus 3.5), although the
latter was not statistically different. The online
course was offered over eight weeks versus a tradi-
tional sixteen-week course. Remaining unimportant
was that they thought they would learn more online.

The number of courses the average online
student in 2004 had taken online increased from .3 to
4.6, although student comfort level and experience
with the Internet did not change. The average
student reported a higher level of enjoyment with
learning online, and a higher average level of agree-
ment that they learn better online, and indicated they
were more likely to take another class online in 2004
than during 2003, although the differences were not
significant.

Student satisfaction with the course and the
instructor, and the fairness of evaluation were

Results
Respondent Characteristics

Motivation for Course Selection

Satisfaction with Course
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measured and compared. Satisfaction with instruc-
tion in the course increased from the previous
offering for both sections, but substantially more for
the online section (Table 1). Both online and class-
room sections were also more satisfied with the
instructor than during the previous year. The
numerical difference between classroom and online
sections was greater during 2003 (as was the variance
in response), but significant only in 2004. Online
student perceptions of the quality of the course
increased substantially and significantly from 2003,
and were similar to those of the classroom section in
2004. Again there was no difference between the
sections in perception of the fairness of grading, and
both increased from the previous year, although the
increase was not significant for either. The numeric
increase in satisfaction with the fairness of grading
among online students was surprising. We were
concerned that adopting proctored-only versus
previously open-note/open-book exams would result
in more rigor than students expected based on input
from friends. In the online section, 43% of those
indicating a recommendation was important in their
decision to enroll in the course indicated the course
had been recommended by a friend; presumably one
who had taken the course previously or had otherwise
heard about it (that is, about the previous course
offering which included open-note/open-book
exams). The increase in satisfaction with fairness of
grading also counters anecdotal feedback from
students in our revised online introductory course in

macroeconomics. A proctored final exam was intro-
duced and several students expressed, somewhat
strongly, their displeasure at this change from the
previous course offering. Presumably they had
obtained information about the course from a friend
who had taken it when the final was not proctored
and had expected the same.

Student satisfaction with the quality of the
course rose from 2003 to 2004 for both sections, and
substantially so for the online section. In fact, online
students were now numerically more satisfied than
their classroom counterparts, while previously they
had been less satisfied. Average level of agreement

was also higher among those in the revised online
course offering as compared to 2003 that the course
challenged students to think (P = .089), that their
performance was evaluated fairly (P = .060), and that
they would recommend the course to others (P =
.053). There were now no differences between the
sections in belief the course was intellectually
stimulating and about the amount students learned.
Averages for online students increased substantially
from the previous course offering (P = .023 and P =
.003, respectively).

Although online student perceptions of student-
instructor interaction did not change from the
previous year, classroom student perceptions
improved such that they now perceived student-
instructor interaction more positively than did online
students (P = .063). And, the primary theme of online
students' responses to open-ended questions was that
they desired to get together with the instructor and
other students, particularly at the beginning of the
class. These comments were somewhat surprising
because there was no significant decrease in student
satisfaction with the level of student-instructor
interaction. Again, in reality, such was minimal (e.g.,
in general online students had few queries and few
actively sought additional information about any
particular component of the course). In both years,
students were provided with an audio-supported slide
introduction which covered course objectives and
instructor expectations, and emphasized the 'how to
contact your instructor' information. Although we

did not ask students
specifically what presenta-
tions they listened to, the
data suggest a greater
percentage of students
listened to this presentation
during the second year.
Perhaps their increased
experience with online
courses raised their expec-
tations regarding potential
for communication.

