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Abstract Materials and Methods 
One thousand, four hundred and seventy former judging 

team members from twenty-four universities were ques- 
tioned to measure the positive and negative aspects oflnter- 
collegiate Meat Judging. Intercollegiate Meat Judging 
inlproved writing ability, decision making skills, exposed 
students to animal agriculture, developed concentration 
ability and provided an opportlrnity for the pursuit of excel- 
lence through con~petition. The number of regional or na- 
tional meat judging contests necessary to maximize the 
benefits from participation was approximately 4.0. Partici- 
pants believe meat judging is not too competitive and the 
positive educational benefits sllould nterit continued strong 
departmental, local, state and national support. Justifica- 
tion exists to obtain additional local and national support to 
improve a sound educational program which has served 
animal agriculture well since 1926. 

The objective of all animal scientists as instructors 
should be to educate students in  the most efficient manner 
possible and to constantly evaluate the success or failure of 
present and past programs (Kinsman, 1982). The following 
study was undertaken to measure the opinions both positive 
and or negative responses from former Intercollegiate Meat 
Judging team members (1926-1989). The need exists to 
evaluate the Intercollegiate Meat Judging program (Ro- 
mans, 1982). The results from this evaluation may help 
strengthen the present program and might help to make 
better use of budgeted funds (National Livestock and Meat 
Board, Meat and Livestock Industry and Universities) for 
support of Intercollegiate Meat Judging (Huston, 1982). 
Results obtained from questions concerning awards and the 
educational and industrial value obtained from meat judg- 
ing would bc invaluable to Instructors and Administrators in 
Animal Science (Carr, 1982). The objective of this study 
was to assess the perceived values obtained from participa- 
tion in Intercollegiate Meat Judging and to develop recom- 
mendations based on these data. 

A questionnaire (Table 1) was developed by a special 
committee of the Intercollegiate Meat Coaches Association 
to facilitate an assessment of meat judging by former team 
members. The questionnaire was distributed to a represen- 
tative of all schools who have previously competed in Inter- 
collegiate Meat Judging between 1926 and 1989. Five 
Coaches Association representatives served as coordinators 
for each region. The regions and schools which participated 
in the present study are presented in Table 2. The question- 
naires were summarized and the data was segmented ac- 
cording to decade, region, sex and occupation. Suggestions 
and comments for individual and team awards, continued 
support and suggestions for new classes were also summa- 
rized (available on request). 

Results and Discussion 
Mean values for responses to certain ques~ions (Table 3). 

indicate that Lhose who participated in Intercollegiate Meat 
Judging felt Lhat it improved writing ability, decision mak- 
ing skills, exposed students to animal agriculture, improved 
concenuation ability and provided an opportunity for the 
pursuit of excellence through competition (Carr, 1982). The 
respondents "disagree" when asked: is mcat judging too 
competitive? Ratings form respondents representing six 
decades were surprisingly similar (Table 3) and little differ- 
ence was evidenced between male and female respondents. 

The number of regional or national meat judging con- 
tests necessary to maximize the benefits from participation 
was 4.0 with a high standard deviation of 1.4. Respondents 
who had judged between 1926 and 1949 indicated 3.5 con- 
tests were adequate, but persons judging in the 1970's and 
1980's recommended 4.3 contests were necessary to maxi- 
mi72 the benefits form this activity. These data indicate 
approximately four contests are needed to maximize im- 
proved writing ability. decision making qualities, exposure 
to animal agriculture and the improved concentration abil- 
ity obtained from mcat judging. Participants indicated that 
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Table 1. Intercollegiate Meat Judging Evaluation Form 
1. Intercollegiate meat judging improved your writing ability. 14. How many regional or national meat judging contests would have 

2. If yes, improvement in writing ability aided your carcer. been necessary for you to have received the maximum benefits from 
participation? 

3. Meat judging i m p v e d  your ability to make logical dccisionr. 
Circle one. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

4. Meat judging provided you exposure to animal agriculture. 
15. Please circle any of lhc following employment areas which your mcat 

5. Meat judging aided in developing your ability to wncenuate undcr judging experience helped make available to you. 
pressure. a) Meat Industry d) M e a ~  Animal production 

6. Meat judging provided you an opprtunity to pursue excellence b) USDA c) Meat scicnce graduate program 
through compeuuon. c) Teaching-Research-Extension f) Other (specify) 

7. Meat judging is too competitive. 16. Would you suggest continued support for such a program from Uni- 
8. 'Ihe annual expenditure of $1,000 to $5,000 (per idem and transporla- versity administrations, induslry and organizations such as l l ~ c  Na- 

tion costs) per university (Dep~  of An. Sci.. Food Sci. or Food Tech. tional Livestock and Meat Board. Yes or No. please comment. 
teaching budget funds) for the meat judging program is justifiable for 17. Please rank h e  following traits of meat judging according IO the levcl 
h e  benefit of only 6 to 20 students per school. of impriance to you. 

