
Suniniary 
This was a positive experience for students. 

Students were generally plcascd with the activity and were 
nearly unani~iious in recommending i t  for future classes. 
Most of the negative feedback indicateti they \vould like 
more time and opportunity to digest the inionnation. 
Unfortunately, only 70% of the class chose to participate and 
receive the extra crcdit. 'This ruight suggest that this become 
a required activity rather than a voluntary one. The 
coordinated effort hctwcen lihrnriltn and classroom instruc- 
tor is an effective way to hrinp students into the library and 
bring them up to speed with the new datuhases and 
technology available lor infomiation acquisition and 
utilization. Although this paper does not address term paper 
improvement as there was no control group, the impression 
of the instructor was that the paper quality improved, and the 
quality of references ant1 diversity of sources appearcd to hc 
much better in the 1996 papcrs than in those of previous 
years. To further facilitate student involvement, complete 
hands-on access to all rcsoilrces prcsentcd would he 
desirable. Anothcr addition would he the i~lclusion of 
Internet searching. However, this would take additionill 
class tinie to accomplish. 
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Abstract evaluation. and wool). 'fhc irvcrapc arinu:rl cxpenditurc I'or 
Fifty-one universirics with agricultur:~l programs judging [cams. s:~larics cxcludcd, was R 10.950. Annual 

were surveyed to determine the dcgrcc of support Tor cxpcndi~urea ranged iro~n $2.500 lo $25,000. Sourccs of 
intercollegiate judging programs. Thirty-nine surveys were funding wcrc highly v;~riahlc with tlepart~iicntal funds, on 
returned Sora 76.5 %) response rate. Oftlie responclcnts. 84.6 uver.lgc. comprising the ~ii;rjo~.ity 4 5 4  ) While 
% sponsored at least ollc judging tc:1111 r c l i ~ ~ e ~ l  to animal rcspondents did not Ihvor incrc;~sing the numhcr of rcaril 
agriculture (livcs~ock, tl:~iry, Illcats, horscs. Incat animal members pul.ticipi~tinp in cnch contcst. n majority was i n  
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favor of irlcluding performance data for each contest class. 
The most frequently mentioned outcomes of judging 
programs were improved colnmunication ability. logical 
decision-making, industry knowledge, and teamwork. 

Introduction 
Judging teams have been a traditional rxtracurricu- 

lar activity offered to students ntm:iny community and junior 
colleges. four-year colleges, and universities offering 
agricultural dcgrecs. Benefits of participation in judging 
programs have been dcscrihed as improvement of critical 
thinking skills; improved 01-ganization, delivery, and 
accuracy of written and oral cornmunication; enhanced scli 
confidence; and development of hetter team skills (Smith. 
1989; McCann and McCann. 1992). 

A nntion:il survey of 119 1 alumni who had 
participated in intercollegiate judging programs revealed that 
nearly all of the respondents perceived that judging 
programs would be of greater (47.4%) or equal (43.8 5%) valuc 
to students in the future (McCann and McCann. 1992). 

Criticisms of judging activities have includecl 
concerns about the ability ol' judging contests to sirnulate 
realistic views of the livestock industry. ihc validity of 
utilizing visual appraisal as a genetic improvement tool. the 
cost of supporting judging team activities. and thc nunihcr of 
students who arc givcn thc opportunity to p:~rticipatc at thc 
intercollegiate level. 

Objectives and Methodologies 
The objectives oftliis study were to determine tlie 

following: 
1. Identify thc lcvcl of intel-collcgiatcjudging [cam activity :I( 
universi tics with agricultural programs measured as numhcr 
of teams. number of students participating, and number of 
contests :ittendcd. 
2. Determine the level and source of funding for 
intercollcgiate judging tearn activity. 
3. Detern~ine tlie degree of support ibr changing the form:~t 
of intercollegiate contests. 

Universities granting agricultural degrees (n = 5 1 ) 
were surveyed via a mailed instrument. Responses ( n  = 39) 
yielded a 76.5% return rate. 