Online students were
also asked to indicate their
level of agreement with
statements about the
effectiveness of the online

course and their level of comfort and experience with
the Internet. In the first offering, the average student
was neutral on whether distance learning was an
effective format for the class (3.5 where 1 = strongly
agree and 6 = strongly disagree). This increased
considerably for the revised offering (4.8, P = .023).
Students tended to agree that the course made good
use of technology and that Blackboard® was an
effective tool for accessing PowerPoint® slides,
homework assignments, and announcements. In
2003, average level of agreement that Blackboard®
was effective for accessing presentations with audio
was low (3.5). In 2004, student response to the audio-
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supported PowerPoint presentations was much more
positive (5.3, P = .049), perhaps because the average
student tended to listen to most of them as compared
to few by the average student during the first offer-
ing. The actual presentations did not change. Finally,
students reported being comfortable with this online
course in both years, but their average level agree-
ment that they enjoy learning online and they learn
better online increased numerically.

Students were asked about their level of partici-
pation in class activities. During the first year,
classroom students attended a far greater percentage
of lectures on average (94%) than students listened
completely (20%) or partially (16%) to online lec-
tures. The percentage of online lectures listened to, at
least in part, ranged from 3 to 83%. Reasons noted by
online students for not listening to more online
lectures included that it was unnecessary to listen to
excel in the course and lack of access to a computer
with the appropriate software and/or speakers. We
had yet to recognize the advice of Wachenheim (2005)
to help your students by making it necessary to learn
the material to earn a passing grade. During the
revised offering, classroom students continued to
claim strong attendance (averaging 95%). The
percentage of audio-supported presentations listened
to increased dramatically; the average student
reported listening to 88% of the presentations in their
entirety and almost all of them when partial-listens
are included.

Students were asked to rate course components
and activities for usefulness to overall course learn-
ing (Table 2). Classroom students assigned a moder-
ately favorable level of usefulness to the instructor
and guest speakers, with the usefulness of the
instructor rating increasing slightly in the second
year. Online students found the instructor less useful
and, although the usefulness numeric rating
increased substantially from 2003, it was still

significantly less than for their classroom counter-
parts. The most dramatic change observed was the
average usefulness rating for the online lectures
(from 1.75 in 2003, on a scale from 1 = not useful to 6
= very useful, to 4.70 in 2004, P = .000). Online
students had relied more on the textbook than their
classroom counterparts, although the gap narrowed
and neither section found the textbook particularly
useful. Again during 2004, a majority of students in
both sections considered reading the textbook
unnecessary or they did not purchase it.

There was no statistical (or important numeric)
difference between the sections in how useful they
considered spending a day with a salesperson. This
was again somewhat surprising because one might
expect the salesperson to provide information to
online students their counterparts received from
lectures and, particularly, guest speaker presenta-
tions, and they provided the students some face-to-
face contact for the class. During 2003, classroom
students found the “Ready Set Sell” (RSS) activity
more useful. Students demonstrate their abilities in
the sales process in RSS. During 2004, there were no
significant differences and in fact the average online
student's ratings for the assignments, activity, and
paper associated with RSS were numerically higher
than that of their average classroom counterpart.
The increase for each RSS component for the online
students was large and significant (Table 2). This was
encouraging because it supported the decision to
include online students in RSS night with the
classroom students. Students may also have found
the activity more useful because they had a more
thorough understanding of the material from
listening to the online lectures.

Online students were asked what resources they
relied on when taking their exams, specifically to
assign a percentage to each available resource.
During the first year, because students reported that
their textbook was not particularly useful, it was
surprising that the average student relied on the

textbook 39% of the time.
Half of the students indi-
cated they relied on the
textbook for 60 to 90% of
their work on the exam (the
other half relied mostly on
the PowerPoint® slides
without audio). Based on
some of their responses to
open-ended questions (e.g.,
did not like the book
because there is no index),
we suspect they had been
using the textbook to “look
up” answers for the open-
book exams. During the
revised course offering
(2004), that with proctored,
closed-note / closed-book
exams, the average student

Activities
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reported relying 38% on the audio-supported
PowerPoints® and only 9.5% on the textbook. These
averages were statistically greater, and less (P = .004
and P = .049, respectively) than average values in
2003.