9. The annual expenditure of Sl0.000 (judgcs expenses, supplies, Trait Rank (1 - highest) 
awards) from the National Livestock and Meat Board for suppon of Travel 
intercollegiate meat judging is justifiable for the benefit of approxi- Writing Skill 
mately 300 college students representing 25 to 30 universities. Decision making 

10. M a t  judging helped you form close and lasting associations with Concentration development 
others. Exposure to meats industry 

1 I. Sufficient (number and quality) awards are presented at the Mcat Team competition 

Board Sponsored contests, present awards arc as follows: Individual Individual competition 

overall (plaque for 1st. ribbons 2nd lhrough 10th); individual divi- Relating to people 

sions (plaque for 1st. ribbons 2nd thru Sh); team overall (plaque for 18. Compare Lhe following college activities according to over-all educa- 
1% ribbons 2nd through 5th); other plaques (team placings high team tional, personal or carcer benefit obtained. 
and individual overall beef). Activity Rank 

12. If funds were available, list any additional individual or team awards Block and Bridle Club 
you would like IO see presented. College course work 

Individual: Collcgc field trips 
Team: Mcat Judging team 

13. Would h e  educational value of intercollegiate meat judging be im- Living group (fraternity. dorm. other) 

proved by addition of one or two new classes. If yes, please list your Intramural sports 

suggestions. Other depament clubs 
Yes or No. 19. Other comments. 

Table 2. Regions and Schools Participating in the Intercolle- Table 4. Question 15. Numerical and percentage frequency 
giate Meat Judging Survey (S = 1470) for certain areas of employment which were made available 
Western (n = 102) n Eastern (n = 432) n from participation in  meat judging. 

University of Wyoming 38 Auburn University 12 
Colorado State University 27 Virginia Poly. & State U 87 Employment Frequency among all 
Montana State University 37 University of Kentucky 67 Area' n respondents (%) 

Southwestern (n = 259) University of Florida 5 1 
Texas A & M University 129 Penn State University 94 Meat industry 677 47.5 

Oklahoma State University 58 University of Tennessee 58 USDA 398 28.1 
Mississippi Sute  Univ. 16 N. C. State University Teaching - Research - Extension 537 37.9 
Texas Tech University 56 Western hiid West (n = 463) 
Eastern Mid West (n = 214) University of Nebraska 87 Meat animal production 664 46.5 

Michigan Slate University 27 Kansas S t a e  University 191 Graduate school (mcat science) 326 22.2 
The Ohio Slaw University 35 University of Missouri 42 
University of Illinois 90 North Dakota Slate Univ. 73 .Some respondents identified more ~ h a n  one employment area. 
University of Minncsola 62 Iowa Sute University 70 

Table 3. Mean Values and Standard Deviations of the hieat Judging Survey Segmented by Decade and Sex 

Question 1926-89 1926-29 1930-39 1940-49 1950-59 1960-69 1970-89 female male 

2 4.3 (1.1 ) 4.5 4.3 4.2 4 5  4.3 4.3 4.4 4.3 
3 5.2 ( .9) 5.4 5.4 5.2 5.3 5.2 5.2 5.2 5.2 
4 5.4 ( .9) 4.8 5.2 5.2 5.3 5.4 5.4 5.5 5.3 
5 5.3 ( .8) 5.4 5.3 5.4 5.3 5.3 5.4 5.4 5.3 
6 5.2 ( .9) 5.3 5.3 5.2 5.4 5.2 5.2 5.2 5.3 
7 1.7 (I -0) 1.9 1.7 1.5 1.6 1.6 1.8 1.9 1.7 
8 5.2 (1.1) 5.1 4.8 5.0 5.2 5.2 5.2 5.1 5.2 
9 5.4 ( .9) 5.4 5.3 5.4 5.4 5.4 5.4 5.2 5.4 
JO 5.0 (1.2) 4.6 4.3 4.4 4.7 4.8 5.3 5.0 4.9 
11 4.8 (1.1) 5.1 5.0 5.2 4.8 4.8 4.8 4.9 4.8 
14 4.0 (1.4) 3.6 3.4 3.6 3.7 3.8 4.3 4.3 3.9 

T'arcnthetical values arc standard deviations. 
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Table 5. Question 17. Mean values for certain traits of meat 
judging ranked according to to level of importance to former 
team members 