Results 
Thirty-three of the thirty-nine respondents (84.6 '%) 

sponsored at least one animal-related judging tcarn. Tahle I 
describes the type of teams sponsorecl by institutions 
sponsoring at least one team. l'he average and range oi' tlic 
numhcrs of students participating in each [ram and the 
number ofcontests participated i n  by each tear11 are reported 
in Table 2. Livestock judging teams \vere most prcdoniinunt 
in terms of institutional sponsorship. nurnher of student 

participants. and nurnber of contests participated in 
annually. Dairy. horsc, and meat judging teams were 
rclatively similar in sponsorship and student participation. 
Meat :lnim:~l cvaluation and wool judging teams were less 
likely to he sponsored and were more likely to participate in 
kwcr  contests. Ho\vever. these teams had higher levels of 
student participation than did all othcrs with the exception of 
liveslock judging. 

Judging tearn coaches held a variety university 
appointnients ranging from voluntecr to tenure-track faculty 
(Table 3). The responses to this survey indicate that 
institirtiorls placed a high levcl of value on judginp team 
activitics in that faculty members (tenure and non-tenure 
track combined) wcre most oftcn identified as judging ream 
coaches. I~urthermorc. the value of coaching a team was 
apparently secn as a beneficial experience for graduate 
students (Tahlc 3). 

Institutional expenditures (non-salary) on animal- 
relaled judging team activities averaged $10,953.70 per 
respondent with :I range horn $2.500 to $25.000 (Table 4). I t  
should he noted that only 28 or the 33 respondents elected 
to share financial information. The institutional expendi- 
tures provided about onc-half 01' the annual non-salary 
costs of judging programs (Table 5) .  On avcrage, [cam 
nicmhcrs. cndowmcnts. and annual eiving programs 
contributed 15.2,12.2. and 1 1.2% of the budget. respectively. 
The remainder of funding originated from tea111 projects or 
student clubs. 

Those surveyed wcrc asked to respond to thrcc 
potential changes to the format of livestock and dairy 
judging contests iTable 6). Respondents were not in  favor 
oi' increasing the nurnher of team rnernbers cornpetins per 
contcst. No\\levcr, they were in favor of including 
pcrform:~nce data in all livestock and dairy judging contest 
classes. Respondents were also given the opportunity to 
rnake suggestions for improvement of the intercollegiate 
judging program (Table 7). 

Respondents were also asked to identify the 
charactcristics they used to lrreasure success of intercolle- 
giatc judging programs. The primary measures of success 
were identified as skill devcloprnent and parlicipation of 
stuclcnts, succcss in competition, and enhanccd cxpcricnces 
with industry ( T ~ b l z  8). 

Respondents were also asked to identify tlic 
specific skills cnhanced by participation in intercollegiate 
judging activities. The most Srequently mentioned positive 
outcomes werc improved coniniunication ability. decision- 
making, knowledge of industry, and teamworWintcrperson:il 
skill development (Table 9). 
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Summary 
Intercollegiaie judging teams continue to he a part 

of the educational experience offered by agricultural 
universities. The financial and staff resources allocated to 
various judging team activities is reladvely significant. 
However, the level of student par~icipation and the benefits 
accrued in terms of improved communication skills. decision- 
making, and industry knowledge appears to warrant 
continued sponsorship of these activilies. There is strong 
support for improving the utilization of performance data and 
production scenarios to enhance the benefits of livestock 
and dairy judging programs. In light of these findings, i t  
would be appropriate to alter the format of compctitivc 

intercollegiatejudging to include performance and economic 
data into each contest class. 
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Table 1. Sponsorship of various livestock-related intercollegiate judging teams. 

TYPE OF TEAM PERCENT OF RESPONDENTS PERCENT OF ALL 
SPONSORING AT LEAST RESPONDENTS (N/39) 
ONE TEAM MI331 

Livestock 
Dairy 
Meats 
Horse 
Meat animal evaluation 
Wool 

Table 2. Number of students participating and the number of contests competed in annually by team. 

TEAM NUMBER OF STUDENTS NUMBER OF CONTESTS 
PARTICIPATING 

AVERAGE (RANGE) AVERAGE (RANGE) 
Livestock 12.2 (5 - 35) 5.4 (1 - 10) 
Dairy 8.3 (4 - 15) 2.8 ( 1  - 5) 
Meats 7.4 (4 - 18) 4.4 (1 - 7) 
Horse 8.7 (4 - 25) 3.3 (1 - 7) 
Meat animal evaluation 10.4 (7 - 16) 1.6(1 - 4 )  
Wool 9.8 (5 - 12j 2.3 (2 - 3) 

Table 3. Positions held by judging team coaches (pooled over teams). 