There was no difference in the overall perfor-
mance of classroom versus online students in either
year (Table 3). This is consistent with Duvall and
Schwartz (2000) and Batte et al. (2003). It is inconsis-
tent with Stephenson et al. (2005) who found that
overall online students did not perform as well as
their classroom counterparts and that performance
differed depending on student SAT scores (direct
relationship). Stephenson et al. found only those
online students with the highest SAT scores per-
formed equally well as their classroom counterparts.
In the first year of the current study, grades on
individual activities did differ, some significantly.
Online students received higher grades on exams. In

2004, classroom students performed better on exams,
although the difference was not significant [Again,
exams for online students were open-note/open book
and taken by students at their own pace during 2003,
but closed notes / closed book and proctored during
2004.]

In 2003, online students performed worse on
activities more explicitly designed to test their ability
to apply course concepts, those associated with the
day with the salesperson and the RSS activity and
paper. The average difference was slightly less than
one grade. Average online student performance
improved for each in 2004 when compared to 2003,
while performance among the classroom students
only improved for the day with the salesperson paper.
Classroom students still performed better than
online students on this paper although the improve-
ment for online students was significant.
Improvement for online students in the RSS night
activity and, particularly, the associated paper, was
dramatic, although not statistically significant.

There were no statistically significant differences
in students' self-reported understanding of course
content between the sections or their level of agree-
ment that the course built an understanding of
concepts and principles. The average perceived

amount learned by online students increased consid-
erably (from 4.0 to 5.2 where 1 = not much and 6 = a
great deal, P = .003) to a level comparable with that
reported by classroom students. Online students in
the revised (2004) course also considered the course
more intellectually stimulating (P=.034) and
considered themselves more challenged (P = .089)
than they did in the previous year.

To date, online instruction has largely been
adopted on the faith that it is preferred by some
learners and maintains the quality of instruction
offered in on-campus courses. Research to support or
refute these hypotheses and that which seeks to
explain in depth what influences learner preference,
satisfaction, and success with the relative learning
styles remains somewhat limited. An initial investiga-
tion into the online section of our agri-sales course
raised concerns that students may not 'learning' as
much as those taking the course in the classroom.

Because “lectures” (audio-
supported PowerPoint®
p r e s e n t a t i o n s ) w e r e
provided to online students
and, other than the inclu-
sion of sales professionals to
a much greater extent in the
classroom section, the
courses were similar, it was
expected that we had not
adequate ly mot ivated
students . Introducing
proctored exams were an

attempt to motivate students and appeared to do so.
Although students did not do as well on these exams,
they did no worse than their classroom counterparts
under similar test-taking situations. Their ability to
apply course concepts, however, improved dramati-
cally.

Online students when compared to classroom
students were no longer less satisfied with instruc-
tion in, and the quality of the course, and now found it
no less intellectually stimulating. This was encourag-
ing because we presumably made it more difficult.
Students' workload and instructor expectations
increased with the move to proctored, closed notes /
closed book exams and a more professional environ-
ment for their sales presentation. Online students'
ability to apply course concepts to practical settings
improved substantially although their overall course
grade did not change. That is, during the revised
course offering, online students truly did as well as
their classroom counterparts, when the previous year
it just “seemed” as though they did because their
overall grade was not different. Also a bit surprising
(but as in the previous year), was the general satisfac-
tion with the role of the instructor given the lack of

Course Performance and Perceived
Learning

Student Satisfaction and Performance

Discussion
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instructor interaction with online students. Clearly
in this case the communication expectations of online
students remain different than those of their class-
room counterparts, and apparently less than what we
expected.

During the 2003 initial course offering, online
lectures clearly did not replace classroom time. It was
not clear whether students did not listen to the online
lectures because they did not find them useful or visa
versa. Student assessment responses from the second
course offering (2004) provide evidence it was the
latter. Given the proper motivation to understand the
course material and listen to the lectures, the average
student usefulness rating assigned to these lectures
soared. Development of the online presentations was
by far the most involved part of converting the course
for an online offering. Initially, we were disappointed
that this effort was apparently not warranted. The
second assessment (2004) demonstrates that it is not
enough to merely provide the course resources;
students need to be motivated to use them. This is the
message of Maki and Maki (2001) who conclude that
activities for online learners need to be accompanied
by contingencies that will motivate students to
engage in them.