Overall (n=1470)1926-49 (n=134) 1950-89 (n=1336) 
Mean Mean Mean 

Trsit value' Rankb values Rankb value' Rankb 

Travel 5.9 
Writing skill 5.8 
Decision making 2.7 
Concentration Dcv. 3.7 
Meat industry Expo. 2.7 
Team competition 5.1 
Individual compctition5.2 
Relaring to pcople 4.2 

'1 = highest. b~ =Tie in rank. 

based on facts and clearly enhances their decision making 
and judgmental skills. Respondents indicated that the abil- 
ity of students to receive a job offer after graduation and 
their ability to successfully meet the requirements of their 
employer were clearly related to the level of meat judging a 
student was able to achieve. 

Individual and tearn awards suggested by respondents 
indicated that a total of 371 individual and 285 team award 
suggestions were listed. Based on these data, justification 
exists for individual and tearn awards for reasons. The pres- 
entation of additional plaques and awards for beef grading 
also merits consideration. 

Suggestions for additional meat judging classes were 
also given to the M a t  Judging Coaches Association of the 
American Meats Science Association who may wish to 
consider the inclusion of one of more of these classes in 
future contests (Bray, 1982). However, 64.9% of the re- 
spondents indicated that the educational value of meat judg- 
ing could not be improved by the addition of new classes. 

Results in Table 4 indicate areas of employment made 
most available to students through meat judging were meat 
industry (47.5%) and meat animal production (46.5%). A 
significant percentage (22.2%) of the respondents were 
encouraged to enter meat science graduatc school programs 
through their meat judging experience, which in many cases 
led them to professional positions (USDA, teaching, law 
school, medical school, research and extension). 

Presented in Table 5 are data which further support the 
benefits, (decision making, exposure to the m a t  industry, 
concentration development, relating to people) obtained 
from meat judging. Writing training was more important to 
University personnel and graduate students than to other 
occupational groups. Exposure to the meats judging was 
perceived as very important to respondents who are em- 
ployed in the livestock and meat industry. Travel was 
ranked low by all occupational groups. 

From among seven collegiate activities, the respondents 
ranked meat judging second to course work according to 
overall educational, personal or career benefit obtained 
(Table 7). However, based on the excellent response to this 
questionnaire, justification exists to obtain additional local 
and national support to improve a sound cducational pro- 
gram which has served animal agriculture well since 1926. 

Quotes by participants indicate that many positive feel- 
ings are developed between students from other universities 
and is an invaluable experience and may be the most impor- 
tant benefit obtained from meat judging. These quotes give 
an indication that there are many benefits obtained from 
meat judging. The suggestions for improvement of meat 
judging mainly were positive in their intention and indicate 
a way for m a t  judging to become an improved teaching 
tool. 

Table 6. Question 17. Mean values for certain traits of meat judging ranked according to level of importance to former team 
members segmented by occupation. 

Livestock Agn- Meat Exlension/ Farming/ Grad. Undergrad. 
University Professional Industry business industry Vo. Ag. Ranching students s t ~ d e n t ~  

Trait (n=273) (n=109) (n=78) (n=116) (n=149) (n=l19) (n=344) (n=137) (n=145) 

Travel 5.9(8) 6.0(8) 6.4(8) 6.1(8) 6.2(8) 5 . 8 0  6.0(7'I) 5.6(61) 5.90) 
Writing skill 5.2(5) 5.70) 5.90) 5.6(l) 5.70) 5.9(8) 6.00T) 5.6(61) 6.2(8) 
Decision making 2.8 (2) 2.7 (1) 2.8 (2) 2.4 (1) 2.9 (2) 2.4 (1) 2.7 (2) 3.3 (2) 3.1 (2) 
Concentration dcvclopment 3.9 (3) 3.4 (2T) 3.7 (3) 3.6 (3) 3.7 (3) 3.8 (3) 3.6 (3) 4.0 (4) 3.8 (4) 
Exposure lo meats industry 2.4 (1) 3.4 (21) 2.0 (1) 3.3 (2) 2.0 (I) 2.6 (2) 2.5 (1) 2.5 (1) 2.9 (1) 
Team competition 5.4 (6) 4.7 (5) 4.7 (ST) 5.1 (6) 5.4 (6) 5.2 (5) 5.0 (5) 5.3 (5) 4.8 (5) 
Individual competition 5.50) 1.9(6) 4.7(5T) 4.9(5) 3.1(5) 5.7(6) 5.3(6) 5.9(8) 5.2 (6) 
Rclating to people 4.6 (4) 4.1 (4) 4.1 (4) 4.3 (4) 4.4 (4) 4.2 (4) 4.1 (4) 3.6 (3) 3.5 (3) 

Miscellaneous occupations listed by 207 respondcnrs wcrc not summarized. Professional - dcntist, doclor. atlomey and executive. 