TYPE OF POSITION N 
Faculty member (tenure-track) 20 
Instructor (non-tenure track) 17 
Graduate student 18 
Non-academic employee (herdsman, etc.) 8 
Volunteer 1 
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Table 4. Institutional dollars (pooled over teams) spent annually on intercollegiate 
judging team activities (non-salary). 

RANGE (S) N (%Iz 
< 5000 8 28.6 
5001 -1 0.000 4 14.3 
10,001 - 15,000 7 25.0 
15,001 - 20.000 4 14.3 
20.00 I - 35,000 z 17.9 
"Does not total to1 00 due to rounding. 

Table 5. Sources of' funds for intercollegiate judging teams. 

FUNDING SOURCE AVERAGE (%y RANGE (%) 

Departmental 45.0 10 - 100 
Endowment 
Team Project 
Team Members 
Student Clubs 
Annual Donations 11.2 2 -70 
'Does not total to I00 due to rounding. 

Table 6. Support for changing format of intercollegiate judging contests. 

PROPOSED CHANGE YES (%) NO (%) 
Increase size of teams per contest 17.2 82.8 
lnclude performance data in all 

livestock contest classes 
lnclude performance data in all dairy 

contest classes 
%n additional 6.3 % favored incorporation of more data than is currently used and an additional 6.3 % 
favored data for all breeding classes. 

An additional 7.14 % favored incorporation of more data than is currently used. 

Table 7. Sugzested changes to improve intercollegiate judging programs. 

SUGGESTION TIMES MENTIONED 
Include more economic emphasis/scenarios 6 
Eliminate the use of show animals in contests 3 
Include more culllkeep classes 2 
Divide senior college contests into novice 1 

and advanced divisions 
Fewer classes per contest but reasons on all classes I 
Reduce the nurnber of contests 1 
Increase the amount of financial support 1 
Don't allow senior colleges to use junior 1 

colleges as a "farm system" of recruitment. 
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Table 8. Measures of success of intercollegiate judging programs. 

CHARACTERISTIC IDENTIFIED AS NUMBER OF TIMES MENTIONED 
MEASURE OF SUCCESS 
Development of skills and participation of students 7 1 
Interaction with and exposure to industry 17 
Success in competition 12 
Student recruitment and outreach 3 

Table 9. Skills enhanced by participation in intercollegiate judging programs. 

IMPROVED SKILLS AND/OR OUTCOMES TIMES MENTIONED 
Communication ability 3 0 
Logical decision-making 24 
Industry knowledge 15 
TeamworWinterpersonal ability 17 
Product and livestock evaluation 9 
Professional networking 8 
Problem solving ability 7 
Leadership 5 
Time management 5 
Cornniitnient 3 
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This article examines how IFAS has developed its distance 
Abstract cducation el'fort. through a strrucgic planning process, to 

with the incorporalion ofnew con,munication better meet the needs o f  students :~nd faculty. The lessons 

nologies. distance education is being used by an increasing learned and resulting actions will assist colleges of agricul- 

number ofschools, colleges and univcrsitics. Many colleges ture - both thosc with long-standing and new distance cdu- 

of agiculturc already have distance ,,ducation pro- cation efforts - as they detcr~nine how best to implcnient or 
p m s ,  but colleges just staning ttleir own programs. reform distancc education to accomplish [heir goals. 

Therefore. with this continuing emph;~sis on [caching at a 
distance. colleges arc learning or relearning how to deliver Introduction 
education programming. The University of Floritla's Institute A~ncric:~n highcr ctluc:~tion's hislory always has 
ofFood and Agricultural Scicnccs (IFAS) was one such orga- 

becn chiuuctcrixcd by grcat ch;~ngc. In the nation's early years, nizadon that had to cvaluatc i ~ s  distiincc education erfort. 
higher education was comprised of srnall, clitc colleges for 

' Assistant Profcssor the wealthy. Over tinlc, highcr cducntion's li)cus shiftcd horn 

' Assistant Dean L! Professor providing education to thc wc;~l~liy to providing educ:~tion to 
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