We also hypothesized that exposing students,
including online students, to multiple individuals
working in a profession related to the class can help
them learn and help motivate them to learn.
Perceived usefulness of the day with the salesperson
among online students did not change between 2003
and 2004, contrary to our expectations. We had
expected that students would find this activity more
useful if they understood and were able to interpret
more of what they were seeing, because they had
previously learned the content (because, for example,
they listened to the online lectures). This warrants
further investigation. Students did, however, con-
sider much more useful during the revised course the
RSS activity, and all of its components. Unlike the
first year when they were segregated to a less elabo-
rate experience, the revised course allowed online
students to participate with the classroom students
in RSS night. We did not ask them, but we expect that
the inclusion of numerous industry professionals
gave the activity more credibility as representing a
“real” sales call. If the activity was perceived as more
important, it may have motivated students to do a
better job. And, because students were able to
observe and learn from the performance of more of
their colleagues and were directly exposed to more
sales professionals for a longer period of time, they
may have learned more.

Similarly, it may improve the online course to
have students spend more time with a larger number
of professionals (e.g., by spending more than one day
with a salesperson, having them watch videotaped
presentations by sales professionals). Another

possibility is to have online students exert more effort
in reflecting on their time with their salesperson
within the context of course content (e.g., write a
longer, more reflective paper than their classroom
counterparts).

During the revision process for Wachenheim
(2004), a reviewer asked us whether we were satisfied
with our initial results. We reported that the course
was not successful in that our online students self-
reportedly did not engage themselves in discovering
much beyond that needed to complete the assign-
ments and exams. It was not clear whether this was a
reflection of the course being online or that we simply
needed to better motivate our students to become
more exposed to available resources. In 2004, evi-
dence suggests that our methods to improve student
engagement with course materials were successful;
students reported listening to a much larger percent-
age of the audio presentations, and performed better
in their practical application of the material, the RSS
presentation and paper, and the SWAS paper.
However, we recognize that proctored exams (which
we expect motivated use of the online lectures) may
not be a sustainable solution if students are not on-
campus, and we continue to look for venues to
motivate students to become and stay engaged.

Students completing an initial offering (2003) of
an online agricultural sales course did not perform as
well in applying course concepts as did their class-
room counterparts. To improve student use of class
resources, particularly online lectures, open-note /
open book exams were replaced by proctored exams.
Online students also completed their final sales
presentation with sales professionals in a grand
finale event with students enrolled in the classroom
section. Coinciding with these changes were improve-
ments in satisfaction and performance among online
students, and a change in their use of class resources.

Satisfaction with course instruction increased
from the previous offering for both the classroom and
online sections, but substantially more for the online
section. Online student perceptions of the quality of
the course increased substantially from the previous
offering, and were similar to those of the classroom
section. Average level of agreement was also higher
during the second online course offering that the
course challenged students to think, their perfor-
mance was evaluated fairly, and they would recom-
mend the course to others. There were no significant
differences between the sections in belief the course
was intellectually stimulating and about the amount
students learned.

During the initial offering, the average level of
agreement that Blackboard® was effective for
accessing presentations with audio was low, but
increased dramatically for the second offering. The

Course Activities Final Comments from the Instructor

Summary
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actual presentations in 2004 did not change, but
students' use of them increased considerably and they
found the presentations much more useful.

There was no significant difference in the overall
performance of classroom versus online students in
either year, although the breakdown of graded
activities for online students differed during the
initial (2003) offering. During the second year, online
students' performance on exams decreased (which
was expected because they were moved to a proctored
format), but they did better on RSS activities, which
required practical application of course material.
Their performance on the SWAS paper continued to
trail that of their classroom counterparts, but
improved significantly from the previous year.
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