Table 7. Question 18. Mean values for certain collegiate activities ranked according to overall educational, personal or career 
benefit oht:lined. 

Overall (n= 1470) 1926-49 (n= 134) 1950-89 (n=1336) 
Mean Mean Mean 
value' Rank value' Rankb value' Rank 

Block and Bridle Club 3.8 4 4.0 5 3.7 3 
College course work 2.0 1 1.5 1 2.0 1 
College field trips 3.9 5 3.4 4 4.0 5 
Meat judging tern 2.3 2 2.7 2 2.3 2 
Living group 3.7 3 3.2 3 3.8 4 
ln~amural slmrts 6.0 7 5.8 6T 6.0 7 
Ochcr d e p a m e n ~ l  clubs 5.7 6 5.8 6T 5.7 6 

'1 = highest = Tie in rank 
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A LONGlTUDlNAL STUDY 

Effect of Scholarships on Student Retention 
Robert G. Brown and Joseph G. Cvancara 

Abstract 
A swvey of College of Agriculture and Home Economics 

(CAHE) students at Washington State University illustrates 
that scholarships have an effect on the retention of studenfs 
within a given college. Regardless of whether a scholarship 
was granted or not had little effect on student retention 
within the CAHE. On the other hand, students that were 
granted a larger scholarship were more inclined to remain 
enrolled in the CAHE at Washington State University. 

Introduction 
Funding for a college education is very important for 

many individuals who are seeking enrollment or others who 
are currently in college. Many sources of funding exist, aid 
ranging from personal loans, self or parental funds, finan- 
cial aid and scholarships. Fedcral aid is received by 51% of 
all college students enrolled in public and private schools 
(Williams, Weathers, Sandza, Bums & Maier, 1985). 
Scholarships are awarded on the basis of two criteria: 
Brown Is a graduate student and Cvancara Is a profeswr of Agriall- 
turd Education in the Department of Adult and Youth Education, 
Washington State University. Pullman. WA 991646236, 

(DAMS continued.) 

In conclusion, the value of Intercollegiate Meat Judging 
cannot be measured in dollars or the amount of time spent 
by each person. The only measure of meat judging is by the 
benefit each individual receives. The benefits may be dif- 
ferent for each person and may not be the same for every- 
one. Therefore, the constant attempt to improve the quality 
of Intercollegiate Meat Judging must be continued so ani- 
mal science departments may continue to help students to 
be prepared to meet the challenges which face them in the 
twenty-lirst century. 
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1. Need scholarships that are awarded on the financial 
status of the individual. 

2. No-need or merit scholarships that are awarded based 
on the academic standing of the individual, regardless 
of the financial situation. 

The real fact is that colleges must bring students to their 
university in order to continue to function. Scholarships 
have been used to recruit or to bring students to an institu- 
tion. A study conducted at Rutgers University showed that 
69 percent felt that the scholarship was a very important or 
extremely important factor in their decision to attend the 
university Wanerek, 1986). 

Recruiting and retaining swdents to a college is a prime 
concern. The purpose of this article is to illustrate how stu- 
dents felt about how they were approached and how they 
were encouraged to remain in the CAHE at Washington 
State University. 

Method of Investigation 
This article will discuss only h e  portion pertaining to 

scholarships. Additional information gained through the 
survey instrument is available from the authors. 

In a survey produced by the authors, students who had 
applied for scholarships from the CAHE from 1985 to 1987 
were contacted. The studenls were surveyed using the fol- 
lowing format: 

1. An introductory letter was sent to each respondent 
explaining the purpose of the survey, granting their 
anonymity and allowing them to receive results if 
they were interested. 

2. The survey instrument was a combination of multiple 
choice questions which lead to questions wilh opened 
endcd answer possibilities. 

3. A stamped, addressed return envelope was enclosed 
to improve the chances for a quick survey return. 

Of the 127 surveys sent via mail, 94 completed surveys 
(74 percent) were returned. Non-deliverable and non-re- 
sponse was 1.6 percent and 24.4 percent respectfully. 

Results 
Applications for scholarships were made by 175 indi- 

viduals, but 41 never attended Washington State University 
after applying and 7 students had left school with no for- 
warding addresses. Figure 1 illustrates the number of appli- 
cants, current students, no shows and thc number of appli- 
cants that have left school for reasons unknown. 

The information gathered in Lhe study allowed the au- 
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